
Land Development Review 
Division 
(619) 446-5460 

FINAL 

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Project No. 412987 
SCH No. Not Applicable 

SUBJECT: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment: Amendment to Planned Development 
Permit No. 84875 and Site Development Permit No. 215276 (PDP/SOP), approved by the City of 
San Diego Planning Commission on May 12, 2005 to authorize changes to Francis Parker's 
Master Plan for its Linda Vista campus. The campus consists of a middle school (Grades 6-8) 
and an upper school (Grades 9-12) with an existing student population of 800 and a proposed 
student population of 940. The project would demolish three buildings comprising 41,229 
square feet, retain 133,753 square feet of existing buildings, and would add 103,182 square 
feet of proposed buildings (kitchen/dining hall, athletic complex including a gymnasium, two 
multi-purpose student centers, and a maker's space). The total Gross Floor Area (GFA) would 
be 236,935 square feet which is a difference of 67,734 square feet over the 169,201 square 
feet authorized by the PDP/SOP. The Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is calculated to be 0.25 where the 
allowable FAR is 0.75. The proposal would also include the construction of a two-level 
underground parking structure in the center of the Campus which would provide 283 parking 
spaces in addition to the 238 parking spaces in surface lots for a total of 521 parking spaces. 
Additionally the project would provide an outdoor aquatic center; and reorient the football 
field to add an eight-lane track. All construction would be contained within the existing 
development footprint on a 22.45-acre parcel at 6501 Linda Vista Road in the City of San Diego 
Applicant: Francis Parker School 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study. 

Ill. DETERMINATION : The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study, which determined that the 
project could have a significant environmental effect on the following areas: Cultural 
Resources (Paleontology), Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Transportation/Traffic. 
Subsequent revisions in the project proposal, create the specific mitigation identified in 
Section V of this Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project as revised now avoids or 
mitigates the potentially significant environmental effects previously identified, and the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report will not be required. 

IV. DOCUMENTATION: The attached Initial Study documents support the above Determination. 
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V. MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP): 

A. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS- PART I Plan Check Phase (prior to permit issuance) 

1. Prior to the issuance of a Notice To Proceed (NTP) for a subdivision, or any construction 
permits, such as Demolition, Grading or Building, or beginning any construction-re lated 
activity on-site, the Development Services Department (DSD) Director's Environmental 
Designee (ED) shall review and approve all Construction Documents (CD), plans, 
specification, details, etc. to ensure the MMRP requirements are incorporated into the 
design. 

2. In addition, the ED shall verify that the MMRP Conditions/Notes that apply ONLY to the 
construction phases of this project are included VERBATIM, under the heading, 
"ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS." 

3. These notes must be shown within the first three sheets of the construction documents in 
the format specified for engineering construction document templates as shown on the City 
website: 

http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/industry/standtemp.shtml 

4. The TITLE INDEX SHEET must also show on which pages the "Environmental/Mitigation 
Requirements" notes are provided. 

5. SURETY AND COST RECOVERY- The DSD Director or City Manager may require appropriate 
surety instruments or bonds from private Permit Holders to ensure the long-term 
performance or implementation of required mitigation measures or programs. The City is 
authorized to recover its cost to offset the salary, overhead, and expenses for City personnel 
and programs to monitor qualifying projects. 

B. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS- PART II Post Plan Check (After permit issuance/Prior to 
start of construction) 

1. PRE CONSTRUCTION MEETING IS REQUIRED 10 WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO BEGINNING 
ANY WORK ON THIS PROJECT. The PERMIT HOLDER/OWNER is responsible to arrange and 
perform this meeting by contacting the CITY RESIDENT ENGINEER (RE) of the Field 
Engineering Division and City staff from MITIGATION MONITORING COORDINATION (MMC). 
Attendees must also include the Permit holder's Representative(s), job Site Superintendent 
and the following consultants: 

Qualified Paleontology Monitor, a representative f rom The City of San Diego Local 
Enforcement Agency (LEA) and a 40-hour Hazwoper-tra ined environmenta l profess ional 
experienced in t he identif icat ion of burn ash. 

Note: Failure of all responsible Permit Holder's representatives and consultants to attend 
shall require an additional meeting with all parties present. 
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CONTACT INFORMATION: 
a) The PRIMARY POINT OF CONTACT is theRE at the Field Engineering Division- 858-

627-3200 
b) For Clarification of ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS, applicant is also required to 

call RE and MMC at 858-627-3360 

2. MMRP COMPLIANCE: This Project, Project Tracking System (PTS) Number 412987 and/or 
Environmental Document Number 412987, shall conform to the mitigation requirements 
contained in the associated Environmental Document and implemented to the satisfaction 
of the DSD's Environmental Designee (MMC) and the City Engineer (RE). The requirements 
may not be reduced or changed but may be annotated (i.e., to explain when and how 
compliance is being met and location of verifying proof, etc.). Additional clarifying 
information may also be added to other relevant plan sheets and/or specifications as 
appropriate (i.e., specific locations, times of monitoring, methodology, etc. 

Note: Permit Holder's Representatives must alert RE and MMC if there are any discrepancies 
in the plans or notes, or any changes due to field conditions. All conflicts must be approved 
by RE and MMC BEFORE the work is performed. 

3. OTHER AGENCY REQUIREMENTS: Evidence of compliance with all other agency 
requirements or permits shall be submitted to theRE and MMC for review and acceptance 
prior to the beginning of work or within one week ofthe Permit Holder obtaining 
documentation of those permits or requirements. Evidence shall include copies of permits, 
letters of resolution or other documentation issued by the responsible agency. 

Not Applicable 

4. MONITORING EXHIBITS 
All consultants are required to submit, toRE and MMC, a monitoring exhibit on a 11 x17 
reduction of the appropriate construction plan, such as site plan, grading, landscape, etc., 
marked to clearly show the specific areas including the LIMIT OF WORK, scope of that 
discipline's work, and notes indicating when in the construction schedule that work will be 
performed. When necessary for clarification, a detailed methodology of how the work will be 
performed shall be included. 

NOTE: Surety and Cost Recovery- When deemed necessary by the DSD Director or City 
Manager, additional surety instruments or bonds from the private Permit Holder may be 
required to ensure the long-term performance or implementation of required mitigation 
measures or programs. The City is authorized to recover its cost to offset the salary, 
overhead, and expenses for City personnel and programs to monitor qualifying projects. 

5. OTHER SUBMITTALS AND INSPECTIONS: 

The Permit Holder/Owner's representative shall submit all required documentation, verification 
letters, and requests for all associated inspections to the RE and MMC for approval per the following 
schedule: 

3 



DOCUMENT SUBMITTAL/INSPECTION CHECKLIST 

Issue Area Document Submittal Associated Inspection/ Approvals/Notes 

General 
Consultant Qualification 

Prior to Preconstruction Meeting 
Letters 

General 
Consultant Construction 

Prior to or at Preconstruction Meeting 
Monitoring Exhibits 

Paleontology Paleontology Report Paleontology Site Observation 

C. SPECIFIC MMRP ISSUE AREA CONDITIONS/REQUIREMENTS 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES MITIGATION 
Paleo-1 

I. Prior to Permit Issuance 
A. Entitlements Plan Check 

1. Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the first 
Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits or a Notice to 
Proceed for Subdivisions, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is 
applicable< the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall verify 
that the requirements for Paleontological Monitoring have been noted on the 
appropriate construction documents. 

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD 
1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring 

Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project and the 
names of all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring program, as defined 
in the City of San Diego Paleontology Guidelines. 

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI and 
all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring of the project. 

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant shall obtain approval from MMC for any 
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program. 

II. Prior to Start of Construction 
A. Verification of Records Search 

1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search has been 
completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a copy of a confirmation letter 
from San Diego Natural History Museum, other institution or, if the search was in­
house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the search was completed. 

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and 
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. 

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 
1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange a 

Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Construction Manager (CM) and/or Grading 
Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate, and MMC. 
The qualified paleontologist shall attend any grading/excavation related Precon 
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Meetings to make comments and/or suggestions concerning the Paleontological 
Monitoring program with the Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 
a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a 

focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or Bl, if appropriate, prior to 
the start of any work that requires monitoring. 

2. Identify Areas to be Monitored 
Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit a 
Paleontological Monitoring Exhibit (PME) based on the appropriate construction 
documents (reduced to 11 x17) to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored 
including the delineation of grading/excavation limits. The PME shall be based on 
the results of a site specific records search as well as information regarding existing 
known soil conditions (native or formation). 

3. When Monitoring Will Occur 
a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule to 

MMC through theRE indicating when and where monitoring will occur. 
b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or during 

construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This request 
shall be based on relevant information such as review of final construction 
documents which indicate conditions such as depth of excavation and/or site 
graded to bedrock, presence or absence of fossil resources, etc., which may 
reduce or increase the potential for resources to be present. 

Ill. During Construction 
A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching 

1. The monitor shall be present full -t ime during grading/excavation/trenching activities 
as identified on the PME that could result in impacts to formations with high and 
moderate resource sensitivity. The Construction Manager is responsible for 
notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to any construction activities such as 
in the case of a potential safety concern within the area being monitored. In 
certain circumstances OSHA safety requirements may necessitate modification 
of the PME. 

2. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a 
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as trenching 
activities that do not encounter formational soils as previously assumed, and/or 
when unique/unusual fossils are encountered, which may reduce or increase the 
potential for resources to be present. 

3. The monitor shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). 
The CSVR's shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of monitoring, the last day 
of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring Completion), and in the case of 
ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies to MMC. 

B. Discovery Notification Process 
1. In the event of a discovery, the Paleontological Monitor shall direct the contractor to 

temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of discovery and immediately notify 
the RE or Bl, as appropriate. 

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the 
discovery. 

3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also submit 
written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with photos of the 
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resource in context, if possible. 
C. Determination of Significance 

1. The PI shall evaluate the significance of the resource. 
a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance 

determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether 
additional mitigation is required. The determination of significance for fossil 
discoveries shall be at the discretion of the Pl. 

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit a Paleontological Recovery 
Program (PRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to significant 
resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in the area of 
discovery will be allowed to resume. 

c. If resource is not significant (e.g., small pieces of broken common shell 
fragments or other scattered common fossils) the PI shall notify the RE, or Bl as 
appropriate, that a non-significant discovery has been made. The Paleontologist 
shall continue to monitor the area without notification to MMC unless a 
significant resource is encountered. 

d. The PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that fossil resources will be 
collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. The letter 
shall also indicate that no further work is required. 

IV. Night and/or Weekend Work 
A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract 

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent and 
timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 

2. The following procedures shall be followed. 
a. No Discoveries 

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or weekend 
work, The PI shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC via fax 
by 8AM on the next business day. 

b. Discoveries 
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing procedures 
detailed in Sections Ill - During Construction. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 
If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the 
procedures detailed under Section Ill- During Construction shall be followed . 

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM on the next business day to 
report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section 111 -B, unless other specific 
arrangements have been made. 

B. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction 
1. The Construction Manager shall notify theRE, or Bl, as appropriate, a minimum of 24 

hours before the work is to begin. 
2. The RE, or Bl, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately. 

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 

V. Post Construction 
A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative), 
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prepared in accordance with the Paleontological Guidelines which describes the 
results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the Paleontological Monitoring 
Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for review and approval within 90 days 
following the completion of monitoring, 
a. For significant paleontological resources encountered during monitoring, the 

Paleontological Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft Monitoring 
Report. 

b. Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum 
The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate forms) any 
significant or potentially significant fossil resources encountered during the 
Paleontological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City's Paleontological 
Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the San Diego Natural History 
Museum with the Final Monitoring Report. 

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for 
preparation of the Final Report. 

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval. 
4. MMC shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report. 
5. MMC shall notify the RE or Bl, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring 

Report submittals and approvals. 
B. Handling of Fossil Remains 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains collected are cleaned 
and catalogued. 

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains are analyzed to 
identify function and chronology as they relate to the geologic history ofthe area; 
that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are 
completed, as appropriate 

C. Curation of fossil remains: Deed of Gift and Acceptance Verification 
1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains associated with the 

monitoring for this project are permanently curated with an appropriate institution . 
2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in the 

Final Monitoring Report submitted to theRE or Bland MMC. 
D. Final Monitoring Report(s) 

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Final Monitoring Report to MMC (even if 
negative), within 90 days after notification from MMC that the draft report has been 
approved. 

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of the 
approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance 
Verification from the curation institution . 

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
Trans-1 

Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Owner/Permittee shall assure, by permit 
and bond, the installation of a new traffic signal at the intersection of Linda Vista Road and 
North rim Court, with signal interconnect to the adjacent traffic signals, and install striping to 
provide a left-turn lane and right-turn lane on Northrim Court, satisfactory to the City 
Engineer. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Haz Mat-1 

1. Prior to Start of Construction/Preconstruction Meeting 
Prior to the issuance of the grading permit, the applicant sha ll provide verification, in letter 
form, to the Mit igation Monitor ing and Coord in ation Section (MMC) that the City of San 
Diego LEA has reviewed and approved the proposed Health and Safety Work Plan as 
requ ired in the approved Burn Ash Management Plan (AECOM, December 2015). The safety 
plan is for the treatment and disposal of haza rdous materia ls or contam inated so ils t hat 
may be encountered within t he project site. 

The work plan would conta in specif ic procedures for encountering both expected and 
unexpected contam inants. The plan wou ld prescribe sa fe work practices, contaminant 
mon itoring, persona l protective equ ipment, emergency response procedures, and safety 
tra ining requi rements for the protection of construction workers and t hi rd parties. The 
health and safety plan would meet the requ irements of 29 CFR 1910 and 1926 and all other 
applicable federa l, state, and local requirements. 

11. During Construction 
A. Monitoring 

1. All grad ing or excavation that disturbs surface so il and or so il to a depth of t hree feet 
below ground surface wi ll require observation by a 40-hour Hazwoper-tra ined 
environmental profess iona l experienced in the identification of burn ash. If burn ash is 
identified, grad ing or excavation will stop and a burn ash management plan and the 
community health and safety plan wil l be immed iately implemented . 

2. If burn ash-conta ining so il is encountered it will be managed in accordance with the site 
specif ic burn ash management plan and the elements ofthe community health and 
safety plan, including air monitoring, will be implemented as long as burn ash­
conta ining so il is exposed. If burn ash is encountered during grading that can not be 
managed in place an appropriate regu lator-approved cap, as defined in the burn ash 
management plan, it wil l be profiled and disposed of under manifest, at an 
appropriate ly li censed offsite fac il ity. 

Ill. End of Construction 
A. Fina l Clearance 

1. Following the completion of grad ing, a report will be submitted to the LEA, detai li ng the 
resu lts of the on-site observations and corrective action measures implemented with 
regard to observed burn ash materia ls. 
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VI. PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION 

Draft copies or notice of the MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION were distributed to: 

City of San Diego 
Council Member Sherman, District 7 

City Attorney 
Shannon Thomas (MS 59) 

Development Services Department 
john Fisher (MS 302) 
jeffrey Szymanski (MS 501) 
Terre Lien (MS 501) 
jack Canning (MS 501) 
Daniel Neri (MS 501) 
Eddmond Alberto (MS 501) 
Patrick Thomas (MS 501) 
Renee Robertson (MS 606L) 

Mitigation Monitoring Coordination Section (77a) 
Planning Department 

Tara Lieberman (MS 413) 
Victoria White (MS 413) 

Central Library MS 17 (81 a) 
Linda Vista Branch Library (81 m) 

Other 
Linda Vista Community Planning Group (267) 
University Of California (269) 
San Diego Gas and Electric (114) 
Metropolitan Transit System (115) 
San Diego Natural History Museum (167) 

9 



VI. RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW 

() No comments were received during the public input period. 

() Comments were received but did not address the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
finding or the accuracy/completeness of the Initial Study. No response is necessary. The 
letters are attached. 

(x) Comments addressing the findings of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and/or 
accuracy or completeness of the Initial Study were received during the public input period. 
The letters and responses follow. 

Copies of the draft MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
and any Initial Study material are available in the office of the Development Services Center for 
review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction. 

Analyst: Jeff Szymanski 

Attachments Initial Study Checklist 
Figure 1 - Project Location Map 
Figure 2 - Site Plan 

March 9, 2016 
Date of Draft Report 

luly 5. 2016 
Date of Final Report 
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LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update Response to Letters of Comment – Page 1 
Mitigated Negative Declaration Draft 

FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL MASTER PLAN UPDATE 
DRAFT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION COMMENT LETTERS  

The following comment letters were received from agencies, organizations, and individuals during the public review of the draft MND. A copy of each comment 
letter along with corresponding staff responses has been included. Many of the comments received during public review of the Draft MND did not address the 
adequacy and/or sufficiency of the environmental document; however, staff endeavored to provide responses as appropriate as a courtesy to the commenters.  

Letter Author Address Date Representing Page Number of Letter 

INDIVIDUALS 

A Tyler McLaughlin tjmclaug91@gmail.com  March 22, 2016 Self  9 

B Gail A. Laughlin glaughlin@ucsd.edu  March 22, 2016 Self  11 

C Judy Millin jmillin@san.rr.com  March 22, 2016 Self  12 

D Thomas Sekreta  tsekreta@yahoo.com March 22, 2016 Self  13 

E Lou Lipschultz lou-lip@hotmail.com March 22, 2016 Self  14 

F Ruth Oram roram@san.rr.com March 22, 2016 Self  15 

G Kathleen Day kday619@gmail.com March 22, 2016 Self  18 

H Janet Gambrell janet.gambrell@gmail.com March 22, 2016 Self  20 

I Andrew Feraco aaferaco@gmail.com March 22, 2016 Self  21 

L Lisa Newby lisajnewby1@gmail.com March 22,2016 Self  22 

K Robin Hughes rocknrobin57@icloud.com March 23, 2016 Self  23 

L Donna Mills djmills09@sbcglobal.net March 23, 2016 Self  24 

M Joan LoMonico joanlo48@aol.com March 23, 2016 Self  25 

N Joan LoMonico joanlo48@aol.com March 23, 2016 Self  26 

O Betsy A. Blakely bblakely@san.rr.com March 23, 2016 Self  27 

P 
Demi Brown, 

Executive Director 
dbrown@empowercharter.org March 23, 2016 EMPOWER Charter School   28 

Q Carrie Beinert carrie500@email.com March 24, 2016 Self 29  
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LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update Response to Letters of Comment – Page 2 
Mitigated Negative Declaration Draft 

Letter Author Address Date Representing Page Number of Letter 

R 
Darlene R. Newcomb 

Corresponding Secretary 
secretariat@sandiegobahai.org March 24, 2016 

Local Spiritual Assembly 
of the Bahá'ís of San Diego 

 30 

S Lori Walker jahman.1@netzero.com March 25, 2016 Self  31 

T Elaine Medosch emedosch299@gmail.com March 25, 2016 Self  33 

U Patricia Whitelaw pwhitelaw@att.net March 25, 2016 Self  37 

V 
Todd Hooker and Amie 

Wong-Hooker 
thooker@san.rr.com March 25, 2016 Self  38 

W Patricia Whitelaw pwhitelaw@att.net March 25, 2016 Self  39 

X 
G.T. Kaye and Janet C. 

Kaye 
jkaye703@gmail.com March 25, 2016 Self  40 

Y Carole Melidonian jinxy222@yahoo.com March 26, 2016 Self  41 

Z Craig A. Sherman craigshermanapc@gmail.com March 28, 2016 North Rim Homeowners Association  44 

AA Joan LoMonico joanlo48@aol.com March 28, 2016 Self  62 

BB Sharon Barcelona sbarcelona@ymail.com March 27, 2016 Self  63 

CC Ana Estrada, Ph.D. estradaa@sandiego.edu March 28, 2016 Self  64 

DD Jacquelyn Landis jackielandis@gmail.com March 28, 2016 Self  65 

EE Marjorie Patrick, Ph.D mpatrick@sandiego.edu March 28, 2016 Self  67 

FF Patricia Whitelaw pwhitelaw@att.net March 28, 2016 Self  68 

GG 
Debbie Collins, AICP 

Senior Environmental 
Specialist 

dcollins@semprautilities.com March 28, 2016 San Diego Gas & Electric  72 

HH Lisa Rivera-Serra lisa.rivera-serra@ge.com March 28, 2016 Self  74 

II Susan Lindgren sdsusanl@aol.com March 29, 2016 Self  79 

JJ Beverly F. Ryan bshanti7@gmail.com March 29, 2016 Self  80 

KK Leticia D. Fernandez lety92111@yahoo.com March 29, 2016 Self  81 
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mailto:pwhitelaw@att.net
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LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update Response to Letters of Comment – Page 3 
Mitigated Negative Declaration Draft 

Letter Author Address Date Representing Page Number of Letter 

LL Sofía Fernández sof_fernandez@ymail.com March 29, 2016 Self  83 

MM Gervy Alota bernicealota@gmail.com March 29, 2016 Self  85 

NN Axel Probst aprobst@fpbarch.com March 29, 2016 Self  86 

COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER THE CLOSE OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

INDIVIDUALS 

OO Seth & Paula Mayer paula@mayerstudios.com March 30, 2016 Self  91 

PP Ron Goins Dclimeybrit@aol.com  April 18, 2016 Self  92 
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LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update Response to Letters of Comment – Page 4 
Mitigated Negative Declaration Draft 

General Responses 

1. Linda Vista Road/Northrim Court Intersection Volume and Safety Issues 

The project includes relocating one of the four existing campus access driveways from Linda Vista Road to Northrim Court.  It should be noted that not all school 
traffic will use Northrim Court.  As discussed in Section 6.0 of the traffic impact analysis (TIA), Middle School traffic will use the main entrance at Alcala Knolls 
Drive, while Upper School traffic will use the right-in/right-out only driveway on Linda Vista Road and the relocated driveway on Northrim Court.  -The project 
would have a significant impact at the Linda Vista Road/Northrim Court intersection.  -  Mitigation measure (Trans-1) requires the Owner/Permittee (Francis Parker 
School) to install a traffic signal at the intersection of Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court, with signal interconnect to the adjacent traffic signals, along with 
striping to provide a left-turn lane and right-turn lane on northbound Northrim Court. 

 The intersection of Northrim Court and Linda Vista Road presently operates at level of service “C” during the morning peak hour with the existing stop control on 
Northrim Court, as shown in Table 5-2 of the TIA.    The afternoon peak period school departure hours are between 2:45 and 3:45 PM, before the typical residential 
afternoon peak.  The new configuration will reduce queuing problems and safety issues on Linda Vista Road during drop-off and pick-up times by spreading some 
of the school traffic to access Linda Vista Road via Northrim Court.   

Currently, one signal serves the campus, at Linda Vista Road and Alcala Knolls Drive.  The proposed signal at Northrim Court will be approximately 800 feet east of 
the Alcala Knolls signal, which is more than the 600-foot minimum signal spacing noted in the City Street Design Manual for a major road.  In addition, the new 
signal will be interconnected with adjacent signals to coordinate the signals and minimize delays along Linda Vista Road.   

Pedestrian access to the campus is currently and will continue to be provided by sidewalks along both sides of Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court.  There is a 
marked pedestrian crosswalk at the main signalized entrance to the campus.  In addition, the proposed signal at Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court will provide 
marked crosswalks as shown in Figure 13-1 of the TIA.  Onsite traffic monitors at the campus’s driveways during the morning and afternoon peak periods will 
control the school’s vehicular traffic to minimize any conflict with pedestrians and bicyclists.  They will monitor traffic queues on Northrim Court near Linda Vista 
Road and control the flow of vehicles exiting the site to keep the roadway clear for vehicles traveling on Northrim Court.  

Section 12.3 of the TIA evaluates construction traffic for the entire project.  Due to restricted hours, construction traffic would not be expected to cause significant 
impacts.  The applicant agrees to restrict construction traffic to the existing driveways on Linda Vista Road, not the new Northrim Court driveway.  However, the 
driveway onto Northrim Court will be built as part of near term construction to help facilitate school drop-off and pickup. 

During construction, the campus will temporarily lose approximately 100 parking spaces per the applicant. However, replacement parking will be available at 
nearby locations, the Baha’i Faith San Diego Center to the north of campus and the Church of the Nazarene at 6736 Linda Vista Road, pursuant to agreements 
between the school and the owner of each respective location.  Per the applicant, construction workers will utilize both on-site and off-site parking areas.  

Interactions with traffic from the existing 7-Eleven and the apartments being built on Linda Vista Road adjacent to that store were considered.  The TIA did take 
existing 7-Eleven traffic into account.  Figure 5-3 of the TIA (on page 5-8) includes this traffic during the morning and afternoon peaks at intersection #9.  The TIA 
analyzed this intersection in all six study scenarios, i.e., Existing through Year 2035 with Project.  Traffic exiting the 7-Eleven has two options for traveling west on 
Linda Vista Road: vehicles can exit onto Northrim Court and turn left at the new signal, or exit the easterly driveway on Linda Vista Road and turn left to travel 
west. The apartment project to the east of the 7-Eleven store has its own driveway access onto Linda Vista Road and there will be no vehicular connection between 
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the apartments and 7-Eleven.  Therefore, apartment traffic would not be expected to use the drive aisles in the 7-Eleven store parking lot to enter onto Northrim 
Court and then proceed on to Linda Vista Road. 

2. Northrim Court Volume and Safety Issues 

The project impact to Northrim Court would be less than significant as shown in Attachment Y since this segment is projected to operate at an acceptable level of 
service A from the Existing condition to the future Year 2035 condition. Northrim Court is an unclassified street with 52 ft. of pavement (curb-face-to-curb-face) 
in a right-of-way that is 72 ft. wide. Based on Table 2 of the City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual, a street of this type has a capacity of 8,000 cars daily at 
the level of service D/E threshold. There are 296 residences using Northrim Court. Northrim Court has an existing count of 973 ADT collected on Wednesday April 
6, 2016 when USD and local schools were in session. Relocation of one driveway from Linda Vista Road to Northrim Court would redistribute existing Upper School 
traffic of 634 ADT onto Northrim Court. The additional 140 students would add an additional 224 ADT onto Northrim Court for a total of 858 ADT. 973 ADT of 
existing traffic plus 858 of project traffic results in 1,831 ADT, which in turn represents a volume to capacity ratio of 0.23, a level of service “A”. If a typical trip 
generation rate of eight trips for each residence were used, calculations would result in an existing ADT of 2,368 plus relocated and future school traffic of 858 
ADT for a total ADT of 3,226, representing a volume to capacity ratio of 0.40, a level of service “B”.  

The project includes onsite traffic monitors who will minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles by holding traffic before it enters Northrim Court if 
pedestrians, bicyclists, or motorists are crossing the driveway and by ensuring that traffic flow on-site travels in only a westbound direction in the northern drive 
aisle and in an eastbound direction in the southern drive aisle. With the signal at the intersection, the project will improve safety for motorists entering Linda Vista 
Road. The school will provide parents with a circulation plan clearly showing the revised circulation pattern for drop-off and pick-up during the school year and 
the onsite monitors will enforce the circulation plan to ensure that conflicts are avoided. 

The reason for the driveway re-location is that the change will provide more onsite queuing areas for pick-up and drop-off. In the current situation, all of the 
Middle and Upper School drop-off and pick-up traffic enters and exits the campus along Linda Vista Road; thus, the change will reduce back-up and queuing on 
Linda Vista Road by spreading the traffic out, thereby contributing to a safer roadway. 

 The project will not adversely affect fire and emergency response times in the area for several reasons. First, fire and emergency response vehicles have the right-
of-way and are exempted from rules of the road in emergency situations. (California Vehicle Code 21806.) Second, fire and emergency vehicles have the ability to 
override traffic signals along Linda Vista Road, including the proposed signal at Northrim Court. Third, drivers of fire and emergency vehicles may utilize center 
turn lanes or travel in the opposing through lane to bypass congested intersections. Finally, the school’s onsite traffic monitors will ensure that vehicles exiting the 
school are held on-site in order to avoid a conflict with fire and emergency vehicles.  

Several commenters were concerned about construction vehicles using Northrim Court. As noted above, the applicant has agreed that construction vehicles will 
be directed to not use Northrim Court. Section 12.3 of the TIA accounts for short-term and long-term impacts due to construction. 

3. Sight Distance 

Several commenters were concerned about potential line-of-sight restrictions between Linda Vista Road, the new exit driveway on Northrim Court, and traffic on 
Northrim Court. As previously mentioned, Northrim Court to the south of the proposed access is a two-lane unclassified street with a prima facie speed limit of 25 
mph. Sight distance was evaluated on Northrim Court to determine if adequate line of sight is provided to both school traffic exiting the proposed driveway and 
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for residents. Attachment X shows a conceptual striping layout of the intersection sight distance and line of sight for the proposed driveway and a driver traveling 
northbound up the hill on Northrim Court. The 25 MPH intersection sight distance for this roadway is provided consistent with the City Street Design Manual and 
Caltrans, Highway Design Manual Standards (Topic 405.1c) and AASHTO standards. As shown on the drawing, a driver traveling north on Northrim Court (up the 
hill) should have clear line of sight to a vehicle exiting the proposed school driveway and vice-versa. As shown in Attachment X, six (6) existing parallel parking 
spaces would be removed on the west side of Northrim Court and two (2) existing parallel parking spaces would be removed on the east side of Northrim Court 
to accommodate the proposed driveway. No parking would be allowed for approximately 50 feet between the proposed driveway and the first parallel parking 
space to accommodate clear line of sight between a driver stopped at the proposed driveway and a driver traveling north. 

4. Northrim Court Parking Issues 

Several commenters were concerned that installation of the proposed traffic signal in mitigation measure Trans-1 could potentially eliminate some public parking 
along Northrim Court, a public street. As explained in Attachment X, six (6) existing parallel parking spaces would be removed on the west side of Northrim Court 
and two (2) existing parallel parking spaces would be removed on the east side of Northrim Court to accommodate the proposed driveway.   

The project will eliminate any incentives that students may have to park on Northrim Court, a public street, by increasing parking on the campus. The project 
includes demolishing the existing cafeteria and middle school gym to accommodate construction of a subterranean parking structure. The project also includes 
reconfiguring existing parking lots to separate middle school and upper school drop-off and pick-up activities. There are currently 290 surface parking spaces on 
site; after construction of the parking structure there will be 238 surface parking spaces and 279 underground parking spaces for a total of 517 spaces.  

As discussed in Chapter 12.0 of the traffic study, the Municipal Code requires a total of 306 spaces be provided by Francis Parker School. Since 517 spaces are 
being provided where only 306 are required, City Code requirements are fully met and no significant parking issues, either on or offsite, are expected to occur 
based on City CEQA significance thresholds. Under the City’s CEQA significance threshold for impacts to parking, impacts may be considered significant if a project 
is deficient by more than ten percent in the amount of parking required by the City’s parking ordinance and the project’s displacement of existing parking would 
substantially affect the availability of parking in an adjacent residential area, including the availability of public parking.  Because the amount of parking to be 
provided by the project exceeds the amount of required parking, the project does not result in a significant impact to parking.    

Further, the displacement of eight (8) existing parallel parking spaces on Northrim Court is not considered to substantially affect the availability of parking on this 
street because the loss of eight (8) of approximately 90 spaces represents less than a 10% loss of parking on this public street.  Finally, Francis Parker School does 
not charge students for parking. Consequently, students will have every incentive to park on campus, thus avoiding or minimizing offsite parking impacts. 

5. Noise Issues 

Many commenters were concerned about potential noise impacts from ordinary school operations and special events. However, the project was specifically 
designed to minimize noise impacts. Furthermore, the acoustical analysis prepared for the MND determined that there would be no significant operational noise 
impacts associated with the project as analyzed in the Initial Study Checklist. The acoustical analysis addressed all noise sources, including the outdoor aquatic 
center, the indoor gymnasium, the reconfigured sports field/multi-purpose track and field facility, and their various associated uses, facilities, and PA systems.  

The proposed aquatic center/pool was designed to afford maximum accessibility to the existing campus while also minimizing noise and visual impacts to the 
surrounding community. The bleachers will be placed immediately to the north and west of the pool, which are the only sides with direct access to and from the 
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campus. The pool deck, including the deck for the bleachers, will be approximately 12 feet below the surrounding grade. A retaining wall approximately six feet 
tall is proposed for the south side of the pool, and a retaining wall approximately 14 feet tall is proposed for the east side. The depression of the pool deck below 
the surrounding grade and the retaining walls proposed for the south and east sides of the aquatic center will reduce both noise and visual impacts to the 
surrounding community.  

The public address (PA) system on the athletic fields shall be located on the northwestern portion of the fields to ensure a minimum distance of 375 feet between 
the PA system and residential receptors and the sound output of the PA system at this location shall be limited to 90 dBA. Alternatively, prior to the issuance of a 
building permit for Athletic Center Building 201A as shown on Exhibit “A”, upon approval of the Director, Development Services Department, of an updated Noise 
Attenuation Study, a PA system may be located in another location, including on the east side of the fields facing west, provided that the one-hour average sound 
level does not exceed 86 dBA in the daytime, 81 dBA in the evening, and 76 dBA at night at the property line, as provided in the City’s Noise Ordinance.  For the 
purposes of this condition, daytime is 7:00 a.m. until 7:00 p.m., evening is 7:00 p.m. until 10:00 p.m., and night is 10:00 p.m. until 7:00 a.m. 

6. Lighting Issues 

Many commenters were concerned about the potential for spillover lighting impacts.  

Similar to noise, the project has been designed to avoid lighting impacts to the neighbors. Project design features include high-technology light-emitting diodes 
(LED) lighting and cut-off shields/hoods. The six new light poles proposed for the sports deck will actually be shorter (at 39’) above ground level; they will also be 
located farther away from sensitive receptors and closer to Linda Vista Road, an adjacent retail commercial use, and the rest of the campus. There will be no 
increase in the height or number of lights being proposed for the reconfigured athletic field. Moreover, the City’s Municipal Code requires that all lighting be 
shaded and adjusted to fall on the project site (i.e., the campus). Photometric studies, including computer simulations, that were submitted with the project’s 
plans concluded that light spill from the lights at the athletic field to the east side of Northrim Court will be between 0.5 and 0.7 foot-candles (FC) in intensity; by 
comparison, an average intensity of 1.0 FC is generally consistent with the average lighting intensity for public streets. Furthermore, light impacts were analyzed 
in the Initial Study Checklist and no impacts were identified.  

7. Enforcement issues 

Several commenters were concerned about what they understood were past violations by the school and whether the project’s conditions, such as the onsite 
traffic monitor, would be enforced. The one violation that was reported to the school was promptly rectified: In September 2014, neighbors complained that the 
athletic field was used after 8:00 p.m. more than the allowable three times per week during an approximately two-week period because a youth soccer organization 
was violating its usage agreement with the school. The school not only reminded the organization of its duties, it also installed a timer that automatically turned 
off field lighting at 7:45 p.m. 

The City has mechanisms to enforce project conditions. Section 59.5.0404 (Construction Noise) of the Municipal Code provides that demolition and construction 
activities may NOT occur between 7:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, or on legal holidays (as specified in Section 21.04) or Sundays.  
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8. Special Events Issues 

Several commenters were concerned about noise, lighting, and traffic from special events on campus. Noise and lighting produced by special events will be 
constrained by the same design features, such as height and shading, which result in those potential impacts generally being less than significant. 

As to traffic, special events at the school are limited in number and either do not occur during peak traffic hours (e.g., Upper School Commencement) or do not 
attract large crowds (e.g., a swim meet). Section 14 of the TIA evaluated potential single-event impacts from the special events expected to exceed approximately 
200 vehicles during school hours; the analysis was based on historical data that appears in Appendix K of the TIA. The traffic volumes will not create significant 
intersection or street segment impacts; for example, adding 200 vehicles to existing traffic on Northrim Court would not significantly impact the level of service 
on the road. Analysis is provided in Attachment Y. The school will modify its existing Traffic Management Program to ensure adequate off-site parking is available 
by providing designated off-site parking locations, such as the San Diego Bahai Center and USD, and by assigning contracted security guards onsite to direct traffic 
before and after each special event, which will be required per the project permit conditions. As part of the Traffic Management Plan, Francis Parker will provide 
shuttle service between the school and the off-site parking locations before and after each special event. 

Several commenters were concerned that the school may charge non-school organizations to hold special events on campus. If Francis Parker School plans to rent 
out its facilities for non-school special events, the Traffic Management Plan would be used to determine what measures the school would apply to each situation. 
Maintenance and application of the Traffic Management Plan will be a permit condition of the school’s PDP/SDP. 

Specific Responses 

Responses to specific issues in the comment letters received are provided on the following pages. 
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A-1 Pedestrian access to the campus is currently and will continue to be provided by 
sidewalks along both sides of Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court. There is a 
marked pedestrian crosswalk at the main signalized entrance to the campus. In 
addition, the proposed signal at Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court will provide 
marked crosswalks. Onsite traffic monitors at the campus’s driveways during the 
morning and afternoon peak periods will control the school’s vehicular traffic to 
minimize any conflict with pedestrians and bicyclists. 

A-2 A burn ash management plan (AECOM, December 2015) has been reviewed and 
approved by the City's Local Enforcement Agency (LEA). The approved plan 
includes a site- and project-specific Community Health and Safety Plan. 

As noted within the project plans, all grading or excavation that disturbs surface 
soil and or soil to a depth of three feet below ground surface will require 
observation by a 40-hour Hazwoper-trained environmental professional 
experienced in the identification of burn ash. If burn ash is identified, grading or 
excavation will stop and a burn ash management plan and a community health 
and safety plan will be immediately implemented. The identification and 
management of burn ash per the approved burn ash management plan would 
reduce to a level of less than significant, and/or eliminate the likelihood that school 
staff, students and workers, either nearby or involved in the proposed 
construction, would be exposed to unacceptable concentrations of constituents of 
concern associated with burn ash-containing soil identified as being present 
beneath the ground surface at the site. 

In order to ensure that a significant hazard would not occur to the public or to the 
school population, Section V of the draft MND details mitigation measure HAZ 
MAT 1. HAZ MAT 1 requires that the approved Community Health and Safety 
Plan be resubmitted to the LEA and revised as necessary to meet all federal, 
state, and local requirements then in effect. With implementation of HAZ MAT 1, 
impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance. 

The design features discussed above and HAZ MAT 1 are standard requirements 
that have been proven to avoid or reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

A-3 The project is expected to add 858 ADT, 403 (197 inbound and 206 outbound) 
AM peak hour trips and 190 (44 inbound and 146 outbound) PM peak hour trips to 
the northern end of Northrim Court, as well as install a traffic signal at Linda Vista 
Road/Northrim Court to mitigate the project’s impact at this location. Attachment Y 
includes a roadway capacity analysis on Northrim Court between Linda Vista 
Road and the proposed school driveway. As shown in the table, the street 
segment is projected to operate at an acceptable level of service “A” with the 

A-1 

A-4 

A-3 

A-2 
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project in the Existing and Near Term conditions and also the future (Year 2035) 
conditions. 

A-4 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 COMMENT RESPONSE 

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update Response to Letters of Comment – Page 11 
Mitigated Negative Declaration Draft 

 

B-1 

B-1 See Response to Comment A-3. 
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C-1 

C-2 

C-3 

C-1 See General Response #4 and Response to Comment A-3.  

C-2 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided.  

C-3 The TIA prepared by the applicant’s traffic engineering consultant provides for and 
analyzes improvements to on-campus circulation by separating Middle School 
and Upper School traffic. As discussed in Section 6.0 of the TIA, Middle School 
traffic will use the main entrance at Alcala Knolls Drive, while Upper School traffic 
will use the right-in/right-out only driveway on Linda Vista Road and the relocated 
driveway on Northrim Court. The relocated driveway on Northrim Court is needed 
to implement the on-campus circulation improvements. Also see General 
Response #1. 
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D-1 

D-1 See General Response #1 & 2 and Response to Comment A-3. 
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E-1 

E-1 The comment is incorrect in stating that the common access driveway to 1565 
Northrim Court residences is directly across from the proposed Northrim Court 
driveway for the school. The proposed school driveway would be approximately 
100 feet north of the residential driveway, as shown on Attachment X. The 
proposed Northrim Court driveway will not prevent traffic exiting the driveway at 
1565 Northrim Court from making a right turn to head north. Additionally, see 
General Responses #1 & 2 and Response to Comment A-3. 
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F-1 

F-2 

F-3 

F-1 Page 31 in Section XVI of the Draft MND discusses transportation impacts and 
mitigation measures. The proposed project has one (1) significant direct project 
impact at the intersection of Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court. The project will 
install a traffic signal at Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court to fully mitigate the 
project’s direct impact at this location.  

F-2 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND. To clarify the record, the following are 
the Linda Vista Planning Group’s approved minutes for action taken on the project 
on February 22, 2016: “Motion by Margarita Castro to accept the Francis Parker 
Master Plan Update, with the stipulation that the City will address the concerns of 
the driveway and traffic flow on North Rim Court with Francis Parker. Second by 
Doug Beckham. Vote 7-1-0. Motion carried.” 

F-3 See General Response #4 regarding the loss of parking on Northrim Court and 
Response to Comment A-1 regarding pedestrian safety. 
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F-4 

F-5 

F-4 See General Response #4 regarding the loss of parking on Northrim Court and 
Response to Comment F-1 regarding the traffic impact and proposed mitigation at 
Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court. 

F-5 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 
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G-1 

G-1 See Responses to Comment A-1 and F-1 and General Responses #1 and 2. 
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H-1 

H-1 See Responses to Comment A-1 and F-1. 
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I-1 

I-1 See General Response #1 and Responses to Comment A-1 and A-3. 
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J-1 

J-1 Much of this comment concerns an existing condition. Also see General 
Responses #1, 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7. See also Responses to Comment A-3 and F-1. 
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K-1 

K-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND. 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 COMMENT RESPONSE 

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update Response to Letters of Comment – Page 24 
Mitigated Negative Declaration Draft 

 

L-1 

L-1 See General Responses #1 and 2 as well as Responses to Comment A-1 and F-
1. 
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M-1 

M-1 See Response to Comment F-1 and General Response #2. 
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N-1 

N-1 See Response to Comment F-1 and General Response #2. 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 COMMENT RESPONSE 

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update Response to Letters of Comment – Page 27 
Mitigated Negative Declaration Draft 

 

O-1 

O-1 See General Responses #1 and 2. 
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P-1 Comments noted. As these comments do not raise any issues with respect to the 
adequacy of the Draft MND, no specific response is provided. 

P-1 
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Q-1 

Q-1 See Response to Comment F-1. 
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R-1 

R-1 Comments noted. As these comments do not raise any issues with respect to the 
adequacy of the Draft MND, no specific response is provided. 
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S-1 

S-2 

S-3 

S-4 

S-1 As this comment does not raise any issues with respect to the adequacy of the 
Draft MND, no specific response is provided. 

S-2 As this comment does not raise any issues with respect to the adequacy of the 
Draft MND, no specific response is provided. 

S-3 As this comment does not raise any issues with respect to the adequacy of the 
Draft MND, no specific response is provided. 

S-4 As this comment does not raise any issues with respect to the adequacy of the 
Draft MND, no specific response is provided. 
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T-1 

T-2 

T-1 The applicant has agreed to direct construction vehicles to not use Northrim 
Court. Construction traffic will use the signal at Linda Vista Road / Alcala Knolls 
Drive to enter and exit the site. Construction traffic is discussed in Section 12.0 of 
the TIA. The applicant does intend to construct the Northrim Court driveway in the 
near term. 

T-2 The comment quotes two statements found in the Linda Vista Community Plan 
adopted by the City Council in 1998 and amended in 2008 and 2011. The 
comment also references “the existing conditional use permit for FPS”. The site 
lies within the RM-1-1 and OR-1-1 zones, with the developed portion of the site 
within the RM-1- zone. Educational facilities kindergarten through grade 12 have 
been allowed by right in the RM-1-1 zone with no requirement for a conditional 
use permit (CUP) since at least January 1, 2000, when the City updated its Land 
Development Code. The school no longer operates under a CUP. The project 
complies with the Linda Vista Community Plan and applicable regulations of the 
RM-1-1 and OR-1-1 zones. The proposed expansion of the school has been 
accounted for in the referenced land use documents. 
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T-3 

T-4 

T-5 

T-6 

T-3 See Response to Comment F-2. 

T-4 The project is located in the Linda Vista community planning area and has a land 
use designation of School/Institution and the General Plan designation of 
Institutional & Public and Semi-Public Facilities. The project site is zoned as RM-l-
1 and OR-l -1. The proposed project has been reviewed by staff and the Draft 
MND states that the project would not adversely affect the goals and policies of 
the land use documents.  

T-5 The Draft MND analyzes the potential impacts of the project presented by the 
applicant. CEQA does not require that alternatives be analyzed in a Draft MND. 
See General Responses #1 and 2 and Response to Comment F-1. 

T-6 Much of this comment concerns an existing condition. Also see General 
Responses #5 and 6. 
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U-1 

U-2 

U-5 
U-6 

U-7 

U-8 
U-9 

U-10 

U-11 

U-12 

U-3 

U-4 

U-1 See General Response #3. 

U-2 See General Response #4. 

U-3 See General Responses #3 and 4 and Response to Comment F-1.  

U-4 See General Responses #1 and 2. See also Response to Comment A-3 regarding 
the ADT capacity analysis on Northrim Court.  

U-5 See General Response #7. Please note that the applicant intends that the traffic 
monitors will be onsite monitors only. 

U-6 The applicant has agreed to direct construction vehicles to not use Northrim 
Court. Construction traffic will use the signal at Linda Vista Road / Alcala Knolls 
Drive to enter and exit the site. Construction traffic is discussed in Section 12.0 of 
the TIA. 

U-7 See General Response #1. 

U-8 This comment does not raise any issues with respect to the adequacy of the Draft 
MND; all identified significant impacts would be mitigated. See also General 
Responses #1 and 2. 

U-9 All impacts of the proposed project have been evaluated in the Draft MND for 
potential impacts to the physical environment, including traffic, noise and light, 
regardless of whether those impacts would be the result of use of the facilities by 
the applicant, the community, or other third party users. Also see General 
Responses #1, 2, 5 and 6.  

U-10 See General Response #2 regarding emergency access. 

U-11 See General Responses #1, 2, 6, and 7 regarding traffic and light impacts. The 
portion of the comment regarding property values does not address the adequacy 
and/or sufficiency of the environmental document. 

U-12 See General Response #8. Consistent with the entitlements currently in place, 
evening events are defined as those that take place on the athletic fields after 
8:00 p.m., or that begin before 8:00 p.m. and continue beyond 8:00 p.m., 
regardless of whether the event is sponsored by the applicant, the community, or 
other third party user. 
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V-1 

V-1 As this comment does not raise any issues with respect to the adequacy of the 
Draft MND, no specific response is provided. 
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W-1 

W-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required. The 
commenter’s apparently finished e-mail has been identified as Comment Letter 
FF. Responses to comments in Comment Letter FF are provided below. 
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X-1 

X-1 As this comment does not raise any issues with respect to the adequacy of the 
Draft MND, no specific response is provided. 
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Y-1 

Y-2 

Y-3 

Y-4 

Y-5 

Y-6 

Y-7 

Y-1 Existing traffic on Linda Vista Road, including traffic generated by the applicant’s 
existing uses, USD, the Carmel Ridge Apartments, and the 7-11 store was 
included in the analysis provided in the TIA, along with analysis of traffic projected 
to be generated by the project. Also see General Responses #1 and 2. 

Y-2 The traffic signal proposed to be installed at the Linda Vista Road/Northrim Court 
intersection would mitigate the project’s traffic impacts. Also see General 
Responses #1 and 2. 

Y-3 See General Responses #1 and 2. 

Y-4 See General Responses #1 and 2. 

Y-5 The applicant has agreed to direct construction vehicles to not use Northrim 
Court. Construction traffic will use the signal at Linda Vista Road / Alcala Knolls 
Drive to enter and exit the site. Construction traffic is discussed in Section 12.0 of 
the TIA. See also General Responses #1 and 2. 

Y-6 Refer to the Initial Study, Section IX, e. To ensure no pollutants are discharged 
from the construction of the proposed driveway on NorthRim Court, the Project 
will be conditioned to comply with the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) Order No. 2009-0009 DWQ as amended by Order No. 2012-0006 
DWQ and the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (SDRWQCB) 
Order No. R9-2013-0001, as amended by Order Nos. R9-2015-0001 and R9-
2015-0100, waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff 
Associated with Construction and Post Construction Activity. A Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Monitoring Program Plan shall be 
implemented concurrently with the commencement of grading activities. These 
regulations assure that there will be no significant impacts. Also see General 
Response #5. 

Refer to the Initial Study, Section III, Air Quality, Subsections a through d. No air 
quality impacts have been identified, from operations, mobile sources (traffic), or 
construction activity. As noted in the Initial Study, the City’s CEQA Significance 
Thresholds indicate that significant emissions from cars idling (i.e., intersection 
hot spot impacts) occur for projects that produce 9,500 Average Daily Trips or 
result in traffic Level of Service (LOS) impacts. The proposed project would 
generate 476 Average Daily Trips, well below the 9,500 Average Daily Trip 
Significance threshold. Additionally, with the project’s construction of a traffic 
signal, LOS would improve at the intersection of Linda Vista Road and Northrim 
Court with project traffic. Therefore, excessive emissions from cars idling would 
not occur as a result of the proposed project. The construction permits will require 
that standard dust control measures be used, including wet suppression watering 
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during grading and demolition, placement of gravel or asphalt surfacing, 
equipment wash-out areas, and haul truck covers.  

Refer to the Initial Study, Section VIII (Hazardous Materials). A Burn Ash 
Management Plan (AECOM, December, 2015, was prepared and approved by the 
City’s Local Enforcement Agency (LEA). This Plan directs the safe handling of 
potential contact with burn ash during grading and construction activities. Lastly, 
prior to demolition, a qualified testing firm will survey all existing buildings to 
determine the presence or absence of Lead Based Paint (LBP) and Asbestos 
Containing Materials (ACM). The firm will prepare a report summarizing its 
findings as to the presence of LBP and ACM. Should LBP and ACM be present, a 
qualified hazardous materials and abatement contractor will proceed with the 
removal and disposal of identified materials in accordance with state and federal 
regulations. Compliance with these regulations is a standard requirement 
associated with demolition of existing structures and will avoid the concerns 
identified. 

Y-7 See General Responses #1 and 2. 
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Y-8 

Y-8 The TIA identified four annual special events according to the criteria stated in 
Section 14.0 of the study and based on the historical data provided in Appendix K 
to the study. The study contains a specific recommendation that the school’s 
existing Traffic Management Program described in Appendix K to the study be 
used for traffic control and to accommodate parking off-site as needed for 
“special” events, defined as those which are expected to exceed approximately 
200 vehicles during school hours (7:45 a.m. to 3:05 p.m. Monday through Friday). 
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Z-1 

Z-2 

Z-3 

Z-4 

Z-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided.  

Z-2 The proposed driveway on Northrim Court has not been previously approved by 
the City. Comment Z-2 does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no further response is 
required or provided.  

Z-3 The project is an application to amend PDP 84875/SDP 215276. The draft MND 
analyzes the project as described in the Public Notice of a Draft Mitigated 
Negative Declaration JO No.: 24005672 Subject paragraph and the draft MND 
Subject paragraph and as further described within the draft MND and technical 
studies referenced in the draft MND. The draft MND considered the existing 
facilities, including those constructed in reliance upon PDP 84875/SDP 215276, in 
analyzing the project, which is an amendment to those permits. Comment Z-3 
does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no further response is required.  

Z-4 The draft MND analyzes the project’s potentially significant impacts to the physical 
environment. Please see response to Comment Z-3 for information on the 
description of the project. The draft MND analyzes the project which includes all 
improvements that may be constructed with approval of the project, both near-
term and longer-term.  

Off-site traffic, off-site parking, on-site traffic circulation, and on-site parking are 
addressed in the draft MND Section XVI. The analysis provided in the TIA and 
discussed in the draft MND concluded that the project would have less than 
significant direct and cumulative impacts to off-site street segments. The TIA and 
draft MND concluded that the project would have one (1) significant direct impact 
at the Linda Vista Road/Northrim Court intersection, which would be mitigated by 
installation of a traffic signal at the intersection. Assuming installation of the traffic 
signal, the project would have no cumulative impacts to intersections. Project 
traffic on nearby freeway segments and metered freeway ramps are expected to 
be less than 20 peak hour trips and therefore were not evaluated. 

The project includes construction of a two-level underground parking structure in 
the near-term. Currently 290 surface level parking spaces are provided on site. 
The project would reduce surface level parking to 238 spaces and add 279 
parking spaces in the underground structure, for a total of 517 spaces. The project 
also includes improvements to the on-site circulation pattern, separating morning 
and afternoon pick-up and drop-off areas for Middle School and Upper School 
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students, where a single area is provided now with access solely from and onto 
Linda Vista Road. The circulation pattern for the Upper School also provides 
access to the underground parking structure for those Upper School students who 
drive to school. 

Potential impacts to community character were analyzed in draft MND Section I. 
No impacts were identified. The site has been used as a school since 1959. The 
project would remain within the footprint established in reliance upon the project 
entitlements approved in 2005. The project site is located in a largely developed 
area, surrounded by institutional, commercial, and residential uses. 

Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the project were analyzed in the 
Greenhouse Gas Analysis conducted by Baker dated January 2016 and are 
discussed in draft MND Section VII. Direct and indirect construction, area source, 
and mobile source emissions were analyzed, along with energy consumption, 
water demand, and solid waste associated with the project. The analysis and the 
draft MND concluded that impacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions 
would be less than significant. 

Potential impacts that could result from the project were it to create a new source 
of light or glare were analyzed in draft MND Section I. Six (6) new light poles are 
proposed to be constructed on the future sports deck approved as part of the 
entitlements issued in 2005 but not yet constructed. Photometric studies 
confirmed that high technology LED fixtures would focus lighting on the sports 
deck. All outdoor lights, other than security and safety lighting, would be turned off 
by 10:00 p.m. unless for CIF-sanctioned play, in which case lights would be 
turned off no later than 11:00. New buildings would incorporate largely non-
reflective finishes to minimize glare. The draft MND concluded that the project will 
not create any new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area. 

Potential noise impacts of the project were analyzed in an acoustical analysis 
report prepared by Baker and dated September 2015, and discussed in draft MND 
Section XII. Both short-term construction noise and long-term project operational 
noise were analyzed, including direct and cumulative operational traffic noise. 
Both types of activities would comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance codified in 
Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404. The acoustical analysis report and the draft 
MND included analysis of outdoor public address systems associated with the 
athletic fields and the aquatic center proposed as part of the project. All impacts 
were determined to have either no impact or a less than significant impact on the 
existing environment. 
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Z-5 

Z-6 

Z-7 

Z-8 

Z-9 

Z-10 

Z-5 The draft MND analyzes the project’s potentially significant impacts to the physical 
environment. Please see response to Comment Z-3 for information on the 
description of the project. Measures required to reduce the project’s potentially 
significant impacts are provided in draft MND Section V MMRP. 

Z-6 The existence or non-existence of private oral or written agreements between or 
among parties and their substance if they do exist are not subjects that fall within 
the purview of CEQA, even if the agreements do or may involve issues related to 
the protection, mitigation, abatement, or avoidance of environmental or other 
impacts. The draft MND is concerned under CEQA with impacts to the physical 
environment that could result from the project if the City approved the project and 
the City’s imposition of mitigation measures to mitigate those impacts, if any and if 
feasible. The City does not enforce private agreements, were they to exist. The 
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no additional response is 
required or provided. 

Z-7 Refer to Initial Study Section III (Air Quality). As noted in the Initial Study, the 
City’s CEQA Significance Thresholds indicates that significant emissions from 
cars idling (i.e., intersection hot spot impacts) occur for projects that produce 
9,500 Average Daily Trips or result in traffic Level of Service (LOS) impacts. The 
proposed project would generate 476 Average Daily Trips, well below the 9,500 
Average Daily Trip Significance threshold. Additionally, with the project’s 
construction of a traffic signal, LOS would improve at the intersection of Linda 
Vista Road and Northrim Court with project traffic. Therefore, excessive emissions 
from cars idling would not occur as a result of the proposed project.  

Z-8 Refer to Initial Study Section VII (Greenhouse Gas Emissions). The Greenhouse 
Gas (GHG) emissions analysis within the Initial Study includes both mobile source 
and construction-related emissions, as well as emissions associated with area 
sources, energy sources, water consumption, and solid waste generation. The 
analysis within the Initial Study quantifies mobile source emissions for the total 
vehicle trips generated by the project. The emissions in the Initial Study are based 
on idling, startup, and running emissions factors compiled by the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB). Additionally, as noted in Response to Comment Z-7, 
above, with incorporation of Mitigation Measure Trans-1, installation of a traffic 
signal at the Linda Vista Road/Northrim Court intersection, the project would not 
degrade intersection LOS and create congestion. 

Z-9 See Response to Comment Y-8 and General Responses #5, 6, and 8. 
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Z-10 Also see Responses to Comments Y-4 and Y-8 and General Responses #5, 6, 

and 8. The draft MND relies upon project-specific studies that each analyzed 
potential impacts of the project. Analyses of light and noise impacts are detailed in 
the studies and summarized in the draft MND. From those studies and the project 
description submitted by the applicant, the City has derived the following 
conditions of approval to address noise and light concerns related to the operation 
of the athletic fields and aquatic center complex when in use by the applicant or 
by third parties: 

 Athletic field activities must be ended and athletic field lights must be turned 
off by 10:00 p.m. except where play-off games enter overtime and California 
Interscholastic Federation (CIF) regulations require that the game not end in 
a tie. In no case shall the activities extend beyond or the lights remain on 
after 11:00 p.m, regardless of the event. 

 All outdoor lighting, except lighting deemed necessary for safety and security 
purposes, must be turned off between 11:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. 

 Activities on the athletic fields are not allowed to begin earlier than 8:00 a.m. 
on Saturdays and 9:00 a.m. on Sundays. 

 Evening events, defined for purposes of this condition as events that begin 
after 8:00 p.m. or begin before 8:00 p.m. but do not end by that time and 
which take place wholly or partially on the athletic fields, are limited to 60 
evening events per year, and no more than three in a week, Sunday to 
Saturday.  

 The public address (PA) system on the athletic fields shall be located on the 
northwestern portion of the fields to ensure a minimum distance of 296 feet 
between the PA system and the property line, and the sound output of the 
PA system at this location shall be limited to 90 dBA. Alternatively, prior to 
issuance of a building permit for Athletic Center Building 201A as shown on 
Exhibit “A,” upon approval of the Director, Development Services 
Department, of an updated Noise Attenuation Study, a PA system may be 
located in another location, including on the east side of the athletic fields 
facing west, provided that the one-hour average sound level does not exceed 
86 dBA in the daytime, 81 dBA in the evening, and 76 dBA at night at the 
property line, as provided in the City’s Noise Ordinance. For purposes of this 
condition, daytime is 7:00 a.m. until 7:00 p.m., evening is 7:00 p.m. until 
10:00 p.m., and night is 10:00 p.m. until 7:00 a.m. 
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Z-11 

Z-12 

Z-13 

Z-14 

Z-15 

Z-16 

Z-17 

Z-11 The draft MND and technical resources referenced in the draft MND analyze the 
potentially significant impact of the project on the physical environment. No 
differentiation is made or should be made based on sponsorship of the activities, 
whether they be sponsored by the applicant, the community, or by another third 
party. See also General Responses 1, 2, 5, 6, and 8. The comment does not raise 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the draft 
MND; therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

Z-12 The TIA identified four special events according to the criteria stated in Section 
14.0 of the study and based on the historical data provided in Appendix K to the 
study. The study contains a specific recommendation that the school’s existing 
Traffic Management Program described in Appendix K to the study be used to 
accommodate parking off-site as needed for “special” events, defined as those 
which are expected to exceed approximately 200 vehicles during school hours 
(7:45 a.m. to 3:05 p.m. Monday through Friday). Other sections of the study 
analyze the potential impacts of every day student activities as well as recurring 
special events that do not meet the criteria stated in Section 14.0 of the study. 

Because the TIA identifies special events for purposes of analyzing traffic and 
parking impacts as events that are expected to exceed approximately 200 
vehicles during school hours (7:45 a.m. to 3:05 p.m. Monday through Friday), the 
evening events discussed as such in the greenhouse gas analysis (Baker, 
January 2016) are different from those discussed in Section 14.0 of the Traffic 
Impact Study. See also General Response #8.  

Z-13 The TIA and draft MND Section XVI address parking under all of the conditions 
described in the comment. The project will result in a net gain of 227 on-site 
parking spaces for a total of 517 spaces on-site. Those spaces will accommodate 
all students eligible to drive, all faculty, all staff, and provide an excess of spaces 
for visitors and guests. Only when special events, defined as events that occur 
while school classes are in session which events are reasonably expected to draw 
more than 200 vehicles to the campus, exceed the need for more than 517 
spaces is use associated with the school expected to use street parking spaces. 
Francis Parker School does not charge students, faculty, staff, visitors, or guests 
to park on-campus. See also General Response #8. 

Z-14 Since CEQA does not require that MND’s analyze alternatives, the City is not 
aware what, if any, alternatives to the 283-space parking structure were 
considered by the applicant. Per the applicant, the size of the new 283 space 
parking garage was based on the space available on-site as well as the funding 
necessary to construct the subterranean garage. See also General Response #8.  
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Z-15 As discussed in the Special Events chapter of the TIA, additional parking beyond 

student and staff requirements would be provided based on historical data for 
special events. See also General Response #8.  

Z-16 The TIA evaluated the worst-case scenario for peak hour traffic at the intersection 
of Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court. AM and PM peak hour traffic is typically 
analyzed in traffic studies vs. mid-day traffic since the AM and PM peaks are 
typically higher than mid-day peak traffic. See also General Responses #1 and 2. 

Z-17 The TIA, the Draft MND, and Attachment Y identify and analyze potential impacts 
of the relocated driveway to Northrim Court and a new traffic signal at the Linda 
Vista Road/Northrim Court intersection. The driveway and the traffic signal will be 
designed to be consistent with all applicable City regulations and manuals. Also 
see General Responses #1, 2, and 3. 
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Z-18 

Z-19 

Z-20 

Z-21 

Z-22 

Z-23 

Z-18 The TIA analyzes construction traffic impacts in Section 12.3 of the study. 
Projected lengths of times of construction and descriptions of haul routes are 
provided in this section.  

Z-19 See Response to Comment Z-18. 

Z-20 The trip generation in Table 3-1 assumed a higher trip generation rate than the 
San Diego published rates for the entire increase in enrollment i.e. 140 additional 
students since the trip rate was based on the current traffic generated by the 
school in order to have a conservative analysis. Traffic study procedures were 
consistent with the City’s Traffic Impact Study Manual and no traffic impact 
thresholds were altered. 

Z-21 The Linda Vista Community Plan provides for the installation of a raised median in 
Linda Vista Road in the location proposed by the project. As discussed in Section 
12.0 of the TIA, illegal westbound to eastbound u-turns at Alcala Knolls Drive or 
Via Las Cumbres to turn right into the garage access on Linda Vista Road would 
be rare (if any) because the new signal at Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court 
would be expected to accommodate the westbound to southbound left turns. 

Z-22 Northrim Court is an unclassified street with 52 ft. of pavement (curb-face-to-curb-
face) in a right-of-way that is 72 ft. wide. Based on Table 2 of the City of San 
Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual, a street of this type has a LOS E capacity of 
8,000 cars daily. There are 296 residences using Northrim Court. Northrim Court 
has an existing count of 973 ADT collected on Wednesday April 6, 2016 when 
USD and local schools were in session, reference Attachment Y. Relocation of 
one driveway from Linda Vista Road to Northrim Court would redistribute existing 
Upper School traffic of 634 ADT onto Northrim Court. The additional 140 students 
would add an additional 224 ADT onto Northrim Court for a total of 858 ADT. 973 
ADT of existing traffic plus 858 of project traffic results in 1,831 ADT, which in turn 
represents a volume to capacity ratio of 0.23, a level of service “A”. If a typical trip 
generation rate of eight trips for each residence were used, calculations would 
result in an existing ADT of 2,368 plus relocated and future school traffic of 858 
ADT for a total ADT of 3,226, representing a volume to capacity ratio of 0.40, a 
level of service “B”. Also see General Responses #1, 2 and 4 and Response to 
Comment A-3. 

Z-23 See General Responses #1 and 2. See also Response to Comment A-3 and 
Attachment Y regarding the ADT capacity analysis on Northrim Court and 
capacity analysis for Northrim Court at the proposed driveway intersection. 
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Z-24 

Z-24 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 
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Z-25 

Z-25 As stated on page 12-1 of the TIA, 95th percentile queues of 131 ft. in the AM 
peak hour and 73 ft. in the PM peak hour would be expected in the Year 2035 
with Project scenario on Northrim Court between the proposed driveway and 
Linda Vista Road, which would not extend past the project driveway. See also 
General Responses #3 and 4 regarding sight distance and parking. 
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Z-26 

Z-27 

Z-28 

Z-29 

Z-30 

Z-26 While the notice does not have this bit of information it is not the intent of the 
notice to provide every detail of the project. The project description within the 
Initial Study Checklist contains the complete project description. See General 
Responses #1, 2 and 4. See also Response to Comment A-3 and Attachment Y 
regarding the ADT capacity analysis on Northrim Court.  

Z-27 See General Responses #3 and 4 regarding sight distance, parking, and queuing.  

Z-28 The proposed driveway to be relocated from Linda Vista Road to Northrim Court 
is shown on the Location Map on Figure 2-3 of the TIA as an opening from the 
school campus onto the roadway. See also Response to Comment Z-26. 

Z-29 See General Response #4 regarding sight distance.  

Z-30 See General Responses #3 and 4 regarding sight distance, parking, and queuing. 
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Z-31 

Z-31 See General Responses #3 and 4 regarding sight distance, parking, and queuing. 
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Z-32 

Z-33 

Z-34 

Z-35 

Z-32 Traffic counts were collected on Northrim Court just south of Linda Vista Road on 
Wednesday April 6, 2016 while USD, Francis Parker School and public schools 
were in session. The intersection of Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court was re-
analyzed using the peak hour factors based on the April 6th counts which had a 
lower peak hour factor of 0.85 in the AM and 0.79 in the PM peak hour. As 
suggested in the comment, the lower peak hour factor did indeed increase the 
queue length in the northbound direction on Northrim Court. However, this could 
be mitigated by restriping the outside lane to be a left-shared-right turn lane thus 
creating a dual left onto Linda Vista Road. The queuing worksheets attached in 
Attachment Y show a 95th percentile queue of 134 feet in the AM peak hour and 
87 feet in the PM peak in the existing with project scenario for the northbound 
approach which is not expected to block the proposed driveway. The distance on 
Northrim Court from the curb face of Linda Vista Road to the center line of the 
proposed driveway is approximately 145 feet. Therefore, vehicles at the proposed 
signal are not expected to block the proposed driveway or any Northrim Court 
HOA driveway, all of which are further south on Northrim Court. 

Z-33 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 

Z-34 See General Responses #1 and 2. See also Response to Comment A-3 and 
Attachment Y regarding the ADT capacity analysis on Northrim Court. Attachment 
Y provides information regarding project-only traffic on the Northrim Court 
segment between Linda Vista Road and the project driveway. As shown, 858 daily 
project trips are added to the segment. 

Z-35 Francis Parker School driveway counts were taken on Thursday, October 2, 2014 
and used in the analysis. Student attendance on the count day was 788 which 
represents a 1.5% change from the 800 student capacity of the school. Traffic 
counts were also taken on April 28, 29, and 30, 2015 to validate the trip 
generation rate used for analysis and the previous October 2014 counts as 
discussed in Appendix B of the TIA. Student attendance on those days was 773, 
780, and 774, respectively. The student attendance on those three days in April 
represents a 3% change from the 800 student capacity. The daily variation in 
driveway counts range from 2.5 to 8.7%. The change in student capacity is within 
the daily variation found in the traffic counts. Therefore, the trip generation rates 
based on the driveway counts are appropriate for the TIA. 
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Z-36 

Z-37 

Z-38 

Z-39 

Z-40 

Z-41 

Z-42 

Z-36 When the traffic study was initiated, the older Synchro software was utilized for 
intersection analysis purposes which are based on the HCM 2000. In addition, the 
Synchro software does not report results in HCM 2010 in certain lane 
configurations. For example, HCM 2010 computation does not support shared 
and exclusive lanes for the same turn movement (left turns) and therefore, the 
delays and LOS are not reported. Therefore, the HCM 2000 is reported for study 
intersections in the TIA because these types of lane configurations are found 
within the project’s study area.  

Z-37 See General Responses #1 and 2. See also Response to Comment A-3 and 
Attachment Y. 

Z-38 See General Responses #1 and 2. See also Response to Comment A-3 and 
Attachment Y. 

Z-39 See General Responses #1 and 2. See also Response to Comment A-3 and 
Attachment Y. 

Z-40 See General Responses #1 and 2. See also Response to Comment A-3 and 
Attachment Y. 

Z-41 See General Responses #1 and 2. See also Response to Comment A-3 and 
Attachment Y. 

Z-42 The traffic study adhered to the City’s Traffic Impact Study Manual. When specific 
“other” projects are determined to contribute traffic within the project study area, 
project traffic from other projects are added to existing volumes to derive the Near 
Term conditions. Therefore, ambient growth factors were not used in this case to 
derive Near Term conditions. Chapter 7 in the TIA discusses the other projects 
considered and included in the Near Term analysis. The apartment project under 
construction on Linda Vista Road was not known at the time that the traffic study 
was scoped.  The site was, however, occupied by a garden shop which generated 
traffic and which traffic was included in the existing traffic counts. 
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Z-43 

Z-44 

Z-45 

Z-46 

Z-47 

Z-48 

Z-49 

Z-50 

Z-51 

Z-52 

Z-53 

Z-43 See General Responses #1 and 2. See Response to Comment A-3 and 
Attachment Y. In addition, this neighborhood along Northrim Court is fully built out 
and therefore future growth would not be expected. 

Z-44 See General Responses #1 and 2. See Responses to Comment A-3 and Z-43 
and Attachment Y. 

Z-45 See General Responses #1 and 2. See Response to Comment A-3 and 
Attachment Y. 

Z-46 See General Responses #1 and 2. See Response to Comment A-3 and 
Attachment Y. 

Z-47 See General Responses #1 and 2. As shown in Table 9-2 of the TIA, the 
intersection of Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court was analyzed in the AM and PM 
peak hour. Further, this intersection was analyzed in all six study scenarios 
evaluated in the TIA.  

Z-48 See General Responses #1 and 2. See Response to Comment A-3 and 
Attachment Y. 

Z-49 See General Responses #1 and 2. See Response to Comment A-3 and 
Attachment Y. 

Z-50 See General Responses #1 and 2. See Response to Comment A-3 and 
Attachment Y. 

Z-51 See General Responses #1 and 2. See Response to Comment A-3 and 
Attachment Y. 

Z-52 See General Responses #3 and 4 regarding sight distance and parking on 
Northrim Court. 

Z-53 See Responses to Comments A-3 and Z-32 and Attachment Y. 
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Z-54 

Z-55 

Z-56 

Z-57 

Z-54 See Responses to Comments Z-32 and A-1. 

Z-55 See General Response #4, Exhibit X, and Response to Comment Z-13 regarding 
parking on Northrim Court. The project will result in 517 parking spaces on 
campus, See General Response #3 regarding sight distance on Northrim Court. 
The new apartment project on Linda Vista Road to the east of the 7-Eleven store 
has on-site parking and no direct vehicular access to the 7-Eleven store. 

Z-56 A Traffic Management Program is included in Appendix K to the TIA, which is 
available by contacting the City’s Development Services Department. 

Z-57 See General Responses #3 and 4 regarding sight distance and parking on 
Northrim Court. See also Exhibit X. 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 COMMENT RESPONSE 

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update Response to Letters of Comment – Page 61 
Mitigated Negative Declaration Draft 

 

Z-58 

Z-58 See General Responses #3 and 4. As discussed in Response to Comment Z-32, 
the 95th percentile northbound queue at the proposed signal at Linda Vista Road / 
Northrim Court is expected to be 135 feet which would not block any Northrim 
HOA driveway. 
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AA-1 
AA-2 
AA-3 
AA-4 

AA-5 

AA-1 The comments do not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; however, as indicated on the project 
plans, the project requires up to 45,000 cubic yards of dirt to be exported.  

AA-2 It is assumed from the comment that the Northrim Court Driveway is the concern. 
The applicant has agreed to direct their contractors that the Northrim Court 
driveway not be used for construction traffic/access, including haul-truck traffic. 
Also see General Response #1.  

AA-3 The school has provided contact information for Mike Rinehart, Head of Finance 
and Operations: office telephone number: 858-427-1739; mobile phone number: 
858-361-5383 in the event that construction activities occur outside of allowable 
hours. 

AA-4 Per the applicant, traffic monitors will be trained by licensed traffic engineers 
familiar with traffic control for schools and events.  Training will be consistent with 
CA State guidelines and National guidelines. 

AA-5 All required mitigation measures are enumerated in draft MND Section V MMRP. 
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BB-1 

BB-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND. The comment supports the analysis 
presented in the Initial Study of the draft MND Issue XVI Transportation/Traffic. 
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CC-1 

CC-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND. 
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DD-1 

DD-2 

DD-3 

DD-4 

DD-5 

DD-6 

DD-7 

DD-8 

DD-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND. Section 59.5.0404 (Construction Noise) 
of the Municipal Code provides that demolition and construction activities may not 
occur between 7:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, or on legal 
holidays (as specified in Section 21.04) or Sundays. Please see Response to 
Comment AA-3 for contact information if construction should occur outside of the 
allowable hours. 

DD-2 Two (2) parallel parking spaces would be removed on the east side of Northrim 
Court in front of the 7-Eleven store. Six (6) parallel parking spaces would be 
removed on the west side of Northrim Court at the same location and to the south. 
The loss of eight (8) parking spaces on a public street is not a significant impact 
under the City’s CEQA significance threshold because the project provides 517 
on-site parking spaces where only 306 are required. Also see General Responses 
#3 and 4 and Attachment X. 

DD-3 The Burn Ash Management Plan (AECOM, December 2015), reviewed and 
approved by the City's Local Enforcement Agency (LEA), provides at Section 
5.3.3 that trucks will haul the burn ash-containing materials through the gate 
located on the northwest corner of the FPS and turn left onto Linda Vista Road. 
No trucks will pass through the residential neighborhood east of the campus. The 
trucks will proceed west on Linda Vista Road and at 1.4 miles stay straight onto 
Morena Boulevard. The trucks will go right onto the I-8 onramp heading east 
toward El Centro. The trucks will continue for approximately 200 miles to a 
disposal facility in Arizona yet to be identified. The final route to the disposal 
facility and a figure showing the travel route will be presented to the LEA prior to 
the start of construction activities. Travel time is anticipated to be approximately 
five hours.  

DD-4 See General Response #5. 

DD-5 See General Responses #3 and 4 regarding sight distance, parking, and queuing. 
See General Response #2 regarding emergency access.  

DD-6 The applicant intends that people attending nighttime events will not use Northrim 
Court for ingress and egress unless an onsite monitor is in place at that driveway 
to control traffic entering and leaving the school. 

DD-7 Per the applicant, monitors at the Northrim Court driveway and the driveways on 
Linda Vista Road will receive training from licensed traffic engineers consistent 
with California State and National Guidelines. 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 COMMENT RESPONSE 

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update Response to Letters of Comment – Page 66 
Mitigated Negative Declaration Draft 

 

DD-8 The loss of parking on Northrim Court is addressed in Response to Comment DD-
2 and General Response #4. 
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EE-1 

EE-2 

EE-3 

EE-4 

EE-1 Traffic volume analysis on Northrim Court and at the intersection of Linda Vista 
Road/Northrim Court is provided in General Response #1 and in Attachment Y. 

EE-2 See General Responses #1 and 2. 

EE-3 The TIA prepared by the applicant’s traffic engineering consultant provides for and 
analyzes improvements to on-campus circulation by separating Middle School 
and Upper School traffic. As discussed in Section 6.0 of the TIA, Middle School 
traffic will use the main entrance at Alcala Knolls Drive, while Upper School traffic 
will use the right-in/right-out only driveway on Linda Vista Road and the relocated 
driveway on Northrim Court. The relocated driveway on Northrim Court is needed 
to implement the on-campus circulation improvements. Also see General 
Responses #1 and 2.  

EE-4 Mitigation Measure Trans-1 requires the applicant to install a traffic signal at the 
Linda Vista Road/Northrim Court intersection and to interconnect it to the adjacent 
traffic signals to provide coordinated timing and traffic flow. Also see General 
Response #1. 
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FF-1 

FF-3 

FF-4 

FF-5 

FF-6 

FF-7 

FF-9 

FF-2 

FF-8 

FF-10 

FF-1 Sight distance issues are discussed in General Response #3 and Attachment X. 

FF-2 Two (2) parallel parking spaces would be removed on the east side of Northrim 
Court in front of the 7-Eleven store. Six (6) parallel parking spaces would be 
removed on the west side of Northrim Court at the same location and south. The 
loss of eight (8) parking spaces on a public street is not a significant impact under 
the City’s CEQA significance threshold because the project provides 517 on-site 
parking spaces where only 306 are required.  Additionally, when the City 
approved the Northrim Court condominium project along the east side of Northrim 
Court, the City required that adequate off-street parking be provided. Also see 
General Responses #3 and 4. 

FF-3 The project does not propose to provide diagonal parking along Northrim Court. 

FF-4 Northrim Court is an unclassified street with 52 ft. of pavement (curb-face-to-curb-
face) in a right-of-way that is 72 ft. wide. Based on Table 2 of the City of San 
Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual, a street of this type has a LOS E capacity of 
8,000 cars daily. If a worst-case scenario typical trip generation rate of eight trips 
for each residence were used in a calculation, calculations would result in an 
existing ADT of 2,368 plus relocated and future school traffic of 858 ADT for a 
total ADT of 3,226, representing a volume to capacity ratio of 0.40, a level of 
service “B”. Also see General Responses #1 and 2 for additional detail. 

FF-5 See General Response #7 regarding enforcement of operational conditions. 

FF-6 The applicant agrees to restrict construction traffic to the existing driveways on 
Linda Vista Road, not the new Northrim Court driveway. Also see General 
Response #1. 

FF-7 The TIA prepared by the applicant’s traffic engineering consultant provides for and 
analyzes improvements to on-campus circulation by separating Middle School 
and Upper School traffic. As discussed in Section 6.0 of the TIA, Middle School 
traffic will use the main entrance at Alcala Knolls Drive, while Upper School traffic 
will use the right-in/right-out only driveway on Linda Vista Road and the relocated 
driveway on Northrim Court. The separation of on-site circulation into two 
separate areas with different access points to and from public streets will improve 
on-site traffic flow. The installation of the traffic signal at the Linda Vista 
Road/Northrim Court intersection is needed to mitigate for project impacts due to 
the relocated driveway to Northrim Court. With the addition of the traffic signal, 
level of service will improve at the intersection over existing conditions. Also see 
General Response #1, 3, and 4 and Response to Comment F-1. 
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FF-8 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided.  

FF-9 See Response to Comment FF-2 and General Response #4. Two (2) parking 
spaces would be removed from the east side of Northrim Court next to the 7-
Eleven store and six (6) parking spaces would be removed from the west side of 
Northrim Court in the same location and to the south as part of the relocated 
driveway design. The project proposes to restripe northbound Northrim Court in 
this location, between the relocated driveway and Linda Vista Road, to provide 
one dedicated left-turn lane and one dedicated right-turn lane. 

FF-10 Installation of the new traffic signal at the Linda Vista Road/Northrim Court 
intersection would mitigate for traffic impacts of the school’s Master Plan Update, 
including the increase of student enrollment by 140 students. Also see General 
Response #1. 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 COMMENT RESPONSE 

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update Response to Letters of Comment – Page 70 
Mitigated Negative Declaration Draft 

 

FF-11 

FF-12 

FF-13 

FF-14 

FF-15 

FF-16 

FF-17 

FF-18 

FF-11 See response to Comment Z-11. 

FF-12 The conditions of approval for the project will require the school to either keep the 
Northrim Court gate closed for security reasons if the school rents facilities in the 
evening or on the weekend; if the school were to rent facilities for an event large 
enough to warrant the use of the Northrim Court driveway, to post a traffic monitor 
at the driveway. The school employs a site supervisor who serves as the point of 
contact for all rental groups. The site supervisor and 24/7 security team ensure 
that rental groups abide by the school’s rules and regulations. 

FF-13 See General Response #2 regarding emergency access. 

FF-14 The TIA analyzes delay at the Linda Vista Road/Northrim Court intersection in the 
existing condition, without a traffic signal, and in the future with project scenarios, 
with a traffic signal. Peak hour delay for vehicles turning left from Northrim Court 
onto Linda Vista road are expected to improve minimally at the intersection with 
the addition of project traffic and the traffic signal. Also see General Response #1. 

FF-15 Much of this comment concerns an existing condition at the existing traffic signal 
at Linda Vista Road/Alcala Knolls not related to project impacts. Nevertheless, it 
should be noted that the signal at that location serves a four-way intersection, 
serving both the school and the neighborhood to the north of Linda Vista Road on 
Alcala Knolls and its side streets. Traffic demand heading onto and from Alcala 
Knolls, as well as Linda Vista Road traffic, triggers the signal. When school is not 
in session and there are no activities taking place on the campus, there is no 
traffic to or from the school that would trigger the signal to stop the flow of traffic 
along Linda Vista Road. The intersection at Linda Vista Road/Northrim Court is a 
three-way intersection with no traffic segment north of Linda Vista Road. As with 
the signal at Linda Vista Road/Alcala Knolls, when school is not in session and 
there are no activities taking place on the campus, there would be no traffic to or 
from the school that would trigger the signal to stop the flow of traffic along Linda 
Vista Road. The intersection would operate as it does today with only a stop sign 
to control traffic exiting Northrim Court. If a group of cars is traveling on Linda 
Vista Road when a car approached the intersection on Northrim Court, the traffic 
signal would hold the Northrim Court traffic until the through traffic on Linda Vista 
Road cleared, which is the same condition as exists today with the stop sign. Both 
signals will operate the same as traffic signals operate throughout the City. Also 
see General Response #1. 

FF-16 The relocated driveway is substantially north of the Northrim Court cul-de-sac. 
Onsite traffic monitors at the relocated Northrim Court driveway will direct 
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outgoing school traffic north to Linda Vista Road and direct southbound incoming 
school traffic into the school. 

FF-17 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided.  

FF-18 The proposed number of evening events includes all events which occur after 
8:00 p.m., including both school events and those of outside parties using the 
school’s facilities. Also see General Response #6 and Response to Comment F-1. 
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GG-1 

GG-1 The project does not propose improvements within or near the SDG&E access 
road described in the comment. 
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HH-1 

HH-2 

HH-3 

HH-1 Two (2) parallel parking spaces would be removed on the east side of Northrim 
Court in front of the 7-Eleven store. Six (6) parallel parking spaces would be 
removed on the west side of Northrim Court at the same location and south.    The 
loss of eight (8) parking spaces on a public street is not a significant impact under 
the City’s CEQA significance threshold because the project provides 517 on-site 
parking spaces where only 306 are required. Residents who choose to park on 
Northrim Court are subject to the variability in the number of available spaces, 
currently estimated at 90 and at 82 with implementation of the project. Also see 
General Responses #3 and 4. 

HH-2 Interactions with traffic from the existing 7-Eleven store were considered in the 
TIA. Figure 5-3 of the TIA (on page 5-8) includes this existing traffic during the 
morning and afternoon peaks at intersection #9. The TIA analyzed this 
intersection in all six study scenarios, i.e., Existing through Year 2035 with 
Project. With the installation of the traffic signal at the Linda Vista Road/Northrim 
Court intersection and the re-striping of northbound Northrim Court to provide one 
left turn lane and one right turn lane, traffic conditions are not expected to 
deteriorate with the addition of project traffic. Also see General Responses #1 and 
2. 

HH-3 The comment suggests the signals along Linda Vista Road are not synchronized. 
The signals are coordinated (synchronized) and analyzed in the traffic study as 
they exist in the field. Also see General Response #1. 
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HH-4 

HH-6 

HH-7 

HH-8 

HH-9 

HH-5 

HH-10 

HH-11 

HH-12 

HH-13 

HH-14 

HH-4 See Response to Comment FF-16 regarding potential school traffic heading south 
on Northrim Court. 

HH-5 Per the applicant, onsite Traffic monitors will manage traffic consistent with 
training received from licensed traffic engineers consistent with State and National 
guidelines. Also see General Response #7 regarding enforcement. 

HH-6 See Response to Comment FF-12. 

HH-7 The applicant developed a plan to improve traffic circulation conditions by 
improving on-campus traffic circulation patterns. On-campus improvements will 
separate what is now a single drop-off/pick-up area into two. Middle School 
students will access a drop-off/pick-up area at the Alcala Knolls intersection. 
Upper School students will access their area to the east through the right-in/right-
out driveway on Linda Vista Road and the relocated driveway on Northrim Court. 
The two areas will be separated by bollards that prohibit through-traffic between 
the two areas onsite. Onsite traffic monitors will be stationed at the Alcala Knolls 
driveway, the right-in/right-out driveway on Linda Vista Road, and the Northrim 
Court Driveway. Also see General Responses #1 and 2. 

HH-8 The traffic study addresses conflict points to improve safety at the project 
driveways. For example, a 130 foot raised median is proposed at the Garage 
driveway on Linda Vista Road to reduce the amount of conflict points by restricting 
the access to a right-in / right-out only.  

HH-9 The campus will temporarily lose approximately 100 parking spaces during 
construction. Per the applicant, replacement parking will be available at nearby 
locations, the Baha’i Faith San Diego Center to the north of campus and the 
Church of the Nazarene at 6736 Linda Vista Road, pursuant to agreements 
between the school and the owner of each respective location. Construction 
workers will utilize both on-site and off-site parking areas. Also see General 
Response #1. 

HH-10 See Response to Comment HH-9 and General Response #1. 

HH-11 Section 59.5.0404 (Construction Noise) of the Municipal Code provides that 
demolition and construction activities may NOT occur between 7:00 p.m. of any 
day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, or on legal holidays (as specified in 
Section 21.04) or Sundays. Violations may be reported to the City’s Code 
Enforcement division. Also, the school has provided contact information for Mike 
Rinehart, Head of Finance and Operations: office telephone number: 858-427-
1739; mobile phone number: 858-361-5383 in the event that construction 
activities occur outside of allowable hours. Also see General Response #7. 
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HH-12 See General Response #7. 

HH-13 See General Response #7. 

HH-14 The elevated sports deck is not part of the proposed project. The deck was 
approved by the City in 2005 in issuance of PDP 84875/SDP 215276. 
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HH-15 

HH-16 

HH-17 

HH-18 

HH-19 
HH-20 
HH-21 

HH-22 

HH-23 
HH-24 

HH-15 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided.  

HH-16 Consistent with the entitlements currently in place, evening events are defined as 
those that take place on the athletic fields after 8:00 p.m., or that begin before 
8:00 p.m. and continue beyond 8:00 p.m., regardless of whether the event is 
sponsored by the applicant, the community, or other third party user. Also see 
Response to Comment FF-12 regarding permit conditions and General Response 
#7 enforcement. 

HH-17 Much of this comment concerns an existing condition. Also see General 
Response #6.  

HH-18 See General Response #5. 

HH-19 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND. The aquatic center includes both indoor 
facilities, including administrative offices, equipment storage, showers and locker 
room facilities and an outdoor pool with spectator seating for 150 people in 
bleachers.  

HH-20 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided.  

HH-21 See General Response #5. 

HH-22 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided.  

HH-23 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided.  

HH-24 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 
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II-1 
II-2 

II-3 

II-4 

II-5 

II-6 

II-7 

II-8 
II-9 
II-10 
II-11 

II-1 The comment suggests two of the four driveways on Linda Vista Road will be 
closed as a result of the proposed Master Plan. As noted on page 12-1 of the TIA, 
only one of the existing driveways on Linda Vista Road (Int. #7 in TIA) will be 
relocated to become a driveway onto Northrim Court for Upper School traffic. 
There will be three (3) driveways to the school on Linda Vista Road. It should be 
noted the westerly driveway (Int. #5 in TIA) is primarily used for school bus drop-
off/pick-up and staff parking. The comment does not raise specific issues related 
to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no 
additional response is required or provided. 

II-2 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided.  

II-3 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided.  

II-4 See General Responses #1 and 2. To mitigate the project’s impact at the 
intersection of Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court, the project proposes to install a 
traffic signal, including signal interconnect to the adjacent signals. 

II-5 See Response to Comment FF-16. 

II-6 Much of this comment concerns an existing condition. Also see General 
Response #7.  

II-7 See General Response #8. 

II-8 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 

II-9 See General Response #8. 

II-10 The existing cafeteria and Middle School gym will be demolished to accommodate 
construction of the subterranean parking structure. Existing parking lots will be 
reconfigured to accommodate a separation between Middle School and Upper 
School drop-off/pick-up activities. Currently there are 290 surface parking spaces 
on site. After construction of the parking structure there will be 238 surface 
parking spaces and 279 underground parking spaces for a total of 517 spaces. 

II-11 No new school buildings will be constructed on existing parking lots. 
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JJ-1 

JJ-2 

JJ-3 

JJ-4 

JJ-1 See General Responses #2 and 4. 

JJ-2 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. However, see General Responses #3 and 4. 

JJ-3 See General Response #1. 

JJ-4 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 
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KK-1 

KK-2 

KK-3 

KK-4 

KK-5 

KK-6 

KK-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND therefore; no response is required or 
provided. 

KK-2 See General Responses #4 and 5. 

KK-3 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 

KK-4 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 

KK-5 As detailed on the site plan for the project, City regulations allow for a floor area 
ratio of 0.75. The project proposes to increase the floor area of the school to a 
floor area ratio of 0.25. 

KK-6 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 
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LL-1 

LL-2 

LL-3 

LL-1 Northrim Court is a public street maintained by the City of San Diego. The 
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 

LL-2 See General Responses #1, 2 and 4. 

LL-3 See General Response #8 regarding special events. 
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MM-1 

MM-2 

MM-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 

MM-2 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 
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NN-1 

NN-2 

NN-3 

NN-1 Northrim Court is an unclassified street with 52 ft. of pavement (curb-face-to-curb-
face) in a right-of-way that is 72 ft. wide. Based on Table 2 of the City of San 
Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual, a street of this type has a LOS E capacity of 
8,000 cars daily. There are 296 residences using Northrim Court. Northrim Court 
has an existing count of 973 ADT collected on Wednesday April 6, 2016 when 
USD and local schools were in session. Relocation of one driveway from Linda 
Vista Road to Northrim Court would redistribute existing Upper School traffic of 
634 ADT onto Northrim Court. The additional 140 students would add an 
additional 224 ADT onto Northrim Court for a total of 858 ADT. 973 ADT of 
existing traffic plus 858 of project traffic results in 1,831 ADT, which in turn 
represents a volume to capacity ratio of 0.23, a level of service “A”. If a typical trip 
generation rate of eight trips for each residence were used, calculations would 
result in an existing ADT of 2,368 plus relocated and future school traffic of 858 
ADT for a total ADT of 3,226, representing a volume to capacity ratio of 0.40, a 
level of service “B”. Also see Response to Comment A-3, Attachment Y, and 
General Response #1. 

NN-2 The project includes onsite traffic monitors who will minimize conflicts with 
pedestrians and bicycles by holding traffic before it enters Northrim Court if 
pedestrians, bicyclists, or motorists are crossing the driveway and by ensuring 
that traffic flow on-site travels in only a westbound direction in the northern drive 
aisle and in an eastbound direction in the southern drive aisle. With the signal at 
the intersection, the project will improve safety for motorists entering Linda Vista 
Road. Also see Response to Comment NN-1 and General Responses #1 and 2. 

NN-3 See General Response #1. 
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NN-4 

NN-4 

NN-5 

NN-6 

NN-7 

NN-8 

NN-9 

NN-10 

NN-11 

NN-12 

NN-4 The traffic signal at the intersection of Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court, both 
public streets, is needed to mitigate the project’s impact due to the relocation of 
one driveway from Linda Vista Road to Northrim Court. Also see Response to 
Comment F-1 and General Responses #1 and 2. 

NN-5 Traffic signals along Linda Vista Road are currently synchronized. Mitigation 
measure Trans-1 requires the applicant to install a traffic signal at the Linda Vista 
Road/Northrim Court intersection and to synchronize it with adjoining signals. See 
General Responses #1 and 2. The mitigation measure requires that the traffic 
signal be installed and interconnected to each signal to the west and east of the 
new signal. 

NN-6 See Response to Comment FF-16. 

NN-7 See General Response #4. 

NN-8 Two (2) parallel parking spaces would be removed on the east side of Northrim 
Court in front of the 7-Eleven store.  Six (6) parallel parking spaces would be 
removed on the west side of Northrim Court at the same location and to the south.    
Under the City’s CEQA significance threshold for impacts to parking, impacts are 
considered significant if a project is deficient by more than ten percent in the 
amount of parking required by the City’s parking ordinance.  Because the amount 
of parking to be provided by the project exceeds the amount of required parking, 
the project does not result in a significant impact to parking.   Residents who 
choose to park on Northrim Court are subject to the variability in the number of 
available spaces, currently estimated at 90 and at 82 with implementation of the 
project.  Also see General Responses #3 and 4. 

NN-9 See Response to Comment NN-8 and General Response #4. 

NN-10 Per the applicant, onsite traffic monitors will monitor and manage traffic as trained 
by licensed traffic engineers consistent with State and National Guidelines. Also 
see Response to Comment HH-6 and General Response #7 regarding 
enforcement. 

NN-11 See Response to Comment FF-12. 

NN-12 The applicant developed a plan to improve traffic circulation conditions by 
improving on-campus traffic circulation patterns. On-campus improvements will 
separate what is now a single drop-off/pick-up area into two. Middle School 
students will access a drop-off/pick-up area at the Alcala Knolls intersection. 
Upper School students will access their area to the east through the right-in/right-
out driveway on Linda Vista Road and the relocated driveway on Northrim Court. 
The two areas will be separated by bollards that prohibit through-traffic between 
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NN-13 

NN-14 

NN-15 

NN-16 

NN-17 
NN-18 
NN-19 

NN-20 

NN-21 

NN-22 

NN-23 

the two areas. Onsite traffic monitors will be stationed at the Alcala Knolls 
driveway, the right-in/right-out driveway on Linda Vista Road, and the Northrim 
Court Driveway. Also see General Responses #1 and 2. 

NN-13 The applicant seeks to create a safer environment by improving traffic circulation 
on-site, thereby reducing queuing on Linda Vista Road, and increasing parking 
on-site. The applicant equates a safer environment with a reduced risk of 
accidents. Also see Response to Comment HH-8. 

NN-14 The campus will temporarily lose approximately 100 parking spaces during 
construction. Per the applicant, replacement parking will be available at nearby 
locations, the Baha’i Faith San Diego Center to the north of campus and the 
Church of the Nazarene at 6736 Linda Vista Road, pursuant to agreements 
between the school and the owner of each respective location. Construction 
workers will utilize both on-site and off-site parking areas. Also see General 
Response #1. 

NN-15 See Response to Comment NN-14 and General Response #1. 

NN-16 See General Response #7. 

NN-17 See General Response #7. 

NN-18 See General Response #7. 

NN-19 See General Response #7.  

NN-20 The existing structures on-site have potential to contain asbestos and lead, as 
they were constructed in prior to 1980. Per OSHA (29 CFR 1926.1101 and 29 
CFR 1910.1001), insulation, surfacing, asphalt, and vinyl flooring materials prior to 
1980 should be assumed to be asbestos-containing materials and handled 
accordingly. However, U.S. EPA, CalEPA, and OSHA heavily regulate both 
asbestos- and lead­ containing materials. Regulations (CFR Part 61, Subpart M; 
16 CFR Part 1305; and 16 CFR 1304) and OSHA (29 CFR 1926.1101 and 29 
CFR 1910.1001) require proper abatement and disposal of asbestos- and lead-
containing materials to protect human health and safety. As the abatement 
activities would potentially involve over 100 square feet of asbestos ­ containing 
materials, asbestos abatement would be completed or overseen by a certified 
consultant (Title 8, CCR, Article 2.6, Section 341.15). Compliance with these 
regulations would ensure that impacts associated with asbestos or lead-
containing materials would be less than significant. 

NN-21 Please see response to Comment HH-14. 

NN-22 See General Response #6. 
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NN-24 

NN-25 

NN-26 

NN-27 

NN-28 

NN-29 

NN-30 
NN-31 
NN-32 

NN-33 

NN-23 See Response to Comment HH-14. 

NN-24 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 

NN-25 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 

NN-26 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 

NN-27 See General Response #7. 

NN-28 See General Responses #1, 2, 5 and 6. 

NN-29 See General Response #5 and 7. 

NN-30 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND. The aquatic center includes both indoor 
facilities, including administrative offices, equipment storage, showers and locker 
room facilities and an outdoor pool with spectator seating for 150 people in 
bleachers.  

NN-31 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is provided or 
required. Community access, if any, would be arranged with the school.  

NN-32 Refer to response to Comment HH-21. 

NN-33 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 
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NN-34 

NN-35 

NN-34 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 

NN-35 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or 
provided. 
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OO-1 

OO-2 

OO-1 See General Responses #1, 2, 3, and 4. 

OO-2 A Landscape Development Plan has been prepared and approved for the Project 
in accordance with City landscape standards. While existing trees will be removed 
to accommodate the new construction, including two trees for the proposed 
driveway on Northrim Court, eight, 48” box trees, and 24, 24” box trees will be 
planted throughout the project. Eight of these trees will be street trees planted in 
the public right-of-way. 
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PP-1 

PP-1 The distance on Linda Vista Road from the proposed garage driveway to the 
Alcala Knolls Drive intersection is approximately 310 feet (crosswalk to stop bar). 
The distance on Linda Vista Road from the Alcala Knolls Drive intersection to the 
proposed signal at Northrim Court is approximately 825 feet centerline to 
centerline which meets the City’s design standards for signal spacing. 
Additionally, a single access point for Upper School traffic via Linda Vista Road 
would result in over 300 (104 turning left + over 200 turning right) vehicles 
entering the site in the morning, causing vehicles to stack on Linda Vista Road. 
The amount of storage for queuing on-site during drop-off would be limited 
(approx. 400 feet) if there were only one access point for Upper School traffic. 
With the Northrim Court driveway, there is more on-site storage (approx. 750 feet) 
for drop-off and pick-up because traffic can wrap around the surface parking lot 
near the field. Further, the proposed circulation plan results in Upper School 
students driving their own vehicles entering the garage driveway so they have 
direct access into the parking structure and limits the interaction with Upper 
School drop-off traffic. The signalization of Northrim Court and relocation of an 
existing driveway on Linda Vista Road to Northrim Court is a better solution for 
handling the school’s drop-off and pick-up traffic. See also General Responses #1 
and #2 regarding traffic flow on Northrim Court and the proposed signal at Linda 
Vista Road and Northrim Court. 



ATTACHMENT X

SIGNING/STRIPING CONCEPT FOR THE 
NORTHRIM COURT DRIVEWAY ACCESS



Road Segment Class. Cap. Volume V/C LOS

Northrim Court Linda Vista Road to Project Driveway 2-Cd 8,000 973 0.12 A

Northrim Court Linda Vista Road to Project Driveway 2-Cd 8,000 1,831 0.23 A

Northrim Court Linda Vista Road to Project Driveway 2-Cd 8,000 973 0.12 A

Northrim Court Linda Vista Road to Project Driveway 2-Cd 8,000 1,831 0.23 A

Northrim Court Linda Vista Road to Project Driveway 2-Cd 8,000 1,000 0.13 A

Northrim Court Linda Vista Road to Project Driveway 2-Cd 8,000 1,858 0.23 A

Legend: Notes:

Class. = Functional Classification Existing Count Date: April 6, 2016

Cap. = LOS "E" Capacity

LOS = Level of Service

2-Cd = 2 lane Collector (Multi-Family)

Near Term Without Project

Near Term With Project

Year 2035 Without Project

Year 2035 With Project

* Project ADT on Northrim Court between Linda Vista Road and project driveway is 858 daily trips (224 new trips due to 
increased enrollment plus 634 redistributed trips)

Existing 

Existing With Project*

ATTACHMENT Y
Northrim Court Street Segment Levels of Service



AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM

0.85 0.79 134 87 137 88 140 89

Note:

*Based on April 6, 2016 counts

Peak Hour Factor*
Existing With Project Queue 

Length (ft)

ATTACHMENT Y

Near Term With Project 
Queue Length (ft)

Year 2035 With Project 
Queue Length (ft)

Northbound Approach Queueing Analysis Summary for Linda Vista Road at 
Northrim Court



D LOS D LOS D LOS D LOS D LOS D LOS

12 Northrim Court / FPS Driveway 12.5 B 10.6 B 12.5 B 10.6 B 12.5 B 10.6 B

Notes:

LOS = Level of Service
Δ = Change 
S = Significant
D= Delay

# Intersection
Existing With Project

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Attachment Y

Year 2035 With Project

PM Peak Hour

Francis Parker School Driveway Level of Service
Near Term With Project

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour
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Initial Study Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment I 412987 

Initial Study Checklist 

1. Project Title/Project number: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment/ 412987 

2. Lead agency name and address: City of San Diego, Development Services Department, 1222 
First Avenue, MS 501, San Diego, CA 92101 

3. Contact person and phone number: Jeff Szymanski, (619) 446-5324 

4. Project location: The project is located at 6501 Linda Vista Road, east of Via Las Cumbres, San 
Diego, with in the Linda Vista community planning area. Legal Description: Parcel 1 of Parcel 
Map NO. 5465, In the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California, Filed January 
6, 1977 In the Office of the County Recorder of San Diego County. (Figure 1) 

5. Project Applicant/Sponsor's name and address: Francis Parker School, Mike Rinehart, 6501 
Linda Vista Road, San Diego, California 92111 : (858) 427-1739. 

6. General Plan designation: Institutional and Public and Semi-Public Facilities 

7. Zoning: RM-1-1 within the area of development; OR-1-1 on the perimeter slopes 

8. Description of project: Amendment to Planned Development Permit No. 84875 and Site 
Development Permit No. 215276 (PDP/SDP), approved by the City of San Diego City Council on 
June 28, 2005 to authorize changes to Francis Parker's Master Plan for its Linda Vista campus. 
The campus consists of a middle school (Grades 6-8) and an upper school (Grades 9-12) with 
an existing student population of 800 and a proposed student population of 940. The project 
would demolish three buildings comprising 41,229 square feet, retain 133,753 square feet of 
existing buildings, and would add 103,182 square feet of proposed buildings (kitchen/dining 
hall, athletic complex including a gymnasium, two multi-purpose student centers, and a 
maker's space). The total Gross Floor Area (GFA) would be 236,935 square feet which is a 
difference of 67,734 square feet over the 169,201 square feet authorized by the PDP/SDP. The 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is calculated to be 0.25 where the allowable FAR is 0.75. The proposal 
would also include the construction of a two-level underground parking structure in the center 
of the Campus which would provide 283 parking spaces in addition to the 238 parking spaces 
in surface lots for a tota l of 521 parking spaces. Additionally, the project would provide an 
outdoor aquatic center; and reorient the football field to add an eight-lane track. All 
construction would be contained within the existing development footprint on a 22.45-acre 
parcel at 6501 Linda Vista Road in the City of San Diego (Figure 2). 

There would be no change to existing brush management requirements. Approximately 
41,000 cubic yards of excavation would result from the construction of the underground 
parking structure, athletic center, and aquatic center. The project includes three deviations 
from development regulations: (1) a deviation of 1 '8" to the height limit to provide for elevator 
shafts in the proposed dining hall and proposed athletic center; (2) a deviation of 12'0" for six 
light poles proposed for a proposed elevated sports deck; and (3) a deviation to allow a 25' 
setback along Northrim Court where the minimum required is 1 0' or 10% of the premises 
width, whichever is greater. 

1 
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In addition to the existing main entrance on Linda Vista Road at the signalized intersection 
with Alcala Knolls Drive, there are three other existing openings onto Linda Vista Road serving 
the Campus; one to the west of the main entrance and two to the east. The two openings to 
the east will be closed, one will be relocated further east on Linda Vista Road and the other will 
be relocated to Northrim Court. The easternmost opening onto Linda Vista Road would be 
reconfigured as a right-in/right-out driveway to allow for direct access into the proposed 
underground parking garage and to provide emergency vehicle access to the proposed 
Dining/Athletic Complex. The project would add a raised median along a portion of Linda Vista 
Road to preclude left-hand turns in and out of this driveway. A small guard house, similar to 
the one at the main entrance, would be placed at each relocated entrance. The project would 
add a traffic signal at the intersection of Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court. 

9. Surrounding land uses and setting: The 22.45-acre project site is located in the Linda Vista 
community, on Linda Vista Road, east of Via Las Cumbres. The site has been in continuous use 
since 1959 as a private school, from 1959 to 1971 as the San Miguel School, and from 1971 
through the present as the Francis Parker School linda Vista Campus. The Campus is bounded 
on the north by Linda Vista Road, to the east by Northrim Court, to the south by on-site slopes 
of natural vegetation, and to the west by the San Diego County Office of Education. To the 
north across Linda Vista Road is San Diego Unified School District's Mark Twain School. To the 
east across Northrim Court is a commercial use (7-Eieven) and a multi-family residential 
project. The same multi-family residential project lies to the south of the project site at the toe 
of the on-site slopes. The project site is not in or adjacent to the Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
(MHPA). 

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement.): None 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at 
least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages. 

0 Aesthetics 0 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 0 Population I Housing 

0 
Agriculture and Forestry 

181 
Hazards & Hazardous 

0 Public Services 
Resources Materials 

0 Air Qualily 0 Hydrology I Water Quality 0 Recreation 

0 Biological Resources 0 Land Use I Planning 181 Transportation I Traffic 

181 Cultural Resources 0 Mineral Resources 0 Utilities I Service 

0 Geology/Soils 0 Noise 181 
Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

DETERMINATION 
(To be completed by Lead Agency} 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

0 The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

~ Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 

not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or 
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION wi ll be prepared. 

D The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

D The proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially signif icant 

unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect (a) has been adequately 
analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (b) has been 
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

0 Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 

potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
(MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been 
avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION, 
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, 
nothing further is requi red. 
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l ess Than 
Significant 

Pot entially with Less Than 
Significant Mit igation Significant No 

Issue Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 

I. AESTHETICS 

Would the project: 

4 

a) Have a substantia l adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? D D D 
Neither the General Plan nor the Linda Vista Community Plan has identified a scenic vista or 
view corridor in or adjacent to this project site. Also, there are no existing view sheds to a 
scenic vista within the project site. Further, the project site is located within a largely urban and 
developed area, surrounded by institutional, commercial, and residential uses. The project site 
is currently developed with a private educational facility. All proposed improvements would 
occur within the existing development footprint. Therefore, the project would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway? 

D D D 

The project site is not located within a state scenic highway area. It is located within a largely 
urban and developed area, surrounded by institutional, commercial, and residential uses. The 
project site is currently developed with a private educational facility serving Grades 6-12, and 
contains no significant scenic resources. The project proposes a Covenant of Easement to 
protect the site's only area of natural vegetation and slope, located along its southerly 
perimeter. The existing site contains an existing school campus and does not include scenic 
resources such as native trees or stone outcroppings and is not located within a scenic 
highway area. Therefore, impacts to scenic resources would not occur. 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visua l 
character or qual ity of the site and its 
surroundings? 

D D D 

The project site is currently developed with a private educational facility, located within a 
largely urban and developed area. The project site is surrounded by institutional, commercial, 
and residential uses. The project proposes demolition of three non-historically significant 
buildings and construction of new facilities. The new facilities would be located entirely within 
the existing campus footprint and all required parking will be contained onsite. The proposed 
subterranean garage would house the majority of onsite parking spaces, thereby reducing the 
amount of exposed parking. Surface parking would be screened by additional landscaping 
and tree plantings. Proposed plantings further reinforce the native, drought-tolerant 
landscape design of the existing campus grounds. Proposed buildings would be constructed 
of materials and textures similar to the plaster and wood trim finishes of the existing buildings, 
and would be color-matched to tie into the existing facilities, creating a unified contemporary 
campus design. Articulated roof lines and bui lding planes of the proposed facilities serve to 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Pot entially w ith Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Issue Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 

reduce visual prominence, and integrate the new facilities into the existing campus. Proposed 
fences and walls would be architecturally compatible with the architectural design of the 
buildings, and would incorporate materials and finishes found in the existing campus. All 
proposed lighting would be shielded and focused away from neighboring properties. 
Therefore, the project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of the site and its surroundings. 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare that would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

D D D 

Al l lighting would be required to be shaded and adjusted to fall on the project's site as required 
in the City's municipal code. The project site is currently developed with a private, non-profit 
educational facility, located within a largely urban and developed area. There would be no 
increase in the height or number of existing athletic field light poles, which would be painted a 
non-reflective gray to minimize their visibility. Six new light poles would be added to the 
elevated sports deck previously approved but not yet built in the northeast corner of the 
campus. Institutional uses lie across Linda Vista Road to the north of the future sports deck 
and commercial uses lie across Northrim Court to the east of the future sports deck. High 
technology LED fixtures would focus lighting onto the athletic field and the future sports deck, 
reducing off-site light spill and avoiding residential receptors, as validated by photometric 
studies. New buildings would incorporate largely non-reflective finishes to minimize glare. No 
"building wash" lights are proposed. All outdoor lights, other than security and safety lighting, 
must be turned off by 10:00 p.m. unless for (IF-sanctioned play, in which case, all lights must 
be out by 11:00 p.m. Therefore, the project would not create a new source of substantial light 
or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 

II. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing 
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including 
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled 
by the Ca lifornia Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state's inventory of forest 
land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; 
and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board.- Would the project 

a) Converts Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California 

D D D 

5 
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Issue 

Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with l ess Than 
Mit igation Significant 

Incorporated Impact 
No 

Impact 

The project site is not classified as farmland by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program (FMMP). Similarly, the land surrounding the project site is not in agricultural 
production and is not classified as farmland by the FMMP. Therefore, the project would not 
convert farmland to non-agricultural uses. 

b) Conflict with existing zon ing for agricultural 
use, or a Williamson Act Contract? D D 
Please see I I.a. The project would not conflict with the Williamson Act Contract. 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 1220(g}}, timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526}, or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code 
section 511 04(g))? 

D D 

D 

D 

This area of Linda Vista is not designated as forest land. Therefore, the project would not 
conflict with existing zoning for forest land. 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion 
of forest land to non-forest use? D D D 

The project is located in a largely developed and urbanized area and is not designated as 
forest land. Therefore, the proposed project would not convert forest land to non-forest use. 

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment, which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland 
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 

D D D 

Agricultural uses are not located in proximity to the project site. Therefore, the project would 
not convert farmland to non-agricultural uses. 

Ill. AIR QUALITY 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied on to make the following determinations- Would the project: 

6 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan? D D D 
The project site is located within the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) and is regulated by the San 
Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD). The SDAPCD monitors air pollution, 
implementation of the County's portion of the State Implementation Plan (SIP), and application 
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of the SDAPCD Rules and Regulations. The SIP contains strategies and tactics to be applied in 
order to attain and maintain acceptable air quality in the County, called the Regional Air 
Quality Strategy (RAQS). The RAQS is the applicable air quality plan for the proposed project. 

Consistency with the RAQS is determined by two standards: (1) whether the proposed project 
would exceed assumptions contained in the RAQS; and (2) whether a project would increase 
the frequency or severity of violations of existing air quality standards, contribute to new 
violations, or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or interim reductions as 
contained in the RAQS. 

The air quality emission projections and emission reduction strategies in the RAQS are based 
on information from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) regarding mobile and area source emissions, as well as growth in the 
County (including the City of Santee). The CARB mobile source emissions projections and 
SANDAG growth projections are derived from population and vehicle use trends, and land use 
plans developed by the cities and County as part of their general plans. A project that 
proposed development consistent with the growth anticipated in a general plan would be 
consistent with the RAQS. 

The project involves the modification of an existing school site, largely within a developed 
residential and commercial neighborhood and would not change the site's land use 
designation. Use of the property as a school is a permitted use by right under the existing 
zoning. As the project is not anticipated to result in substantial population growth, nor exceed 
building coverage and floor area ratio limits of the zone, the project would be consistent with 
SANDAG's growth projections for the City, and not exceed assumptions contained in the RAQS 
or conflict with the RAQS strategies developed for the reduction of emissions through 
regulatory controls. Additionally, the project does not have the bulk and scale to cause any 
obstruction in the implementation of the existing air quality plan, increase or worsen 
violations, or otherwise cause any adverse air movement within the area. In accordance with 
the City's CEQA Significance Thresholds projects that would typically result in significant hot 
spot air quality impacts would consist of projects that would produce 9,500 Average Daily Trips 
or would result in traffic Level of Service (LOS) impacts to streets, intersections and freeways. 
The project would result in the addition of 140 students with a resultant increase of 476 
Average Daily Trips, well below the 9,500 Average Daily Trip significance threshold. The project 
would result in a LOS impact at the intersection of Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court in the 
a.m. peak hour from LOS C to LOS E. However, the project includes construction of a traffic 
signal at the intersection which will improve the a.m. peak hour existing LOS C to an LOS B with 
project traffic. With this mitigation, significant impacts to air quality would not occur. 

Future construction of the new buildings could increase the amount of pol lutants entering the 
air basin but these emissions would be temporary and finite. Construction Best Management 
Practices (BMPs), such as watering for dust abatement, would reduce construction dust 
emissions by 75 percent. Therefore, emissions associated with the construction of the project 
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would not be significant. 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

No 
Impact 

Please see lila. Air quality impacts would not occur during the construction or operation of the 
school project. 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

d) 

project region is non-attainment under an 
appl icable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

D D D 

Please see lila. and lllb, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standards. 

Create objectionable odors affecting a D D D IX1 substantial number of people? 

Please see Ilia-d, the residential development does not have the potential to release 
objectionable odors. 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

a) 

8 

Have substantial adverse effects, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or D D D 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the Cal ifornia Department of Fish and Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

The project site is currently developed with an active school; however, there is sensitive and 
potentially sensitive vegetation mapped along the edge of the existing development and a 
narrow perimeter of slope is designated as "Open Space". Although the sensitive vegetation is 
not located within the MHPA. 

All of the proposed buildings and facilities would be contained within the approved 
development footprint of the Linda Vista Campus and no encroachment is proposed into the 
sensitive vegetation or Open Space and there would be no potential to impact any sensitive 
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species of plants or animals. 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, and 
regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Less Than 
Mitigation Significant 

Incorporated Impact 

D D 

Please see IV a. riparian habitat does not exist on site and impacts would not occur. 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act (including but not 
limited to marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

Please see IV a., no substantial effect would occur. 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

D 

D 

D D 

D D 

No 
Impact 

The proposed project site is surrounded by development and there are no migratory corridors 
in the area. As previously mentioned there is sensitive and potentially sensitive vegetation 
mapped along the periphery of the project but this vegetation is isolated and lacks connectivity 
to other habitat areas. 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

Please see IVa. no significant impacts would occur. 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

D D D 

D D D 

The project is not located in or directly adjacent to the City's MHPA or any other conservation 
planning area. Therefore, the project does not have the potential to conflict with any habitat 
conservation plans. 

9 
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No 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource as 
defined in §15064.5? 

D D D 

The purpose and intent of the Historical Resources Regulations of the Land Development Code 

(Chapter14, Division 3, and Article 2) is to protect, preserve and, where damaged, restore the 
historical resources of San Diego. The regulations apply to all proposed development within 
the City of San Diego when historical resources are present on the premises. CEQA requires 
that before approving discretionary projects, the Lead Agency must identify and examine the 
significant adverse environmental effects, which may result from that project. A project that 
may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource may have a 
significant effect on the environment (Sections 15064.5(b) and 21 084.1 ). A substantial adverse 
change is defined as demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration activities, which would 
Impair historical significance (Sections 15064.5(b)(1 )). Any historical resource listed in, or 
eligible to be listed in the California Register of Historical Resources, including archaeological 
resources, is considered to be historically or culturally significant. 

Qualified City Staff conducted a record search of the California Historic Resources Information 
System (CHRIS) digital database to determine presence or absence of potential resources 
within the project site and one-mile radius. No on-site archaeological resources were identified 
and the project site is not located on the City's Historical Sensitivity Map. 

Due to previously developed nature of the project setting along with the fact that the 
surrounding area is not known to be sensitive for archaeological resources impacts to these 
resources were not identified and mitigation is not required. 

Plan Historic Staff has reviewed the photos; Assessor's Building Record; water and sewer 
records; written description of the property and alterations; chain of title; and listing of 
occupants; as well as any available historic photographs; Sanborn maps; and Notices of 
Completion. In addition, staff has considered any input received through applicable public 
noticing and outreach and determined that the property does not meet local designation 
criteria as an individually significant resource under any adopted Historical Resources Board 
Criteria. Therefore, no impacts to any historical resource would occur and mitigation is not 
required. 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

D D D 

10 

Please see V.a., the project would not cause a substantial adverse on an archaeological 
resource. 
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c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontologica l resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment I 412987 

l ess Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 

D ~ D D 

The project area is underlain by the geologic Lindavista Formation which has a moderate 
sensitivity rating for paleontological resources. In accordance with the City of San Diego CEQA 
Significance Determination Thresholds if a project would excavale over 2,000 cubic yards and 
10 feet or more in depth, it would result in a significant impact on these resources. 

Because the project would excavate over 41,000 cubic yards of soil to a depth greater than 10 
feet there is the potential that the project would result in a significant impact to 
paleontological resources. Section V of the MND contains a mitigation measure that would 
require paleontological monitoring to be present during the grading of the site. This 
requirement would reduce the impact to below a level of significance. 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? D D D 
Please see V.a., the project would not cause a substantial adverse effect on an archaeological 
resource and disturbances to human remains would not occur. 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist­
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

D D D 

In order to address potential geologic issues associated with the project a preliminary 
geotechnical report (Construction Testing and Engineering Inc., january 2015) and an 
addendum to that report (Construction Testing and Engineering Inc., May 2015) were 
prepared. The reports have been reviewed and approved by City Geology staff. 

The reports determined that no known active fault traces underlie or project toward the site. 
Additionally, the site is not located within an earthquake fault zone as defined by the Alquist­
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. Therefore, no impacts in this category would occur. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? D D D 

11 
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Seismic ground shaking as a result of potential faulting was addressed in Vl.ai. above, no 
impacts would occur. 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? D D D 

The reports determined that due to the generally dense to very dense nature of the underlying 
bedrock, the potential for liquefaction or seismic settlement damage to proposed 
improvements is low and that no impacts would occur. 

iv) Landslides? D D D 
The reports indicate that the site materials are considered marginally susceptible to 
landsliding. However, based upon the conditions encountered during the advancement of 
exploratory borings at the subject site, landsliding is not considered a significant hazard. 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? D D D 
The project includes a landscape plan that has been reviewed and approved by City staff that 
precludes erosion of topsoil. In addition, standard construction BMPs would be in place to 
ensure that the project would not result in a substantial amount of topsoil erosion. 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

D D D 

Please see previous discussion throughout Section VI. The reports did not identify significant 
hazards and in addition proper engineering design and utilization of standard construction 
practices would be verified at the construction permitting stage that would ensure impacts in 
this category would not occur. 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

D D D 

Undocumented Fi ll and the upper limits of engineered fill are considered to be compressible in 
their present condition. However, sandstone of the Qvop deposits at the site is dense to very 
dense and typically has a very low compressibility. Site preparatory grading recommendations 
herein have been developed to mitigate compressible fill materials. 

The design of the project would utilize proper engineering design and standard construction 
practices to ensure that the potential for impacts would not occur. 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting D D D 

12 
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the use of septic tanks or alternative waste 
water disposal systems where sewers are not 
available for the disposal of waste water? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

The project does not propose the use of septic tanks. As a result, septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater systems would not be used. Therefore, no impact with regard to the capability of 
soils to adequately support the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems 
would result. 

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a 
sign ificant impact on the environment? 

D D D 

The City utilizes the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) report "CEQA 
and Climate Change" (CAPCOA 2009) to determine whether a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) analysis 
would be required for submitted projects. The CAPCOA report references a 900 metric ton 
guideline as a conservative threshold for requiring further analysis and possible mitigation. 
This emission level is based on the amount of vehicle trips, the typical energy and water use 
associated with projects, and other factors. In order to determine if the project would exceed 
the 900 metric ton screening threshold a GHG analysis was conducted (Baker, january 2016) 
and is summarized below. 

Project-related GHG emissions would include emissions from direct and indirect sources. The 
proposed project would result in direct and indirect emissions of C02, N20, and CH4, and would 
not result in other GHGs that would facilitate a meaningful analysis. Therefore, this analysis 
focuses on these three forms of GHG emissions. Direct project-related GHG emissions include 
emissions from construction activities, area sources, and mobile sources, while indirect 
sources include emissions from electricity consumption, water demand, and solid waste 
generation. Operational GHG estimations are based on energy emissions from natural gas 
usage and automobile emissions. The California Emissions Estimator Model (CaiEEMod) was 
utilized to determine direct and indirect GHG emissions. CaiEEMod relies upon project specific 
land use data to calculate emissions. Table 2, Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions, presents the 
estimated C02, N20, and CH4 emissions of the proposed project. CaiEEMod outputs are 
contained within Attachment A of the study. 

Direct Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Construction Emissions. Construction GHG em1ss1ons are typically summed and 
amortized over the lifetime of the project (assumed to be 30 years), then added to the 
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operational emissions. 1 As seen in Table 2, the proposed project would result in 121.77 
MTC02eq/yr from direct construction-related sources of GHG emissions. 

• Area Source. Area source emissions were calculated using CaiEEMod and project­
specific land use data. As noted in Table 2 of the report, the proposed project would 
result in a nominal amount of area source GHG emissions. 

• Mobile Source. CaiEEMod relies upon trip generation data and project specific land use 
data to calculate mobile source emissions. As shown in Table 2 of the report, using 
CALEEMod's emissions data without consideration of specific project design features 
discussed below, the project wou ld directly result in 359.29 MTC02eq/yr of mobile 
source-generated GHG emissions. 

T bl 2f a e rom th G e reen h ouse G A as . E t ' t d G nalySIS: s 1ma e reen h ouse G E .. as miSSIOnS 
C02 CH4 N20 Total 

Source Metric Metric Metric 
Metric Metric Metric Tons of 

Tons/yr1 Tons/yr1 Tons of 
Tons/yr1 Tons of 

C02eq2 C02eq2 C02eq 

Direct Emissions 
• Construction 

121.27 0.02 0.50 0.00 0.00 121.77 
(amortized over 30 years) 

• Area Source 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 

• Mobile Source 358.95 0.02 0.40 0.00 0.00 359.29 

Total Unmitigated 
480.23 0.04 0.90 0.00 0.00 481.07 

Direct Emissionr 
Indirect Emissions 

• Energy 294.29 0.01 0.28 0.00 0.83 295.38 

• Water Demand 42.55 0.13 3.29 0.00 1.02 46.37 

• Solid Waste Generation 11.56 0.68 17.08 0.00 0.00 25.91 

Total Unmitigated 
348.4 0.82 20.65 1.85 367.66 

Indirect Emlssionr 0.00 
Total Unmitigated 

848.73 MTC02eqlyr 
Project-Related Emissionr 

900MTC02eq 
No 

Screening Threshold Exceeded? 
Notes: 
1. Emissions calculated using CaiEEMod. 
2. co, Equivalent values calculated using the EPA Website, Greenhouse Gos Equivalencies lalculator, 

http://www.epa.gov/energy/greenhouse-gas·eq u iva lencies-calculator, accessed january 2016. 
3. Totals may be slightly off due to rounding. 
Refer to 8ttachm~nt8, G.a.e.ab.Q.!./.5.1:. G.Q5. Emi5,5./Q.Q5. Q.QtQ, for detailed model input/output data. 

Indirect Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The project lifetime is based on the standard 30-year assumption of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District, Draft Guidance Document - Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold, 
October 2008. 
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• Energy Consumption. Energy consumption emissions were calculated using CaiEEMod 
and project-specific land use data. Electricity would be provided to the project site via 
San Diego Gas & Electric. Using CALEEMod's emissions data without consideration of 
specific project design features discussed below, the proposed project would indirectly 
result in 295.38 MTC02eq/yr due to energy consumption; refer to Table 2. 

• Water Demand. Water demand associated with operation of the proposed project was 
calculated using CaiEEMod and project-specific land use data. Emissions from indirect 
energy impacts due to water demand would result in an approximate net increase of 
46.37 MTC02eq/yr; refer to Table 2. 

• Solid Waste. Solid waste associated with operations of the proposed project would 
result in 25.91 MTC02eq/yr; refer to Table 2. 

Total Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

As shown in Table 2, the total amount of proposed project-related GHG emissions from direct 
and indirect sources combined would total 848.73 MTC02eq/yr. 

Project Design Features 

The project includes various project design features that would further reduce project-related 
GHG emissions. The project would redevelop a portion of the existing campus and would place 
the proposed multi-purpose Student Center, dining and recreational uses of the Linda Vista 

Campus less than 0.05-mile from local San Diego Metropolitan Transit System (SDMTS) bus 
lines. The project design also includes access refinements and pedestrian connections that 
connect pedestrian and vehicle access to external streets and pedestrian facilities contiguous 
with the project site. The project would integrate the project components and does not include 
physical barriers (e.g., walls, landscaping, or slopes) that would impede pedestrian circulation. 

The project would design buildings to be water and energy efficient, exceeding Title 24 
requirements, as well as the California Green Building Code standards. The project would 
apply low volatile organic compounds (VOC) cleaning and pa inting supplies, install high 
efficient light-emitting diodes (LED) lighting, and institute recycling and composting services to 
reduce solid waste by at least 50 percent. Trash and recycling bins would be provided in public 
areas throughout the Linda Vista Campus. Trash and recycling compactors would also be 
installed to reduce the nu·mber of waste disposal hauling trips. Low-flow and energy efficient 
fixtures and waler-efficient irrigation systems are incorporated into the project design to 
maximize the efficient use of water and minimize the effects of drought within the City. The 
project would also replace approximately 9,000 square feet of grass with native drought­
tolerant landscaping, thereby reducing high levels of irrigation use.2 Photovoltaic solar panels 

The Linda Vista Campus already utilizes artificial turf for the existing athletic field. It should be noted that 
the proposed reconfigured athletic field would also use artificial turf. The CaiEEMod emissions data 
depicted in Table 2 does not include reductions for artificial turf. Therefore, reductions for artificial turf 
have been applied as a project design feature and associated emissions are depicted in Table 3. 
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are proposed on the roof of the Performing Arts Center that would offset the project's energy 
consumption by approximately 15,842 kilowatt hours (kWh) annually. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions With Project Design Features 

Implementation of proposed project design features described above would result in reduced 
project-related GHG emissions. GHG reductions were applied using Ca iEEMod. Table 3, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions With Project Design Features, shows the reduced GHG emissions 
resulting from implementation of project design features associated with water, energy, solid 
waste, and land use efficiency measures. 

Reduction measures applied in CaiEEMod and accounted for in Table 3 from project design 
features include the following: 

• Transit accessibility, as the project site is located adjacent to SDMTS bus stops; 

• Pedestrian connections to the off-site circulation network; 

• Include facilities that encourage/accommodate the use of ridesharing, transit, school 
bus, pedestrian, and bicycle commuting; 

• Low VOC cleaning and painting supplies; 

• Exceed Title 24 requirements by including LED lighting and solar panels on the 
Performing Arts Center that would generate approximately 15,842 kWh annually; 

• Low-flow faucets, toilets, and showers; 

• Installation of artificial turf; 

• Water-efficient irrigation systems; and 

• Institute recycling and composting services to reduce solid waste by at least 50 
percent. 

Table 3 from t he Greenhouse Gas Analysis: 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions With Project Design Features 

C02 CH4 N20 Total 

Source Metric Metric Metric 
Metric Metric Metric 

Tons of Tons of 
Tonslyr1 Tonslyr1 Tons of 

Tons/yr1 

C02eq2 C02eq2 COzeq 

Direct Emissions 
• Construction 

121.27 0.02 0.50 0.00 0.00 121.77 
(amortized over 30 years) 

• Area Source 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 
• Mobile Source 358.95 0.02 0.40 0.00 0.00 359.29 

Total Unmitigated 
Direct Emission~ 480.23 0.04 0.90 0.00 0.00 481.07 

Indirect Emissions 
• Energy 174.34 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.51 175.00 
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• Water Demand 42.55 0.13 
• Solid Waste Generation 11.56 0.68 

Total Unmitigated 
Indirect Emissions3 228.45 0.82 
Total Unmitigated 

Project-Related Emission? 
900MTC02eq 

Screening Threshold Exceeded? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

3.29 
17.08 

20.56 

less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

d Incorporat e 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

728.35 MTC02eqlyr 

No 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

1.02 
0.00 

1.53 

No 
Impact 

46.37 
25.91 

247.28 

Notes: 
1. Emissions calculated using CaiEEMod. 
2. C02 Equivalent values calculated using the EPA Website, Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies Calculator, 

http://www .e pa.gov/e nergy/greenhouse-gas-eq u iva lencies-ca lculato r. accessed January 2016. 
3. Totals may be sl ightly off due to rounding. 
Refer to Atta!::hm~:ot ~. G.c.e.e.ab.QI.l~e. G.QS. Emission~ DQ(Q, for detailed model input/output data. 

Additional Sustainable Development Practices and Planned Initiatives 

Francis Parker School has developed a Sustainability Action Plan to evaluate existing practices 
and to identify initiatives for additional sustainable development practices. Although these 
initiatives cannot be quantified and applied in Ca iEEMod (because they are planned for the 
future or otherwise not quantifiable), these practices would further reduce GHG emissions 
beyond what is depicted in Table 3. The project includes sustainable development practices 
such as retrofitting light fixtures in older buildings and the athletic field with LED fixtures and 
achieving Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design (LEED) Gold certification for future 
buildings. 

Francis Parker School also continues to participate in sustainable activities such as providing 
San Diego Rescue Mission food donations (Francis Parker donates an average of 120 pounds 
of food per week); the San Diego Gas & Electric Level 2 energy audit; the City's pre-consumer 
composting program; an information technology [IT] energy management program; utilizing 
the Energy Star Portfolio Manager; incorporating susta inability education in the classroom and 
providing awareness training among the student body association, faculty, contracted service 
providers (i.e., food service and janitorial service), and supporting donors; and planning for the 
installation of several energy efficient improvements on campus. 

The various energy efficient improvements include photovoltaic solar panels on other campus 
buildings roofs and parking lot spaces, variable refrigerant flow (VRF) with "smart'' temperature 
control thermostats in all classrooms. offices. and other facilities. window replacement on 
older buildings, coo l roof technology, electric vehicle (EV) charging stations, conversion from 
disposable to reusable lunch dishware, paperless account billing, and carbon credit purchases 
associated with global studies trips. The school also plans to retrofit fixtures in the interior of 
older buildings (that will not be demolished as part of the Master Plan Update), as well as the 
exterior site lighting, with LED lights in order to reduce energy consumption by approximately 
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75,000 kWh annually, which would result in a GHG emissions reduction of 32 MTC02eq/yr.3 

Additional planned initiatives include providing incentives to members of faculty and staff who 
rideshare, take public transportation, or use vehicles (e.g., bikes) that do not emit GHGs. 
Francis Parker School has also established a potential initiative to transition to a grey water 
irrigation system contingent upon the City of San Diego providing the necessary infrastructure 
improvements. 

The planned initiative to provide options for employees and enrolled students to commute to 
and from campus through promoting rideshare, public transportation, and available facilities 
for carpoolers, school bus services, bicyclists, and pedestrians would also be in agreement with 
the City's Transportation Demand Management Program (TOM program), which sets forth 
recommendations to improve mobility, reduce congestion and air pollution. 

In summary the proposed project's GHG emissions would not exceed the 900 MT screening 
threshold and impacts in this category would be less than significant. 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

D D D 

The project as proposed would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions in that the project would be located in an 
established urban area with services and facilities available. In addition, the project is 
consistent with the underlying zone and land use designation. 

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 

3 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 

D D D 

The project does not propose the use or transport of any hazardous materials. Construction 
and demolition activities may require the use of hazardous materials (fuels, lubricants, 
solvents, etc.), which would require proper storage, handling, use and disposal; however, the 
school would not routinely transport, use or dispose hazardous materials. Therefore, the 
project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment. 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 

D D D 

Based on the following San Diego Gas and Electric GHG intensity factors from CaiEEMod version 2013.2.2: 
720.49 pounds per megawatt hour (lb/MWh) for C02, 0.029 lb/MWh for CH4, and 0.006 lb/MWh for N20 . 
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environment? 

Please see VIlla. 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile 
of an existing or proposed school? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
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l ess Than 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

No 
Impact 

D 

The former Camp Kearny Mesa Burn Site lies within the Linda Vista neighborhood in the City of 
San Diego, California approximately four miles north-northwest of downtown San Diego, north 
of Mission Valley. The former burn site is located on the eastern margin of the campus. The 
former burn site lies beneath the eastern portion of the athletic field and is exposed on a 
steep east-facing slope that adjoins Northrim Court. The burn site is bounded by Northrim 
Court and River Glen Row to the east and south, Linda Vista Road to the north, and other 
parts of the Francis Parker campus to the west. 

In 2004 approximately 1,820 tons of burn ash-containing materials were removed from the 
top of the slope to accommodate the excavation and grading for development of the athletic 
field. The burn ash removal was completed under the oversight of the City's Local 
Enforcement Agency (LEA). Residual burn ash remains onsite under a clean soil cap with an 
approximate minimum thickness of 18 inches located along the eastern edge of the athletic 
field near the top of the slope. The proposed renovation within this area includes grading 
and or excavation for the construction of foundations for a Visitor Service Building and 
bleachers, and trenching for utility line installation. 

As noted within the project plans all grading or excavation that disturbs surface soil and or 
soil to a depth of three feet below ground surface will require observation by a 40-hour 
Hazwoper-trained environmental professional experienced in the identification of burn ash. 
If burn ash is identified, grading or excavation will stop and a burn ash management plan 
and a community health and safety plan will be immediately implemented. 

A burn ash management plan (AECOM, December 2015) has been reviewed and approved 
by the City's LEA. Site-specific and community Health and Safety Plans (HASPs) will be 
prepared for implementation during the management of burn ash-containing materials 
during construction activities. The site-specific HASP will be prepared in accordance with 
OSHA guidelines and will outline monitoring requirements and hazards related to burn ash. 
The plan will be approved by a certified industrial hygienist and will comply with current 
safety standards as defined by the U.S. EPA, the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA), and the National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) 
and in accordance with guidelines set forth in Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations, 
Section 5192. Any modifications to the plan would need to be approved by LEA before the 
changes are made. 

The identification and management of burn ash per the approved burn ash management 
plan wou ld reduce and/or eliminate the likelihood that school staff, students and workers, 
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either nearby or involved in the proposed construction, would be exposed to unacceptable 
concentrations of COCs associated with burn ash burn ash-containing soil identified as being 
present beneath the ground surface at the site. Waste transportation and disposal plan 
elements, if necessary, are also described. In order to ensure that a significant hazard would 
not occur to the public or to the Francis Parker population Section V of the MND details 
mitigation measure HAZ MAT 1 which implements the requirements of the approved burn 
ash management plan and impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance. 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list 
of hazardous materials sites compi led 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

D D D 

The project site is not located on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5. Impacts in this category would not occur. 

e) For a project located within an ai rport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two mile of a public airport or 
public use airport, wou ld the project result in 
a safety hazard for people residing or working 
in the project area? 

D D D 

The project is located in the Airport Influence Area (AlA) Review Area 2 for the San Diego 
International Airport (SDIA) as depicted in the adopted 2014 SDIA Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), and in AlA Review Area 2 for Montgomery Field as depicted in the 
adopted 2010 Montgomery Field ALUCP. 

The maximum height of the proposed new structures is 316.67 feet Above Mean Sea Level 
(AMSL). The FAA Part 77 notification surface for Montgomery Field is above the site at 597 feet 
AMSL, and the Part 77 notification surface for SDIA is below the site at 150 ft AMSL. The project 
does exceed the FAA Part 77 notification surface for SDIA; therefore, FAA notification is 
required. Notification to the FAA or notification self-certification agreement would be required. 
Although the notification process is required the project in not located in a Safety Zone as 
depicted in the 2014 ALUCP and impacts in this category would not occur. 

f) For a project with in the vicinity of a private 
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airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

D 

No private airstrips are located in the immediate vicinity. 

D D 
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Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 

D D D ~ 

The project would not alter an emergency response or evacuation plan since the project is not 
at the scope or scale that would cause such an impact. 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent 
to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

D D D 

There are existing Brush Management Zones that were established in the previous 
entitlements for the Francis Parker Master Plan. City Landscaping Planners have reviewed the 
new landscaping plan and have provided additional conditions to ensure compliance with all 
City Landscape regulations. The project as conditioned would not expose people or structures 
to impacts associated with wildland fires. 

IX. HYDROLOGY AN D WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? D D D 
A Water Quality Technical Report (Baker International, june 201 5) was prepared to address 
water quality. The report did not identify any significant water quality impacts. In addition, the 
project contains the following condition which would preclude any impacts: 

• Prior to the issuance of any construction permit, the project will be required to adhere 
to the City of San Diego Storm Water Standards in effect at the time of approval of the 
ministerial permit. 

• Prior to the issuance of any construction permit, the Owner/Permittee shall enter into 
a Maintenance Agreement for the ongoing permanent BMP maintenance, satisfactory 
to the City Engineer. 

• Development of this project shall comply with all requirements of State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order No. 2009-0009 DWQ as most recently 
amended by Order No. 2012-0006 DWQ and the San Diego Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (SDRWQCB) Order No. R9-2013-0001, as amended by Order Nos. R9-
201 5-0001 and R9-201 5-0100, Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm 
Water Runoff Associated With Construction and Post Construction Activity. In 
accordance with Order No. 2012-0006 DWQ, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) and a Monitoring Program Plan shall be implemented concurrently with the 
commencement of grading activities, and a Notice of Intent (NOI) shall be filed with the 
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• Copy of the acknowledgment from the SWRCB that an NOI has been received for this 
project shall be filed with the City of San Diego when received; further, a copy of the 
completed NOI from the SWRCB showing the permit number for this project shall be 
filed with the City of San Diego when received. In addition, the owner(s) and 
subsequent owner(s) of any portion of the property covered by this grading permit and 
by SWRCB Order No.2012-0006 DWQ, and any subsequent amendments thereto, shall 
comply with special provisions as set forth in SWRCB Order No. 2012-0006 DWQ. 

• Prior to the issuance of any construction permit, the Water Quality Technical Report 
and Hydrology Study will be subject to final review and approval by the City Engineer. 

Compliance with the City of San Diego's Storm Water Standards and the conditions stated 
above along with the recommendations of the approved water quality technical report would 
ensure that water quality impacts would not occur and mitigation is not required. 

b) Substantia lly deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)? 

D D D 

The project would be connected to the public water supply. It would not rely directly on 
groundwater in the area and would not significantly deplete any resources. 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
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pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner, which would result in 
substantia l erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

D D D 

Hydrology is defined as the science dealing with the properties, distribution, and circulation of 
surface water, ground water and atmospheric water. The quantity of water which flows in a 
creek or river is calculated based on historic climactic conditions combined with the watershed 
characteristics. The slope and shape of the watershed, soil properties, recharge area, and relief 
features are watershed characteristics which influence the quantity of surface flows. 

To address how the project may impact drainage patterns a hydrology study was prepared 
(Baker International, june 2015). The report found that drainage from the site will continue to 
flow within the same patterns. Drainage from the parking lot, buildings, hardscape and field 
will continue to flow to the crotch of the canyon. Drainage from the parking lot and the 
hardscape will f low to the 24" storm drain, while the field will flow to the existing 12" storm 
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both the existing and proposed 

Although grading would be required for the development, streams or rivers do not occur on or 
adjacent to the site which would be impacted by the proposed grading activities. Following 
construction, landscaping would be installed consistent with City landscaping design 
requirements to further reduce the potential for runoff from the project site to occur. 
Therefore, based upon the results along with implementation of the proposed BMPs from the 
WQTR and adherence to City storm water requirements, no adverse impacts to the 
downstream conveyance system are anticipated. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner, which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

Please see IX.c., no flooding would occur. 

e) Create or contribute runoff water, which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

D D D 

D D D 

Based on City of San Diego review, the proposed project would be adequately served by 
existing municipal storm water drainage facilities, therefore no impacts would occur. Potential 
release of sediment or other pollutants into surface water drainages downstream from the site 
would be precluded by implementation of BMPs required by City of San Diego regulations, in 
compliance with San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements to implement 
the federal Clean Water Act. Therefore, no significant surface water quality impacts are 
expected to result from the proposed activity. Proper irrigation and landscaping would ensure 
that runoff would be controlled and unpolluted. 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? 

See IX. e) 

g) Place housing within a 1 00-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard delineation map? 

D D D 

D D D 

The project does not propose construction of any new housing in the 1 00-year flood hazard 
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h) Place within a 1 00-year flood hazard area, 
structures that would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

D D D 

The project does not propose construction of any features that would impede or redirect flows 
and is not located within a 1 00-year flood hazard area. 

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? D D D 
The project involves the modification of an existing school site, largely within a developed 
residential and commercial neighborhood. The project would not physically divide an 
established community. 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
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jurisdiction over the project (including but not 
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

D D D 

The project is located in the Linda Vista community planning area and has a land use 
designation of School/Institution and the General Plan designation of Institutional & Public and 
Semi-Public Facilities. The project site is zoned as RM-1-1 and OR-1-1. The proposed project 
has been reviewed by staff and it was determined that the project would not adversely affect 
the goals and policies of the land use documents. 

The project would require an Amendment to PDP No. 84875 and SOP No. 215276 and would 
include the following three deviations from development regulations: (1) a deviation of 1'8" to 
the height limit to provide for elevator shafts in the proposed dining hall and proposed athletic 
center; (2) a deviation of 12'0" for six light poles proposed for a proposed elevated sports deck; 
and (3) a deviation to allow a 25' setback along North rim Court where the minimum required is 
1 0' or 10% of the premises width, which is greater. None of the proposed deviations would 
result in a secondary environmental impact. 

The project is located in the Airport Influence Area (AlA) Review Area 2 for the San Diego 
International Airport (SOIA) as depicted in the adopted 2014 SOIA Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), and in AlA Review Area 2 for Montgomery Field as depicted in the 
adopted 2010 Montgomery Field ALUCP. Long Range Planning Staff has determined that the 
use and density are consistent with the ALUCP and impacts in this category would not occur. 
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As mentioned in Section IV construction for the project would be confined to the existing 
developed foot print. However, the lot does contain sensitive vegetation which is defined as 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL). Section 143.0140(a) of the San Diego Municipal Code 
requires that ESL outside of the allowable development area be incorporated into a covenant 
of easement (COE) that shall be recorded against title to the property, in accordance with 
procedures set forth in Section 143.0152. 

Based upon City Staffs review the project is consistent with all applicable land use plans, 
policies, and regulations and no impacts are identified in this category. 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

D D D 

The project site is not located within or adjacent to the MHPA or any other conservation plan 
area. Conflicts with any such plans would not occur. 

XI. M INERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project? 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 

D D D 

This project site is located in a developed area not suitable for mineral extraction and is not 
identified in the General Plan as a mineral resource locality. Therefore, the project would not 
result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource. 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan or other land use plan? 

See XI a. 

XII. NOISE 

Would the project result in: 

a) Generation of, noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

D D D 

D D D 

In order to determine if the project could result in noise generation exceeding City standards 
an acoustical analysis report was prepared (Michael Baker International, September 2015). 
The report analyzed both short term construction noise as well as noise from the long term 
operation of the project to determine if there is a potential for noise generated by the 
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project to exceed the City's CEQA Thresholds, the General Plan or the Municipal Code. 

Noise impacts from construction are dependent on the noise generated by the construction 
equipment, the location and sensitivity of affected land uses, as well as the timing and 
duration of the activities. Noise levels adjacent to the active construction sites would 
increase during construction. Construction would not result in long-term impacts, since it 
would be temporary and daily construction activities would be limited by the City's Noise 
Ordinance in Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404 to an average sound level of 75 dB from 7:00 
a.m. to 7:00p.m. The report showed that construction noise for the Francis Parker school 
would occur throughout the project site and would not be concentrated in any one 
particular area. Noise modeling within the report demonstrated that short-term 
construction activities would not exceed the City's construction noise standard of 75 dB at 
residential zoned properties pursuant to Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404 and significant 
construction noise impacts would not occur. 

Future development generated by the proposed project would result in additional traffic on 
adjacent roadways, thereby increasing vehicular noise in the vicinity of the proposed project. 
According to the traffic impact analysis, the proposed project would generate approximately 
476 daily trips. The report analyzed the operational traffic noise from the project in the near 
term, year 2035 condition, and from a cumulative noise perspective. The report determined 
that under all scenarios that noise would not reach 3.0 decibels (dB) and in accordance with 
the City of San Diego's CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds noise that increases less 
than 3.0 dB would not be significant. 

Upon project completion, stationary noise in the project area would not significantly 

increase. The project proposes the addition of approximately 103,109 square feet of new 

facilities to the existing Linda Vista Campus. Stationary noise sources associated with the 

proposed project would include mechanical equipment and on-site amenities. 

Typically, mechanical equipment noise can reach approximately 55 dBA at SO feet from the 

source. The nearest residential uses to the project site are the existing multi-family 

residents located approximately 110 feet to the east of the project site. Heating Ventilation 

and Air Conditioning (HVAC) units would be included on the roofs of the structures, and 

would likely be located toward the center of the structures and be located behind a parapet. 

Thus, the proposed project would likely not result in additional noise impacts to nearby 

residents from HVAC units. Therefore, the nearest residents would not be directly exposed 

to substantial noise increases beyond existing conditions from on-site mechanical 

equipment. Impacts in this regard would be less than significant. 

Noise associated with the operation of the recreational facilities was also analyzed in the 

study. The outdoor aquatic center includes a 25 meter pool, a 15,400 square foot pool deck, 

and aluminum bleachers that accommodate 150 spectators with room for 150 additional 
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standing spectators. The nearest sensitive receptors (multi-family residences) to the 

outdoor aquatic center are located approximately 200 feet to the south. Noise levels 

associated with swimming pools are typically 57 dBA at 75 feet from the edge of the pool for 

lap swim activities and 56 to 67 dBA for community swim activities. Additionally, during 

swim events a starting system and public address (PA) system would be utilized. The project 

proposes to construct a 14-foot block wall barrier around the eastern, southern, and 

western boundaries of the outdoor aquatic center that would block the line of site to nearby 

sensitive receptors to the south project site. Block wall barriers have the capability to 

attenuate noise by up to 15 dBA. Therefore, the block wall barrier would provide the 

necessary noise reduction from the outdoor aquatic center to below the City's noise 

standards for multi-family residences [55 dBA during the daytime (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.) 

and 50 dBA during the evening (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.)]. Impacts associated with the 

outdoor aquatic center would be less than significant. 

The indoor gymnasium is proposed to be constructed directly over the underground parking 

structure. The gymnasium would house indoor sporting events, along with ancillary support 

spaces, such as meeting rooms, locker rooms, restrooms, and classrooms. Noise impacts to 

nearby sensitive receptors would be nominal, as the gymnasium is centrally located within 

the project site approximately 300 feet away from the nearest sensitive receptors (multi­

family residences), and would host indoor sporting events. Therefore, impacts associated 

with the indoor gymnasium would be less than significant. 

The existing sports field located on the northeastern portion of the project site would be 

reconstructed into a multi-purpose track and field faci lity with the inclusion of a regulation 

eight-lane track around the perimeter. Noise associated with the track and field facil ity 

would emanate from spectators and the potential use of a PA system. The project would 

include design features that would limit the sound output of the PA system to 90 dBA and 

would locate the PA system on the northwestern portion of the track and field facility to 

ensure a minimum distance of 375 feet between the PA system and nearby sensitive 

receptors and therefore impacts would not occur. 

Therefore based upon the totality of the acoustical analysis report it was determined that 

the project would not exceed or conflict with any of City standards and impacts in this 

category would be less than significant. 

b) Generation of, excessive ground borne 
vibration or ground borne noise levels? D D D 

Project construction can generate varying degrees of groundborne vibration, depending on 
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the construction procedure and the construction equipment used. Operation of 
construction equipment generates vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish 
in amplitude with distance from the source. The acoustical analysis did not identify any 
impacts relating from construction ground borne vibration. In addition, please see the 
discussion in Section XII a. 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

D 

Please see Section XII a., a significant impact was not identified. 

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above existing without the project? 

D 

Please see Section XII a., a significant impact was not identified. 

e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan, or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two mi les of a public airport 
or public use airport would the project expose 
people residing or working in the area to 
excessive noise levels? 

D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

The project is located in the Airport Influence Area (AlA) Review Area 2 for the San Diego 

International Airport (SOIA) as depicted in the adopted 2014 SOIA Airport Land Use 

Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), and in AlA Review Area 2 for Montgomery Field as depicted in 

the adopted 2010 Montgomery Field ALUCP. However, the project is located outside of the 

60 decibel (dB) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) as depicted in the 2014 ALUCP and 

people residing or working in the area of the project would not be exposed to excessive 

airport noise. 

f) For a project with in the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, wou ld the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 
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The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip; therefore, people residing or 
working in the area of the project would not be exposed to excessive airport noise. 

XIII. POPU LATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

D D D 

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15 126.2(d), an EIR must include an analysis 
of the growth-inducing impact of the proposed project. The growth inducement analysis must 
address: (1) the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population 
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly in the 
surrounding environment; and (2) the potential for the project to encourage and facilitate 
other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or 
cumulatively. This second issue involves the potential for the project to induce further growth 
by the expansion or extension of existing services, utilities, or infrastructure. State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 1 5126.2(d) further states that "[i]t must not be assumed that growth in any 
area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment." 

The Francis Parker Master Plan project would demolish three buildings comprising 41,229 
square feet, retain 133,753 square feet of existing buildings, and would add 103,182 square 
feet of proposed buildings and would increase the student population from 800 to 940. The 
project is not creating substantial new housing nor would it increase or foster any large 
economic growth. In addition, the project would not extend any existing roadways or other 
facilities into an undeveloped area or introduce any new roadways or other facilities that could 
induce growth. Therefore, the project would not induce substantial population growth. 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

0 D 0 

Please see the project description no displacement of housing would occur as a result of this 
project. 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

See XIII. 

0 D D 
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 
a) Would the project result in substantia l adverse physical impacts associated with the provisions 

of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service rations. response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

i) Fire Protection D D D IZI 
The proposed project would not require the alteration of any fire protection facilities and 
would not require any new or altered fire protection services. 

ii) Police Protection D D D 
See XIV i) 

iii) Schools D D D 
The proposed Francis Parker Master Plan project is proposing to make improvements at its 
existing private school campus. No impacts to public schools will occur. 

iv) Parks D D D 
The project would not induce growth that would require substantial alteration to an existing 
park nor would it require the construction of a new park. 

v) Other public facil ities D D D 
The scope of the project would not substantially increase the demand for electricity, gas, or 
other public facilities. 

XV. RECREATION 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 

D D D 

The proposed project would not require any expansion of existing recreationa l facilities. There 
would be no increase in the use of existing facilities in the area including parks or other 
recreational areas as a result of the project. 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities 
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adverse physica l effect on the environment? 
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The project does include the construction of an athletic complex/gymnasium but the impacts 
associated with those improvements are among those analyzed in this MND. 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Would the project? 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness 
for the performance of the circulation system, 
taking into account all modes of 
transportation including mass transit and 
non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, 
including but not limited to intersections, 
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian 
and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

D D D 

A Traffic Impact Study (Urban Systems Associates Inc., February 2016) was prepared to 
determine potential transportation impacts and appropriate mitigation measures for the 
proposed addition of 140 students to the existing school population of 800. The study also 
evaluated proposed changes in access to the campus and presented a Transportation 
Management Plan for special events on campus. The study was reviewed and approved by City 
of San Diego Transportation Development Staff. A summary is provided below and the traffic 
study is available for review. 

Based upon this transportation impact analysis, it was determined that development of the 
proposed project would have the following impacts: 

Impacts: 

1. Street Segments - The proposed project has less than significant direct project impacts. 
The analysis shows all segments will have less than significant cumulative project 
impacts in horizon year 2035. 

2. Intersections - The proposed project has one (1) significant direct project impact at 
Linda Vista Road I Northrim Court. The traffic study did not identify any cumulative 
intersection impacts. The analysis shows all intersections will have less than cumulative 
significant project impacts in horizon year 2035. The analysis assumes a signal already in 
place at Linda Vista Road I Northrim Court in the horizon year 2035 since the signal will 
be installed as mitigation in the near term. 

3. Freeway Segments & Metered Freeway Ramps - Project traffic on nearby freeway 
segments and metered freeway ramps are expected to be less than 20 peak hour trips 
and therefore were not evaluated in this report. 
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As shown in the street segment summary tables, there are no significant direct or cumulative 
impacts as a result of the proposed expansion of the Francis Parker School. As shown in the 
intersection summary table, there is one significant direct impact at Linda Vista Road I 
Northrim Court. The project will install a traffic signal at Linda Vista Road I Northrim Court to 
mitigate the project's direct impact at this location. 

The following mitigation measure would reduce the impact to the intersection at Linda Vista 
Road I Northrim Court: 

Trans-1 

• Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Owner/Permittee shall assure, by 
permit and bond, the installation of a new traffic signal at the intersection of Linda 
Vista Road and Northrim Court, with signal interconnect to the adjacent traffic signals, 
and install striping to provide a left-turn lane and right-turn lane on Northrim Court, 
satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

The Francis Parker School Master Plan Update as proposed will accommodate recurring 
special events with additional parking. These recurring events are typically scheduled during 
off - peak hours or on weekends. Most special events will be scheduled for late 
afternoon/evening and will not conflict with student traffic. Events are scheduled on different 
days for middle school versus upper school activities to best accommodate visitors during 
these events. 

A circulation plan has been prepared that shows how the site will be accessed for student drop 
-off in the morning, pick- up in the afternoon, and student parking. The plan would close one 
driveway on Linda Vista Road and add a driveway on Northrim Court. 

Based upon the results of the traffic study there would be no impacts associated with special 
events or with access. However, one direct impact was identified at the intersection of 
Northrim Court and Linda Vista Road that will be mitigated to below a level of significance. 
Therefore, with the implementation of the mitigation measure there would be no conflict with 
an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system. 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and travel 
demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

See XVI a. 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or 
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The project is located in the Airport Influence Area (AlA) Review Area 2 for the San Diego 
International Airport (SOIA) as depicted in the adopted 2014 SOIA Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), and in AlA Review Area 2 for Montgomery Field as depicted in the 
adopted 2010 Montgomery Field ALUCP. 

The maximum height of the proposed new structures is 316.67 feet Above Mean Sea Level 
(AMSL). The FAA Part 77 notification surface for Montgomery Field is above the site at 597 feet 
Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL), and the Part 77 notification surface for SOIA is below the site at 
150 ft AMSL. The project does exceed the FAA Part 77 notification surface for SOIA; therefore, 
FAA notification is required. Although the notification process is required the project in not 
located in a Safety Zone and based upon the review by Airport Planning Staff impacts in this 
category would not occur. 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

D D D 

A project access plan has been prepared that includes on site circulation for drop - off, pick -
up and student parking. The plan would close one driveway on Linda Vista Road and add a 
driveway on Northrim Court. Significant impacts were not identified in this category. 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

See XVI a. 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease 
the performance or safety of such facilities? 

D 

0 

0 0 

D D 

Pedestrian access to the project is provided via sidewalks along Linda Vista Road. A marked 
pedestrian crosswalk is provided at the main entrance to the school at the signalized 
intersection of Linda Vista Road and Alcala Knolls Drive and the traffic study includes a 
pedestrian circulation plan. Class II bike lanes are provided along both sides of Linda Vista 
Road which allows bike access to the school. Bike racks are provided on-site. The project would 
not have the potential to conflict with transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities nor would the 
project decrease the safety or performance of these facilities. 

XVII. UTILITIES AN D SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements D 0 0 
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This project would neither exceed the capacity of the existing wastewater facilities nor require 
additional facilities to be constructed. It would have sufficient water supplies available and 
would not exceed or create a demand for new wastewater or stormwater facilities. Adequate 
services exist to serve the proposed project and impacts would not be significant. 

b) Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

D D D 

This project would not result in an increase in the intensity of the use and would not be 
required to construct a new water or wastewater treatment facility. 

c) Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

See XVII a. 

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

See XVII a. 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provided which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to 
serve the project's projected demand in 
addition to the provider's existing 
commitments? 

D D D 

D D D 

D D D 

The wastewater treatment system currently serving the area would adequately serve the 
proposed project. No adverse impacts would occur. 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project's solid waste disposal needs? 

D D D 
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threshold level at which a proposed construction, demolition, and/or renovation project may 
have potentially significant direct or cumulative impacts on solid waste disposal. For projects 
that exceed these thresholds, preparation of a Waste Management Plan (WMP) is required to 
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ensure that overall waste produced by these projects is reduced sufficiently to comply with 
City policies regarding waste reduction, recycling, and product procurement. Implementation 
of a project specific WMP is required in order to offset cumulative impacts of projects 
proposing construction, demolition, and/or renovation of 40,000 square feet or more of 
building space (generating 60 tons or more of waste), and to mitigate direct impacts of projects 
of 1,000,000 square feet or more (generating 1,500 tons of waste or more). 

The proposed project would demolish three buildings comprising 41,229 square feet and 
would add 103,182 square feet of proposed buildings and therefore has the potential result in 
impacts to the City's solid waste facilities. A WMP has been prepared (KLR Planning, june 2015) 
to identify measures that would be incorporated into the demolition, grading, construction, 
and operations (occupancy) phases of the development that would maximize diversion of solid 
waste from the Miramar Landfill and minimize strain on solid waste services. 

Adherence to the measures identified in the approved WMP would reduce or divert 
construction and demolition waste from the landfill, to meet or exceed City policies regarding 
waste reduction, recycling, and product procurement. Therefore, the project could be 
sufficiently served by landfills and an impact would not occur in this category. 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulation related to solid waste? D D D 

Solid waste pickup would be provided at the subject site. This would include recycling and yard 
waste pickup. 

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
a) Does the project have the potential to 

degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the 
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal 
or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

D D D 

The project is located in a developed area and would not degrade the quality of the 
surrounding environment. However, with respect to the project's location and historically 
sensitive areas, the excavation at the site has the potential to impact cultural resources in the 
form of paleontological resources which could incrementally contribute to a cumulative loss of 
non-renewable resources. Paleontological monitoring would be required and with 
implementation of mitigation requirements would reduce potential impacts to these resources 
to below a level of significance; and therefore would not result in a substantial adverse change 
to the significance of a historical resource or eliminate important examples of California 
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b) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in 

connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable futures projects)? 

D D D 

Impacts associated with paleontological resources are individually significant and when taken 
into consideration with other past projects in the vicinity, may contribute to a cumulative 
impact; specifically, with respect to non-renewable resources. However, with implementation 
of the MMRP, any information associated with these resources would be collected catalogued 
and included in technical reports available to researchers for use on future projects, thereby 
reducing the cumulative impact to below a level of significance. Additionally, the MND has 
identified direct transportation related impacts but no cumulative ones. 

c) Does the project have envi ronmental effects, 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

D D D 
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The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study which determined that the project could have 
a significant environmental effect in the following area Cultural Resources (Archaeological 
Resources) and Transportation. However, with the implementation of mitigation identified in 
Section V of this MND the project would not have environmental effects which would cause 
substantial direct or indirect adverse effects on human beings. 
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST: REFERENCES 

I. AESTHETICS I NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

IZI City of San Diego General Plan. 

181 Community Plan. 

0 Local Coastal Plan. 

II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES & FOREST RESOURCES 

IZI City of San Diego General Plan. 

IZI U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey- San Diego Area, California, Part I and II, 1973. 

0 California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 

0 Site Specific Report: 

Ill. AIR QUALITY 

0 California Clean Air Act Guidelines (Indirect Source Control Programs) 1990. 

IZI Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) - APCD. 

0 Site Specific Report: 

IV. BIOLOGY 

181 City of San Diego, Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Subarea Plan, 1997 

181 City of San Diego, MSCP, "Vegetation Communities with Sensitive Species and Vernal Pools" 

Maps, 1996. 

181 City of San Diego, MSCP, "Multiple Habitat Planning Area" maps, 1997. 

0 Community Plan- Resource Element. 

0 California Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity Database, "State and 

Federally-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California," january 2001. 

0 California Department of Fish & Game, California Natural Diversity Database, "State and 

Federally-listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California," january 2001. 

0 City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines. 

0 Site Specific Report: 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES (INCLUDES HISTORICAL RESOURCES) 

181 City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines. 

IZI City of San Diego Archaeology Library. 

37 



Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment I 412987 Initial Study 

0 Historical Resources Board List. 

0 Community Historical Survey: 

0 Site Specific Report: 

VI. GEOLOGY/SOILS 

1:81 City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study. 

0 U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey- San Diego Area, California, Part I and II, 

December 1973 and Part Ill, 1975. 

Site Specific Report: Preliminary Geotechnical Report and Addendum Report (Construction 

Testing and Engineering Inc., january 2015 and May 2015). 

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

1:81 Site Specific Report: Greenhouse Gas Analysis (Baker, january 2016) 

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

~ San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing 

0 San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division 

0 State Water Resources Control Board Geotracker 

0 State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use Authorized. 

0 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. 

IZI Site Specific Report: Burn Ash Management Plan (AECOM, December 2015) 

IX. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

IZI Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). 

0 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Flood Insurance Program -Flood 

Boundary and Floodway Map. 

D Clean Water Act Section 303(b) list, http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d_lists.html. 

IZI Site Specific Report: Water Quality Technical Report (Baker International, june 25, 2015) and 

Hydrology Report (Baker International, june 2015) 

X. lAND USE AND PLANNING 

1:81 City of San Diego General Plan. 

1:81 Community Plan. 

~ Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 2014 SDIA Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

1:81 City of San Diego Zoning Maps 
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0 FM Determination 

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES 

0 California Department of Conservation- Division of Mines and Geology, Mineral Land 

Classification. 

0 Division of Mines and Geology, Special Report 153 - Significant Resources Maps. 

~ California Geological Survey- SMARA Mineral Land Classification Maps. 

0 Site Specific Report: 

XII . NOISE 

181 Community Plan 

0 San Diego International Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps. 

0 MCAS Miramar ALUCP 

0 Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps. 

181 Montgomery Field CNEL Maps. 

0 San Diego Association of Governments - San Diego Regional Average Weekday Traffic 
Volumes. 

0 San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG. 

0 City of San Diego General Plan. 

~ Site Specific Report: (Michael Baker International, September 2015) 

XIII. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

~ City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines. 

0 Demere, Thomas A., and Stephen L. Walsh, "Paleontological Resources City of San Diego," 

Department of Paleontology San Diego Natural History Museum, 1996. 

Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peterson, "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan Area, 

California. Del Mar, La jolla, Point Loma, La Mesa, Poway, and SW 1/4 Escondido 7 1/2 

Minute Quadrangles," California Division of Mines and Geology Bulletin 200, Sacramento, 
1975. 

0 Kennedy, Michael P., and Siang S. Tan, "Geology of National City, Imperial Beach and Otay 

Mesa Quadrangles, Southern San Diego Metropolitan Area, California," Map Sheet 29, 

1977. 

0 Site Specific Report 

XIV. POPULATION I HOUSING 

181 City of San Diego General Plan. 
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~ Community Plan. 

0 Series 11 Population Forecasts, SANDAG. 

0 Other: 

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

IZI City of San Diego General Plan. 

IZI Community Plan. 

XVI. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 

IZI City of San Diego General Plan. 

IZI Community Plan. 

0 Department of Park and Recreation 

0 City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map 

0 Additional Resources: 

XVII. TRANSPORTATION I CIRCULATION 

~ City of San Diego Genera l Plan. 

~ Community Plan. 

0 San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG. 

0 San Diego Region Weekday Traffic Volumes, SANDAG. 

~ Site Specific Report: Traffic Impact Analysis (Urban Systems Associates Inc., February 2016) 

XVIII. UTILITIES 

~ City of San Diego General Plan. 

~ Community Plan. 

0 Site Specific Report: 

XIX. WATER CONSERVATION 

IZI City of San Diego General Plan. 

0 Community Plan. 

0 Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book. Rev. ed. Menlo Park, CA: Sunset Magazine. 

0 Site Specific Report: 
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SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION 

This Soil Management Plan (SMP) for burn ash management has been prepared by AECOM Technical 
Services, Inc. (AECOM) for the Francis Parker School (FPS) located on a portion of the former Camp 
Kearny Mesa Burn Site at 6501 Linda Vista Road in San Diego, California (Figure 1). This document 
specifically addresses Issues Nos. 7 and 8 of the City of San Diego (City) Solid Waste Local Enforcement 
Agency’s (LEA) Cycle Issues Summary letter dated August 6, 2015 regarding the Francis Parker School 
– Linda Vista Campus Master Plan Update (Plan Update). 

This document has been prepared for the area underlain by burn ash-containing materials documented in 
the Burn Ash Removal Report, Former Camp Kearny Mesa Site prepared for FPS by URS (an AECOM 
company) in November 2004, and shown on Figure 2 where proposed grading and excavation activities 
may encounter residual burn ash remaining onsite.  The current use of the site as a middle and high school 
will remain unchanged.   

The primary objective of this document is to provide the planning and implementation elements of work 
for the proposed management of burn ash-containing materials at the site, if encountered, to reduce the 
potential for human exposure and health risks related to constituents of concern (COCs) during and 
following the proposed construction activities. The project will address appropriate disposition of burn 
ash-containing materials. Disposition alternatives include: Burying onsite beneath an appropriate soil and 
or concrete cap provided the placement of waste soil and cap can be incorporated as an integral part of the 
proposed grading plan; and alternatively, offsite disposal at an appropriately licensed disposal facility.   
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SECTION 2 SITE IDENTIFICATION 

2.1 SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The former Camp Kearny Mesa Burn Site lies within the Linda Vista neighborhood in the City of San 
Diego, California approximately four miles north-northwest of downtown San Diego, north of Mission 
Valley (Figure 1). It is located at approximately 32°46’ N latitude and 117°10’ W longitude, within the La 
Jolla 7 ½-Minute U.S.G.S. topographic quadrangle (photo revised 1975).  

The former burn site is located on the eastern margin of the FPS campus at 6501 Linda Vista Road in San 
Diego. The assessor’s parcel number for the campus is 437-020-12. The campus operates as a private 
school for children in grades six through 12. The former burn site lies beneath the eastern portion of the 
athletic field and is exposed on a steep east-facing slope that adjoins Northrim Court.  The burn site is 
bounded by Northrim Court and River Glen Row to the east and south, Linda Vista Road to the north, and 
other parts of the FPS campus to the west (URS, 2004). 

URS managed the removal of approximately 1,820 tons of burn ash-containing materials in 2004 from the 
top of the slope to accommodate the excavation and grading for development of the exiting athletic field 
(URS, 2004).  The burn ash removal was completed under the oversight of the LEA.  Residual burn ash 
remains onsite under a clean soil cap with an approximate minimum thickness of 18 inches located along 
the eastern edge of the athletic field near the top of the slope (Figure 2).  The proposed renovation within 
this area includes grading and or excavation for the construction of foundations for a Visitor Service 
Building and bleachers, and trenching for utility line installation.  

The eastern slope adjacent to Northrim Court is a public easement owned by the City that was maintained 
by the community association of an adjoining condominium complex. To restrict access to the slope area, 
the City of San Diego installed a fence at the foot of the slope in July 2000 (URS, 2004). 

2.2 ADJACENT PROPERTIES AND USES 

Adjacent property uses are primarily multi-family residential east and south of the campus. A service 
station with a convenience store is located on the east corner of Northrim Court and Linda Vista Road. 

2.3 SURFACE WATER 

Surface water movement on the FPS campus at the top of the slope above Northrim Court is controlled by 
engineered drainages and paved surfaces associated with the existing artificial turf on the athletic field.  
Surface water movement on site generally occurs as sheet flow along the eastern slope.  However, the 
slope surface across the entire length of the site is vegetated with ice plant, grass and other herbaceous 
plants including several eucalyptus trees.  Ground cover of this nature, including leaf litter, reduces the 
potential for storm water runoff.  Storm water from the site vicinity flows southward along a curb and 
gutter system on Northrim Court into a drain system that empties into Mission Valley approximately 0.5 
miles south of the site. 
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SECTION 3 ASSESSMENT BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY 

3.1 SITE ASSESSMENT BACKGROUND 

URS Corporation conducted two investigations at the site to identify and characterize the lateral and 
vertical extent of burn ash-containing materials in December 2008 and January 2001 following limited 
sampling previously conducted by the LEA.  Based on these data, and the results of a human health risk 
assessment, URS conducted a burn ash removal action to facilitate construction of the existing artificial 
turf athletic field in 2004.  A summary of burn ash-containing soil remaining onsite is presented in a Burn 
Ash Removal Report (URS, 2004).  The approximate footprint of these materials is shown on Figure 2.  
Analytical results for lead concentrations reported in confirmation soil samples collected from materials 
remaining in place following the removal action are summarized in Table 1 and shown on Figure 3. 

3.1.1 Extent of Burn Ash 

The lateral extent of residual burn ash-containing materials remaining onsite is illustrated on Figures 2 
and 3.  The main footprint of burn ash mixed with soil that may conflict with the proposed Plan Update is 
located under the eastern portion of the field along the eastern property boundary fence and extends 
generally parallel to the athletic field for approximately 300 feet from nearly goal line to goal line.  The 
width of this band varies from approximately 10 to 30 feet.  Because burn ash extended below the pre-
construction grade for installation of the athletic field (in 2004), burn ash at depth in this area was not 
removed on the top of the mesa or from its surface expression on the eastern slope.  The residual burn ash 
in this area is covered by a minimum 18-inch thick clean soil cap beneath the construction subgrade in 
this area.  The burn ash remaining on the eastern slope is generally covered by ice plant and other 
vegetation although some burn ash is visible on the slope where the vegetation is thin or missing. This 
exposed area lies within a fenced area that prevents public access. 

3.1.2 Constituents of Concern 

A human health risk assessment was prepared following initial investigations in 2001 and formed the 
basis for burn ash management and health and safety planning for the removal action conducted in 2004. 
This plan included a quantitative evaluation of cancer risks and noncancer hazards due to the identified 
COCs (except for lead which was evaluated separately), for health risk exposure scenarios for the 
following four receptor categories: 

• School students and staff workers, 

• Visitors/trespassers crossing the eastern slope, 

• Maintenance workers, and 

• Offsite residents. 

The COCs originally identified in 2001through the screening evaluation, included: 

• Metals, specifically antimony, arsenic, cadmium, and lead; 
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• Dioxin as 2,3,7,8 tetrachlorodibenzo p dioxin (TCDD) toxicity equivalent concentration (TEQ); 
and 

• Polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) [screened as benzo(a)pyrene]. 

Lead was evaluated based on predictive blood lead modeling, which is more indicative of adverse health 
effects from lead than the typical dose-response relationships of the other COCs.  The lead modeling 
results indicated that site-wide average lead concentrations prior to excavation (in 2004) exceeded targets 
for school students and staff workers. 

Using the maximum detected concentration of each COC (except lead), the estimated cumulative cancer 
risk for each exposure scenario was less than the de minimis level of 1 x 10-6, with one exception.  The 
school staff worker had a calculated cancer risk slightly greater than 1 x 10-6 but less than the California 
Proposition 65 target cancer risk of 1 x 10-5 for workers and within U.S. EPA’s risk management range 
of 10 6 to 10 4 (EPA, 1990).  The risk management range refers to levels that may be considered 
acceptable depending on site-specific context.  When the 95th percentile upper confidence level (95% 
UCL) of the mean concentration was used, the staff worker cumulative cancer risk was de minimis. 

Based on the findings of the risk assessment only lead was identified as a COC to be monitored during 
removal activities in 2004.  Similarly, lead is considered to be the exposure risk driver and will be 
monitored accordingly during the proposed construction activities.  This is based on the following factors:  
1) The volume and aerial footprint of soil which will be disturbed according to the proposed Plan Update 
is small compared to the volume addressed during the 2004 removal action; and 2) There is a low 
probability that the physical and chemical characteristics of subsurface soils containing burn ash have 
changed significantly since 2004 when the removal action occurred in the same general areas.  This soil 
management plan establishes the protocols for workers encountering burn ash material left in place.  A 
separate site-specific health and safety plan (HASP) for the workers will outline specific requirements for 
minimizing lead exposures. A Community HASP is discussed below and included as Appendix A. 

3.1.3 Waste Characterization 

The waste characteristics of the burn ash were evaluated during the removal action performed by URS in 
2004 when over 1,800 tons of burn ash was disposed offsite as non-Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) hazardous, California hazardous waste.  Although burn ash is not typically a California 
hazardous waste based on ignitability, corrosivity or reactivity, it often can be considered a hazardous 
waste based on toxicity.  Several samples of burn ash-containing soil collected from in situ confirmation 
samples at the completion of burn ash removal in 2004 were reported as containing lead at concentrations 
exceeding the Total Threshold Limit Concentration (TTLC) of 1,000 mg/kg established for this 
constituent. This condition for lead would characterize the materials as a possible California hazardous 
waste.  It is anticipated that this condition will also apply to the excavated burn ash-containing soil that 
may be intended for off-site disposal. 
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SECTION 4 SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION 

In addition to extensive construction on other portions of the FPS campus, the proposed renovation in the 
vicinity of the residual burn ash involves the construction of foundations for a Visitor Service Building 
and bleachers, associated trenching for installation of a utility line, and construction of an all-weather path 
with an emergency/fire department access gate.  The Visitor Service Building footprint measures 
approximately 20 feet by 100 feet and the footprint of the bleachers is approximately 15 feet by 85 feet.  
The proposed utility trenching will extend a total of approximately 70 feet and will be located beneath the 
all-weather path that will encompass approximately 100 square feet. The path will cut through the 
existing fence and traverse the eastern slope to Northrim Court.  The proposed construction elements are 
presented on Figure 2 which incorporates Sheet C-2 of the Francis Parker School – Linda Vista Campus 
Master Plan Update.   

The scope of construction is relatively small, therefore it is anticipated that disturbance to the existing 
buried utilities and surface and subsurface drainage is unlikely.  Based on existing conditions, surface 
water from the fields is controlled by engineered drainages to flow away from the existing slope to 
Northrim Court where burn ash is exposed on the surface (Figure 2).  Although the construction schedule 
has yet to be determined, it is assumed that grading and excavation activities will be conducted during the 
dry season, between May 15 and October 1. 
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SECTION 5 BURN ASH MANAGEMENT 

This section addresses the removal, monitoring, and handling of burn ash that may be encountered during 
the proposed construction activities.  This section describes a plan to reduce and/or eliminate the 
likelihood that school staff, students and workers, either nearby or involved in the proposed construction, 
may be exposed to unacceptable concentrations of COCs associated with burn ash burn ash-containing 
soil identified as being present beneath the ground surface at the site.  Waste transportation and disposal 
plan elements, if necessary, are also described. 

5.1 SITE PREPARATION 

5.1.1 Health and Safety Plans 

Site-specific and community HASPs will be prepared for implementation during the management of burn 
ash containing materials during construction activities.  The site specific HASP will be prepared in 
accordance with OSHA guidelines and will outline monitoring requirements and hazards related to burn 
ash. The plan will be approved by a certified industrial hygienist and will comply with current safety 
standards as defined by the U.S. EPA, the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), and 
the National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) and in accordance with guidelines set 
forth in Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 5192. 

A community HASP is provided in Appendix A. It will be implemented at the site to protect school staff, 
students and visitors and residents on nearby properties at times when excavation and or construction 
activities encounter burn ash-containing materials.  Contractors will be informed prior to work that burn 
ash is present beneath the site. All plans provided to contractors include Plan Update Sheet C-2 that 
identifies the known locations of burn ash-containing materials on the subject property.  It is anticipated 
that a representative of AECOM will be present during initial grading and/or excavation activities that are 
likely to cause disturbance to the burn ash-mapped locations to monitor and provide guidance to the 
construction crew, as required.    

5.1.2 Permitting 

Various permits are required for implementation of the proposed construction of the Plan Update; 
however no specific permits are required to manage the burn ash, if encountered. FPS and/or the general 
contractor will be responsible for obtaining the necessary permits. The FPS may need to obtain a 
temporary hazardous waste generator number for manifesting waste if excavated materials will require 
offsite disposal.  AECOM will be able to assist the school to obtain this number.   

The removal of burn ash-containing materials is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). Because the construction activity (associated with burn ash removal) costs will not exceed $1 
million, the CEQA exemption is based on a Class 30 exemption, as described in Title 14, California Code 
of Regulations, Section 15330. This exemption is also applicable because the construction activities will 
not have a significant impact on the environment due to the anticipated volume, short duration, and the 
controlled manner in which the affected soils will be excavated, loaded onto the trucks, and taken offsite 
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for disposal at an approved, permitted facility. This exemption was designed for minor cleanup actions to 
be taken to mitigate areas affected by hazardous substances. 

5.1.3 Utility Clearance 

Utility clearance will be the responsibility of the general contractor for all excavation activities addressed 
in the Plan Update including the area where burn ash may be encountered.  Based on the Plan Update, 
existing subsurface utilities in the burn ash area are not anticipated to be disturbed.  However, as required 
by law, before commencing demolition activities, Underground Service Alert (USA) must be contacted at 
least 48 hours in advance to identify the location of utilities that enter the property. 

5.1.4 Site Physical Controls 

The existing fence bounding the eastern perimeter of the athletic field will remain in place except for the 
portion that must be removed for construction of the all-weather path and fire department access gate. 
This portion of the perimeter fencing will remain in place until the construction of these site 
appurtenances is complete in order to provide for added security for the construction area.  Temporary 
fencing will be placed around the work area during construction of the all-weather path to restrict public 
access from Northrim Court.  Areas where burn ash is identified and removed will be cordoned off from 
other areas to restrict access to AECOM and the OSHA-trained excavation subcontractor.   Access to the 
construction area from the FPS campus to the north and west will be through a secured gate in temporary 
fencing or other similar means. Security of the site will be provided by the general contractor to ensure 
against unauthorized access to the project area.  

The maximum depth of grading and trench excavation is anticipated to be approximately 4 feet or less, 
therefore no shoring or fall protection is anticipated.  Open excavations will either be backfilled or 
secured at the end of each work day. 

5.1.5 Scheduling/Agency Notification 

Prior to grading and or excavation in areas where burn ash may be encountered (Figure 2), the activities 
will be scheduled in advance for oversight purposes and the LEA will be notified of any schedule changes 
at least one week in advance.  If previously unidentified areas are found to be underlain by burn ash, the 
LEA will be notified immediately. 

5.1.6 Contractor Requirements  

AECOM will provide oversight and monitoring activities with respect to grading and excavation activities 
in areas where burn ash-containing materials may be encountered (Figure 2).  AECOM will be 
responsible for implementing site-specific and community health and safety plans during construction 
activities that involve the disturbance/removal of burn ash. The excavation subcontractor will have 40-
hour OSHA certification for working at hazardous waste sites. Conditions during construction will be 
documented by the AECOM site manager, and appropriate health and safety measures will be taken to 
mitigate the potential exposure to burn ash and COCs present.  It is anticipated that invasive activities that 
may be conducted in areas where burn ash may be encountered will not be conducted while school is in 
session. 
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5.2 FIELD ACTIVITIES  

5.2.1 Burn Ash Management Procedures 

AECOM will provide oversight during foundation grading and or trenching for the installation of utility 
lines as described in the Plan Update. Excavation will be accomplished using a backhoe and/or front-end 
loaders, but removal may be accomplished in areas with difficult access using hand tools (shovels). 

AECOM will observe the exposed soil during excavation for the presence of burn ash. Burn ash is easily 
distinguishable from native or other fill soil on site by its unique characteristics: the presence of fused and 
melted glass, metal, ceramics, its characteristic dark gray to black color and powdery ash texture.  Based 
on this observation, AECOM will direct the contractor to proceed with construction in areas where no 
burn ash is observed or anticipated.  If burn ash is observed the material will be stockpiled nearby on 
plastic sheeting pending evaluation of disposition options.  Stockpiled burn ash-containing materials will 
be managed in accordance with County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health Site 
Assessment and Mitigation (SAM) manual guidelines as described in Section 5.2.6 below.   

Burn ash-containing materials exposed at the base foundation subgrade beneath the proposed Visitor’s 
Service Building, bleachers and all-weather path will be covered by a cap consisting of sub-base materials 
and the concrete slab foundation or concrete pavement described in the Plan Update which will 
effectively eliminate potential exposure.  Burn ash-containing materials exposed at the base and or 
sidewalls of the utility trench will be over-excavated approximately 12 inches and backfilled with clean 
soil obtained from non-ash impacted soil available onsite.  This will create a clean buffer zone to reduce 
the potential exposure of burn ash to construction workers both installing the utility line and potentially 
repairing the line in the future. 

Stockpiled burn ash-containing materials will either be buried onsite and covered with an appropriate 
clean soil cap or placed in trucks and hauled to an appropriate landfill under hazardous waste manifest.  If 
the burn ash is to be buried onsite, it will be located within the footprint of existing burn ash previously 
identified and shown on Figure 2.  The waste material will be covered by a cap consisting of a minimum 
of 24 inches of clean fill material and compacted in accordance with the grading plan.  This option may 
be limited due to the area and depth required to appropriately cover the waste material and still 
accommodate the design of the proposed Plan Update.  If the Plan Update cannot accommodate burial 
and capping of the stockpiled waste material, it will be loaded and hauled to an appropriate disposal 
facility as described below.        

5.2.2 Erosion Control 

No specific erosion control measures to address burn ash-containing materials beyond those required for 
the general construction and implementation of the Plan Update are anticipated.  The general contractor 
will be responsible for implementation of such measures and the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP).  It is anticipated that the construction project will be conducted during the dry weather season 
(April 30 through October 1, 2004), and this should limit the potential for erosion and storm water control 
issues during the project.  
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5.2.3 Air/Dust Monitoring Procedures 

The AECOM site manager will conduct monitoring as described in the site-specific and community 
health and safety plans. Airborne dust monitoring will be conducted to verify and document dust 
suppression efforts described in the following section. Air monitoring for total particulate concentrations 
will be conducted in the construction work zone to monitor worker exposure and downwind of daily 
activities along the site perimeter, to monitor potential fugitive particulate concentrations and dust 
suppression effectiveness. Periodic meteorological monitoring will be performed on-site away from trees, 
buildings, or other structures that could influence the measurements. Wind speed and wind direction will 
also be measured during excavation activities during excavating using an anemometer.  

The OSHA Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL) for dust, or Particulates Not Otherwise Classified, is 15 
mg/m3 for total particulates and 5 mg/m3 for respirable dust. This standard, the OSHA PEL for lead in air 
of 0.05 mg/m3, and the highest soil lead concentration data from the site confirmation sampling conducted 
in 2004 (4,700 mg/kg) have been used to set a total particulate concentration site action level of 5 mg/m3. 

5.2.4 Dust Control Measures  

Fugitive dust control measures will be implemented at the site to mitigate dust migration outside of the 
work area (exclusion zone) and off site; so that there is limited potential for exposure to site workers, 
school staff, students, visitors and residents in the neighborhood. There are no formal dust control 
requirements of the San Diego Air Quality Management District (SDAQMD).  Lightly spraying of soil 
during excavation is an effective control measure that has been implemented during removal actions at 
other burn sites. To mitigate dust migration outside of the work zone and offsite, dust monitoring during 
investigation and removal actions at burn sites where more extensive activities have been conducted has 
demonstrated that minimal dust is generated during operations and the potential for exposure to COCs in 
burn ash is minimal provided that controls are implemented. Potable water will be lightly sprayed at the 
time of excavation to control dust.  Dust control may be accomplished through use of a spray nozzle 
supplied by a water truck.  The volume of water sprayed will not be such that it results in surface water 
runoff or standing water. 

Fugitive dust can be generated during the handling of soil and burn ash after it has been excavated. While 
the soil is being loaded into the trucks, dust suppression will be performed by lightly spraying or misting 
the work areas with water. Efforts will be made to minimize the soil drop height from the loader’s bucket 
into the trucks.  Depending on the activity conducted, some soil may be manually placed in the bins using 
wheelbarrows and shovels. These activities are not likely to generate excessive fugitive dust; however, 
laborers/construction personnel will be required to keep dust generation to a minimum.  Additionally, the 
loader will be positioned so as to place soil into the trucks from the leeward side.  

5.2.5 Confirmation Sampling 

Confirmation sampling will be conducted to evaluate and document the concentrations of lead in the burn 
ash-containing soil remaining onsite and buried beneath an appropriate cap.  A specific clean up criteria 
has not been established for this project as removal of burn ash is not the purpose of this management 
plan.  Confirmation sampling will be judgmental in that it will bias those areas where residual materials 
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may contain burn ash. If there are no visual indications of burn ash, then the samples will be collected 
from a grid of approximately equally sized cells. Coordinates for sample locations will be generated 
randomly using a random number generator. The locations of samples will be recorded using a GPS unit. 

Soil samples will be collected by hand using disposable gloves, plastic sampling equipment or a trowel. 
The samples will be placed in a dedicated resealable plastic bag where it will be disaggregated and 
homogenized. The sample will be placed in a certified-clean glass jar that is sealed, labeled, placed in an 
insulated cooler with ice (maintained at 4ºC) that will be transported to a state-certified laboratory for 
possible analyses. Following sampling, non-disposable equipment will be decontaminated between 
samples using spray bottles containing an Alconox detergent solution followed by spraying twice with 
distilled or deionized water. The equipment will be allowed to air dry or will be wiped dry using paper 
towels. No liquid investigation-derived waste (IDW) will be generated. 

Results of the prior site characterization and removal action conducted in 2004 at this site, and other burn 
ash remediation sites, indicate that lead is the primary COC.  The other COCs associated with burn ash 
less frequently exceed their respective removal action goals.  In 2004 lead served as the surrogate for all 
other COCs since it most commonly exceeds its removal action goal in burn ash.  No sample analyses for 
PCBs, PAHs or dioxins and furans were conducted at that time and are not proposed for the final 
confirmation sampling presently.  

Lead analyses will be conducted by a fixed laboratory by EPA Method 6010B or 6020B. The number of 
samples to be analyzed will depend on the extent of the area excavated. Analyses will be conducted by a 
State-certified laboratory.  

5.2.6 Waste Stockpiling and Temporary Storage  

Temporary stockpiling of waste soil, if necessary, will be located near the work area within the secure 
construction zone.  The soil will be place on plastic sheeting and covered at the end of each day in 
accordance with SAM manual guidelines.  Storm water and erosion BMPs will be employed in 
accordance with the general contractor’s SWPPP.  Waste soil will be stockpiled pending evaluation of 
disposal options, either onsite burial and capping or offsite disposal. If the soil is to be disposed offsite, 
the stockpile will be sampled in accordance with SAM Manual guidelines for waste profiling purposes 
and analyzed for chemical constituents requested by the disposal facility.  

5.2.7 Record Keeping 

AECOM will be responsible for maintaining field notes during the construction activities where ash-
containing materials may be encountered. The field notes will serve to document observations, personnel 
on site, equipment arrival and departure times, monitoring results and other vital project information.  The 
notes will be prepared in such a way to permit reconstruction of field activities.  Each page will be dated 
and the time of entry noted. Entries will be legible, written in black or blue ink, and signed by the 
individual making the entries. Language will be factual, objective, and free of personal opinions or other 
terminology that might be considered inappropriate. If an error is made, corrections will be made by 
placing a line through the error and entering the correct information. Corrections will be dated and 
initialed. 
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5.2.8 Waste Characterization Procedures 

Waste soil designated for offsite disposal is anticipated to be profiled as non-RCRA California hazardous 
waste based on the results of analytical testing of burn ash during previous site investigations and the 
removal action conducted in 2004.  A Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest (hazardous waste manifest) 
form will be used to track the movement of soil from the point of generation to the point of ultimate 
disposition. The hazardous waste manifests will include information such as: 

• Name and address of the generator, transporter, and the destination facility  

• U.S. DOT description of the waste being transported and any associated hazards  

• Waste quantity  

• Name and phone number of a contact in case of an emergency 

• U.S. EPA Hazardous Waste Generator Number 

• Other information required either by U.S. EPA and DTSC 

Prior to transporting the excavated soil offsite, an authorized representative of the City of San Diego LEA 
will sign each waste manifest. The AECOM site manager will maintain one copy of the hazardous waste 
manifest on site. Copies of waste manifests will be included in the Site Management Summary Report.  

Wastes generated at the site will be incidental to the proposed construction presented in the Plan Update. 
The estimate volume of waste soil generated requiring offsite disposal ranges from nothing (all waste 
buried and capped onsite) to approximately 225 tons (185 cubic yards) or approximate 10 end dump 
loads. 

5.3 TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

5.3.1 Destination of Soil 

Based on past results the materials generated during construction activities will be disposed as California 
(non-RCRA) hazardous waste. A specific disposal facility has not been identified at the time this SMP 
was prepared, however it is likely the waste will be disposed in South Yuma Arizona or another 
appropriately licensed facility.  Contact information is to be determined. 

5.3.2 Soil Transportation Mode 

Before leaving the site, each truck driver will be instructed to notify the AECOM site manager. Each 
truck driver will be provided with the manifest and the cellular phone number for the AECOM site 
manager. It will be the responsibility of the AECOM site manager to notify the LEA of any incidences.  
Additionally, there are call boxes located along the freeways throughout California that will be traveled to 
reach the disposal facility. The intended use of the call boxes is to report roadside emergencies to the 
California Highway Patrol (CHP) dispatch center. As such, each truck driver will be instructed to report 
any roadside emergency to the CHP using the Call Box System. Similarly, call boxes are also located 
along interstate highways in Arizona.  
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Each truck will be weighed at local scales upon leaving the site and at the disposal facility before 
offloading their payload.  Because only a few loads at most are anticipated, onsite truck scales will not be 
utilized. Therefore care will be taken not to overload the trucks upon leaving the site.  The load on each 
truck will be secured to prevent excessive dust generation during transport. 

5.3.3 Truck Transportation Route 

The trucks will haul the burn ash-containing materials through the gate located on the northwest corner of 
the FPS and turn left onto Linda Vista Road.  No trucks will pass through the residential neighborhood 
east of the campus.  The trucks will proceed west on Linda Vista Road and at 1.4 miles stay straight onto 
Morena Boulevard. The trucks will go right onto the I-8 onramp heading east toward El Centro. The 
trucks will continue for approximately 200 miles to a disposal facility in Arizona yet to be identified. The 
final route to the disposal facility and a figure showing the travel route will be presented to the LEA prior 
to the start of construction activities. Travel time is anticipated to be approximately five hours.  

Any changes necessary in the transportation route will be documented and LEA will be notified. The 
route selected is intended to minimize the trucks’ travel time on surface streets and limit travel to the 
more heavily traveled streets in the neighborhood. Additionally, given the characteristics of the soil being 
transported, there are no apparent restrictions that would preclude the trucks from following these routes 
to the disposal facility. 

5.3.4 Traffic Control and Loading Procedures 

The trucks will enter the site from Linda Vista Road and approach the work area through temporary 
fencing. The trucks will be loaded, securely covered and excess soil brushed from the bed and wheels to 
minimize soil tracked offsite.  A flag person will be located at the site to assist the truck drivers to safely 
drive onto Linda Vista Road.  While onsite all vehicles will be required to maintain slow speeds (i.e., less 
than 5 miles per hour) for safety purposes and as a dust control measure. Vehicles shall comply with all 
speed limits in the community at a minimum. 
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Table 1 
Post-Excavation Sample Analytical Results for Lead (2004 Data) 

Former Camp Kearny Mesa Burn Site 

Sample Name Date 
Lead 

(mg/kg) Comment / Sample Description 

FPC-02 5/20/04 18.8 Base of excavation of native soil. 

FPC-06  22.8 Base of excavation of native soil. 

FPC-11 5/28/04 337 Residual ash material remaining in place. 

FPC-12  194 Native soil with residual ash. 

FPC-13  138 Native soil with residual ash. 

FPC-14  407 Moved sample to west of GPS location to sample welded ash at crest of slope. 

FPC-15  55.4 Native soil with residual ash. 

FPC-17  15.6 Native soil with residual ash. 

FPC-18  178 Native soil with residual ash. 

FPC-19  6.67 Native soil. 

FPC-20  345 Native soil. 

FPC-21  266 Residual ash material remaining in place. 

FPC-22  453 Native soil with residual ash. 

FPC-23  74.6 Native soil with residual ash. 

FPC-24  368 Native soil with residual ash. 

FPC-25  4700 Residual ash material remaining in place. 

FPC-26  1490 Residual ash material remaining in place. 

FPC-27  1690 Residual ash material remaining in place. 

FPC-28  172 Native soil with residual ash. 

FPC-33 6/1/04 94.4 Native soil with residual ash. 

FPC-34  100 
Moved 6’ to west to sample native/residual ash because random point was 

covered with clean fill. 

FPC-35  31.4 
Moved 6’ to west to sample native/residual ash because random point was 

covered with clean fill. 

FPC-36  41.0 Native soil. 

FPC-37  95.0 
Base of excavation overlying significant pocket of ash exposed on the east slope 

above Northrim Court. 

FPC-38  27.0 Native soil. 
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Table 1 (Continued) 
Post-Excavation Sample Analytical Results for Lead (2004 Data) 

Former Camp Kearny Mesa Burn Site 

Sample Name Date 
Lead 

(mg/kg) Comment / Sample Description 

FPC-39  667.0 
Base of excavation overlying significant pocket of ash exposed on east slope 

above Northrim Court. 

FPC-40  3.07 Native soil. 

FPC-41  270.0 Moved to sample remaining ash in sidewall. 

FPC-42  39.7 Native soil. 

FPC-43  2.49 Native soil. 

FPC-44  16.6 Native soil. 

FPC-45  4.21 Native soil. 

FPC-46  1.09 Native soil. 

FPC-47  30.7 Native soil. 

FPC-48  78.7 Native soil. 

FPC-49  79.5 Native soil with residual ash. 

FPC-50  22.6 Native soil. 

FPC-51  206 Native soil with residual ash. 

FPC-52  16.5 Native soil. 

FPC-53  60.8 Native soil with residual ash. 

 
(URS, 2004) 
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This Community Health and Safety Plan (CHSP) is provided as an attachment to the Site Management 
Plan for burn ash management prepared to meet the requirement of CCR Title 27. The elements of this 
plan are to be implemented during construction activities that will occur within the footprint of the former 
Camp Kearny Mesa Burn Site and may encounter burn ash-containing materials remaining in place 
beneath a soil cap emplaced by URS Corporation in 2004 beneath a portion of the Francis Parker School 
(FPS) athletic field. 

A.1 SITE IDENTIFICATION AND LOCATION 

The former Camp Kearny Mesa Burn Site is located beneath the eastern portion of the FPS campus 
located at 6501 Linda Vista Road in Linda Vista area of San Diego, California. The campus is bounded 
by Northrim Court and River Glen Row to the east and south, Linda Vista Road to the north and the San 
Diego Office of Education to the west. The property is owned by FPS and the Assessor’s Parcel Number 
(APN) is 437-020-12. 

A.2 PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION PLANS  

A detailed site plan of the proposed renovation area that may encounter burn ash is provided as Figure 2.  
In accordance with the Parker Linda Vista Community Master Plan Update FPS may renovate a portion 
of its athletic field with construction of a Visitor Service Building and bleachers.  Grading and/or 
excavation for construction of the building foundation and/or footers and trenching for utility lines are 
proposed.  These activities may expose residual burn ash-containing materials beneath a soil cap 
emplaced in 2004 to facilitate construction of the existing athletic field.   

A.3 EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL PUBLIC EXPOSURE RISKS 

Receptors of special concern include students, teachers, staff, site visitors on campus and the adjacent 
residential community to the east and south. To minimize this risk, it is anticipated that the project will be 
conducted while school is recessed when considerably fewer number of individuals are present.  
Protection of construction workers is addressed in the site-specific Health and Safety Plan (HSP). 

The anticipated hazard for individuals offsite will be dust generated during construction activities that 
could contain particulates derived from burn ash. The main exposure pathway of concern is inhalation. 
Materials encountered at the site may be classified as hazardous.  Dust emissions during construction 
when burn ash is present will be controlled by the application of water during excavation, trenching 
and/or hand sampling at the site.  Predominant winds in the site vicinity are expected to be out of the 
west, blowing toward the east.  Residential properties are located adjacent to the east and south of the area 
proposed for renovation.  Furthermore, areas to be excavated or graded (which have the greatest 
likelihood to generate fugitive dust) lie within the FPS campus and are fenced off to prevent access by the 
general public.  As outlined in Section A.6 of this CHSP, dust will be strictly controlled so as not to 
present a nuisance or a public health hazard.  
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A.5 MONITORING EQUIPMENT AND PROCEDURES 

A.5.1. TOTAL PARTICULATE MONITORING 

Real-time airborne dust will be monitored utilizing Thermo Dataram pDR-1200s (or equivalent) to 
measure the concentrations of airborne particulates.   

The monitors will be positioned at a height that represents the breathing zone, and away from obstructions 
that might interfere with air flow. In general, a monitor will be placed upwind (west) of daily excavation 
activities to measure background total particulate concentrations, and two monitors downwind (east) 
along the renovation site perimeter, to monitor fugitive particulates. The serial numbers and locations of 
the monitors will be recorded on a daily log sheet. 

Total Particulate action levels are based on the California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS) for 
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10).  If total dust concentrations exceed 50 µg/m3 over a five-minute 
period, then additional dust control measures will be implemented. If total dust concentrations cannot be 
maintained under 50 µg/m3, operations at the site will be halted until dust can be adequately controlled.  

The upwind and downwind dust monitoring stations will be checked hourly, and readings will be 
recorded in a logbook. Site weather data, including wind speed, wind direction, and ambient temperature, 
will be monitored at an onsite location.  Prior to the collection of data, the following activities will be 
conducted on a daily basis: replace/charge batteries, zero calibrate the units in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s instructions, confirm that the alarm functions are set to the proper action level for total 
particulate concentrations, and enable the data logging function.  

A.5.2 AIRBORNE LEAD MONITORING 

Air sampling will be conducted at the downwind site boundary on a daily basis to evaluate the airborne 
lead concentrations at the site. Ambient air sampling will be conducted to identify background levels of 
airborne lead. An air sampling pump will be utilized to draw air through a laboratory-supplied sampling 
cassette in accordance with NIOSH Method 7300. AECOM personnel will adjust and calibrate the pumps 
on a daily basis. At the end of each work day, the onsite representative will collect the filter cassettes and 
submit them to an analytical laboratory for total lead analyses.  

The air sampling unit locations, serial numbers, sample type, and run start/top times will be recorded on 
an air sampling daily log sheet. The air sampling daily log sheets will be maintained in the project file. 
Following daily sample collection, a post-sampling flow check will be performed on each sampling unit 
to determine average flow rate and total sample volume, which will also be recorded on the air sampling 
daily log sheet. Air inlet/outlet caps will be placed into the sample filter cassettes to prevent cross-
contamination. The sample filter cassettes will be labeled to designate the sample identification. Samples 
will be stored in a clean, dry, secure location and archived pending the need for laboratory analysis.  

The sample flow rates and duration of sampling will be used to determine the concentrations of airborne 
lead. If laboratory results indicate airborne lead concentrations above 1.5 µg/m3 (TWA), operations at the 
site will be halted until dust control measures can be improved. Personal dust monitoring will be 
conducted as deemed necessary by the Health and Safety Officer for personnel working in or around the 
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work area. Personal protective equipment (such as respirators) and personal dust monitoring procedures 
will be described in the site-specific HSP.  

A.6 CONTROL METHODS 

A.6.1 SITE SECURITY 

The proposed renovation area lies within the fenced boundaries of the FPS campus.  Access to the campus 
is currently controlled by existing fencing with locked gates and security guards.  No public access will be 
allowed into the work area. 

Exclusion zones will be established around work areas prior to start of work each day to prevent 
unauthorized access to areas with increased potential for exposure to burn ash-containing materials. 
Fencing and screens, as necessary, will be used in work areas to limit access by unauthorized persons. 

A.6.2 VAPORS 

Based on the results of previous investigations conducted at the site, significant vapor emissions are not 
anticipated. However, dust control measures to be implemented during excavation should reduce the 
likelihood of significant vapor emissions. Vapor monitoring will be conducted daily to confirm that the 
public is not exposed to fugitive vapor emissions as a result of the activities to be conducted at the site. 

A.6.3 DUST 

Excavation or grading activities that encounter burn ash-containing materials will be conducted in such a 
manner as to minimize fugitive dust emissions.  Water hoses equipped with spray nozzles will be onsite 
to continually moisten the soil generated during excavation. Water will be applied to sufficiently reduce 
the potential for dust emissions, but will not be applied to the point that saturation, ponding or runoff 
occurs. A biodegradable surfactant (such as Biosol) may be added to the water to improve soil hydration, 
depending on site conditions. If visible dust emissions cannot be controlled by the application of water, or 
if dust monitoring action levels specified in Section A.5 are exceeded, operations at the site will be halted 
until the excavation contractor can adequately control dust emissions. In addition, should excessively 
windy conditions exist at the site to the point where, in the opinion of the onsite representative, the 
application of water is unable to control dust emissions, then operations at the site will be halted until the 
windy conditions subside. 

General dust control measures will be taken by lightly spraying the work areas with water. Water mist 
will also be applied to soil stockpiles, if any, and in transport trucks, if used, to mitigate the potential for 
fugitive dust.  Equipment and vehicles used to load and move burn ash-containing soil will operate at 
speeds that reduce the likelihood of generating airborne particulates.  During soil transfer operations, if 
employed, the soil will be carefully dropped onto temporary stockpiles or into trucks to reduce the 
potential for generating dust.  Plastic sheeting will be placed on the ground surface at the point of truck 
loading.  At the end of each workday, the plastic sheeting and soil that gets accumulated over it during 
loading will be rolled or folded up, and placed in a truck for disposal.  It is anticipated that standard best 
management practices (BMPs) such as gravel beds and rumble strips will be placed at the site entrance by 
the general construction contractor to minimize the tracking of soil offsite.  Before leaving the site, each 



APPENDIXA Community Health and Safety Plan 

U:\Projects\Francis Parker School\60442248_LindaVista\300-Communications\310 Client\Second Submittal Final Docs\Final Soil Management Plan_12092015.docx\9-Dec-

15\SDG A-4 

truck will be inspected to ensure that it has been cleaned of overburdened soil and that soil height in the 
truck bed does not exceed the height of the truck sideboards. In addition to these measures, a street 
sweeper may be used to sweep the streets adjacent to the work site, if necessary, to remove any soil that 
could potentially generate dust, or that may have been tracked off site.   

A.6.4. NOISE 

Noise will be generated from the heavy equipment operating at the site. Since the site is located adjacent 
to a residential area, scheduled work hours at the site will be between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. In addition, no weekend hours are anticipated.  

A.6.5 OPEN EXCAVATIONS 

As discussed in Section A.4 of this plan, during renovation activities the construction site will be 
surrounded by permanent and/or temporary fencing and will be securely locked at the end of each work 
day to prevent unauthorized entry to the site.  Based on the proposed renovation plan, the maximum depth 
to be excavated is not likely to require shoring.  

A.6.6 STOCKPILED SOIL 

If encountered, burn ash-containing materials will be temporarily stockpiled onsite pending disposition. 
The waste will be placed on and covered by plastic sheeting in accordance with stockpile best 
management practices.  It is anticipated that these materials will be buried onsite beneath an appropriate 
soil or concrete cap, provided the cap placement can be incorporated into the site grading plan.  If the soil 
cannot be buried beneath a cap onsite it will disposed offsite at an appropriate licensed disposal facility.  
AECOM will sample the stockpile in accordance with the County of San Diego Department of 
Environmental Health (DEH) Site Assessment Manual (SAM) stockpile sampling guidelines and analyze 
the samples in accordance with the profiling requirements of the disposal facility.  Based on previous 
experience at the site, the burn ash-containing waste will be profiled as non-RCRA, California Hazardous. 

A.7 SITE SAFETY MANAGER 

The Site Safety Manager will be the AECOM representative on-site. The AECOM project manager is 
Lowell Woodbury. The on-site AECOM representative will be Sam Haber.  Alternate site representative 
will be Medel Gallardo. This information will be provided to the LEA prior to the start of the project. 

AECOM Personnel Role Cell Phone Number 

Massoud Karimi Senior Project Manager 619-339-7193 

Lowell Woodbury Project Manager 619-888-0434 

Sam Haber Site Safety Manager 619-204-8953 

Medel Gallardo Alternate Site Safety Manager 619-602-6640 
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A.8  EMERGENCY PLANNING 

This Emergency Response Plan is intended to meet the requirements of Section 21130 of Subchapter 5, 
Chapter 3 of CCR Title 27 and identify occurrences that may exceed the design of the site and endanger 
public health and the environment. CCR Title 27 indicates that the events to be considered should include 
but not be limited to vandalism, fire, explosion, earthquake, flood, collapse and or failure of natural or 
artificial dikes, levees or dams, surface drainage problems and other waste releases. Of these events, very 
few pertain to the former burn site at FPS. Because this site is a former burn dump, there is little or no 
potential for an event that results in a fire or an explosion. Volatile organic compounds are not typically 
associated with historical burn sites. No landfill gas systems are present at the site. Additionally, the 
potential for flooding is very unlikely, since the site is located on the top of a mesa and not within a 
floodplain. There are no dikes, levees or dams in the vicinity of the site. In the case of this burn site, an 
event that may require emergency response may be any that results in surface exposure of burn ash. These 
could include inadvertent excavation, vandalism, earthquake or a drainage problem that results in erosion 
of the cover materials. The site control measures described in Section A.6 provide for adequate 
safeguards against these conditions.   

A.9 PUBLIC NOTIFICATION 

Frances Parker School will provide notification to all properties immediately adjacent to the site prior to 
the initiation of field activities, and will post notices around the perimeter of the site. The public 
notification will include the following information in English and Spanish: 

• 24-hour AECOM, construction contractor and school emergency contact names and phone 
numbers 

• Description of onsite activities to be conducted including dates and times, and that onsite 
activities may include the disturbance of burn ash-containing waste 

• Anticipated duration of onsite activities  

• Proposition 65 warning 
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Section 1 Project Description and Scope 

1.1. Project Data 

Project Owner: Francis Parker School 
  
Project Site Address: 6501 Linda Vista Road 

Planning Area/ 
Community Area/ 
Development Name: Linda Vista 

APN Number(s): 437-020-12 

Project Location: Latitude: 32.772241° 

Longitude: -117.175861° 

Project Site Area: 8.21 acres 

Adjacent Streets:  
North: Linda Vista Road 
South: River Glen Row 
East: Northrim Court 
West: Via Los Cumbres 

Adjacent Land Uses:  
North: Residential 
South: Residential 
East: Residential 
West: Commercial 

 

1.2. Scope of Report 

This report addresses the Hydrologic and Hydraulic aspects of the project.  This 

report does not discuss required water quality measures to be implemented on 

a permanent basis, nor does it address construction storm water issues.  Post 

construction storm water issue discussions can be found under separate cover 

in the project “Water Quality Technical Report.” 

In addition, because this project proposes to disturb just over one acre, a Storm 

Water Pollution Protection Plan for construction activities has been prepared 

and an NOI will be filed with the State of California prior to the start of 

construction. 
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1.3. Project Site Information 

1.3.1 Project Location 

The project is located in the Linda Vista area of the City of San Diego.  

The project is located south of Linda Vista Drive, in a near fully 

urbanized area, consisting of residential uses.  The projects south 

boundary borders some open space, but most of the area is fully 

developed.  Then project is located about 0.25 miles north of the San 

Diego River, and about 4.5 miles east of the Pacific Ocean.   Please see 

below for a Vicinity Map. 

 

Figure 1: Vicinity Map 

 

1.3.2 Project Description 

The amendment to PDP No. 84875/SDP No. 215276 would authorize the 

changes shown on the updated Master Plan. The updated Master Plan 

illustrates the building program for the Linda Vista Campus and identifies, 

among other things, buildings to be demolished, existing buildings and facilities 

to remain, and proposed buildings and facilities.   
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Building numbers shown on the updated Master Plan correspond to the 

School’s current building identification system, however, previously used 

building numbers are included for easy reference and comparison to the most 

recent Master Plan approval (i.e., SCR No. 2 to PDP No. 84875/SDP No. 215276). 

The majority of buildings on the Linda Vista Campus will remain.  Several of 

these buildings were constructed within the last decade and reflect the School’s 

commitment to sustainable and environmentally sensitive design, incorporating 

two-story stacked classrooms that maximize use of natural light and breezes 

while minimizing the land footprint.  Other features include operable windows, 

overhangs, and sunshades.  A network of courtyards, walkways, and quads 

connect the indoor spaces to the outdoor environment.  These elements are 

further unified by a landscape design that emphasizes drought-tolerant species, 

as well as providing demonstration gardens for the students.  The buildings that 

will remain comprise 133,753 square feet. 

Continuing this program of sustainable and environmentally sensitive design, 

three buildings will be demolished to make way for updated facilities.  The 

buildings to be demolished, Buildings 001, 002, and 003, include the Field 

House, Middle School gymnasium and locker rooms, and the cafeteria.  The 

Field House includes an assembly area, additional locker rooms, restrooms, 

three classrooms and offices for the athletics staff.  Built decades ago, these 

buildings have been significantly modified over the years. As documented in the 

historical assessment prepared by Marie Burke Lia, included with the Project 

documents, these three buildings are not historically significant. The three 

buildings to be demolished comprise 41,307 square feet. 

All of the proposed buildings and facilities will be contained within the existing 

development footprint.  No encroachment is proposed into the perimeter 

Environmentally Sensitive Lands.   The architectural style of the proposed 

buildings will match the modern contemporary lines of the existing Campus 

facilities by using compatible finish materials and repeating elements such as 

overhangs, sunshades, and divided windows, where appropriate and most 

functional.  The buildings will incorporate sustainable design features, and will 

reinforce the strong indoor space-outdoor space connection found throughout 

of the Campus by expanding the network of outdoor walkways, spaces, and 

unified landscape palette.  A summary description of the proposed buildings and 

facilities is provided below; however, the updated Master Plan should be 

consulted for more detailed information.  Proposed buildings comprise 102,109 

square feet. 

The proposed Dining/Athletic Complex, to be located in the easterly portion of 

the Linda Vista Campus, comprises several components, the base of which is a 
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284-space underground parking structure.  A portion of the first floor and 

second floor over the parking structure will house a kitchen/dining hall area 

with outdoor terraces (Building No. 900).  The remaining first floor level over the 

underground parking structure will house a gymnasium for indoor sports, along 

with ancillary support spaces, such as meeting rooms, locker rooms, restrooms, 

and classrooms (Building No. 200).  Building No. 201 is a covered lobby area 

connecting the gymnasium to Building Nos. 201A and 201B.  Building Nos. 201A 

and 201B will house athletic offices, a multi-purpose room, press box, locker 

rooms, training rooms, laundry and restrooms. These two building also will 

provide rooftop bleacher seating overlooking the track and field.   Building No. 

202 will provide field storage and a ticketing office for field events.  Visitor 

Services for field events will be provided in Building No. 203.  Visitor bleachers 

will be located southwesterly of Visitor Services. 

As part of the Dining/Athletic Complex, the existing play field will be reoriented 

and fitted with a regulation 8-lane track on its perimeter. An outdoor aquatic 

center with pool and bleachers will round out the athletic facilities.    

Three other buildings are proposed, to be located in the western portion of the 

Linda Vista Campus.  Building No. 106 will be a two-story building providing a 

Student Center for the Upper School.  Building No. 303 will be a two-story 

building providing multi-purpose space for the Middle School for activities such 

as student club meetings or other collaborations.  Building No. 401 will be a 

single-story building providing a Maker’s Space, an area for students to design 

and fabricate projects using different types of equipment and tools, such as a 3-

D printer.  These three buildings are slated for construction at a future date.  

The proposed amendment will result in: 

 Demolishing 41,307 square feet of existing building; 

 Retaining 133,753 square feet of existing building; and  

 Adding 102,109 square feet of proposed building. 

 

The proposed amendment results in a total Gross Floor Area (GFA) of 235,862 

square feet.  Per the Municipal Code, phantom floor area is required to be 

included in the total GFA (Muni. Code Sections 113.0103 and 113.0234(b)(4)(A)). 

A phantom floor is the space between actual floors.  The GFA of the amended 

project includes 20,856 square feet of phantom floor area in Building 200 

(Gymnasium) and 1,163 square feet of phantom floor area in Building 201 

(Lancer Lobby), for a total of 22,019 square feet of phantom floor area.  Actual 

floor area totals 213,843 square feet.  The current PDP No. 84875/SDP No. 

215276 authorizes a total GFA of 160,201 square feet, resulting in a difference 
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of 66,661 square feet of total GFA between the current entitlement and the 

amendment. 

1.3.3 Site Topography 

The project site is a relatively flat, previously graded site.  The main 

campus has slopes in the 1 to 5% range.  The southerly border of the 

campus is the only sloped portion of the project.  Although this portion 

of the site has slopes over 30 feet in height, the only work proposed for 

this area is storm drain replacement. 

1.3.4 Land Use and Vegetation 

The site is a fully developed urban school campus.  The site consists of 

about 50% hardscape and 50% pervious areas.  Pervious areas include a 

combination of the sports fields and non-native plants.  The slopes 

along the southerly portion of the site are fully covered with native type 

vegetation.   

1.3.5 FEMA Information 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has mapped the 

floodplain of the San Diego River.  The project does not lie within any 

mapped floodplain (FIRM Panel 06073C1618G). The project lies within 

Zone X which is outside the limits of the 500-year flood. 

a) Flood Zone Definitions 

Zone A -- Areas subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance 

flood event generally determined using approximate methodologies. 

Because detailed hydraulic analyses have not been performed, no Base 

Flood Elevations (BFEs) or flood depths are shown. Mandatory flood 

insurance purchase requirements and floodplain management 

standards apply. 

Zone AE -- Areas subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance 

flood event determined by detailed methods. Base Flood Elevations 

(BFEs) are shown. Mandatory flood insurance purchase requirements 

and floodplain management standards apply. 

Zone X (Shaded) – Areas between the limits of the base flood and the 

0.2-percent-annual-chance (or 500-year) flood. 

Zone X (Unshaded) Areas of minimal flood hazard, which are the areas 

outside the SFHA and higher than the elevation of the 0.2-percent-

annual-chance flood. 
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Figure 2: FEMA Firmette 

 

1.3.6 Existing Drainage Improvements 

The existing site drains from the north to the south.  Drainage collects in 

a series of storm drain pipes throughout the site.  Drainage is collect in 

these pipes before being directed to the southwest.  At the south corner 

of the site, at the crotch of the canyon, 2 storm drains discharge from 

the site.  The first, a 24” storm drain runs from the main portion of the 

site, including the parking areas, main buildings and the hardscape.  The 

second storm drain collects drainage from the fields.  Both storm drains 

collect and discharge to the same storm drain system located in the 

crotch of the canyon before flowing off site. 

1.3.7 Proposed Improvements 

Drainage from the site will continue to flow within the same patterns.  

Drainage from the parking lot, buildings, hardscape and field will 

continue to flow to the crotch of the canyon.  Drainage from the parking 

lot and the hardscape will flow to the 24” storm drain, while the field 

will flow to the existing 12” storm drain as per the existing condition.  
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Drainage patterns in both the existing and proposed condition will be 

unchanged.  Prior to discharge from the site, the project proposes 4 

modular wetland systems.   
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Section 2 Study Objectives 
The specific objectives of this study are as follows: 

 To provide hydrologic analysis of the project site for the 100-year, 6-

hour storm event under existing and proposed conditions,  

 To provide a hydraulic analysis of the project to ensure that the correct 

sizes of pipes and inlets have been chosen, 

 And to ensure that no additional runoff or downstream impacts occur 

due to this project.   
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Section 3 Methodology 

3.1. Hydrology 

Hydrologic analysis has been completed using the Rational Method (Q = CIA).  

Whereas, 

 Q = rate of flow in cubic feet per second 

 C = Coefficient of runoff,  

I = intensity of rainfall based on the time of concentration and the 6-

hour, 100-year precipitation 

 

A=Area of the basin. 

 

Runoff from the project was calculated using the modified rational method.  The 

modified rational method was performed using the AES Software computer 

program. 

The following software packages were used in the analysis of the project: 

 Microsoft Excel (Rational Method Hydrology) 

 AutoCAD Civil 3d Hydraflow Hydragraph Extension 2013 (Storm Routing) 

 RatHydro (Rational Method Hydragraphs) 

 Flowmaster (Hydraulic Analysis for Open Channels and Pipes for Storm 

Routing) 

3.2. Hydraulics 

Proposed improvements include new grated storm drain inlets in paved areas, 

and a new underground storm drain system.  Private underground storm drain 

will consist of PVC or HDPE pipe with watertight joints.  Public storm drain, if 

applicable, will consist of reinforced concrete pipe, with a minimum strength of 

2000-D. 

Capacity calculations for the inlets have been performed using the standard 

weir and orifice equations.  Grate perimeter and open area values have been 

reduced to account for the bars, and an additional 50-percent to account for 

potential clogging.        

Runoff will ultimately be discharged from the project site at the same location 

as the existing condition, to the existing cleanout at the southwest corner of the 

project site.  
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Proposed improvements will not increase the total peak flow runoff, as 

compared to existing conditions, through the removal of pavement and 

installation of vegetation.   

Manning’s equation was used to calculate the depth of flow being conveyed 

through proposed pipes and for existing pipes which experience additional flows 

as a result of the proposed improvements.   Proposed pipes with diameters of 

less than 12 inches were not individually calculated for depth and velocity, 

however, the capacity was verified against tables showing the maximum flow in 

the smaller pipes.   

The following software packages were used in the analysis of the project: 

 Hydraflow Hydragraph Extension for AutoCAD Civil 3d 2013 (Storm 

Routing) 

 Hydraflow Storm Sewer Extension for AutoCAD Civil 3d 2013 (Hydraulic 

and Energy Grade Lines) 

 Hydraflow Express Extensions Extension for AutoCAD Civil 3d 2013 

(Storm Routing) 

 RatHydro (Rational Method Hydrographs) 

 Bentley Flowmaster (Hydraulic Analysis for Open Channels and Pipes for 

Storm Routing) 

 

3.3. Hydromodification  

Using the Hydromodification Flow chart is was determined that the project is 

exempt from Hydromodification.  A copy of the Hydromodification Flow Chart is 

shown below.  This project proposes a reduction in both pre-project to post 

project flows, as well as a reduction in the proposed impervious areas.  



Hydrology and Hydraulic Basis of Design 

FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL 

H:\PDATA\144571\Admin\Reports\Storm Water\Hydrology\20141105 Drainage Template City of San Diego.docx 

12 

 



Hydrology and Hydraulic Basis of Design 

FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL 

H:\PDATA\144571\Admin\Reports\Storm Water\Hydrology\20141105 Drainage Template City of San Diego.docx 

13 

Section 4 Results  

4.1. Hydrologic Results 

The following tables summarize the hydrologic analysis of the project.   

 Table 1, summarizes the existing hydrologic properties of the project 

site.  Table 2Error! Reference source not found. (Unmitigated), 

summarizes the proposed condition hydrology of the site in the 

unmitigated condition.  

 Table 3:  Comparison of Proposed/Existing Condition 100-Year Flows 

(Unmitigated), compares existing flows to the proposed. 

Pre-project Condition Acres Percentage 

Impervious 4.16 50% 

Pervious 4.24 50% 

Total 8.40 100% 

 

Proposed Condition Acres Percentage 

Impervious 3.85 47% 

Pervious 4.36 53% 

Total 8.21 100% 



Hydrology and Hydraulic Basis of Design 

FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL 

H:\PDATA\144571\Admin\Reports\Storm Water\Hydrology\20141105 Drainage Template City of San Diego.docx 

14 

Table 1:  Existing Condition 100-Year Hydrology Results 

Sub Basin No. Runoff Coefficient Basin Intensity Basin Area (acres) Runoff (cfs) 

A-1 0.85 4.28 1.22 4.44 

A-2 0.85 3.47 3.47 11.76 

B-1 0.55 2.77 2.77 4.22 

B-2 0.55 2.77 0.94 1.39 

TOTALS   8.40 19.99 

 

Table 2:  Proposed Condition 100-Year Hydrology Results (Unmitigated) 

Sub Basin No. Runoff Coefficient Basin Intensity Basin Area (acres) Runoff (cfs) 

A-1 0.85 4.28 1.10 4.44 

A-2 0.85 3.98 3.11 10.52 

B-1 0.55 2.77 3.05 4.65 

B-2 0.55 2.77 1.13 1.68 

TOTALS   8.40 16.33 

 

Table 3:  Comparison of Proposed/Existing Condition 100-Year Flows (Unmitigated) 

Sub Basin No. Existing Condition (cfs) Proposed Condition 
(cfs) 

Difference 

Basin A+B 19.99 16.33 -2.66 

TOTALS 19.99 16.33 -2.66 

 

4.2. Hydraulic Results 

Hydraulic calculations will be performed at the final engineering phase of the 

project. 
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Section 5. Conclusions 

As indicated in the Table of Hydrologic Results, the proposed improvements will 

not increase the total 100-year, 6-hour peak flow rate. Because flow has been 

decreased, no downstream effects are anticipated. 

Proposed private grated inlets, all of which are in a sump condition, shall 

capture the generated flows without significant ponding. In the unlikely event 

that grated inlets become completely clogged, the proposed site grades shall 

provide overland release to adjacent drainage areas. 

There is not a significant concern for erosion as the site is previously developed. 

Potential for erosion for the proposed condition shall be minimized by following 

items listed in the Erosion Control Plan (part of the Rough Grading Plans).  

Runoff shall flow over relatively flat areas where scour is not a concern. Runoff 

is not proposed over any sloped areas. 
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Section 5 Certification 
This Hydrology and Hydraulics report has been prepared under the direction of 

the following Registered Civil Engineer. The Registered Civil Engineer attests to 

the technical information contained herein and the engineering data upon 

which recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are based. The plans and 

specifications in this Hydrology and Hydraulics report are not for construction 

purposes; the contractor shall refer to final approved construction documents 

for plans and specifications. 

    

 

Richard S. Tomlinson, Jr.     RCE 59276  June 25, 2015  
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 ____________________________________________________________________________ 

 **************************************************************************** 

 

             RATIONAL METHOD HYDROLOGY COMPUTER PROGRAM PACKAGE 

             Reference: SAN DIEGO COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 

                          2003,1985,1981 HYDROLOGY MANUAL 

          (c) Copyright 1982-2013 Advanced Engineering Software (aes) 

              Ver. 20.0 Release Date: 06/01/2013  License ID 1264 

 

                            Analysis prepared by: 

 

            RBF Consulting, A Michael Baker International Company             

                          9755 Clairemont Mesa Blvd.                          

                             San Diego, CA 92124                              

                                                                              

 

  ************************** DESCRIPTION OF STUDY ************************** 

 * FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL                                                    * 

 * 100-YEAR FLOWS                                                           * 

 * JUNE 25, 2015                                                            * 

  ************************************************************************** 

 

   FILE NAME: C:\FP\EX.DAT                                       

   TIME/DATE OF STUDY: 07:45 06/25/2015 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   USER SPECIFIED HYDROLOGY AND HYDRAULIC MODEL INFORMATION: 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   1985 SAN DIEGO MANUAL CRITERIA 

 

   USER SPECIFIED STORM EVENT(YEAR) = 100.00 

   6-HOUR DURATION PRECIPITATION (INCHES) =   2.200 

   SPECIFIED MINIMUM PIPE SIZE(INCH) =  18.00 

   SPECIFIED PERCENT OF GRADIENTS(DECIMAL) TO USE FOR FRICTION SLOPE = 1.00 

   SAN DIEGO HYDROLOGY MANUAL "C"-VALUES USED FOR RATIONAL METHOD 

   NOTE: CONSIDER ALL CONFLUENCE STREAM COMBINATIONS 

         FOR ALL DOWNSTREAM ANALYSES 

   *USER-DEFINED STREET-SECTIONS FOR COUPLED PIPEFLOW AND STREETFLOW MODEL* 

      HALF-  CROWN TO   STREET-CROSSFALL:   CURB  GUTTER-GEOMETRIES:  MANNING 

      WIDTH  CROSSFALL  IN-  / OUT-/PARK-  HEIGHT  WIDTH  LIP   HIKE  FACTOR 

 NO.   (FT)     (FT)    SIDE / SIDE/ WAY    (FT)    (FT)  (FT)  (FT)    (n) 

 ===  =====  =========  =================  ======  ===== ====== ===== ======= 

   1   30.0     20.0    0.018/0.018/0.020   0.67    2.00 0.0313 0.167 0.0150 

 

   GLOBAL STREET FLOW-DEPTH CONSTRAINTS: 

     1. Relative Flow-Depth =  0.00 FEET 

        as (Maximum Allowable Street Flow Depth) - (Top-of-Curb) 

     2. (Depth)*(Velocity) Constraint =  6.0 (FT*FT/S) 

   *SIZE PIPE WITH A FLOW CAPACITY GREATER THAN 

    OR EQUAL TO THE UPSTREAM TRIBUTARY PIPE.* 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     14.00 TO NODE     12.00 IS CODE =  21 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>RATIONAL METHOD INITIAL SUBAREA ANALYSIS<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .8500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  92 

   INITIAL SUBAREA FLOW-LENGTH(FEET) =   409.00 

   UPSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    288.00 



   DOWNSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    282.00 

   ELEVATION DIFFERENCE(FEET) =      6.00 

   URBAN SUBAREA OVERLAND TIME OF FLOW(MIN.) =    8.009 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  4.277 

   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.44 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =      1.22   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.44 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     12.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  41 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>COMPUTE PIPE-FLOW TRAVEL TIME THRU SUBAREA<<<<< 

   >>>>>USING USER-SPECIFIED PIPESIZE (EXISTING ELEMENT)<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   ELEVATION DATA: UPSTREAM(FEET) =   282.00  DOWNSTREAM(FEET) =   251.00 

   FLOW LENGTH(FEET) =   566.00   MANNING'S N =  0.013 

   DEPTH OF FLOW IN  24.0 INCH PIPE IS   4.7 INCHES 

   PIPE-FLOW VELOCITY(FEET/SEC.) =  10.23 

   GIVEN PIPE DIAMETER(INCH) =  24.00    NUMBER OF PIPES =   1 

   PIPE-FLOW(CFS) =       4.44 

   PIPE TRAVEL TIME(MIN.) =   0.92    Tc(MIN.) =    8.93 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     14.00 TO NODE     10.00 =     975.00 FEET. 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     10.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  81 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  3.987 

   COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .8500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  92 

   SUBAREA AREA(ACRES) =    3.47   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =   11.76 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =        4.7   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =      16.20 

   TC(MIN.) =    8.93 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     10.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  10 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>MAIN-STREAM MEMORY COPIED ONTO MEMORY BANK # 1 <<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     15.00 TO NODE     13.00 IS CODE =  21 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>RATIONAL METHOD INITIAL SUBAREA ANALYSIS<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   SINGLE FAMILY DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .5500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  88 

   NATURAL WATERSHED NOMOGRAPH TIME OF CONCENTRATION (APPENDIX X-A) 

   WITH 10-MIN. ADDED =  15.70(MIN.) 

   INITIAL SUBAREA FLOW-LENGTH(FEET) =   478.00 

   UPSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    286.50 

   DOWNSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    282.50 

   ELEVATION DIFFERENCE(FEET) =      4.00 

   NATURAL WATERSHED TIME OF CONCENTRATION =  15.70 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  2.771 

   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.22 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =      2.77   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.22 

 



 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     13.00 TO NODE     11.00 IS CODE =  41 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>COMPUTE PIPE-FLOW TRAVEL TIME THRU SUBAREA<<<<< 

   >>>>>USING USER-SPECIFIED PIPESIZE (EXISTING ELEMENT)<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   ELEVATION DATA: UPSTREAM(FEET) =   282.50  DOWNSTREAM(FEET) =   280.00 

   FLOW LENGTH(FEET) =   225.00   MANNING'S N =  0.013 

   ASSUME FULL-FLOWING PIPELINE 

   PIPE-FLOW VELOCITY(FEET/SEC.) =   5.38 

   PIPE FLOW VELOCITY = (TOTAL FLOW)/(PIPE CROSS SECTION AREA) 

   GIVEN PIPE DIAMETER(INCH) =  12.00    NUMBER OF PIPES =   1 

   PIPE-FLOW(CFS) =       4.22 

   PIPE TRAVEL TIME(MIN.) =   0.70    Tc(MIN.) =   16.39 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     15.00 TO NODE     11.00 =     703.00 FEET. 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     11.00 TO NODE     11.00 IS CODE =  81 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  2.695 

   SINGLE FAMILY DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .5500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  88 

   SUBAREA AREA(ACRES) =    0.94   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =    1.39 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =        3.7   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =       5.62 

   TC(MIN.) =   16.39 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     11.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  11 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>CONFLUENCE MEMORY BANK # 1 WITH THE MAIN-STREAM MEMORY<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

 

   ** MAIN STREAM CONFLUENCE DATA ** 

   STREAM     RUNOFF      Tc      INTENSITY     AREA 

   NUMBER      (CFS)    (MIN.)   (INCH/HOUR)   (ACRE) 

       1        5.62    16.39       2.695        3.71 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     15.00 TO NODE     10.00 =     703.00 FEET. 

 

   ** MEMORY BANK #  1 CONFLUENCE DATA ** 

   STREAM     RUNOFF      Tc      INTENSITY     AREA 

   NUMBER      (CFS)    (MIN.)   (INCH/HOUR)   (ACRE) 

       1       16.20     8.93       3.987        4.69 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     14.00 TO NODE     10.00 =     975.00 FEET. 

 

   ** PEAK FLOW RATE TABLE ** 

   STREAM    RUNOFF       Tc      INTENSITY 

   NUMBER     (CFS)     (MIN.)   (INCH/HOUR) 

       1      19.99       8.93        3.987 

       2      16.56      16.39        2.695 

 

   COMPUTED CONFLUENCE ESTIMATES ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

   PEAK FLOW RATE(CFS) =      19.99   Tc(MIN.) =    8.93 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =        8.4 

 ============================================================================ 

   END OF STUDY SUMMARY: 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES)     =        8.4  TC(MIN.) =      8.93 

   PEAK FLOW RATE(CFS)   =      19.99 



   *** PEAK FLOW RATE TABLE *** 

          Q(CFS)   Tc(MIN.) 

   1       19.99       8.93 

   2       16.56      16.39 

 ============================================================================ 

 ============================================================================ 

   END OF RATIONAL METHOD ANALYSIS 
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 ____________________________________________________________________________ 

 **************************************************************************** 

 

             RATIONAL METHOD HYDROLOGY COMPUTER PROGRAM PACKAGE 

             Reference: SAN DIEGO COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 

                          2003,1985,1981 HYDROLOGY MANUAL 

          (c) Copyright 1982-2013 Advanced Engineering Software (aes) 

              Ver. 20.0 Release Date: 06/01/2013  License ID 1264 

 

                            Analysis prepared by: 

 

            RBF Consulting, A Michael Baker International Company             

                          9755 Clairemont Mesa Blvd.                          

                             San Diego, CA 92124                              

                                                                              

 

  ************************** DESCRIPTION OF STUDY ************************** 

 * FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL                                                    * 

 * 100-YEAR FLOWS                                                           * 

 * JUNE 25, 2015                                                            * 

  ************************************************************************** 

 

   FILE NAME: C:\FP\PR.DAT                                       

   TIME/DATE OF STUDY: 07:47 06/25/2015 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   USER SPECIFIED HYDROLOGY AND HYDRAULIC MODEL INFORMATION: 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   1985 SAN DIEGO MANUAL CRITERIA 

 

   USER SPECIFIED STORM EVENT(YEAR) = 100.00 

   6-HOUR DURATION PRECIPITATION (INCHES) =   2.200 

   SPECIFIED MINIMUM PIPE SIZE(INCH) =  18.00 

   SPECIFIED PERCENT OF GRADIENTS(DECIMAL) TO USE FOR FRICTION SLOPE = 1.00 

   SAN DIEGO HYDROLOGY MANUAL "C"-VALUES USED FOR RATIONAL METHOD 

   NOTE: CONSIDER ALL CONFLUENCE STREAM COMBINATIONS 

         FOR ALL DOWNSTREAM ANALYSES 

   *USER-DEFINED STREET-SECTIONS FOR COUPLED PIPEFLOW AND STREETFLOW MODEL* 

      HALF-  CROWN TO   STREET-CROSSFALL:   CURB  GUTTER-GEOMETRIES:  MANNING 

      WIDTH  CROSSFALL  IN-  / OUT-/PARK-  HEIGHT  WIDTH  LIP   HIKE  FACTOR 

 NO.   (FT)     (FT)    SIDE / SIDE/ WAY    (FT)    (FT)  (FT)  (FT)    (n) 

 ===  =====  =========  =================  ======  ===== ====== ===== ======= 

   1   30.0     20.0    0.018/0.018/0.020   0.67    2.00 0.0313 0.167 0.0150 

 

   GLOBAL STREET FLOW-DEPTH CONSTRAINTS: 

     1. Relative Flow-Depth =  0.00 FEET 

        as (Maximum Allowable Street Flow Depth) - (Top-of-Curb) 

     2. (Depth)*(Velocity) Constraint =  6.0 (FT*FT/S) 

   *SIZE PIPE WITH A FLOW CAPACITY GREATER THAN 

    OR EQUAL TO THE UPSTREAM TRIBUTARY PIPE.* 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     14.00 TO NODE     12.00 IS CODE =  21 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>RATIONAL METHOD INITIAL SUBAREA ANALYSIS<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .8500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  92 

   INITIAL SUBAREA FLOW-LENGTH(FEET) =   409.00 

   UPSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    288.00 



   DOWNSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    282.00 

   ELEVATION DIFFERENCE(FEET) =      6.00 

   URBAN SUBAREA OVERLAND TIME OF FLOW(MIN.) =    8.009 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  4.277 

   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.00 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =      1.10   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.00 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     12.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  41 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>COMPUTE PIPE-FLOW TRAVEL TIME THRU SUBAREA<<<<< 

   >>>>>USING USER-SPECIFIED PIPESIZE (EXISTING ELEMENT)<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   ELEVATION DATA: UPSTREAM(FEET) =   282.00  DOWNSTREAM(FEET) =   251.00 

   FLOW LENGTH(FEET) =   566.00   MANNING'S N =  0.013 

   DEPTH OF FLOW IN  24.0 INCH PIPE IS   4.5 INCHES 

   PIPE-FLOW VELOCITY(FEET/SEC.) =   9.92 

   GIVEN PIPE DIAMETER(INCH) =  24.00    NUMBER OF PIPES =   1 

   PIPE-FLOW(CFS) =       4.00 

   PIPE TRAVEL TIME(MIN.) =   0.95    Tc(MIN.) =    8.96 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     14.00 TO NODE     10.00 =     975.00 FEET. 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     10.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  81 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  3.979 

   COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .8500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  92 

   SUBAREA AREA(ACRES) =    3.11   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =   10.52 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =        4.2   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =      14.52 

   TC(MIN.) =    8.96 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     10.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  10 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>MAIN-STREAM MEMORY COPIED ONTO MEMORY BANK # 1 <<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     15.00 TO NODE     13.00 IS CODE =  21 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>RATIONAL METHOD INITIAL SUBAREA ANALYSIS<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   SINGLE FAMILY DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .5500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  88 

   NATURAL WATERSHED NOMOGRAPH TIME OF CONCENTRATION (APPENDIX X-A) 

   WITH 10-MIN. ADDED =  15.70(MIN.) 

   INITIAL SUBAREA FLOW-LENGTH(FEET) =   478.00 

   UPSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    286.50 

   DOWNSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    282.50 

   ELEVATION DIFFERENCE(FEET) =      4.00 

   NATURAL WATERSHED TIME OF CONCENTRATION =  15.70 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  2.771 

   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.65 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =      3.05   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.65 

 



 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     13.00 TO NODE     11.00 IS CODE =  41 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>COMPUTE PIPE-FLOW TRAVEL TIME THRU SUBAREA<<<<< 

   >>>>>USING USER-SPECIFIED PIPESIZE (EXISTING ELEMENT)<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   ELEVATION DATA: UPSTREAM(FEET) =   282.50  DOWNSTREAM(FEET) =   280.00 

   FLOW LENGTH(FEET) =   225.00   MANNING'S N =  0.013 

   ASSUME FULL-FLOWING PIPELINE 

   PIPE-FLOW VELOCITY(FEET/SEC.) =   5.92 

   PIPE FLOW VELOCITY = (TOTAL FLOW)/(PIPE CROSS SECTION AREA) 

   GIVEN PIPE DIAMETER(INCH) =  12.00    NUMBER OF PIPES =   1 

   PIPE-FLOW(CFS) =       4.65 

   PIPE TRAVEL TIME(MIN.) =   0.63    Tc(MIN.) =   16.33 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     15.00 TO NODE     11.00 =     703.00 FEET. 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     11.00 TO NODE     11.00 IS CODE =  81 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  2.702 

   SINGLE FAMILY DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .5500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  88 

   SUBAREA AREA(ACRES) =    1.13   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =    1.68 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =        4.2   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =       6.33 

   TC(MIN.) =   16.33 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     11.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  11 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>CONFLUENCE MEMORY BANK # 1 WITH THE MAIN-STREAM MEMORY<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

 

   ** MAIN STREAM CONFLUENCE DATA ** 

   STREAM     RUNOFF      Tc      INTENSITY     AREA 

   NUMBER      (CFS)    (MIN.)   (INCH/HOUR)   (ACRE) 

       1        6.33    16.33       2.702        4.18 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     15.00 TO NODE     10.00 =     703.00 FEET. 

 

   ** MEMORY BANK #  1 CONFLUENCE DATA ** 

   STREAM     RUNOFF      Tc      INTENSITY     AREA 

   NUMBER      (CFS)    (MIN.)   (INCH/HOUR)   (ACRE) 

       1       14.52     8.96       3.979        4.21 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     14.00 TO NODE     10.00 =     975.00 FEET. 

 

   ** PEAK FLOW RATE TABLE ** 

   STREAM    RUNOFF       Tc      INTENSITY 

   NUMBER     (CFS)     (MIN.)   (INCH/HOUR) 

       1      18.81       8.96        3.979 

       2      16.19      16.33        2.702 

 

   COMPUTED CONFLUENCE ESTIMATES ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

   PEAK FLOW RATE(CFS) =      18.81   Tc(MIN.) =    8.96 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =        8.4 

 ============================================================================ 

   END OF STUDY SUMMARY: 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES)     =        8.4  TC(MIN.) =      8.96 

   PEAK FLOW RATE(CFS)   =      18.81 



   *** PEAK FLOW RATE TABLE *** 

          Q(CFS)   Tc(MIN.) 

   1       18.81       8.96 

   2       16.19      16.33 

 ============================================================================ 

 ============================================================================ 

   END OF RATIONAL METHOD ANALYSIS 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE OF SERVICES 

1.1 Introduction 

Construction Testing & Engineering, Inc., (CTE) has prepared this Preliminary Geotechnical 

Report to fulfill the requirements of the requested geologic reconnaissance report for the 

proposed Francis Parker School Master Plan improvements.  A geological reconnaissance report 

is a type of preliminary geotechnical report that, as the name implies, is reconnaissance in nature 

and does not typically include in-depth investigations including field investigations and analysis.  

However, CTE has previously completed geotechnical investigations and reports, grading 

observations, and as-graded/compaction reports for earlier phases of work at the Francis Parker 

School site.  Therefore, based on our previous studies and knowledge of the project site area, we 

are providing Francis Parker School with a geologic reconnaissance report that includes updated 

geotechnical information to meet the current California Building Code regulations and that can 

be used to initiate preliminary design for the proposed improvements, as desired or necessary.  

This report is anticipated to surpass the required criteria for a geologic reconnaissance report per 

the City of San Diego guidelines, and will also address significant criteria associated with the 

future preliminary geotechnical investigation and report required for obtaining permits and 

commencing with construction.  

 

However, as the building plans (including grading, shoring, and structural plans) are not 

complete at this time, additional plan reviews will be required and possible additional 

geotechnical investigations and/or evaluations such as an updated slope stability analysis, and a 
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foundation evaluation for a subterranean parking structure may be required and can be provided 

upon request and at the appropriate time.  It is also our understanding that no infiltration devices 

are proposed as part of the current Master Plan improvements.  Therefore, additional 

characterization of infiltration and/or percolation rates will not be required.  This work has been 

performed in general accordance with the terms of proposal no. G-3346 dated January 15, 2015.   

 

This preliminary geotechnical report presents the results of our previous site investigations and 

provides conclusions and geotechnical engineering criteria that can be utilized for the design 

phases of the proposed improvements associated with the Francis Parker School Master Plan 

improvements.  The previous completed site investigations included field exploration, laboratory 

testing, geologic hazard evaluation, and engineering analysis.  This information has been 

incorporated into the preparation of this report to provide recommendations for site excavations, 

fill placement, and foundations for the proposed structures.  This report updates the above listed 

geotechnical reports for the presently proposed Master Plan Improvements.  Cited references are 

presented in Appendix A. 

1.2 Scope of Services 

The goal of our preliminary geotechnical/geologic reconnaissance report was to evaluate 

geologic conditions and hazards based on review of public records and our previous site specific 

geotechnical investigations and observations.  In addition, we addressed soil materials and 

properties at the site with respect to their suitability for support of the proposed Master Plan 

structural modifications.  
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Our scope of services included: 
 
 Review of readily available geologic reports and documents pertinent to the site area. 
 Review of previous field explorations conducted by CTE.  
 Review of the previous testing of selected soil samples by CTE to provide data for evaluation 

of geotechnical characteristics of the site foundation soils. 
 Assessment of site geologic conditions pertinent to the site. 
 Preparation of this report providing a summary of the previous investigations performed, and 

conclusions and geotechnical engineering recommendations for the site. 

 

2.0 SITE BACKGROUND 

2.1 Site Location and Description 

The site is located at 6501 Linda Vista Road in the City of San Diego.  The site is an irregular-

shaped property that slopes down slightly to the south toward two natural drainage canyons that 

continue southward to Friars Road.  Site investigations have been previously completed on this 

multiple phase development.  CTE previously completed the Geotechnical Investigation 

Addendum, dated November 15, 2004; Phase 2 Update Geotechnical Investigation, dated 

January 25, 2006; Phase VI Updated Geotechnical Investigation, dated May 16, 2007; and 

associated addendums, recommendation letters, pad certifications, and as-graded reports for each 

of the phases of work. 

 

The Francis Parker School is a combined middle and high school that is situated atop a relatively 

flat mesa surface on the north side of Mission Valley at an approximate elevation of 270 feet 

above mean sea level.  The mesa is dissected by south to southwest trending canyons that are 

tributary drainages to the San Diego River, which flows westward down Mission Valley to 
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Mission Bay (Figure 1).  Two of these drainages bound the western and eastern property 

boundaries resulting in the site being located on a north-northeast to south-southwest trending 

finger-shaped ridge with steep canyon walls.  The east and west facing slopes consists primarily 

of Stadium Conglomerate capped with Quaternary very old paralic deposits (Qvop, formally 

referred to as the Linda Vista Formation) consisting of conglomerate and conglomeratic 

sandstone that are locally covered with a veneer of topsoil consisting of conglomeratic 

sandstone.  These existing slopes have a 2:1 (horizontal: vertical) inclination.  Two southerly 

facing slopes, one within the property boundary of the site and located south of the Artificial 

Turf fields has a 1.5:1 (horizontal: vertical) slope inclination.  This slope consists of Qvop 

sandstone, conglomeratic sandstone, and conglomerate overlying Stadium Conglomerate.  The 

other south facing slope is located just south of the site’s property boundary at the southern tip of 

the mesa ridge line.  This slope runs parallel to Friars Road, has a 1:1 (horizontal: vertical) slope 

inclination, and consists of Stadium Conglomerate overlying Friars Formation sandstone, 

siltstone and claystone at approximately 140 feet msl.  The regional and local topography of the 

site area are shown on Figures 1 and 2. 

2.2 Site Development 

Based upon recent site plans, we understand that demolition of existing structures will include 

the Field House, Middle School Locker Rooms, and the Cafeteria and Middle School Gym. 

Proposed new structures (identified with building numbers as shown on Figure 2), include an 

Upper School Student Center (Bldg. 106), Gymnasium and Second Level Classrooms (Bldg. 

200), Lancer Lobby (Bldg. 201), Athletic Complex with Press Box and Offices (Bldg.210A), 
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Athletic Complex with Offices (Bldg. 201B), Field Storage/Ticket Office (Bldg. 202), Visitor 

Services (Bldg. 203), Middle School Multipurpose (Bldg. 303), Maker’s Space (Bldg.401), 

Dining Hall (Bldg. 900), and Guard House (Bldg. GH#2).  The proposed are new gymnasium 

complex (Bldg. 200) is to include two subterranean parking levels with a two-story high 

gymnasium and an attached two-story cafeteria and dining area (Bldg. 900) above the parking 

structure.  Additional proposed improvements include an aquatic center, new parking lots, and 

associated improvements.  The aquatic center main deck is proposed to be constructed at the 

elevation of the upper parking level and the pool depth is undetermined at this time.  

 

Figure 2 shows the general layout of the portion of the site with the current proposed Master Plan 

improvements.  Figure 2A, 2B, and 2C show the general as-graded limits of previous grading 

and compaction test locations that were previously completed at the site. 

3.0 FIELD AND LABORATORY INVESTIGATIONS 

3.1 Field Investigations 

Geologic mapping and site reconnaissance studies were completed during each phase of work 

from 2004 through 2007 as described above.  Field explorations that were completed during the 

April 4, 2007 investigation (updated May 16, 2007) includes the excavation of five subsurface 

borings using a conventional truck-mounted, eight-inch hollow-stem auger drill-rig.  

Explorations extended to refusal at a maximum depth of approximately 10 feet below grade 

(fbg). 
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Field explorations that were completed during the January, 2006 investigation included the 

excavation of three test pits using a conventional mini-excavator to the maximum depth of 

approximately nine fbg.  Field explorations that were completed during the November, 2004 

investigation included the advancement of three bucket-auger borings to a maximum depth of 

approximately 86 fbg. 

 

Soils from all investigations were logged in the field by a CTE geologist and visually classified 

in accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System.  Bulk and ring samples were 

transported for testing to the CTE geotechnical laboratory in Escondido, California.  Exploration 

logs including descriptions of the soils encountered are shown in Appendix B.  Field descriptions 

shown on the exploration logs have been modified, where appropriate, to reflect laboratory test 

results. Approximate field exploration locations are shown on Figure 2. 

3.2 Laboratory Investigation 

Laboratory tests were conducted on selected soil samples for classification purposes and to 

evaluate physical properties and engineering characteristics.  Laboratory tests conducted for the 

previous investigations included: In-Place Moisture Density, Modified Proctor, Expansion Index, 

Remolded Direct Shear, Consolidation, R-Value, pH, resistivity and soluble sulfates/chlorides.  

Test method descriptions and laboratory results are included in Appendix C. 
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4.0 GEOLOGY 

4.1 General Setting 

San Diego is located within the Peninsular Ranges physiographic province that is characterized 

by northwest-trending mountain ranges, valleys, and intervening regional faults.  The San Diego 

Region can further be subdivided as the coastal plain, central mountain–valley and eastern 

mountain-valley area.  The project site lies within the coastal plain area which is characterized by 

wave cut erosion surfaces (abrasion platforms) creating a series of terraces that step down to the 

Pacific Ocean.  The terrace surface is generally at a two percent surface gradient inclined down 

to the west (toward the ocean). The terrace elevations are controlled by past ocean elevation in 

combination with tectonic (fault) activity.  The wave cut terraces have been incised by westward 

flowing drainages, and are typically covered with marine sediments and non-marine (terrestrial) 

deposits. 

4.2 Geologic Conditions 

According to mapping by Tan and Kennedy (1975, 2008), soils at the site consist of units of the 

Quaternary very old paralic deposits (formerly referred to as the Lindavista Formation), and 

underlying units of the Tertiary Stadium Conglomerate and Tertiary Friars Formation (Figure 2).  

Our explorations confirmed the presence of the mapped materials indicated above, however, our 

mapping and borehole information show the contact between the Stadium Conglomerate and the 

Friars Formation is at a lower elevation than mapped by Kennedy (1975), and is not exposed 

along the east and west facing slopes of the north-northeast trending canyons that bound the site 

area.  In addition, Quaternary Slope Wash/Colluvial deposits, were locally recognized during our 
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investigations on many existing slopes during the geologic investigation performed by CTE, 

adjacent to and west of the Francis Parker Middle School Phase 2 Project area (Geotechnical 

Investigation Addendum Report, Proposed Francis Parker School Redevelopment, CTE Job No.: 

10-7275G, dated November 15, 2004).  Another reference used in our geologic reconnaissance 

included a report by Testing Engineers – San Diego, Inc., 2003, “Preliminary Geotechnical 

Investigation, for the Proposed Francis Parker Middle School, Redevelopment Project, 6501 

Linda Vista Road, San Diego, California,” Project No.:  2003-0081, dated March 21, 2003 

(Boring Logs included in Appendix B). 

 

During the explorations advanced for Phase VI Update Report, Quaternary Engineered Fill was 

found to overlie the Quaternary very old paralic deposits in Boring 5 (B-5) and the Quaternary 

Undocumented Fill overlies the Quaternary very old paralic deposits in the remainder of our 

borings advanced (B-1 through B-4).  The site earth materials are further described in the 

following text. 

4.2.1 Quaternary Engineered Fill (not mapped)  
Engineered Fill soils were encountered in boring B-5 and were exposed to extend to a 

maximum depth to approximately nine feet below the ground surface (bgs).  These soils 

generally consist of dense, slightly moist, mottled dark brown and orange, clayey sand 

with trace silt and gravel.  Areas of Engineered Fill are considered to be suitable for the 

support of improvements after in-place density tests of excavation bottoms have verified 

a minimum relative compaction of 90%.   
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4.2.2 Quaternary Undocumented Fill (not mapped) 
Undocumented Fill soils were encountered in CTE borings B-1 through B-4 explorations 

and observed to extend to a maximum depth of approximately 2.5 feet below the ground 

surface (bgs), and ranged between two to nine feet in the test pits completed in the 

January (2006) investigation.  No fill was observed in bucket auger BA-3 located in 

northern portion of the property.  Previous investigations conducted by Testing 

Engineers-San Diego (2003) also identified approximately one and half feet of fill in the 

western portion of the site.  In addition, URS (2004) reported approximately one–foot of 

fill overlying the Qvop deposits and Stadium Conglomerate in the eastern portion of the 

property, in the area of the artificial turf Athletic fields.  

 

Most of the undocumented fill has been removed during previous grading, however, 

locally deeper Undocumented Fills cannot be precluded.  These soils generally consist of 

dense, slightly moist, reddish brown to dark brown clayey sand.  All areas of 

Undocumented Fill are considered to be unsuitable for the support of improvements and 

will require removal and proper recompaction. 

4.2.3 Quaternary Slope Wash/Colluvium 
Quaternary Slope Wash/Colluvium was observed covering portions of the existing 

slopes, and ranged in thickness from a few inches up to several feet near the toe area of 

the slopes.  This material consisted or re-worked sands and gravels from the Qvop 

deposits and Stadium Conglomerate Formation that has been re-deposited as silty to 

clayey sandstone and silty to clayey conglomeratic sandstone.  These materials are 
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considered suitable for reuse as compacted fill.  Colluvium deposits were not observed on 

the mesa surface.  

4.2.4 Quaternary Very Old Paralic Deposits (Qvop), (Formally Referred to as Lindavista 
Formation). 
The Qvop deposits was encountered below the fills in all of the explorations advanced in 

the previous geotechnical investigations, except for BA-1 were the Tertiary Stadium 

Conglomerate was just below the surface pavement.  The Qvop deposits extended to the 

maximum depth of the explorations (approximately 10 feet) in the borings advanced 

during the 2007 investigation and 11 feet in the bucket auger borings completed during 

the 2004 investigation.  The Qvop deposits were observed to consist of hard, slightly 

moist, orange brown silty sand with gravel.  These materials are considered suitable for 

support of proposed improvements and the addition of compacted fill.  

4.2.5 Tertiary Stadium Conglomerate 
The Tertiary Stadium Conglomerate is the most abundant rock unit and underlies the 

entire site.  It was encountered in all three of the bucket auger borings (BA-1, BA-2, and 

BA-3), and was mapped on all the slopes surrounding the site (Figure 2).  The Stadium 

Conglomerate consists of orange to yellow-brown to yellow-gray, dense to very dense, 

silty, sandy, gravel to cobble matrix-supported to clast-supported conglomerate to 

conglomeritic sandstone with interlayered lenses and beds of dense to very dense, orange 

to yellow brown, poorly graded sandstone and silty sandstone.  This geologic map unit 

caps the Tertiary Friars Formation, and was mapped above elevations of approximately 

140 feet msl in the site area.  Estimates of the thickness based on mapping relationships 



Preliminary Geotechnical Report Page 11 
Francis Parker Middle School Master Plan Improvements 
6501 Linda Vista Road, San Diego, California 
January 30, 2015 (Revised May 28, 2015)         CTE Job No.:  10-12361G 
 

 
 \\ESC_SERVER\PROJECTS\10-12361G\RPT_PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL RPT- 1-29-15 (REVISED 5-28-15).DOC 

indicate that the Stadium Conglomerate is approximately 130 feet thick in the site area.  

The map unit is relatively flat to very slightly east dipping, with dips typically in the 6 to 

9 degree range.  Internal structure within the formation varied, such as imbricated clasts, 

and laminations within sandstone lenses and layers, but were typically west dipping, 

ranging from 4 to 25 degrees.  These materials are very dense and considered suitable for 

support of additional fills and/or proposed improvements. 

4.2.6 Tertiary Friars Formation 
The Tertiary Friars Formation outcrops along the southern portion of the mesa, south of 

the site property boundary, and was mapped to the east and west of the site between 

elevations of approximately 100 to the 200 feet msl respectively, as partially shown on 

Figure 2.  The formation is relatively flat to undulating, resulting in variable orientations 

of the layering; however, the layering primarily dips 3 to11 degrees to the east and north.  

Some southerly dips were also observed, however these were interpreted to be the result 

of insignificant near surface soil creep on the south facing slope.  Previous mapping by 

Kennedy (1975) shows the Friars Formation at elevations ranging between 100 to 240 

feet msl, with map exposures extending north up the canyons that border the site.  

However, our site-specific mapping indicates the Friars Formation is at lower elevations 

as mentioned above.  This was further verified by observations during the downhole 

logging of BA-2.  The bucket auger boring BA-2 was drilled from a surface elevation of 

273 feet msl, and the Stadium Conglomerate was logged to the entire depth of 86 fbg, or 

to an equivalent elevation of 187 feet msl.  These relationships place the top of the Friars 

formation at elevations below any of the existing east or west facing canyon bottoms in 
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the site vicinity, and the only free-face exposures of the Friars formation is on the south 

facing slopes located south of the site area.  The Friars Formation consisted of primarily 

light greenish gray, moist, stiff to very stiff siltstone, medium dense to dense silty and 

clayey sandstone, and green, variably mottled, stiff to hard, claystone.   

4.3 Groundwater  

Surface springs or seeps were not observed and groundwater was not encountered by our 

subsurface explorations.  In addition, deep explorations at other locations at the site indicate 

groundwater to be at depths greater than explored (CTE, 2004).  Although groundwater 

conditions will likely vary, especially during periods of sustained precipitation, groundwater is 

not expected to affect the proposed development if recommendations regarding site drainage are 

carried out during design and construction. 

4.4 Geologic Hazards and Assessment 

The site is located within the geologic hazard zones Category23, 24 and 52 as shown on the City 

of San Diego Seismic Safety Study Geologic Hazards Maps.  As defined by the City, Category 

23 is characterized by the Friars Formation with neutral or favorable geologic structure.  

Category 24 is characterized by the Friars Formation with unfavorable geologic structure.  Areas 

designated as Category 52 are considered to have favorable geologic structure and to be of low 

geologic risk. 
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As discussed above, the on-site investigations and geologic mapping indicate that the Friars 

Formation is present at lower elevations than as mapped by Kennedy (1975), whose mapping 

was incorporated into the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study Geologic Hazards Maps to 

help establish the various hazard zones.  Based on the site investigations and mapping, the Friars 

Formation is considered to pose negligible risk to the existing and proposed site developments.   

Following is a consideration of typical geologic hazards pertinent to the site.  An assessment of 

potential impacts to the site is also provided. 

4.4.1 Local and Regional Faulting 
Based on our site reconnaissance, evidence from our explorations, and a review of the 

referenced literature, no known active fault traces underlie or project toward the site. 

According to the California Division of Mines and Geology, a fault is active if it displays 

evidence of activity in the last 11,000 years (Hart and Bryant, 1997).  The site is not 

located within a earthquake fault zone as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 

Zoning Act. 

 

The California Geological Survey broadly groups faults as “Class A” or “Class B” 

(CDMG, 1996).   Class A faults are identified based upon relatively well constrained 

paleoseismic activity, and a fault slip rate of more than 5 millimeters per year (mm/yr).  

In contrast Class B faults have comparatively less defined paleoseismic activity and are 

considered to have a fault slip rate less than 5 mm/yr.  The nearest known Class A fault to 

the site is the Julian segment of the Elsinore Fault, which is approximately 63.1 

kilometers northeast of the site.  The closest Class B fault is the Rose Canyon Fault, 
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which is approximately 1.3 kilometers west of the site.  Following Table 1 presents the 

six nearest faults to the site, include magnitude and fault classification. Attached Figure 3 

shows regional faults and seismicity with respect to the site.  

TABLE 1 
NEAR SITE FAULT PARAMETERS 

 
FAULT NAME 

DISTANCE 
FROM SITE 

(KILOMETERS) 

MAXIMUM 
EARTHQUAKE 
MAGNITUDE 

 
CLASSIFICATION 

Rose Canyon Fault  1.3 7.2 B 

Coronado Bank  22.0 7.1 B  

Newport-Inglewood (offshore)  49.0 7.6 B  

Elsinore-Julian 63.0 7.1 A 

Elsinore Temecula  69.0 6.8 A 

Earthquake Valley 71.0 6.5 B 

 

The site could be subjected to significant shaking in the event of a major earthquake on 

any of the faults listed above or other regional faults in the southern California or 

northern Baja California area.  However, the seismicity of the site is similar to conditions 

in the San Diego area. 

4.4.2 Liquefaction and Seismic Settlement Evaluation 
Liquefaction occurs when saturated fine-grained sands or silts lose their physical 

strengths during earthquake induced shaking and behave as a liquid.  This is due to loss 

of point-to-point grain contact and transfer of normal stress to the pore water.  

Liquefaction potential varies with water level, soil type, material gradation, relative 
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density, and probable intensity and duration of ground shaking.  Due to the generally 

dense to very dense nature of the underlying bedrock, the potential for liquefaction or 

seismic settlement damage to proposed improvements is low. 

4.4.3 Tsunamis and Seiche Evaluation 
According to McCulloch (1985), the tsunami potential in the San Diego County coastal 

area for one-in-100 and one-in-500 year tsunami waves are approximately four and six 

feet.  This suggests that there is a very low probability of site damage due to the elevation 

of the site, approximately 270 feet above msl, and distance from the ocean.  In addition, 

mapping prepared by the California Emergency Management Association and California 

Geological Survey indicates that potential tsunami inundation is limited to the low lying 

shoreline and inlet areas below an approximate elevation of 10 feet.  Oscillatory waves 

(seiches) are considered unlikely due to the absence of large adjacent bodies of water. 

4.4.4 Landsliding 
The site materials are considered marginally susceptible to landsliding (Tan and Griffin, 

1995).  However, based upon the conditions encountered during the advancement of 

exploratory borings at the subject site, landsliding is not considered a significant hazard.  

In addition, minor proposed slopes will be properly graded and constructed.  Therefore, it 

is our opinion that landslides will not adversely affect the proposed improvements.  

Additional discussion regarding landsliding is presented in our referenced report for the 

entire school campus (CTE, 2004) regarding deeper seated, more slide-prone formations, 

such as the Tertiary Friars Formation.  However, Tertiary Friars Formation materials are 

not present in the vicinity of the currently proposed Master Plan improvements. 
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4.4.5 Compressible, Expansive, and Corrosive Soils 
Undocumented Fill and the upper limits of engineered fill are considered to be 

compressible in their present condition.  However, sandstone of the Qvop deposits at the 

site is dense to very dense and typically has a very low compressibility.   Site preparatory 

grading recommendations herein have been developed to mitigate compressible fill 

materials. 

 

Laboratory tests in combination with our observations indicate the site near surface soils 

have a Low Expansion Index.  However, we anticipate site materials have a low to 

medium expansion potential (EI generally less than 65) based on tests associated with the 

Phase 2 portion of the site.  Recommendations herein have been developed to minimize 

the potential adverse affects of locally moderate expansion potential site materials. 

 

Laboratory tests conducted for this report indicate site soils have a low potential 

(according to Table 19A-A-4 of the 2001 California Building Code) for sulfate corrosion 

of Portland cement concrete.  Resistivity testing indicates that the site soils may have a 

moderate corrosive potential to buried ferrous metal improvements.  A qualified 

corrosion specialist should be consulted to provide recommendations for protection of 

buried metallic facilities should corrosion sensitive materials be utilized for this project.   
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 General 

We conclude that the proposed Master Plan Improvements can be constructed, from a 

geotechnical perspective, provided recommendations of this report are followed.  Undocumented 

Fill soils are unsuitable for support of structures or structural fill in their present condition.  

Therefore, in areas to receive structures or additional structural fill, these soils should be 

excavated, objectionable materials removed, and processed as a compacted fill placed under 

observation and testing of CTE.  Compacted fill should be placed on competent bedrock in 

structural areas.  Compacted Fill soils can also be placed upon pre-existing Engineered Fill, after 

a minimum relative density has been verified, in the areas receiving the compacted fill.  Prior to 

placement of compacted fill, a suitable surface should be exposed under the observation and 

testing of a CTE representative.  Irreducible materials generally greater than three inches in 

diameter should not be used in shallow fills on the site.  The Geotechnical Consultant should 

further evaluate oversize particle dimensions and quantity during grading as it applies to 

placement in site fills.   

 

Recommendations for the proposed earthworks and improvements are included in the following 

sections and Appendix D.  However, recommendations in the text of this report supersede those 

presented in Appendix D.  The recommendations may require modifications based on the 

conditions encountered during grading or as presented in any appropriate addendums prepared 

prior to grading as proposed property use and plans become more defined. 
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5.2 Grading and Earthwork 

Upon commencement of work for the demolition, personnel from CTE should continuously 

observe the grading and earthwork operations for this project.  Such observations are intended to:  

find field conditions that differ from those considered by this and subsequent investigations; 

adjust recommendations to encountered field conditions; and, observe and report as-graded 

conditions as they apply to recommendations of this report.  CTE personnel should perform 

observation and testing of soil removal, processing, and placement during grading as they pertain 

to the Geotechnical Consultant's professional opinions contained herein.   

5.3 Site Preparation 

The site should be cleared of any existing debris and other deleterious materials including the 

previously placed Undocumented Fill.  Objectionable materials, such as construction debris and 

vegetation, should be removed from the materials prior to placement as compacted fill.  In 

general, areas to receive structures or distress-sensitive improvements, expansive, surficial 

eroded, desiccated, burrowed, or otherwise loose or disturbed soils should be removed to the 

depth of competent formational materials or 24 inches below the bottom of foundations, 

whichever depth is greater.   

 

However, some of the improvements may be constructed in areas that have relatively shallow 

Undocumented Fill soils.  Accordingly, optional preparation recommendations for these building 

pad areas are feasible.  The following two options exist for preparation of the building pads with 
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shallow Undocumented fill, or in the case of the subterranean parking structure that is anticipated 

to be founded entirely on the Tertiary Stadium Conglomerate. 

 

Option 1  

Foundations can be deepened to bear entirely on competent native materials, such as Qvop 

deposits or Stadium Conglomerate (bedrock), in which case overexcavation below the proposed 

foundations would not be necessary.  Undocumented Fill underlying the floor slab should be 

removed to competent bedrock and at least 12 inches below the bottom of the proposed slab-on-

grade, and a compacted engineered fill with a low Expansion Index placed in the resulting 

volume.  Removals should extend a minimum five feet laterally beyond the perimeter of 

proposed structures, where feasible. 

 

Option 2  

The building locations, and a minimum five feet laterally beyond, can be overexcavated to a 

minimum depth of 24-inches below bottom of proposed foundations and to competent bedrock 

materials.  However, locally deeper removals may be necessary due to loose or unsuitable 

underlying soils. 

 

An engineer or geologist from CTE should observe all exposed ground surfaces prior to 

placement of compacted fill/footings.  Removals should continue until suitable materials are 

encountered.  Organic and other deleterious materials not suitable for structural backfill should 

be disposed of offsite at a regulated disposal site.  Although not generally anticipated, select 
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grading to reduce expansion qualities of the site soils may also be necessary depending upon 

materials encountered at the site.  

5.4 Excavations 

Excavations in site materials should generally be accomplished with heavy-duty construction 

equipment under normal conditions.  However, formations materials are anticipated to be at least 

locally very dense and difficult to excavate.  Irreducible materials greater than three inches 

encountered during excavations should not be used in shallow structural fills on the site, if 

practical. Larger, oversized materials may generally be placed at depth in general accordance 

with Appendix D.  Before placing fill, the exposed bottom of all excavations should be scarified 

(if necessary), properly moisture conditioned and recompacted. 

5.5 Fill Placement and Compaction 

The Geotechnical Consultant should observe that site preparation has occurred before placement 

of compacted fill.  Subsequent to removal of loose, disturbed, or vegetation containing soils, 

areas to receive fills should be scarified, moisture conditioned as recommended, and compacted 

fill placed.  Fill and backfill should be compacted to a minimum relative compaction of 90 

percent as evaluated by ASTM D1557 at moisture contents a minimum two percent above 

optimum.  The optimum lift thickness for backfill soil will depend on the type of compaction 

equipment used.  Generally, backfill should be placed in uniform lifts not exceeding eight inches 

in loose thickness.  Backfill placement and compaction should be done in overall conformance 

with geotechnical recommendations and local ordinances.  The Geotechnical Consultant should 

evaluate the exposed surfaces prior to placement of compacted fill.   
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5.6 Fill Materials 

Low Expansion Index soils derived from the onsite materials are generally considered suitable 

for reuse on the site as compacted fill.  If used, these materials should be screened of significant 

construction debris, vegetation matter and materials greater than three inches in diameter.  

Screened deleterious materials and oversize irreducible particles should be removed from the site 

and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations and ordinances.  Irreducible materials 

generally greater than three inches in diameter should not be used in shallow fills on the site.  

The Geotechnical Consultant should further evaluate oversize particle dimensions and quantity 

during grading as it applies to placement in site fills.   

 

Adverse effects of highly expansive clay soils, if encountered, should be mitigated, where 

feasible, to a low Expansion Potential (E.I. less than 50) by blending these soils with granular 

materials and compacting at moisture contents above optimum.   

 

Imported fill beneath structures, pavements and walks should have an Expansion Index of 30 or 

less with less than 35 percent passing the no. 200 sieve. Imported fill soils for use in structural or 

slope areas should be evaluated by the soils engineer before placement on the site. 

5.7 Temporary Construction Slopes 

Sloping recommendations for unshored temporary excavations are provided herein.  The 

recommended slopes should be relatively stable against deep-seated failure, but may experience 

localized sloughing.  Recommended slope ratios are set forth in Table 2. 
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TABLE 2 
RECOMMENDED TEMPORARY SLOPE RATIOS 

SOILS TYPE SLOPE RATIO 
(Horizontal: Vertical) MAXIMUM HEIGHT 

B  
(Quaternary Lindavista Formation 

and Stadium Conglomerate) 
1:1 (MAXIMUM) 10 FEET 

C   
(Fills) 1.5:1 (MAXIMUM) 10 FEET 

 
A "competent person" must verify actual field conditions and soil type designations while 

temporary excavations exist according to Cal-OSHA regulations.  In addition, the above sloping 

recommendations do not allow for surcharge loading at the top of slopes by vehicular traffic, 

equipment or materials.  Appropriate surcharge setbacks must be maintained from the top of all 

unshored slopes. 

 

Temporary construction shoring may be necessary for the subterranean parking structure and 

possibly the Aquatic Center.  Should shoring become necessary, CTE will provide additional 

design and construction recommendations, upon request. 

5.8 Foundations and Slab Preliminary Recommendations 

The following recommendations are for preliminary planning purposes only.  These 

recommendations should be reviewed after project development plans have been prepared and 

following completion of earthwork to verify that conditions exposed are as anticipated.  As 

indicated, moderately expansive site soils are not generally anticipated at finish grades.  
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However, Expansion Index testing of near-surface soils should be performed during or following 

rough grading. 

5.8.1 Foundations 
Continuous and isolated spread footings are suitable for use at the site.  Based on the 

expected as-graded conditions, all building footings will bear either entirely in competent 

engineered fill materials or entirely upon competent bedrock materials.  Foundation 

dimensions and reinforcement should be based on an allowable bearing pressures of 

2,500 psf and 3,500 psf for footings bearing on compacted fill and bedrock, respectively.  

The allowable bearing value may be increased by one third for short duration loading 

which includes the effects of wind or seismic forces. 

 

For the anticipated construction, footings for the proposed structure should be at least 15 

inches wide for continuous footings and 24 inches wide for isolated footings.  All 

foundations should be designed and constructed to have a minimum embedment of 18 

inches below the lowest adjacent subgrade.   

 

For the anticipated construction, minimum footing reinforcement for continuous footings 

should consist of four #4 reinforcing bars, two placed near the top, and two near the 

bottom of the footing or as per the structural engineer.  The structural engineer should 

design isolated footing reinforcement. 
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Foundation excavations shall be at slightly above optimum moisture content until 

concrete placement.  Daily or twice-daily moistening of the foundation excavations may 

be required depending on ambient conditions during construction. 

 

CTE can provide additional recommendations if alternate foundation systems are 

required or requested for the subterranean parking structure and the aquatic center 

pending completion of the proposed building plans. 

5.8.2 Foundation Settlement 
In general, for the anticipated loads and recommended bearing pressure, the maximum 

total post construction settlement is anticipated to be less than 1.0 inches.  Maximum 

differential settlements are anticipated to be less than 0.5 inches over a distance of 50 

feet.  Dynamic settlement is not anticipated to affect the proposed improvements. 

5.8.3 Foundation Setback 
Footings for structures should be designed such that the horizontal distance from the face 

of nearby slopes to the outer edge of the footing is at least 15 feet.  Locally deepening 

foundations may be an adequate means of attaining the prescribed setback.  Upon request 

and once project foundation plans have been developed, CTE can review affected 

footings on a case-by-case basis to determine if the required setbacks may be reduced.  

5.8.4 Interior Concrete Slabs 
Lightly loaded concrete slabs-on-grade should be designed for the anticipated loading, 

but should be a minimum five inches thick.  To minimize the effects of concrete 

shrinkage cracking and differential soil movements, we recommend that concrete slabs be 
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reinforced with #4 reinforcing bars spaced no greater than 18-inches on centers, each 

way.  All slab reinforcement should be properly supported to ensure placement at above 

mid-height of the concrete, and with proper concrete cover.   

 

If elastic slab design is utilized, a 175-pci subgrade modulus of reaction is appropriate.  If 

moisture sensitive floor areas are proposed, a vapor barrier consisting of a minimum ten-

mil plastic sheeting or equivalent membrane (with all laps sealed or taped) should 

underlie such slabs.  A maximum four-inch layer of consolidated minimum ½-inch 

crushed aggregate should also be placed beneath the plastic sheeting or slabs-on-grade, in 

accordance with the current building code.  All slab-on-grade subgrade materials shall be 

maintained at slightly above optimum moisture content until overlying slab 

improvements are placed.   

5.9 Seismic Design Criteria 

The seismic ground motion values listed in the table below were derived in accordance with the 

ASCE 7-10 Standard that is incorporated into the California Building Code, 2013.  This was 

accomplished by establishing the Site Class based on the soil properties at the site, and then 

calculating the site coefficients and parameters using the United States Geological Survey 

Seismic Design Maps application using the site coordinates of 33.771926 latitude and –

117.176775 longitude.  These values are intended for the design of structures to resist the effects 

of earthquake ground motions. 
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TABLE 3 
SEISMIC GROUND MOTION VALUES 

PARAMETER VALUE CBC REFERENCE (2013) 

Site Class  D ASCE 7, Chapter 20 

Mapped Spectral Response  
Acceleration Parameter, SS 

1.211g Figure 1613.3.1 (1) 

Mapped Spectral Response  
Acceleration Parameter, S1 

0.468g Figure 1613.3.1 (2) 

Seismic Coefficient, Fa 1.016 Table 1613.3.3 (1) 

Seismic Coefficient, Fv 1.532 Table 1613.3.3 (2) 

MCE Spectral Response 
Acceleration Parameter, SMS 

1.230g Section 1613.3.3 

MCE Spectral Response 
Acceleration Parameter, SM1 

0.717g Section 1613.3.3 

Design Spectral Response  
Acceleration, Parameter SDS 

0.820g Section 1613.3.4 

Design Spectral Response  
Acceleration, Parameter SD1 

0.478g Section 1613.3.4 

Peak Ground Acceleration PGAM 0.54g ASCE 7, Section 11.8.3 

 

5.10 Lateral Resistance and Earth Pressures 

The following recommendations may be used for shallow footings on the site.  Foundations may 

be designed using a coefficient of friction of 0.30 (total frictional resistance equals the 

coefficient of friction times the dead load).  A design passive resistance value of 250 pounds per 

square foot per foot of depth (with a maximum value of 2,500 pounds per square foot) may be 

used.  The allowable lateral resistance can be taken as the sum of the frictional resistance and the 

passive resistance, provided the passive resistance does not exceed two-thirds of the total 

allowable resistance. 
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Retaining walls up to approximately eight feet high and backfilled using select onsite granular 

soils may be designed using the equivalent fluid weights given in Table 4 below.  Conceptually, 

the values in Table 4 are also anticipated to be appropriate for higher walls, subject to CTE’s 

review. 

 
TABLE 4 

EQUIVALENT FLUID UNIT WEIGHTS 
(Pounds per cubic foot) 

 
WALL TYPE 

 
LEVEL BACKFILL 

 
SLOPE BACKFILL 

2:1 (HORIZONTAL: VERTICAL) 
CANTILEVER WALL 

(YIELDING) 
38 58 

RESTRAINED WALL 55 78 

 

Lateral pressures on cantilever retaining walls (yielding walls) over six feet high due to 

earthquake motions may be calculated based on work by Seed and Whitman (1970).  The total 

lateral thrust against a properly drained and backfilled cantilever retaining wall above the 

groundwater level can be expressed as: 

 
PAE = PA + ΔPAE 

 
For non-yielding (or “restrained”) walls, the total lateral thrust may be similarly 

calculated based on work by Wood (1973): 

 
 PKE = PK + ΔPKE 

 
Where PA = Static Active Thrust (given previously Table 4) 
PK = Static Restrained Wall Thrust (given previously Table 4) 
ΔPAE = Dynamic Active Thrust Increment = (3/8) kh γH2

 
ΔPKE = Dynamic Restrained Thrust Increment = kh γH2
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kh = ½ Peak Ground Acceleration =  2/3(PGAM) 
H = Total Height of the Wall 
γ = Total Unit Weight of Soil ≈ 135 pounds per cubic foot 

 
The increment of dynamic thrust in both cases should be distributed triangularly, with a line of 

action located at H/3 above the bottom of the wall. 

 

In addition to the recommended earth pressure, subterranean walls adjacent to the streets or other 

traffic loads should be designed to resist a uniform lateral pressure of 100 psf.  This is the result 

of an assumed 300-psf surcharge behind the walls due to normal street traffic.  If the traffic is 

kept back at least 10 feet or a distance equal to the retained soil height from the subject walls, 

whichever is less, the traffic surcharge may be neglected.   

 

We recommend that all walls be backfilled with soil having an expansion index of 20 or less. 

The backfill area should include the zone defined by a 1:1 sloping plane, extended back from the 

base of the wall.  Therefore, importing of some select granular materials will likely be required.  

Retaining wall backfill should be compacted to at least 90 percent relative compaction, based on 

ASTM D1557.  Backfill should not be placed until walls have achieved adequate structural 

strength.  Heavy compaction equipment, which could cause distress to walls, should not be used. 

 

The above values assume non-expansive backfill and free draining conditions.  Measures should 

be taken to prevent a moisture buildup behind all walls below grade.  Drainage measures should 

include free draining backfill materials and perforated drains.  Drains should discharge to an 
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appropriate offsite location.  The project architect or structural engineer should determine the 

necessity of waterproofing any subterranean walls to reduce moisture infiltration. 

5.11 Exterior Concrete Flatwork 

Exterior concrete slabs for pedestrian loads should measure a minimum four inches thick and 

have minimal reinforcement of number 3 rebar on 18-inch centers (both ways).  Reinforcement 

should be placed in the upper one-third of the slab and with appropriate minimum cover.  

Flatwork should be installed with reinforcement and crack control joints.  Expansive, surficial 

eroded, desiccated, burrowed, or otherwise loose or disturbed soils should be removed to the 

depth of competent formational materials or at least 12 inches below the bottom of exterior slab, 

whichever is greater. Compacted fill with a low Expansion Index (E.I. less than 50) should be 

placed in the resulting volume, if feasible.  Pre-soaking of flatwork areas may also be necessary 

based on post-graded site conditions.  Positive drainage to convey water away from all flatwork 

to the front of the lot should be established and maintained. 

5.12 Drainage 

Foundation performance depends greatly on how well the runoff waters drain from the site.  This 

is true both during construction and over the entire life of the structure.  The ground surface 

around structure should be graded so that water flows rapidly away from the structures without 

ponding.  The surface gradient needed to do this depends on the landscaping type.  In general, 

pavements and flowerbeds within five feet of the building should slope away at gradients of at 

least two percent.  Densely vegetated areas should have minimum gradients of five percent away 

from buildings if doing so is practical. 
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Planters should be constructed so that water from them will not seep into the foundation areas or 

beneath slabs and pavement. In any event, the site maintenance personnel should be instructed to 

limit irrigation to the minimum actually necessary to sustain the landscaping plants properly.  

Should excessive irrigation, waterline breaks, or unusually high rainfall occur, saturated zones 

and groundwater may develop.  Consequently, the site should be graded so that water drains 

away readily without saturating the foundation or landscaped areas or cascading over slope faces. 

A potential source of water, such as water pipes, drains the like should be frequently examined 

for signs of leakage or damage.  Any such leakage or damage should be repaired promptly.   

 

Generally, CTE recommends against allowing water to infiltrate building pads or adjacent to 

slopes and improvements.  However, it is understood that some agencies are encouraging the use 

of storm-water cleansing devices.  Therefore, if storm water cleansing devices must be used, it is 

generally recommended that they be underlain by an impervious barrier and that the infiltrate be 

collected via subsurface piping and discharged off site.  If infiltration must occur, water should 

infiltrate as far away from structural improvements as feasible.  Additionally, any reconstructed 

slopes descending from infiltration basins should be equipped with subdrains to collect and 

discharge accumulated subsurface water. 

 

Even with the general recommendations provided herein, the project Civil Engineer should 

thoroughly evaluate the on-site drainage and make provisions as necessary to keep surface 

waters from affecting the site. 
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5.13 Groundwater 

Groundwater was not encountered in our explorations and indications of seepage or springs were 

not observed.  Consequently, groundwater is not anticipated to affect construction of the site 

improvements.  However, positive surface drainage and non erosive collection/conveyance 

devices should be installed to mitigate the potential adverse impacts of groundwater at the site.   

5.14 Slopes 

Slopes at this site should be constructed at 2:1 (horizontal: vertical) or flatter surface ratio.  

Surface water should not be permitted to drain over the edges of slopes unless that water is 

confined to properly designed and constructed drainage facilities.  Erosion resistant vegetation 

should be maintained on the face of all 2:1 slopes. 

 

Although properly constructed slopes on this site should be grossly stable, the soils will be 

somewhat erodible.  Therefore, runoff water should not be permitted to drain over the edges of 

slopes unless that water is confined to properly designed and constructed drainage facilities.  

Erosion resistant vegetation should be maintained on the face of all slopes. 

 

Typically, soils along the top portion of a fill slope face will creep laterally.  We do not 

recommend distress sensitive hardscape improvements be constructed within five feet of slope 

crests in fill areas. 
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5.15 Construction Observation 

The recommendations provided in this report are based on preliminary design information for the 

proposed earthworks and the subsurface conditions found in the exploratory boring locations. 

The interpolated subsurface conditions should be checked in the field during construction.   

 

Recommendations provided in this report are based on the understanding and assumption CTE 

will provide observation and testing services for the project.  All geotechnical related work 

should be observed and tested as they pertain to recommendations contained within this report.  

All foundation excavations should be evaluated by a CTE representative. 

5.16 Addendum Geotechnical Report and Plan Review 

An appropriate addendum report should be prepared as project use and plans are more defined 

and available.  The addendum report would provide additional geotechnical recommendations, as 

necessary, for the development-specific project proposed.  This addendum report may also 

incorporate a review of the project grading/improvement and/or foundation plans. 

 

6.0 LIMITATIONS OF INVESTIGATION 

The recommendations provided in this report are based on the anticipated construction and the 

subsurface conditions found in our explorations.  The interpolated subsurface conditions should 

be checked in the field during construction. 
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Recommendations provided in this report are based on the understanding and assumption that 

CTE will provide the observation and testing services for the project.  All earthworks should be 

observed and tested in accordance with the recommendations of contained within this report.  

The project Geotechnical Engineer or their designated representative should evaluate all footing 

trenches before reinforcing steel placement. 

 

The field evaluation, laboratory testing and geotechnical analysis presented in this report have 

been conducted according to current geotechnical engineering practice and the standard of care 

exercised by reputable Geotechnical Consultants performing similar tasks in this area.  No other 

warranty, expressed or implied, is made regarding the conclusions, recommendations and 

opinions expressed in this report.  Variations may exist and conditions not observed or described 

in this report may be encountered during construction.  The scope of this report does not include 

an evaluation of environmental conditions at the site.  

 

Our conclusions and recommendations are based on the observed conditions.  If conditions 

different from those described in this report are encountered, our office should be notified and 

additional recommendations, if required, will be provided upon request.   

We appreciate this opportunity to be of service on this project.  If you have any questions 

regarding this report, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC. 

  
 
Dan T. Math, GE #2665     Martin E. Siem, CEG #2311 
Principal Engineer      Certified Engineering Geologist 
 
 
 
MES/DTM:nri 
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CTE JOB NO. 10-8933G 



DEFINITION OF TERMS
PRIMARY DIVISIONS SYMBOLS SECONDARY DIVISIONS

WELL GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND MIXTURES
LITTLE OR NO FINES

POORLY GRADED GRAVELS OR GRAVEL SAND MIXTURES
LITTLE OF NO FINES

SILTY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-SILT MIXTURES
NON-PLASTIC FINES

CLAYEY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-CLAY MIXTURES
PLASTIC FINES

WELL GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE OR NO
FINES

POORLY GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE  OR
NO FINES

SILTY SANDS, SAND-SILT MIXTURES, NON-PLASTIC FINES

CLAYEY SANDS, SAND-CLAY MIXTURES, PLASTIC FINES

INORGANIC SILTS, VERY FINE SANDS, ROCK FLOUR, SILTY
OR CLAYEY FINE SANDS, SLIGHTLY PLASTIC CLAYEY SILT

INORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW TO MEDIUM PLASTICITY
GRAVELLY, SANDY, SILTS OR LEAN CLAYS

ORGANIC SILTS AND ORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW PLASTICITY

INORGANIC SILTS, MICACEOUS OR DIATOMACEOUS FINE
SANDY OR SILTY SOILS, ELASTIC SILTS

INORGANIC CLAYS OF HIGH PLASTICITY, FAT CLAY

ORGANIC CLAYS OF MEDIUM TO HIGH PLASTICITY
ORGANIC SILTY CLAYS

PEAT AND OTHER HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS

GRAIN SIZES
GRAVEL SAND

COARSE FINE COARSE MEDIUM FINE
                           12"                           3"                 3/4"                  4                    10            40                200

CLEAR SQUARE SIEVE OPENING U.S. STANDARD SIEVE SIZE

ADDITIONAL TESTS
(OTHER THAN TEST PIT AND BORING LOG COLUMN HEADINGS)

MAX- Maximum Dry Density PM- Permeability PP- Pocket Penetrometer
GS- Grain Size Distribution SG- Specific Gravity WA- Wash Analysis
SE- Sand Equivalent HA- Hydrometer Analysis DS- Direct Shear
EI- Expansion Index AL- Atterberg Limits UC- Unconfined Compression
CHM- Sulfate and Chloride RV- R-Value MD- Moisture/Density
       Content , pH, Resistivity CN- Consolidation M- Moisture
COR - Corrosivity CP- Collapse Potential SC- Swell Compression
SD- Sample Disturbed HC- Hydrocollapse OI- Organic Impurities

REM- Remolded

FIGURE: BL1
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og BORING LEGEND Laboratory Tests

DESCRIPTION

Block or Chunk Sample

Bulk Sample

Standard Penetration Test

Modified Split-Barrel Drive Sampler (Cal Sampler)

Thin Walled Army Corp. of Engineers Sample

Groundwater Table

Soil Type or Classification Change 

? ? ? ? ? ? ?

Formation Change [(Approximate boundaries queried (?)]

"SM" Quotes are placed around classifications where the soils
exist in situ as bedrock

FIGURE: BL2
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DESCRIPTION

1
10-8933G 8" HOLLOW STEM 4/4/2007
FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING 1

SC BULK, SPT, CAL

BORING: B-1 Laboratory Tests

ASPHALT/BASE: 0-0.75".
QUATERNARY UNDOCUMENTED FILL (Qudf):
0.75"-2.5':  Dense, slightly moist, reddish brown, clayey SAND. MAX, EI, REM, 

CHM

QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (Qln):
3.0':  Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.
Refusal.

No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil and capped with cold patch.
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DESCRIPTION

B-2

No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil.

Refusal.

QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (Qln): RV, WA
3.0':  Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.

QUATERNARY UNDOCUMENTED FILL (Qudf):
0.2-2.5":  Dense, slighlty moist, dark brown clayey SAND.

GRAVEL AT SURFACE.

SC BULK, SPT, CAL

BORING: B-2 Laboratory Tests

1
10-8933G 8" HOLLOW STEM 4/4/2007
FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING 1
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DESCRIPTION

B-1

No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil and capped with cold patch.

Refusal.

QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (Qln):
3.0':  Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.

QUATERNARY UNDOCUMENTED FILL (Qudf):
0.75"-2.5':  Dense, slightly moist, reddish brown, clayey SAND.

ASPHALT/BASE: 0-0.75".

SC BULK, SPT, CAL

BORING: B-3 Laboratory Tests

1
10-8933G 8" HOLLOW STEM 4/4/2007
FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING 1
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DESCRIPTION

B-4

No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil.  

Refusal.

QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (Qln):
1.5':  Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.

0.75':  Hard, dry, light brown, silty SAND with gravel and trace
cobbles.

TOPSOIL/UNDOCUMENTED FILL.
0.25':  Medium dense, moist, dark brown, clayey SAND with roots.

GRASS AT SURFACE.

SC BULK, SPT, CAL

BORING: B-4 Laboratory Tests

1
10-8933G 8" HOLLOW STEM 4/4/2007
FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING 1
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DESCRIPTION

18/6"
15
18
26

20
18
18
15
18
20

B-5

No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil.  

Refusal.

QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (Qln):
9.5':  Very dense, slightly moist, orange brown, silty SAND w/ gravel.

8.0':  No recovery.

6.5':  No recovery.

MD, CN

3.0':  Dense to hard, slightly moist, mottled dark brown and orange WA
clayey SAND with trace gravel. WA

2.5':  No recovery; Hard, moist, dark brown, silty SAND with gravel.  
* moved boring location four feet to NE.

0':  Dense, slightly moist, orange brown, clayey SAND with gravel
 to cobbles and debris; pvc pipe, bottle caps, etc.  WA

QUATERNARY ENGINEERED FILL (Qef):

SC BULK, SPT, CAL

BORING: B-5 Laboratory Tests

1
10-8933G 8" HOLLOW STEM 4/4/2007
FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING 1
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TEST PIT LOGS 
 

CTE JOB NO. 10-8182G 



DEFINITION OF TERMS
PRIMARY DIVISIONS SYMBOLS SECONDARY DIVISIONS

WELL GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND MIXTURES
LITTLE OR NO FINES

POORLY GRADED GRAVELS OR GRAVEL SAND MIXTURES
LITTLE OF NO FINES

SILTY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-SILT MIXTURES
NON-PLASTIC FINES

CLAYEY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-CLAY MIXTURES
PLASTIC FINES

WELL GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE OR NO
FINES

POORLY GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE  OR
NO FINES

SILTY SANDS, SAND-SILT MIXTURES, NON-PLASTIC FINES

CLAYEY SANDS, SAND-CLAY MIXTURES, PLASTIC FINES

INORGANIC SILTS, VERY FINE SANDS, ROCK FLOUR, SILTY
OR CLAYEY FINE SANDS, SLIGHTLY PLASTIC CLAYEY SILT

INORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW TO MEDIUM PLASTICITY
GRAVELLY, SANDY, SILTS OR LEAN CLAYS

ORGANIC SILTS AND ORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW PLASTICITY

INORGANIC SILTS, MICACEOUS OR DIATOMACEOUS FINE
SANDY OR SILTY SOILS, ELASTIC SILTS

INORGANIC CLAYS OF HIGH PLASTICITY, FAT CLAY

ORGANIC CLAYS OF MEDIUM TO HIGH PLASTICITY
ORGANIC SILTY CLAYS

PEAT AND OTHER HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS

GRAIN SIZES
GRAVEL SAND

COARSE FINE COARSE MEDIUM FINE
                           12"                           3"                 3/4"                  4                    10            40                200

CLEAR SQUARE SIEVE OPENING U.S. STANDARD SIEVE SIZE

ADDITIONAL TESTS
(OTHER THAN TEST PIT AND BORING LOG COLUMN HEADINGS)

MAX- Maximum Dry Density PM- Permeability PP- Pocket Penetrometer
GS- Grain Size Distribution SG- Specific Gravity WA- Wash Analysis
SE- Sand Equivalent HA- Hydrometer Analysis DS- Direct Shear
EI- Expansion Index AL- Atterberg Limits UC- Unconfined Compression
CHM- Sulfate and Chloride RV- R-Value MD- Moisture/Density
       Content , pH, Resistivity CN- Consolidation M- Moisture
COR - Corrosivity CP- Collapse Potential SC- Swell Compression
SD- Sample Disturbed HC- Hydrocollapse OI- Organic Impurities

REM- Remolded

FIGURE: BL1

GW

SILTS AND CLAYS
LIQUID LIMIT IS
LESS THAN 50

SILTS AND CLAYS
LIQUID LIMIT IS

GREATER THAN 50

SANDS
MORE THAN

HALF OF
COARSE

FRACTION IS
SMALLER THAN

NO. 4 SIEVE

GRAVELS
MORE THAN

HALF OF
COARSE

FRACTION IS
LARGER THAN

NO. 4 SIEVE

CLEAN
GRAVELS

< 5% FINES

GRAVELS 
WITH FINES

CLEAN
SANDS

< 5% FINES

SANDS
WITH FINES

C
O

A
R

SE
 G

R
A

IN
E

D
 S

O
IL

S
M

O
R

E 
TH

A
N

 H
A

LF
 O

F 
 M

A
TE

R
IA

L 
IS

 L
A

R
G

ER
 T

H
A

N
 

N
O

. 2
00

 S
IE

V
E 

SI
ZE

GP
GM
GC
SW
SP
SM
SC
ML
CL
OL
MH
CH
OH
PT

FI
N

E
 G

R
A

IN
E

D
 S

O
IL

S
M

O
R

E 
TH

A
N

 H
A

LF
 O

F 
 M

A
TE

R
IA

L 
IS

 S
M

A
LL

ER
 

TH
A

N
 N

O
. 2

00
 S

IE
V

E 
SI

ZE

HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS

SILTS AND CLAYSCOBBLESCOBBLESBOULDERS



PROJECT: DRILLER: SHEET: of
CTE JOB NO: DRILL METHOD: DRILLING DATE:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLE METHOD: ELEVATION:
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og BORING LEGEND Laboratory Tests

DESCRIPTION

Block or Chunk Sample

Bulk Sample

Standard Penetration Test

Modified Split-Barrel Drive Sampler (Cal Sampler)

Thin Walled Army Corp. of Engineers Sample

Groundwater Table

Soil Type or Classification Change 

? ? ? ? ? ? ?

Formation Change [(Approximate boundaries queried (?)]

"SM" Quotes are placed around classifications where the soils
exist in situ as bedrock

FIGURE: BL2



PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOOL EXCAVATOR:
CTE JOB NO: EXCAVATION METHOD:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLING METHOD: ELEVATION:
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Laboratory Tests

 

SM/SC Qaf

 

SM Qln

 

FIGURE:

12/29/2006
-

10-8182G
STEVE H.

PC35
 
CHUNKS AND BULKS

EXCAVATION DATE:

TP-1

TEST PIT LOG: TP-1

DESCRIPTION

0

5

10

15

ARTIFICIAL FILL (Qaf):
Medium dense, moist, medium to dark brown silty clayey SAND 
(SM/SC) with gravel.

Refusal at  9'  

LINDAVISTA (Qln):
Very dense, slightly moist, medium reddish brown gravelly silty 
SAND (SM) with some cobbles.

Qaf

Qln



PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOOL EXCAVATOR:
CTE JOB NO: EXCAVATION METHOD:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLING METHOD: ELEVATION:
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SM Qaf

 
Qln

 

FIGURE: TP-2

TEST PIT LOG: TP-2

DESCRIPTION

PC35
10-8182G  EXCAVATION DATE: 12/29/2006
STEVE H. CHUNKS AND BULKS -

0

5

10

15

Refusal at  3'  

ARTIFICIAL FILL (Qaf):
Loose, slightly moist, medium brown silty SAND (SM) with some 
gravel.

LINDAVISTA (Qln):
Very dense, slightly moist, medium reddish brown gravelly silty 
SAND (SM).

Qaf

Qln



PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOOL EXCAVATOR:
CTE JOB NO: EXCAVATION METHOD:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLING METHOD: ELEVATION:
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Laboratory Tests

 

SM/SC Qaf

 

SM Qln

 

FIGURE: TP-3

TEST PIT LOG: TP-3

DESCRIPTION

PC35
10-8182G  EXCAVATION DATE: 12/29/2006
STEVE H. CHUNKS AND BULKS -

0

5

10

15

0

5

10

ARTIFICIAL FILL (Qaf):
Medium dense, moist, medium to dark brown silty clayey SAND 
(SM/SC) with gravel.

LINDAVISTA (Qln):
Very dense, slightly moist, medium reddish brown gravelly silty 
SAND (SM) with some cobbles.

Qaf

Qln
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BUCKET AUGERS 
 

CTE JOB NO. 10-7275G 
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DESCRIPTION

GM

DRILLER: 1 2FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL LARUIE DRILLING
BUCKET AUGER
BULK

10-7275
MES

BORING: BA-1

Bedding orrentation: N/S; 16E on sandstone lense within

      Matrix material becomes orange-brown.

conglemerate.

Aspahlt and gravel base 4"thick

wood debre (SM).
FILL: Dense, moist, brown silty SAND with gravel and concrete,

EI

271
10/29/04

Laboratory Tests

conglomeritic sandstone, matrix-supported, matrix consist of

coarse gravel to 0.6' diameter.
WA,CHEMpoorly graded sand with silt to silty SAND, cobbles well rounded 

Very dense, moist, orangish-gray conglomerate but 
TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)

C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E S C O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5
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Boring BA-1
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DESCRIPTION

2
10-7275 BUCKET AUGER 10/29/04
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING 2

TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)

MES BULK 271

BORING: BA-1 Laboratory Tests

Very dense, moist, orangish-gray pebble to cobble conglemerate 
to conglomentic sandstone, with occassional sandstone lenses.

poorly graded SAND with silt (SP-SM) trace coarse gravel at 33'.
Lamination within sandstone N75E; 14NW.

Dense to very dense, moist, greenish-gray with orange staining,

Very dense, moist, orange-gray, pebble to cobble conglomerate.

Sandstone lense bedding orientation: N5E, 11NW

Total Depth at 50'
No Groundwater Observed During Dillings and Logging

C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E S C O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5

25
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35

40

45

50

Contact Dips 6" to East
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DESCRIPTION

5/12
GM

6/12 SM

4
10-7275 BUCKET AUGER-30" 11/1/04
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING 1

Asphalt and road base, approx 3-4 inches.

MES DRIVE/BULK 273

BORING: BA-2 Laboratory Tests

QUATERNARY LINDA VISTA FORMATION (Qln):

FILL: Dense to medium dense, moist, red-brown clayey to silty 
SAND with cobbles (SM), plus concrete and miscelleous debre.

cobble size clasts.

Very dense, moist, orangish-brown, matrix-supported 
conglomerate to conglomeratic sandstone, with pebble to

TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)

(Easterly dip to contact)

strong, very hard quartzice and volcanic clasts, with trace 
amounts of highly weathered, weak volcanic clasts.

Very dense, dry, yellow-brown, matrix to clast supported pebble EI
to cobble conglomerate, consisting of slightly weathered, very

silty sandstone, bedding orientation.
N70W; 25SW/

Very dense, moist, orange-brown, locally moderately well cemented,

Very dense, moist, orange-brown, conglomeratic silty sandstone GS

silty sandstone.
Very dense, moist, orange-brown, locally moderately well cemented,

clast-supported conglemerate.
South dipping approximately 10o sandstone dense.

Very dense, moist, orange to gray, pebble to cobble matrix to 

         Sandstone lense, N70E, 12NW laminations.

Dense to very dense, moist, white, medium-grained silty sandstone.

MD, DS

       Gravel lense N60E; 22SE orientation.

C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E S C O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5
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DESCRIPTION

12/6

4
10-7275 BUCKET AUGER-30" 11/1/04
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING 2

TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)

MES DRIVE/BULK 273

BORING: BA-2 Laboratory Tests

Dense to very dense, moist, whited, medium-grained sandstone.

         Lamination within sandstone orientation:  E-W; 11N

         Gravel layer-irregular flat contact.

sandy siltstone.
Very dense, moist, light greenish gray, fine silty sandstone to

WA

Very dense, moist, brown, conglomeratic sandstone.

      Becomes greenish brown.

flat to 6o westerly dipping.
Very dense, moist, gray with orange staining silty sandstone,

Very dense, moist, brown conglomerate sandstone.

C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E S C O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5
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Flat-contact
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DESCRIPTION

4
10-7275 BUCKET AUGER-30" 11/1/04
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING 3

Very dense, moist, brown conglomerate sandstone.

MES DRIVE/BULK 273

BORING: BA-2 Laboratory Tests

N9E; 20SE siltstone lense.

Very dense, moist, gray with orange staining, massive, poorly
graded sandstone with silt.  Lamination N60E, 25SE.

C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E S C O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5
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DESCRIPTION

4
10-7275 BUCKET AUGER-30" 11/1/04
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING 4

TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)

MES DRIVE/BULK 273

BORING: BA-2 Laboratory Tests

Very dense, moist, brown to orange brown, matrix to clast supported
pebble to cobble conglomerate.

Total Depth at 86'
No Groundwater Observed During Drilling and Logging
Drilled 11/1/04 to 11/2/04

C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E S C O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5
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80

85
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DESCRIPTION

GM

 

SM

4/12

Total Depth at 20'
No Groundwater Observed During Drilling and Logging.

TERTIARY STADIUM CONGLOMERATE: (Tst)
Very dense, moist, gray with orange staining, pebble to cobble
conglmerate locally clast supported.

Very dense, moist, orange to yellow gray, cobble-pebble conglomerate

Very dense, moist, orange, silty sandstone.
GS

Contact orientation N20 to 45E; 65E

Very dense, moist, orange to brown, matrix-supported pebble
to cobble conglomerate, with poorly graded SAND with silt
matrix.

Asphalt and Road Base
QUATERNARY LINDA VISTA FORMATION:

MES DRIVE/BULK 277
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APPENDIX C 
LABORATORY METHODS AND RESULTS 

 
 
Laboratory tests were performed on representative soil samples to detect their relative engineering 
properties.  Tests were performed following test methods of the American Society for Testing Materials 
or other accepted standards.  The following presents a brief description of the various test methods used.  
Laboratory results are presented in the following section of this Appendix. 
 
Classification 
Soils were classified visually according to the Unified Soil Classification System.  Visual classifications 
were supplemented by laboratory testing of selected samples according to ASTM D2487. 
 
In-Place Moisture/Density 
The in-place moisture content and dry unit weight of selected samples were determined using relatively 
undisturbed chunk soil samples. 
 
Expansion Index 
Expansion testing was performed on selected samples of the matrix of the onsite soils according to 
Building Code Standard No. 29-2. 
 
Particle-Size Analysis 
Particle-size analyses were performed on selected representative samples according to ASTM D422. 
 
Modified Proctor 
To determine the maximum dry density and optimum moisture content, a soil sample was tested in 
accordance with ASTMD-1557.    
 
Direct Shear 
Direct shear tests were performed on either samples direct from the field or on samples recompacted to 
90% of the laboratory maximum value overall.  Direct shear testing was performed in accordance with 
ASTM D3080-72 to evaluate the shear strength characteristics of selected materials.  The samples were 
inundated during shearing to represent adverse field conditions. 
 
Consolidation 
Consolidation testing was performed on selected samples in accordance with ASTM D 2435-90. 

Resistance “R”-Value 
The resistance “R”-value was determined by the California Materials Method No. 301 for representative 
subbase soils.  Samples were prepared and exudation pressure and “R”-value determined.  The 
graphically determined “R”- value at exudation pressure of 300 psi is the value used for pavement section 
calculation. 
 
Chemical Analysis 
Soil materials were collected with sterile sampling equipment and tested for Sulfate and Chloride content, 
pH, Corrosivity, and Resistivity. 
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LABORATORY RESULTS 
 

CTE JOB NO. 10-8933G 



LOCATION PERCENT PASSING CLASSIFICATION
#200 SIEVE

B-2 18.6 SM
B-5 24.5 SC
B-5 26.1 SC
B-5 17.5 SM

LOCATION EXPANSION INDEX EXPANSION
POTENTIAL

B-1 27  LOW

LOCATION % MOISTURE DRY DENSITY

B-5 12.5 116.5

LOCATION
 

B-2

LOCATION RESULTS
ppm

B-1 85.1

LOCATION RESULTS
ppm

B-1 53.8

LOCATION RESULTS
uS/cm

B-1 190

UBC 18-2

1-2

DEPTH
(feet)

4

IN-PLACE MOISTURE AND DENSITY

CALIFORNIA TEST 424
DEPTH

(feet)
1-2

DEPTH
(feet)
1-2

(feet)
2.5-3.0 66

SULFATE

RESISTANCE "R"-VALUE
CALTEST 301

DEPTH R-VALUE

DEPTH
(feet)

2.5-3.0

EXPANSION INDEX TEST

(feet)
DEPTH

3
1

200 WASH ANALYSIS

3-4

(feet)
1-2

CONDUCTIVITY

CHLORIDE

DEPTH

LABORATORY SUMMARY CTE  JOB NO. 10-8933G



LOCATION RESULTS
ohms/cm

B-1 5260

LOCATION OPTIMUM  MOISTURE DRY DENSITY
(%) (pcf)

B-1 10.0/9.0 w/RC 128.5/131.0 w/RC

(feet)
1-2

RESISTIVITY
CALIFORNIA TEST 424

DEPTH

1-2

MAXIMIMUM DENSITY AND OPTIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT
(MODIFIED PROCTOR)

DEPTH
(feet)

LABORATORY SUMMARY CTE  JOB NO. 10-8933G



ASTM D1557  METHOD          A          B          C

LAB 
NUMBER

SAMPLE 
NUMBER

DEPTH 
(FEET) SOIL DESCRIPTION

MAXIMUM 
DRY DENSITY 

(PCF)

OPTIMUM 
MOISTURE 

CONTENT (%)

MODIFIED PROCTOR 
RESULTS
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1-2 light brown silty sand
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LOCATION PERCENT PASSING CLASSIFICATION
 

TP-2 16.7 SM
TP-3 23.9 SC-SM

LOCATION
 

TP-2
TP-3

LOCATION MAXIUM DRY DENSITY OPTIMUM MOISTURE
(PSF) (%)

TP-3 131.0 9.0

1-4

(feet)
DEPTH

2-3

200 WASH ANALYSIS

(feet)
2-3 25
1-4 20

SAND EQUIVALENT

DEPTH SAND EQUIVALENT

1-4

MODIFIED PROCTOR

DEPTH
(feet)

LABORATORY SUMMARY CTE  JOB NO. 10-8182G



SHEAR STRENGTH TEST
Sample Designation Depth (ft) Cohesion     Angle of Friction Sample Description

TP-3 1-4' 0 psf Remolded @ 90% Clayey Silty Sand

Initial Moisture (%): 8.6% Initial Dry Density (pcf) 117.9 CTE JOB NO: 10-8182G
Final Moisture (%): 16.0% Final Dry Denstiy (pcf) 110.3 FIGURE No: C-1
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CTE JOB NO. 10-7275G 
 



LOCATION PERCENT PASSING CLASSIFICATION
#200 SIEVE

BA-1 20.9 SM
BA-2 41.9 SM

LOCATION EXPANSION INDEX EXPANSION
POTENTIAL

BA-1 11 Very :Low
BA-2 7 Very Low

LOCATION Elevation LIQUID LIMIT PLASTICITY INDEX CLASSIFICATION
(msl)

South Slope adj to Friars 
Rd 42 ft msl. 42 66.2 47 CH

LOCATION RESULTS
(% Clay fraction)

South Slope adj to Friars 
Rd 42 ft msl. 58

LOCATION % MOISTURE DRY DENSITY

BA-2 6.1 111.9

LOCATION RESULTS
ppm

BA-1 61

LOCATION RESULTS
ppm

BA-1 19

LOCATION RESULTS
uS/cm

BA-1 109

13.0 to 14.0

(feet)
5.0 to 6.0

IN-PLACE MOISTURE AND DENSITY

CHLORIDE

CALIFORNIA TEST 424
DEPTH

DEPTH

CONDUCTIVITY

DEPTH

5.0 to 6.0
(feet)

DEPTH

5.0 to 6.0
(feet)

DEPTH

34.0

(feet)

5.0 to 6.0
(feet)

SULFATE

DEPTH

24.0
(feet)

7.5

200 WASH ANALYSIS

EXPANSION INDEX TEST
UBC 18-2

5.0 to 6.0

ATTERBERG LIMITS

Hydrometer
CALIFORNIA TEST 424

DEPTH
(feet)
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LABORATORY SUMMARY CTE  JOB NO. 10-7160
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LOCATION RESULTS
ohms/cm

BA-1 7790

LOCATION RESULTS

BA-1 8.13

(feet)
5.0 to 6.0

pH

DEPTH
CALIFORNIA TEST 424

RESISTIVITY

CALIFORNIA TEST 424
DEPTH

(feet)
5.0 to 6.0

LABORATORY SUMMARY CTE  JOB NO. 10-7160



PARTICLE SIZE ANALYSIS
Sample Designation Sample Depth (feet) Symbol Liquid Limit (%) Plasticity Index Classification

BA-2 13-14 - - GM
BA-3 10 - - SM
CTE JOB NUMBER: 10-7275 FIGURE: C-1
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PARTICLE SIZE ANALYSIS
Sample Designation Sample Depth (feet) Symbol Liquid Limit (%) Plasticity Index Classification

Slope to 
West 60 - - Claystone

0 0 - - 0
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STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS OF GRADING  

Page 1 of 26 

Page D-1 

Section 1 - General 

Construction Testing & Engineering, Inc. presents the following standard recommendations for 
grading and other associated operations on construction projects.  These guidelines should be 
considered a portion of the project specifications.  Recommendations contained in the body of 
the previously presented soils report shall supersede the recommendations and or requirements as 
specified herein.  The project geotechnical consultant shall interpret disputes arising out of 
interpretation of the recommendations contained in the soils report or specifications contained 
herein. 

Section 2 - Responsibilities of Project Personnel 

The geotechnical consultant should provide observation and testing services sufficient to general 
conformance with project specifications and standard grading practices.  The geotechnical 
consultant should report any deviations to the client or his authorized representative. 
 
The Client should be chiefly responsible for all aspects of the project.  He or his authorized 
representative has the responsibility of reviewing the findings and recommendations of the 
geotechnical consultant.  He shall authorize or cause to have authorized the Contractor and/or 
other consultants to perform work and/or provide services.  During grading the Client or his 
authorized representative should remain on-site or should remain reasonably accessible to all 
concerned parties in order to make decisions necessary to maintain the flow of the project. 
 
The Contractor is responsible for the safety of the project and satisfactory completion of all 
grading and other associated operations on construction projects, including, but not limited to, 
earth work in accordance with the project plans, specifications and controlling agency 
requirements. 

Section 3 - Preconstruction Meeting 

A preconstruction site meeting should be arranged by the owner and/or client and should include 
the grading contractor, design engineer, geotechnical consultant, owner’s representative and 
representatives of the appropriate governing authorities. 

Section 4 - Site Preparation 

The client or contractor should obtain the required approvals from the controlling authorities for 
the project prior, during and/or after demolition, site preparation and removals, etc.  The 
appropriate approvals should be obtained prior to proceeding with grading operations. 
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Clearing and grubbing should consist of the removal of vegetation such as brush, grass, woods, 
stumps, trees, root of trees and otherwise deleterious natural materials from the areas to be 
graded.  Clearing and grubbing should extend to the outside of all proposed excavation and fill 
areas. 
 
Demolition should include removal of buildings, structures, foundations, reservoirs, utilities 
(including underground pipelines, septic tanks, leach fields, seepage pits, cisterns, mining shafts, 
tunnels, etc.) and other man-made surface and subsurface improvements from the areas to be 
graded.  Demolition of utilities should include proper capping and/or rerouting pipelines at the 
project perimeter and cutoff and capping of wells in accordance with the requirements of the 
governing authorities and the recommendations of the geotechnical consultant at the time of 
demolition. 
 
Trees, plants or man-made improvements not planned to be removed or demolished should be 
protected by the contractor from damage or injury. 
 
Debris generated during clearing, grubbing and/or demolition operations should be wasted from 
areas to be graded and disposed off-site.  Clearing, grubbing and demolition operations should be 
performed under the observation of the geotechnical consultant. 

Section 5 - Site Protection 

Protection of the site during the period of grading should be the responsibility of the contractor.  
Unless other provisions are made in writing and agreed upon among the concerned parties, 
completion of a portion of the project should not be considered to preclude that portion or 
adjacent areas from the requirements for site protection until such time as the entire project is 
complete as identified by the geotechnical consultant, the client and the regulating agencies. 
 
Precautions should be taken during the performance of site clearing, excavations and grading to 
protect the work site from flooding, ponding or inundation by poor or improper surface drainage.  
Temporary provisions should be made during the rainy season to adequately direct surface 
drainage away from and off the work site.  Where low areas cannot be avoided, pumps should be 
kept on hand to continually remove water during periods of rainfall. 
 
Rain related damage should be considered to include, but may not be limited to, erosion, silting, 
saturation, swelling, structural distress and other adverse conditions as determined by the 
geotechnical consultant.  Soil adversely affected should be classified as unsuitable materials and 
should be subject to overexcavation and replacement with compacted fill or other remedial 
grading as recommended by the geotechnical consultant. 
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The contractor should be responsible for the stability of all temporary excavations.  
Recommendations by the geotechnical consultant pertaining to temporary excavations (e.g., 
backcuts) are made in consideration of stability of the completed project and, therefore, should 
not be considered to preclude the responsibilities of the contractor.  Recommendations by the 
geotechnical consultant should not be considered to preclude requirements that are more 
restrictive by the regulating agencies.  The contractor should provide during periods of extensive 
rainfall plastic sheeting to prevent unprotected slopes from becoming saturated and unstable.  
When deemed appropriate by the geotechnical consultant or governing agencies the contractor 
shall install checkdams, desilting basins, sand bags or other drainage control measures. 
 
In relatively level areas and/or slope areas, where saturated soil and/or erosion gullies exist to 
depths of greater than 1.0 foot; they should be overexcavated and replaced as compacted fill in 
accordance with the applicable specifications.  Where affected materials exist to depths of 1.0 
foot or less below proposed finished grade, remedial grading by moisture conditioning in-place, 
followed by thorough recompaction in accordance with the applicable grading guidelines herein 
may be attempted.  If the desired results are not achieved, all affected materials should be 
overexcavated and replaced as compacted fill in accordance with the slope repair 
recommendations herein.  If field conditions dictate, the geotechnical consultant may 
recommend other slope repair procedures. 

Section 6 - Excavations 

6.1 Unsuitable Materials 
Materials that are unsuitable should be excavated under observation and 
recommendations of the geotechnical consultant.  Unsuitable materials include, but may 
not be limited to, dry, loose, soft, wet, organic compressible natural soils and fractured, 
weathered, soft bedrock and nonengineered or otherwise deleterious fill materials. 

 
Material identified by the geotechnical consultant as unsatisfactory due to its moisture 
conditions should be overexcavated; moisture conditioned as needed, to a uniform at or 
above optimum moisture condition before placement as compacted fill. 
 
If during the course of grading adverse geotechnical conditions are exposed which were 
not anticipated in the preliminary soil report as determined by the geotechnical consultant 
additional exploration, analysis, and treatment of these problems may be recommended. 
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6.2 Cut Slopes 
Unless otherwise recommended by the geotechnical consultant and approved by the 
regulating agencies, permanent cut slopes should not be steeper than 2:1 (horizontal: 
vertical). 

 
The geotechnical consultant should observe cut slope excavation and if these excavations 
expose loose cohesionless, significantly fractured or otherwise unsuitable material, the 
materials should be overexcavated and replaced with a compacted stabilization fill.  If 
encountered specific cross section details should be obtained from the Geotechnical 
Consultant. 

 
When extensive cut slopes are excavated or these cut slopes are made in the direction of 
the prevailing drainage, a non-erodible diversion swale (brow ditch) should be provided 
at the top of the slope. 

6.3 Pad Areas 
All lot pad areas, including side yard terrace containing both cut and fill materials, 
transitions, located less than 3 feet deep should be overexcavated to a depth of 3 feet and 
replaced with a uniform compacted fill blanket of 3 feet.  Actual depth of overexcavation 
may vary and should be delineated by the geotechnical consultant during grading, 
especially where deep or drastic transitions are present. 

 
For pad areas created above cut or natural slopes, positive drainage should be established 
away from the top-of-slope.  This may be accomplished utilizing a berm drainage swale 
and/or an appropriate pad gradient.  A gradient in soil areas away from the top-of-slopes 
of 2 percent or greater is recommended. 

Section 7 - Compacted Fill 

All fill materials should have fill quality, placement, conditioning and compaction as specified 
below or as approved by the geotechnical consultant. 

7.1 Fill Material Quality 
Excavated on-site or import materials which are acceptable to the geotechnical consultant 
may be utilized as compacted fill, provided trash, vegetation and other deleterious 
materials are removed prior to placement.  All import materials anticipated for use on-site 
should be sampled tested and approved prior to and placement is in conformance with the 
requirements outlined. 
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Rocks 12 inches in maximum and smaller may be utilized within compacted fill provided 
sufficient fill material is placed and thoroughly compacted over and around all rock to 
effectively fill rock voids.  The amount of rock should not exceed 40 percent by dry 
weight passing the 3/4-inch sieve.  The geotechnical consultant may vary those 
requirements as field conditions dictate.   
 
Where rocks greater than 12 inches but less than four feet of maximum dimension are 
generated during grading, or otherwise desired to be placed within an engineered fill, 
special handling in accordance with the recommendations below.  Rocks greater than 
four feet should be broken down or disposed off-site. 

7.2 Placement of Fill 
Prior to placement of fill material, the geotechnical consultant should observe and 
approve the area to receive fill.  After observation and approval, the exposed ground 
surface should be scarified to a depth of 6 to 8 inches.  The scarified material should be 
conditioned (i.e. moisture added or air dried by continued discing) to achieve a moisture 
content at or slightly above optimum moisture conditions and compacted to a minimum 
of 90 percent of the maximum density or as otherwise recommended in the soils report or 
by appropriate government agencies. 
 
Compacted fill should then be placed in thin horizontal lifts not exceeding eight inches in 
loose thickness prior to compaction.  Each lift should be moisture conditioned as needed, 
thoroughly blended to achieve a consistent moisture content at or slightly above optimum 
and thoroughly compacted by mechanical methods to a minimum of 90 percent of 
laboratory maximum dry density.  Each lift should be treated in a like manner until the 
desired finished grades are achieved. 

 
The contractor should have suitable and sufficient mechanical compaction equipment and 
watering apparatus on the job site to handle the amount of fill being placed in 
consideration of moisture retention properties of the materials and weather conditions. 

 
When placing fill in horizontal lifts adjacent to areas sloping steeper than 5:1 (horizontal: 
vertical), horizontal keys and vertical benches should be excavated into the adjacent slope 
area.  Keying and benching should be sufficient to provide at least six-foot wide benches 
and a minimum of four feet of vertical bench height within the firm natural ground, firm 
bedrock or engineered compacted fill.  No compacted fill should be placed in an area 
after keying and benching until the geotechnical consultant has reviewed the area.  
Material generated by the benching operation should be moved sufficiently away from 
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the bench area to allow for the recommended review of the horizontal bench prior to 
placement of fill. 

 
Within a single fill area where grading procedures dictate two or more separate fills, 
temporary slopes (false slopes) may be created.  When placing fill adjacent to a false 
slope, benching should be conducted in the same manner as above described.  At least a 
3-foot vertical bench should be established within the firm core of adjacent approved 
compacted fill prior to placement of additional fill.  Benching should proceed in at least 
3-foot vertical increments until the desired finished grades are achieved. 
 
Prior to placement of additional compacted fill following an overnight or other grading 
delay, the exposed surface or previously compacted fill should be processed by 
scarification, moisture conditioning as needed to at or slightly above optimum moisture 
content, thoroughly blended and recompacted to a minimum of 90 percent of laboratory 
maximum dry density.  Where unsuitable materials exist to depths of greater than one 
foot, the unsuitable materials should be over-excavated. 

 
Following a period of flooding, rainfall or overwatering by other means, no additional fill 
should be placed until damage assessments have been made and remedial grading 
performed as described herein. 

 
Rocks 12 inch in maximum dimension and smaller may be utilized in the compacted fill 
provided the fill is placed and thoroughly compacted over and around all rock.  No 
oversize material should be used within 3 feet of finished pad grade and within 1 foot of 
other compacted fill areas.  Rocks 12 inches up to four feet maximum dimension should 
be placed below the upper 10 feet of any fill and should not be closer than 15 feet to any 
slope face.  These recommendations could vary as locations of improvements dictate.  
Where practical, oversized material should not be placed below areas where structures or 
deep utilities are proposed.  Oversized material should be placed in windrows on a clean, 
overexcavated or unyielding compacted fill or firm natural ground surface.  Select native 
or imported granular soil (S.E. 30 or higher) should be placed and thoroughly flooded 
over and around all windrowed rock, such that voids are filled.  Windrows of oversized 
material should be staggered so those successive strata of oversized material are not in 
the same vertical plane. 

 
It may be possible to dispose of individual larger rock as field conditions dictate and as 
recommended by the geotechnical consultant at the time of placement. 
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The contractor should assist the geotechnical consultant and/or his representative by 
digging test pits for removal determinations and/or for testing compacted fill.  The 
contractor should provide this work at no additional cost to the owner or contractor's 
client. 

 
Fill should be tested by the geotechnical consultant for compliance with the 
recommended relative compaction and moisture conditions.  Field density testing should 
conform to ASTM Method of Test D 1556-00, D 2922-04.  Tests should be conducted at 
a minimum of approximately two vertical feet or approximately 1,000 to 2,000 cubic 
yards of fill placed.  Actual test intervals may vary as field conditions dictate.  Fill found 
not to be in conformance with the grading recommendations should be removed or 
otherwise handled as recommended by the geotechnical consultant. 

7.3 Fill Slopes 
Unless otherwise recommended by the geotechnical consultant and approved by the 
regulating agencies, permanent fill slopes should not be steeper than 2:1 (horizontal: 
vertical). 

 
Except as specifically recommended in these grading guidelines compacted fill slopes 
should be over-built two to five feet and cut back to grade, exposing the firm, compacted 
fill inner core.  The actual amount of overbuilding may vary as field conditions dictate.  If 
the desired results are not achieved, the existing slopes should be overexcavated and 
reconstructed under the guidelines of the geotechnical consultant.  The degree of 
overbuilding shall be increased until the desired compacted slope surface condition is 
achieved.  Care should be taken by the contractor to provide thorough mechanical 
compaction to the outer edge of the overbuilt slope surface. 

 
At the discretion of the geotechnical consultant, slope face compaction may be attempted 
by conventional construction procedures including backrolling.  The procedure must 
create a firmly compacted material throughout the entire depth of the slope face to the 
surface of the previously compacted firm fill intercore. 

 
During grading operations, care should be taken to extend compactive effort to the outer 
edge of the slope.  Each lift should extend horizontally to the desired finished slope 
surface or more as needed to ultimately established desired grades.  Grade during 
construction should not be allowed to roll off at the edge of the slope.  It may be helpful 
to elevate slightly the outer edge of the slope.  Slough resulting from the placement of 
individual lifts should not be allowed to drift down over previous lifts.  At intervals not 
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exceeding four feet in vertical slope height or the capability of available equipment, 
whichever is less, fill slopes should be thoroughly dozer trackrolled. 

 
For pad areas above fill slopes, positive drainage should be established away from the 
top-of-slope.  This may be accomplished using a berm and pad gradient of at least two 
percent. 

Section 8 - Trench Backfill 

Utility and/or other excavation of trench backfill should, unless otherwise recommended, be 
compacted by mechanical means.  Unless otherwise recommended, the degree of compaction 
should be a minimum of 90 percent of the laboratory maximum density. 
 
Within slab areas, but outside the influence of foundations, trenches up to one foot wide and two 
feet deep may be backfilled with sand and consolidated by jetting, flooding or by mechanical 
means.  If on-site materials are utilized, they should be wheel-rolled, tamped or otherwise 
compacted to a firm condition.  For minor interior trenches, density testing may be deleted or 
spot testing may be elected if deemed necessary, based on review of backfill operations during 
construction. 
 
If utility contractors indicate that it is undesirable to use compaction equipment in close 
proximity to a buried conduit, the contractor may elect the utilization of light weight mechanical 
compaction equipment and/or shading of the conduit with clean, granular material, which should 
be thoroughly jetted in-place above the conduit, prior to initiating mechanical compaction 
procedures.  Other methods of utility trench compaction may also be appropriate, upon review of 
the geotechnical consultant at the time of construction. 
 
In cases where clean granular materials are proposed for use in lieu of native materials or where 
flooding or jetting is proposed, the procedures should be considered subject to review by the 
geotechnical consultant.  Clean granular backfill and/or bedding are not recommended in slope 
areas. 

Section 9 - Drainage 

Where deemed appropriate by the geotechnical consultant, canyon subdrain systems should be 
installed in accordance with CTE’s recommendations during grading. 
 
Typical subdrains for compacted fill buttresses, slope stabilization or sidehill masses, should be 
installed in accordance with the specifications. 
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Roof, pad and slope drainage should be directed away from slopes and areas of structures to 
suitable disposal areas via non-erodible devices (i.e., gutters, downspouts, and concrete swales). 
 
For drainage in extensively landscaped areas near structures, (i.e., within four feet) a minimum 
of 5 percent gradient away from the structure should be maintained.  Pad drainage of at least 2 
percent should be maintained over the remainder of the site. 
 
Drainage patterns established at the time of fine grading should be maintained throughout the life 
of the project.  Property owners should be made aware that altering drainage patterns could be 
detrimental to slope stability and foundation performance. 

Section 10 - Slope Maintenance 

10.1 - Landscape Plants 
To enhance surficial slope stability, slope planting should be accomplished at the 
completion of grading.  Slope planting should consist of deep-rooting vegetation 
requiring little watering.  Plants native to the southern California area and plants relative 
to native plants are generally desirable.  Plants native to other semi-arid and arid areas 
may also be appropriate.  A Landscape Architect should be the best party to consult 
regarding actual types of plants and planting configuration. 

10.2 - Irrigation 
Irrigation pipes should be anchored to slope faces, not placed in trenches excavated into 
slope faces. 

 
Slope irrigation should be minimized.  If automatic timing devices are utilized on 
irrigation systems, provisions should be made for interrupting normal irrigation during 
periods of rainfall. 

10.3 - Repair 
As a precautionary measure, plastic sheeting should be readily available, or kept on hand, 
to protect all slope areas from saturation by periods of heavy or prolonged rainfall.  This 
measure is strongly recommended, beginning with the period prior to landscape planting. 

 
If slope failures occur, the geotechnical consultant should be contacted for a field review 
of site conditions and development of recommendations for evaluation and repair.   
 
If slope failures occur as a result of exposure to period of heavy rainfall, the failure areas 
and currently unaffected areas should be covered with plastic sheeting to protect against 
additional saturation. 
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In the accompanying Standard Details, appropriate repair procedures are illustrated for 
superficial slope failures (i.e., occurring typically within the outer one foot to three feet of 
a slope face). 



































 

 

 
 
June 6, 2015   CTE Project No: 10-12361G 
 
Francis Parker School 
Attention:  Mr. Mike Rinehart, Head of Finance and Operations 
6501 Linda Vista Road 
San Diego, California     Via Email: mrinehart@francisparker.org 
 
 
Subject: Response to City of San Diego Cycle Issues 
 Cycle Type: 3 - LDR Geology, Dated April 14, 2015 
 Parker LVC Master Plan Update  
 San Diego, California 
 City of San Diego Project No: 412987 
 
Reference: Preliminary Geotechnical Report,  
 Francis Parker Middle School Master Plan Improvements, 
 6501 Linda Vista Road, San Diego, California 
 Prepared by Construction Testing & Engineering Inc.; Dated January 30, 2015 
 Project Number 10-12361G 
 
Additional 
References:   Attachment 1 
 
 
Mr. Rinehart: 
 
As requested, presented herein is CTE’s response to the City of San Diego’s Review of 
Documents, Cycle Type 3 (Multi-discipline), dated April 14, 2015.  To facilitate review of this 
document, our responses correspond to the LDR issue numbers on page 15 of 20 in the Cycle 
Issues Letter (Attachment 2).  The remaining Cycle Issue pages and comments are directed to 
other disciplines that are presumable being responded to under a separate letterhead(s).   
 
This response to comment letter is to serve as an Addendum 01 to the above referenced 
preliminary geotechnical report, including the attached revised preliminary geotechnical report 
with modified figures (Attachment 3).  

 
Cycle 3-LDR Comments Issues # 1 and #2:  These issue numbers cite project references.  
 
Response:  No response required. 
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Cycle 3-LDR Comment Issue #3:  The referenced plans indicate improvements beyond the area 
addressed by the referenced geotechnical report. 
 
Response:  At the time of issuance of the above reference preliminary geotechnical report, the 
provided site plan for the proposed Master Plan improvements did not incorporate all of the 
currently proposed improvements.  Therefore, we have updated Figure 1 and Figure 2 from the 
preliminary geotechnical report to include all of the currently proposed 
improvements/improvement areas (Attachment 3).  As detailed in the original referenced 
preliminary geotechnical report, CTE has previously completed geotechnical investigations and 
reports, grading observations, and as-graded/compaction reports for earlier phases for the Francis 
Parker School improvements.  The previous completed site investigations included field 
exploration, laboratory testing, geologic hazard evaluation, and engineering analysis, as 
appropriate.  The results of our previous site investigations provides conclusions and 
geotechnical engineering criteria that can be utilized for the design phases of the proposed 
improvements associated with the Francis Parker School Master Plan improvements.  This 
information has been incorporated into the above referenced preliminary geotechnical report, 
incorporates updated geotechnical information to meet the current California Building Code 
regulations, and can be used to initiate preliminary design for the proposed improvements, as 
desired or necessary. 
 
Cycle 3-LDR Comment Issue # 4:  Submit an addendum geotechnical report that addresses the 
referenced master plans and the following issues.  
 
Response:  This response letter and Attachment 3 are to be considered Addendum 01 to the 
referenced geotechnical report and address the referenced master plans. 
  
Cycle 3-LDR Comment Issue # 5:  The geotechnical consultant should clarify if the proposed 
development will be impacted by slope instability.  Provide updated slope stability analysis. 
 
Response:  Based on our previous investigations and slope stability analysis, the slopes adjacent 
to the currently proposed improvements are considered to be grossly stable.  At this time, the 
project is still in planning stages and building and foundation plans are not yet available.  CTE 
will provide additional slope stability analysis as warranted when the building plan set is 
completed and prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits.  However, slope instability is 
not anticipated to be a significant concern in the areas of proposed improvements. 
 
BDR Comment Issue # 6:  Provide details for the proposed new athletic fields.  Indicate 
whether or not storm water infiltration is proposed. 
 
Response:  It is the understanding of CTE that no storm water infiltration devices are proposed 
for the proposed modifications to the existing athletic fields.  
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Cycle 3-BDR Comment Issue # 7:  If storm water infiltration is proposed, the project’s 
geotechnical consultant must indicate if storm water infiltration or percolation would result in 
adverse impacts on the proposed improvements or adjacent properties. The geotechnical 
consultants’ evaluation must be prepared in accordance with Appendix “F” of the City’s 
Guidelines for Geotechnical reports. 
 
Response:  It is the understanding of CTE that no storm water infiltration devices are proposed 
for any of the proposed Master Plan improvements. 

LIMITATIONS 

The field evaluation, laboratory testing, and analysis presented herein and in our referenced 
documents have been conducted according to current engineering practice and the standard of 
care exercised by reputable geotechnical consultants performing similar tasks in this area.  No 
other warranty, expressed or implied, is made regarding the conclusions, recommendations and 
opinions expressed in this report.  Variations may exist and conditions not observed or described 
in this report may be encountered during construction. 
 
The findings are valid as of the present date.  However, changes in the conditions of a property 
can occur with the passage of time, whether they are due to natural processes or the works of 
man on this or adjacent properties.  In addition, changes in applicable or appropriate standards 
may occur, whether they result from legislation or the broadening of knowledge.  Accordingly, 
the findings of this report may be invalidated wholly or partially by changes outside our control.  
Therefore, this report is subject to review and should not be relied upon after a period of three 
years. 
 
CTE’s conclusions and recommendations are based on an analysis of the observed conditions.  If 
conditions different from those described are encountered, our office should be notified and 
additional recommendations, if required, will be provided.  This document is also subject to the 
same limitations presented in our previous documents.   
 
We appreciate the opportunity to be of service on this project.  If you have additional questions 
or comments, please contact our office. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC. 

  
Martin E. Siem CEG #2311 Dan T. Math, GE #2665 
Senior Engineering Geologist Principal Engineer 
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Attachments: 
 
Attachment 1: Project References 
 
Attachment 2: City of San Diego Cycle Issues Comments LDR-Geology, 

Page 15 of 20, Dated April 14, 2015. 
 

Attachment 3: Addendum 01 to Preliminary Geotechnical Report,  
 Francis Parker Middle School Master Plan Improvements, 
 6501 Linda Vista Road, San Diego, California 
 Prepared by Construction Testing & Engineering Inc.; Dated January 30, 2015 
 Project Number 10-12361G 
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PROJECT REFERENCES 



 

 

REFERNCES 
 
Addendum 01 to Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Francis Parker Middle School Master Plan 
Improvements,6501 Linda Vista Road, San Diego, California.  Prepared by Construction Testing 
& Engineering Inc.; Dated January 30, 2015. Project Number 10-12361G 
 
Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Francis Parker Middle School Master Plan Improvements, 
6501 Linda Vista Road, San Diego, California.  Prepared by Construction Testing & Engineering 
Inc.; Dated January 30, 2015.  Project Number 10-12361G 
 
Civil Site Plan-Sheet C1; “Francis Parker School-Linda Vista Campus Master Plan Update. 
Amends PDP 84875/SDP 215276”.  Prepared by RBF Consulting, Original Date February 27, 
2015. 

 



 

 

 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 2 
 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO-DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
BDR-GEOLOGY CYCLE ISSUE COMMENTS, DATED APRIL 14, 2015  

 



L64A-003B

Cycle Issues DRAFT 4/20/15   6:20 am

1222 First Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101-4154

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
Development Services

Page 15 of 20

Review Information

 Cycle Type: Submitted: 03/04/2015 Deemed Complete on 03/06/20153 Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Closed:

LDR-Geology

03/09/2015

04/14/2015

03/09/2015Thomas, Patrick

(619) 446-5296

Submitted (Multi-Discipline)

Review Due:

Next Review Method:

Reviewing Discipline:

Started:

Completed:

Assigned:Reviewer:

03/06/2015Cycle Distributed:

04/14/2015

Hours of Review: 4.00

pathomas@sandiego.gov

.  The review due date was changed to 04/17/2015 from 04/17/2015 per agreement with customer.

.  The reviewer has indicated they want to review this project again.  Reason chosen by the reviewer: First Review Issues.

.  The reviewer has requested more documents be submitted.

.  Your project still has 7 outstanding review issues with LDR-Geology (all of which are new).

Information

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

1 The project site is located within geologic hazard zones 23, 24 and 52 as shown on the City's Seismic Safety 
Study Geologic Hazards Maps. Zone 23 is characterized by the Friars Formation with neutral or favorable 
geologic structure. Zone 24 is characterized by the Friars Formation with unfavorable geologic structure. The 
Friars Formation is considered to be a slide-prone formation. Zone 52 is characterized by other level areas, 
gently sloping to steep terrain with favorable geologic structure, low risk. (New Issue)

�

Cycle 3 References

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

2 Francis Parker School-Linda Vista Campus Master Plan Update, Amends  PDP 84875/ SDP 215276, San 
Diego, California, prepared by RBF Consulting, dated February 27, 2015.

Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Francis Parker Middle School Master Plan Improvements, 6501 Linda Vista 
Road, San Diego, California, prepared by Construction Testing & Engineering, Inc., dated January 30, 2015 
(their project no. 10-12361G).
 (New Issue)

�

Cycle 3 Issues

 Issue 
 Num  Issue Text Cleared ?

3 The referenced plans indicate improvements beyond the area addressed by the referenced geotechnical report. 
(New Issue)

�

4 Submit an addendum geotechnical report that addresses the referenced master plans and the following issues. 
(New Issue)

�

5 The geotechnical consultant should clarify if the proposed development will be impacted by slope instability. 
Provide updated slope stability analysis. (New Issue)

�

6 Provide details for the proposed new athletic fields. Indicate whether or not storm water infiltration is proposed.  
(New Issue)

�

7 If storm water infiltration is proposed, the project's geotechnical consultant must indicate if storm water 
infiltration or percolation would result in adverse impacts on the proposed improvements or adjacent properties. 
The geotechnical consultants' evaluation must be prepared   in accordance with Appendix 'F' of the City's 
Guidelines for Geotechnical Reports. (New Issue)

�

For questions regarding the 'LDR-Geology' review, please call  Patrick Thomas at (619) 446-5296.  Project Nbr: 412987 / Cycle: 3

p2k v 02.03.38 Will Zounes 687-5942
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE OF SERVICES 

1.1 Introduction 

Construction Testing & Engineering, Inc., (CTE) has prepared this Preliminary Geotechnical 

Report to fulfill the requirements of the requested geologic reconnaissance report for the 

proposed Francis Parker School Master Plan improvements.  A geological reconnaissance report 

is a type of preliminary geotechnical report that, as the name implies, is reconnaissance in nature 

and does not typically include in-depth investigations including field investigations and analysis.  

However, CTE has previously completed geotechnical investigations and reports, grading 

observations, and as-graded/compaction reports for earlier phases of work at the Francis Parker 

School site.  Therefore, based on our previous studies and knowledge of the project site area, we 

are providing Francis Parker School with a geologic reconnaissance report that includes updated 

geotechnical information to meet the current California Building Code regulations and that can 

be used to initiate preliminary design for the proposed improvements, as desired or necessary.  

This report is anticipated to surpass the required criteria for a geologic reconnaissance report per 

the City of San Diego guidelines, and will also address significant criteria associated with the 

future preliminary geotechnical investigation and report required for obtaining permits and 

commencing with construction.  

 

However, as the building plans (including grading, shoring, and structural plans) are not 

complete at this time, additional plan reviews will be required and possible additional 

geotechnical investigations and/or evaluations such as an updated slope stability analysis, and a 
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foundation evaluation for a subterranean parking structure may be required and can be provided 

upon request and at the appropriate time.  It is also our understanding that no infiltration devices 

are proposed as part of the current Master Plan improvements.  Therefore, additional 

characterization of infiltration and/or percolation rates will not be required.  This work has been 

performed in general accordance with the terms of proposal no. G-3346 dated January 15, 2015.   

 

This preliminary geotechnical report presents the results of our previous site investigations and 

provides conclusions and geotechnical engineering criteria that can be utilized for the design 

phases of the proposed improvements associated with the Francis Parker School Master Plan 

improvements.  The previous completed site investigations included field exploration, laboratory 

testing, geologic hazard evaluation, and engineering analysis.  This information has been 

incorporated into the preparation of this report to provide recommendations for site excavations, 

fill placement, and foundations for the proposed structures.  This report updates the above listed 

geotechnical reports for the presently proposed Master Plan Improvements.  Cited references are 

presented in Appendix A. 

1.2 Scope of Services 

The goal of our preliminary geotechnical/geologic reconnaissance report was to evaluate 

geologic conditions and hazards based on review of public records and our previous site specific 

geotechnical investigations and observations.  In addition, we addressed soil materials and 

properties at the site with respect to their suitability for support of the proposed Master Plan 

structural modifications.  
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Our scope of services included: 
 
 Review of readily available geologic reports and documents pertinent to the site area. 
 Review of previous field explorations conducted by CTE.  
 Review of the previous testing of selected soil samples by CTE to provide data for evaluation 

of geotechnical characteristics of the site foundation soils. 
 Assessment of site geologic conditions pertinent to the site. 
 Preparation of this report providing a summary of the previous investigations performed, and 

conclusions and geotechnical engineering recommendations for the site. 

 

2.0 SITE BACKGROUND 

2.1 Site Location and Description 

The site is located at 6501 Linda Vista Road in the City of San Diego.  The site is an irregular-

shaped property that slopes down slightly to the south toward two natural drainage canyons that 

continue southward to Friars Road.  Site investigations have been previously completed on this 

multiple phase development.  CTE previously completed the Geotechnical Investigation 

Addendum, dated November 15, 2004; Phase 2 Update Geotechnical Investigation, dated 

January 25, 2006; Phase VI Updated Geotechnical Investigation, dated May 16, 2007; and 

associated addendums, recommendation letters, pad certifications, and as-graded reports for each 

of the phases of work. 

 

The Francis Parker School is a combined middle and high school that is situated atop a relatively 

flat mesa surface on the north side of Mission Valley at an approximate elevation of 270 feet 

above mean sea level.  The mesa is dissected by south to southwest trending canyons that are 

tributary drainages to the San Diego River, which flows westward down Mission Valley to 
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Mission Bay (Figure 1).  Two of these drainages bound the western and eastern property 

boundaries resulting in the site being located on a north-northeast to south-southwest trending 

finger-shaped ridge with steep canyon walls.  The east and west facing slopes consists primarily 

of Stadium Conglomerate capped with Quaternary very old paralic deposits (Qvop, formally 

referred to as the Linda Vista Formation) consisting of conglomerate and conglomeratic 

sandstone that are locally covered with a veneer of topsoil consisting of conglomeratic 

sandstone.  These existing slopes have a 2:1 (horizontal: vertical) inclination.  Two southerly 

facing slopes, one within the property boundary of the site and located south of the Artificial 

Turf fields has a 1.5:1 (horizontal: vertical) slope inclination.  This slope consists of Qvop 

sandstone, conglomeratic sandstone, and conglomerate overlying Stadium Conglomerate.  The 

other south facing slope is located just south of the site’s property boundary at the southern tip of 

the mesa ridge line.  This slope runs parallel to Friars Road, has a 1:1 (horizontal: vertical) slope 

inclination, and consists of Stadium Conglomerate overlying Friars Formation sandstone, 

siltstone and claystone at approximately 140 feet msl.  The regional and local topography of the 

site area are shown on Figures 1 and 2. 

2.2 Site Development 

Based upon recent site plans, we understand that demolition of existing structures will include 

the Field House, Middle School Locker Rooms, and the Cafeteria and Middle School Gym. 

Proposed new structures (identified with building numbers as shown on Figure 2), include an 

Upper School Student Center (Bldg. 106), Gymnasium and Second Level Classrooms (Bldg. 

200), Lancer Lobby (Bldg. 201), Athletic Complex with Press Box and Offices (Bldg.210A), 
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Athletic Complex with Offices (Bldg. 201B), Field Storage/Ticket Office (Bldg. 202), Visitor 

Services (Bldg. 203), Middle School Multipurpose (Bldg. 303), Maker’s Space (Bldg.401), 

Dining Hall (Bldg. 900), and Guard House (Bldg. GH#2).  The proposed are new gymnasium 

complex (Bldg. 200) is to include two subterranean parking levels with a two-story high 

gymnasium and an attached two-story cafeteria and dining area (Bldg. 900) above the parking 

structure.  Additional proposed improvements include an aquatic center, new parking lots, and 

associated improvements.  The aquatic center main deck is proposed to be constructed at the 

elevation of the upper parking level and the pool depth is undetermined at this time.  

 

Figure 2 shows the general layout of the portion of the site with the current proposed Master Plan 

improvements.  Figure 2A, 2B, and 2C show the general as-graded limits of previous grading 

and compaction test locations that were previously completed at the site. 

3.0 FIELD AND LABORATORY INVESTIGATIONS 

3.1 Field Investigations 

Geologic mapping and site reconnaissance studies were completed during each phase of work 

from 2004 through 2007 as described above.  Field explorations that were completed during the 

April 4, 2007 investigation (updated May 16, 2007) includes the excavation of five subsurface 

borings using a conventional truck-mounted, eight-inch hollow-stem auger drill-rig.  

Explorations extended to refusal at a maximum depth of approximately 10 feet below grade 

(fbg). 
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Field explorations that were completed during the January, 2006 investigation included the 

excavation of three test pits using a conventional mini-excavator to the maximum depth of 

approximately nine fbg.  Field explorations that were completed during the November, 2004 

investigation included the advancement of three bucket-auger borings to a maximum depth of 

approximately 86 fbg. 

 

Soils from all investigations were logged in the field by a CTE geologist and visually classified 

in accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System.  Bulk and ring samples were 

transported for testing to the CTE geotechnical laboratory in Escondido, California.  Exploration 

logs including descriptions of the soils encountered are shown in Appendix B.  Field descriptions 

shown on the exploration logs have been modified, where appropriate, to reflect laboratory test 

results. Approximate field exploration locations are shown on Figure 2. 

3.2 Laboratory Investigation 

Laboratory tests were conducted on selected soil samples for classification purposes and to 

evaluate physical properties and engineering characteristics.  Laboratory tests conducted for the 

previous investigations included: In-Place Moisture Density, Modified Proctor, Expansion Index, 

Remolded Direct Shear, Consolidation, R-Value, pH, resistivity and soluble sulfates/chlorides.  

Test method descriptions and laboratory results are included in Appendix C. 
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4.0 GEOLOGY 

4.1 General Setting 

San Diego is located within the Peninsular Ranges physiographic province that is characterized 

by northwest-trending mountain ranges, valleys, and intervening regional faults.  The San Diego 

Region can further be subdivided as the coastal plain, central mountain–valley and eastern 

mountain-valley area.  The project site lies within the coastal plain area which is characterized by 

wave cut erosion surfaces (abrasion platforms) creating a series of terraces that step down to the 

Pacific Ocean.  The terrace surface is generally at a two percent surface gradient inclined down 

to the west (toward the ocean). The terrace elevations are controlled by past ocean elevation in 

combination with tectonic (fault) activity.  The wave cut terraces have been incised by westward 

flowing drainages, and are typically covered with marine sediments and non-marine (terrestrial) 

deposits. 

4.2 Geologic Conditions 

According to mapping by Tan and Kennedy (1975, 2008), soils at the site consist of units of the 

Quaternary very old paralic deposits (formerly referred to as the Lindavista Formation), and 

underlying units of the Tertiary Stadium Conglomerate and Tertiary Friars Formation (Figure 2).  

Our explorations confirmed the presence of the mapped materials indicated above, however, our 

mapping and borehole information show the contact between the Stadium Conglomerate and the 

Friars Formation is at a lower elevation than mapped by Kennedy (1975), and is not exposed 

along the east and west facing slopes of the north-northeast trending canyons that bound the site 

area.  In addition, Quaternary Slope Wash/Colluvial deposits, were locally recognized during our 
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investigations on many existing slopes during the geologic investigation performed by CTE, 

adjacent to and west of the Francis Parker Middle School Phase 2 Project area (Geotechnical 

Investigation Addendum Report, Proposed Francis Parker School Redevelopment, CTE Job No.: 

10-7275G, dated November 15, 2004).  Another reference used in our geologic reconnaissance 

included a report by Testing Engineers – San Diego, Inc., 2003, “Preliminary Geotechnical 

Investigation, for the Proposed Francis Parker Middle School, Redevelopment Project, 6501 

Linda Vista Road, San Diego, California,” Project No.:  2003-0081, dated March 21, 2003 

(Boring Logs included in Appendix B). 

 

During the explorations advanced for Phase VI Update Report, Quaternary Engineered Fill was 

found to overlie the Quaternary very old paralic deposits in Boring 5 (B-5) and the Quaternary 

Undocumented Fill overlies the Quaternary very old paralic deposits in the remainder of our 

borings advanced (B-1 through B-4).  The site earth materials are further described in the 

following text. 

4.2.1 Quaternary Engineered Fill (not mapped)  
Engineered Fill soils were encountered in boring B-5 and were exposed to extend to a 

maximum depth to approximately nine feet below the ground surface (bgs).  These soils 

generally consist of dense, slightly moist, mottled dark brown and orange, clayey sand 

with trace silt and gravel.  Areas of Engineered Fill are considered to be suitable for the 

support of improvements after in-place density tests of excavation bottoms have verified 

a minimum relative compaction of 90%.   
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4.2.2 Quaternary Undocumented Fill (not mapped) 
Undocumented Fill soils were encountered in CTE borings B-1 through B-4 explorations 

and observed to extend to a maximum depth of approximately 2.5 feet below the ground 

surface (bgs), and ranged between two to nine feet in the test pits completed in the 

January (2006) investigation.  No fill was observed in bucket auger BA-3 located in 

northern portion of the property.  Previous investigations conducted by Testing 

Engineers-San Diego (2003) also identified approximately one and half feet of fill in the 

western portion of the site.  In addition, URS (2004) reported approximately one–foot of 

fill overlying the Qvop deposits and Stadium Conglomerate in the eastern portion of the 

property, in the area of the artificial turf Athletic fields.  

 

Most of the undocumented fill has been removed during previous grading, however, 

locally deeper Undocumented Fills cannot be precluded.  These soils generally consist of 

dense, slightly moist, reddish brown to dark brown clayey sand.  All areas of 

Undocumented Fill are considered to be unsuitable for the support of improvements and 

will require removal and proper recompaction. 

4.2.3 Quaternary Slope Wash/Colluvium 
Quaternary Slope Wash/Colluvium was observed covering portions of the existing 

slopes, and ranged in thickness from a few inches up to several feet near the toe area of 

the slopes.  This material consisted or re-worked sands and gravels from the Qvop 

deposits and Stadium Conglomerate Formation that has been re-deposited as silty to 

clayey sandstone and silty to clayey conglomeratic sandstone.  These materials are 
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considered suitable for reuse as compacted fill.  Colluvium deposits were not observed on 

the mesa surface.  

4.2.4 Quaternary Very Old Paralic Deposits (Qvop), (Formally Referred to as Lindavista 
Formation). 
The Qvop deposits was encountered below the fills in all of the explorations advanced in 

the previous geotechnical investigations, except for BA-1 were the Tertiary Stadium 

Conglomerate was just below the surface pavement.  The Qvop deposits extended to the 

maximum depth of the explorations (approximately 10 feet) in the borings advanced 

during the 2007 investigation and 11 feet in the bucket auger borings completed during 

the 2004 investigation.  The Qvop deposits were observed to consist of hard, slightly 

moist, orange brown silty sand with gravel.  These materials are considered suitable for 

support of proposed improvements and the addition of compacted fill.  

4.2.5 Tertiary Stadium Conglomerate 
The Tertiary Stadium Conglomerate is the most abundant rock unit and underlies the 

entire site.  It was encountered in all three of the bucket auger borings (BA-1, BA-2, and 

BA-3), and was mapped on all the slopes surrounding the site (Figure 2).  The Stadium 

Conglomerate consists of orange to yellow-brown to yellow-gray, dense to very dense, 

silty, sandy, gravel to cobble matrix-supported to clast-supported conglomerate to 

conglomeritic sandstone with interlayered lenses and beds of dense to very dense, orange 

to yellow brown, poorly graded sandstone and silty sandstone.  This geologic map unit 

caps the Tertiary Friars Formation, and was mapped above elevations of approximately 

140 feet msl in the site area.  Estimates of the thickness based on mapping relationships 
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indicate that the Stadium Conglomerate is approximately 130 feet thick in the site area.  

The map unit is relatively flat to very slightly east dipping, with dips typically in the 6 to 

9 degree range.  Internal structure within the formation varied, such as imbricated clasts, 

and laminations within sandstone lenses and layers, but were typically west dipping, 

ranging from 4 to 25 degrees.  These materials are very dense and considered suitable for 

support of additional fills and/or proposed improvements. 

4.2.6 Tertiary Friars Formation 
The Tertiary Friars Formation outcrops along the southern portion of the mesa, south of 

the site property boundary, and was mapped to the east and west of the site between 

elevations of approximately 100 to the 200 feet msl respectively, as partially shown on 

Figure 2.  The formation is relatively flat to undulating, resulting in variable orientations 

of the layering; however, the layering primarily dips 3 to11 degrees to the east and north.  

Some southerly dips were also observed, however these were interpreted to be the result 

of insignificant near surface soil creep on the south facing slope.  Previous mapping by 

Kennedy (1975) shows the Friars Formation at elevations ranging between 100 to 240 

feet msl, with map exposures extending north up the canyons that border the site.  

However, our site-specific mapping indicates the Friars Formation is at lower elevations 

as mentioned above.  This was further verified by observations during the downhole 

logging of BA-2.  The bucket auger boring BA-2 was drilled from a surface elevation of 

273 feet msl, and the Stadium Conglomerate was logged to the entire depth of 86 fbg, or 

to an equivalent elevation of 187 feet msl.  These relationships place the top of the Friars 

formation at elevations below any of the existing east or west facing canyon bottoms in 
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the site vicinity, and the only free-face exposures of the Friars formation is on the south 

facing slopes located south of the site area.  The Friars Formation consisted of primarily 

light greenish gray, moist, stiff to very stiff siltstone, medium dense to dense silty and 

clayey sandstone, and green, variably mottled, stiff to hard, claystone.   

4.3 Groundwater  

Surface springs or seeps were not observed and groundwater was not encountered by our 

subsurface explorations.  In addition, deep explorations at other locations at the site indicate 

groundwater to be at depths greater than explored (CTE, 2004).  Although groundwater 

conditions will likely vary, especially during periods of sustained precipitation, groundwater is 

not expected to affect the proposed development if recommendations regarding site drainage are 

carried out during design and construction. 

4.4 Geologic Hazards and Assessment 

The site is located within the geologic hazard zones Category23, 24 and 52 as shown on the City 

of San Diego Seismic Safety Study Geologic Hazards Maps.  As defined by the City, Category 

23 is characterized by the Friars Formation with neutral or favorable geologic structure.  

Category 24 is characterized by the Friars Formation with unfavorable geologic structure.  Areas 

designated as Category 52 are considered to have favorable geologic structure and to be of low 

geologic risk. 
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As discussed above, the on-site investigations and geologic mapping indicate that the Friars 

Formation is present at lower elevations than as mapped by Kennedy (1975), whose mapping 

was incorporated into the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study Geologic Hazards Maps to 

help establish the various hazard zones.  Based on the site investigations and mapping, the Friars 

Formation is considered to pose negligible risk to the existing and proposed site developments.   

Following is a consideration of typical geologic hazards pertinent to the site.  An assessment of 

potential impacts to the site is also provided. 

4.4.1 Local and Regional Faulting 
Based on our site reconnaissance, evidence from our explorations, and a review of the 

referenced literature, no known active fault traces underlie or project toward the site. 

According to the California Division of Mines and Geology, a fault is active if it displays 

evidence of activity in the last 11,000 years (Hart and Bryant, 1997).  The site is not 

located within a earthquake fault zone as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 

Zoning Act. 

 

The California Geological Survey broadly groups faults as “Class A” or “Class B” 

(CDMG, 1996).   Class A faults are identified based upon relatively well constrained 

paleoseismic activity, and a fault slip rate of more than 5 millimeters per year (mm/yr).  

In contrast Class B faults have comparatively less defined paleoseismic activity and are 

considered to have a fault slip rate less than 5 mm/yr.  The nearest known Class A fault to 

the site is the Julian segment of the Elsinore Fault, which is approximately 63.1 

kilometers northeast of the site.  The closest Class B fault is the Rose Canyon Fault, 
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which is approximately 1.3 kilometers west of the site.  Following Table 1 presents the 

six nearest faults to the site, include magnitude and fault classification. Attached Figure 3 

shows regional faults and seismicity with respect to the site.  

TABLE 1 
NEAR SITE FAULT PARAMETERS 

 
FAULT NAME 

DISTANCE 
FROM SITE 

(KILOMETERS) 

MAXIMUM 
EARTHQUAKE 
MAGNITUDE 

 
CLASSIFICATION 

Rose Canyon Fault  1.3 7.2 B 

Coronado Bank  22.0 7.1 B  

Newport-Inglewood (offshore)  49.0 7.6 B  

Elsinore-Julian 63.0 7.1 A 

Elsinore Temecula  69.0 6.8 A 

Earthquake Valley 71.0 6.5 B 

 

The site could be subjected to significant shaking in the event of a major earthquake on 

any of the faults listed above or other regional faults in the southern California or 

northern Baja California area.  However, the seismicity of the site is similar to conditions 

in the San Diego area. 

4.4.2 Liquefaction and Seismic Settlement Evaluation 
Liquefaction occurs when saturated fine-grained sands or silts lose their physical 

strengths during earthquake induced shaking and behave as a liquid.  This is due to loss 

of point-to-point grain contact and transfer of normal stress to the pore water.  

Liquefaction potential varies with water level, soil type, material gradation, relative 
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density, and probable intensity and duration of ground shaking.  Due to the generally 

dense to very dense nature of the underlying bedrock, the potential for liquefaction or 

seismic settlement damage to proposed improvements is low. 

4.4.3 Tsunamis and Seiche Evaluation 
According to McCulloch (1985), the tsunami potential in the San Diego County coastal 

area for one-in-100 and one-in-500 year tsunami waves are approximately four and six 

feet.  This suggests that there is a very low probability of site damage due to the elevation 

of the site, approximately 270 feet above msl, and distance from the ocean.  In addition, 

mapping prepared by the California Emergency Management Association and California 

Geological Survey indicates that potential tsunami inundation is limited to the low lying 

shoreline and inlet areas below an approximate elevation of 10 feet.  Oscillatory waves 

(seiches) are considered unlikely due to the absence of large adjacent bodies of water. 

4.4.4 Landsliding 
The site materials are considered marginally susceptible to landsliding (Tan and Griffin, 

1995).  However, based upon the conditions encountered during the advancement of 

exploratory borings at the subject site, landsliding is not considered a significant hazard.  

In addition, minor proposed slopes will be properly graded and constructed.  Therefore, it 

is our opinion that landslides will not adversely affect the proposed improvements.  

Additional discussion regarding landsliding is presented in our referenced report for the 

entire school campus (CTE, 2004) regarding deeper seated, more slide-prone formations, 

such as the Tertiary Friars Formation.  However, Tertiary Friars Formation materials are 

not present in the vicinity of the currently proposed Master Plan improvements. 
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4.4.5 Compressible, Expansive, and Corrosive Soils 
Undocumented Fill and the upper limits of engineered fill are considered to be 

compressible in their present condition.  However, sandstone of the Qvop deposits at the 

site is dense to very dense and typically has a very low compressibility.   Site preparatory 

grading recommendations herein have been developed to mitigate compressible fill 

materials. 

 

Laboratory tests in combination with our observations indicate the site near surface soils 

have a Low Expansion Index.  However, we anticipate site materials have a low to 

medium expansion potential (EI generally less than 65) based on tests associated with the 

Phase 2 portion of the site.  Recommendations herein have been developed to minimize 

the potential adverse affects of locally moderate expansion potential site materials. 

 

Laboratory tests conducted for this report indicate site soils have a low potential 

(according to Table 19A-A-4 of the 2001 California Building Code) for sulfate corrosion 

of Portland cement concrete.  Resistivity testing indicates that the site soils may have a 

moderate corrosive potential to buried ferrous metal improvements.  A qualified 

corrosion specialist should be consulted to provide recommendations for protection of 

buried metallic facilities should corrosion sensitive materials be utilized for this project.   
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 General 

We conclude that the proposed Master Plan Improvements can be constructed, from a 

geotechnical perspective, provided recommendations of this report are followed.  Undocumented 

Fill soils are unsuitable for support of structures or structural fill in their present condition.  

Therefore, in areas to receive structures or additional structural fill, these soils should be 

excavated, objectionable materials removed, and processed as a compacted fill placed under 

observation and testing of CTE.  Compacted fill should be placed on competent bedrock in 

structural areas.  Compacted Fill soils can also be placed upon pre-existing Engineered Fill, after 

a minimum relative density has been verified, in the areas receiving the compacted fill.  Prior to 

placement of compacted fill, a suitable surface should be exposed under the observation and 

testing of a CTE representative.  Irreducible materials generally greater than three inches in 

diameter should not be used in shallow fills on the site.  The Geotechnical Consultant should 

further evaluate oversize particle dimensions and quantity during grading as it applies to 

placement in site fills.   

 

Recommendations for the proposed earthworks and improvements are included in the following 

sections and Appendix D.  However, recommendations in the text of this report supersede those 

presented in Appendix D.  The recommendations may require modifications based on the 

conditions encountered during grading or as presented in any appropriate addendums prepared 

prior to grading as proposed property use and plans become more defined. 
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5.2 Grading and Earthwork 

Upon commencement of work for the demolition, personnel from CTE should continuously 

observe the grading and earthwork operations for this project.  Such observations are intended to:  

find field conditions that differ from those considered by this and subsequent investigations; 

adjust recommendations to encountered field conditions; and, observe and report as-graded 

conditions as they apply to recommendations of this report.  CTE personnel should perform 

observation and testing of soil removal, processing, and placement during grading as they pertain 

to the Geotechnical Consultant's professional opinions contained herein.   

5.3 Site Preparation 

The site should be cleared of any existing debris and other deleterious materials including the 

previously placed Undocumented Fill.  Objectionable materials, such as construction debris and 

vegetation, should be removed from the materials prior to placement as compacted fill.  In 

general, areas to receive structures or distress-sensitive improvements, expansive, surficial 

eroded, desiccated, burrowed, or otherwise loose or disturbed soils should be removed to the 

depth of competent formational materials or 24 inches below the bottom of foundations, 

whichever depth is greater.   

 

However, some of the improvements may be constructed in areas that have relatively shallow 

Undocumented Fill soils.  Accordingly, optional preparation recommendations for these building 

pad areas are feasible.  The following two options exist for preparation of the building pads with 
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shallow Undocumented fill, or in the case of the subterranean parking structure that is anticipated 

to be founded entirely on the Tertiary Stadium Conglomerate. 

 

Option 1  

Foundations can be deepened to bear entirely on competent native materials, such as Qvop 

deposits or Stadium Conglomerate (bedrock), in which case overexcavation below the proposed 

foundations would not be necessary.  Undocumented Fill underlying the floor slab should be 

removed to competent bedrock and at least 12 inches below the bottom of the proposed slab-on-

grade, and a compacted engineered fill with a low Expansion Index placed in the resulting 

volume.  Removals should extend a minimum five feet laterally beyond the perimeter of 

proposed structures, where feasible. 

 

Option 2  

The building locations, and a minimum five feet laterally beyond, can be overexcavated to a 

minimum depth of 24-inches below bottom of proposed foundations and to competent bedrock 

materials.  However, locally deeper removals may be necessary due to loose or unsuitable 

underlying soils. 

 

An engineer or geologist from CTE should observe all exposed ground surfaces prior to 

placement of compacted fill/footings.  Removals should continue until suitable materials are 

encountered.  Organic and other deleterious materials not suitable for structural backfill should 

be disposed of offsite at a regulated disposal site.  Although not generally anticipated, select 
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grading to reduce expansion qualities of the site soils may also be necessary depending upon 

materials encountered at the site.  

5.4 Excavations 

Excavations in site materials should generally be accomplished with heavy-duty construction 

equipment under normal conditions.  However, formations materials are anticipated to be at least 

locally very dense and difficult to excavate.  Irreducible materials greater than three inches 

encountered during excavations should not be used in shallow structural fills on the site, if 

practical. Larger, oversized materials may generally be placed at depth in general accordance 

with Appendix D.  Before placing fill, the exposed bottom of all excavations should be scarified 

(if necessary), properly moisture conditioned and recompacted. 

5.5 Fill Placement and Compaction 

The Geotechnical Consultant should observe that site preparation has occurred before placement 

of compacted fill.  Subsequent to removal of loose, disturbed, or vegetation containing soils, 

areas to receive fills should be scarified, moisture conditioned as recommended, and compacted 

fill placed.  Fill and backfill should be compacted to a minimum relative compaction of 90 

percent as evaluated by ASTM D1557 at moisture contents a minimum two percent above 

optimum.  The optimum lift thickness for backfill soil will depend on the type of compaction 

equipment used.  Generally, backfill should be placed in uniform lifts not exceeding eight inches 

in loose thickness.  Backfill placement and compaction should be done in overall conformance 

with geotechnical recommendations and local ordinances.  The Geotechnical Consultant should 

evaluate the exposed surfaces prior to placement of compacted fill.   
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5.6 Fill Materials 

Low Expansion Index soils derived from the onsite materials are generally considered suitable 

for reuse on the site as compacted fill.  If used, these materials should be screened of significant 

construction debris, vegetation matter and materials greater than three inches in diameter.  

Screened deleterious materials and oversize irreducible particles should be removed from the site 

and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations and ordinances.  Irreducible materials 

generally greater than three inches in diameter should not be used in shallow fills on the site.  

The Geotechnical Consultant should further evaluate oversize particle dimensions and quantity 

during grading as it applies to placement in site fills.   

 

Adverse effects of highly expansive clay soils, if encountered, should be mitigated, where 

feasible, to a low Expansion Potential (E.I. less than 50) by blending these soils with granular 

materials and compacting at moisture contents above optimum.   

 

Imported fill beneath structures, pavements and walks should have an Expansion Index of 30 or 

less with less than 35 percent passing the no. 200 sieve. Imported fill soils for use in structural or 

slope areas should be evaluated by the soils engineer before placement on the site. 

5.7 Temporary Construction Slopes 

Sloping recommendations for unshored temporary excavations are provided herein.  The 

recommended slopes should be relatively stable against deep-seated failure, but may experience 

localized sloughing.  Recommended slope ratios are set forth in Table 2. 
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TABLE 2 
RECOMMENDED TEMPORARY SLOPE RATIOS 

SOILS TYPE SLOPE RATIO 
(Horizontal: Vertical) MAXIMUM HEIGHT 

B  
(Quaternary Lindavista Formation 

and Stadium Conglomerate) 
1:1 (MAXIMUM) 10 FEET 

C   
(Fills) 1.5:1 (MAXIMUM) 10 FEET 

 
A "competent person" must verify actual field conditions and soil type designations while 

temporary excavations exist according to Cal-OSHA regulations.  In addition, the above sloping 

recommendations do not allow for surcharge loading at the top of slopes by vehicular traffic, 

equipment or materials.  Appropriate surcharge setbacks must be maintained from the top of all 

unshored slopes. 

 

Temporary construction shoring may be necessary for the subterranean parking structure and 

possibly the Aquatic Center.  Should shoring become necessary, CTE will provide additional 

design and construction recommendations, upon request. 

5.8 Foundations and Slab Preliminary Recommendations 

The following recommendations are for preliminary planning purposes only.  These 

recommendations should be reviewed after project development plans have been prepared and 

following completion of earthwork to verify that conditions exposed are as anticipated.  As 

indicated, moderately expansive site soils are not generally anticipated at finish grades.  
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However, Expansion Index testing of near-surface soils should be performed during or following 

rough grading. 

5.8.1 Foundations 
Continuous and isolated spread footings are suitable for use at the site.  Based on the 

expected as-graded conditions, all building footings will bear either entirely in competent 

engineered fill materials or entirely upon competent bedrock materials.  Foundation 

dimensions and reinforcement should be based on an allowable bearing pressures of 

2,500 psf and 3,500 psf for footings bearing on compacted fill and bedrock, respectively.  

The allowable bearing value may be increased by one third for short duration loading 

which includes the effects of wind or seismic forces. 

 

For the anticipated construction, footings for the proposed structure should be at least 15 

inches wide for continuous footings and 24 inches wide for isolated footings.  All 

foundations should be designed and constructed to have a minimum embedment of 18 

inches below the lowest adjacent subgrade.   

 

For the anticipated construction, minimum footing reinforcement for continuous footings 

should consist of four #4 reinforcing bars, two placed near the top, and two near the 

bottom of the footing or as per the structural engineer.  The structural engineer should 

design isolated footing reinforcement. 
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Foundation excavations shall be at slightly above optimum moisture content until 

concrete placement.  Daily or twice-daily moistening of the foundation excavations may 

be required depending on ambient conditions during construction. 

 

CTE can provide additional recommendations if alternate foundation systems are 

required or requested for the subterranean parking structure and the aquatic center 

pending completion of the proposed building plans. 

5.8.2 Foundation Settlement 
In general, for the anticipated loads and recommended bearing pressure, the maximum 

total post construction settlement is anticipated to be less than 1.0 inches.  Maximum 

differential settlements are anticipated to be less than 0.5 inches over a distance of 50 

feet.  Dynamic settlement is not anticipated to affect the proposed improvements. 

5.8.3 Foundation Setback 
Footings for structures should be designed such that the horizontal distance from the face 

of nearby slopes to the outer edge of the footing is at least 15 feet.  Locally deepening 

foundations may be an adequate means of attaining the prescribed setback.  Upon request 

and once project foundation plans have been developed, CTE can review affected 

footings on a case-by-case basis to determine if the required setbacks may be reduced.  

5.8.4 Interior Concrete Slabs 
Lightly loaded concrete slabs-on-grade should be designed for the anticipated loading, 

but should be a minimum five inches thick.  To minimize the effects of concrete 

shrinkage cracking and differential soil movements, we recommend that concrete slabs be 
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reinforced with #4 reinforcing bars spaced no greater than 18-inches on centers, each 

way.  All slab reinforcement should be properly supported to ensure placement at above 

mid-height of the concrete, and with proper concrete cover.   

 

If elastic slab design is utilized, a 175-pci subgrade modulus of reaction is appropriate.  If 

moisture sensitive floor areas are proposed, a vapor barrier consisting of a minimum ten-

mil plastic sheeting or equivalent membrane (with all laps sealed or taped) should 

underlie such slabs.  A maximum four-inch layer of consolidated minimum ½-inch 

crushed aggregate should also be placed beneath the plastic sheeting or slabs-on-grade, in 

accordance with the current building code.  All slab-on-grade subgrade materials shall be 

maintained at slightly above optimum moisture content until overlying slab 

improvements are placed.   

5.9 Seismic Design Criteria 

The seismic ground motion values listed in the table below were derived in accordance with the 

ASCE 7-10 Standard that is incorporated into the California Building Code, 2013.  This was 

accomplished by establishing the Site Class based on the soil properties at the site, and then 

calculating the site coefficients and parameters using the United States Geological Survey 

Seismic Design Maps application using the site coordinates of 33.771926 latitude and –

117.176775 longitude.  These values are intended for the design of structures to resist the effects 

of earthquake ground motions. 
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TABLE 3 
SEISMIC GROUND MOTION VALUES 

PARAMETER VALUE CBC REFERENCE (2013) 

Site Class  D ASCE 7, Chapter 20 

Mapped Spectral Response  
Acceleration Parameter, SS 

1.211g Figure 1613.3.1 (1) 

Mapped Spectral Response  
Acceleration Parameter, S1 

0.468g Figure 1613.3.1 (2) 

Seismic Coefficient, Fa 1.016 Table 1613.3.3 (1) 

Seismic Coefficient, Fv 1.532 Table 1613.3.3 (2) 

MCE Spectral Response 
Acceleration Parameter, SMS 

1.230g Section 1613.3.3 

MCE Spectral Response 
Acceleration Parameter, SM1 

0.717g Section 1613.3.3 

Design Spectral Response  
Acceleration, Parameter SDS 

0.820g Section 1613.3.4 

Design Spectral Response  
Acceleration, Parameter SD1 

0.478g Section 1613.3.4 

Peak Ground Acceleration PGAM 0.54g ASCE 7, Section 11.8.3 

 

5.10 Lateral Resistance and Earth Pressures 

The following recommendations may be used for shallow footings on the site.  Foundations may 

be designed using a coefficient of friction of 0.30 (total frictional resistance equals the 

coefficient of friction times the dead load).  A design passive resistance value of 250 pounds per 

square foot per foot of depth (with a maximum value of 2,500 pounds per square foot) may be 

used.  The allowable lateral resistance can be taken as the sum of the frictional resistance and the 

passive resistance, provided the passive resistance does not exceed two-thirds of the total 

allowable resistance. 
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Retaining walls up to approximately eight feet high and backfilled using select onsite granular 

soils may be designed using the equivalent fluid weights given in Table 4 below.  Conceptually, 

the values in Table 4 are also anticipated to be appropriate for higher walls, subject to CTE’s 

review. 

 
TABLE 4 

EQUIVALENT FLUID UNIT WEIGHTS 
(Pounds per cubic foot) 

 
WALL TYPE 

 
LEVEL BACKFILL 

 
SLOPE BACKFILL 

2:1 (HORIZONTAL: VERTICAL) 
CANTILEVER WALL 

(YIELDING) 
38 58 

RESTRAINED WALL 55 78 

 

Lateral pressures on cantilever retaining walls (yielding walls) over six feet high due to 

earthquake motions may be calculated based on work by Seed and Whitman (1970).  The total 

lateral thrust against a properly drained and backfilled cantilever retaining wall above the 

groundwater level can be expressed as: 

 
PAE = PA + ΔPAE 

 
For non-yielding (or “restrained”) walls, the total lateral thrust may be similarly 

calculated based on work by Wood (1973): 

 
 PKE = PK + ΔPKE 

 
Where PA = Static Active Thrust (given previously Table 4) 
PK = Static Restrained Wall Thrust (given previously Table 4) 
ΔPAE = Dynamic Active Thrust Increment = (3/8) kh γH2

 
ΔPKE = Dynamic Restrained Thrust Increment = kh γH2

 



Addendum 01 to Preliminary Geotechnical Report Page 28 
Francis Parker Middle School Master Plan Improvements 
6501 Linda Vista Road, San Diego, California 
January 30, 2015 (Revised May 28, 2015)         CTE Job No.:  10-12361G 
 

 
 \\ESC_SERVER\PROJECTS\10-12361G\ADDENDUM 01 TO PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL RPT- 1-29-15 (REVISED 5-28-15).DOC 

kh = ½ Peak Ground Acceleration =  2/3(PGAM) 
H = Total Height of the Wall 
γ = Total Unit Weight of Soil ≈ 135 pounds per cubic foot 

 
The increment of dynamic thrust in both cases should be distributed triangularly, with a line of 

action located at H/3 above the bottom of the wall. 

 

In addition to the recommended earth pressure, subterranean walls adjacent to the streets or other 

traffic loads should be designed to resist a uniform lateral pressure of 100 psf.  This is the result 

of an assumed 300-psf surcharge behind the walls due to normal street traffic.  If the traffic is 

kept back at least 10 feet or a distance equal to the retained soil height from the subject walls, 

whichever is less, the traffic surcharge may be neglected.   

 

We recommend that all walls be backfilled with soil having an expansion index of 20 or less. 

The backfill area should include the zone defined by a 1:1 sloping plane, extended back from the 

base of the wall.  Therefore, importing of some select granular materials will likely be required.  

Retaining wall backfill should be compacted to at least 90 percent relative compaction, based on 

ASTM D1557.  Backfill should not be placed until walls have achieved adequate structural 

strength.  Heavy compaction equipment, which could cause distress to walls, should not be used. 

 

The above values assume non-expansive backfill and free draining conditions.  Measures should 

be taken to prevent a moisture buildup behind all walls below grade.  Drainage measures should 

include free draining backfill materials and perforated drains.  Drains should discharge to an 
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appropriate offsite location.  The project architect or structural engineer should determine the 

necessity of waterproofing any subterranean walls to reduce moisture infiltration. 

5.11 Exterior Concrete Flatwork 

Exterior concrete slabs for pedestrian loads should measure a minimum four inches thick and 

have minimal reinforcement of number 3 rebar on 18-inch centers (both ways).  Reinforcement 

should be placed in the upper one-third of the slab and with appropriate minimum cover.  

Flatwork should be installed with reinforcement and crack control joints.  Expansive, surficial 

eroded, desiccated, burrowed, or otherwise loose or disturbed soils should be removed to the 

depth of competent formational materials or at least 12 inches below the bottom of exterior slab, 

whichever is greater. Compacted fill with a low Expansion Index (E.I. less than 50) should be 

placed in the resulting volume, if feasible.  Pre-soaking of flatwork areas may also be necessary 

based on post-graded site conditions.  Positive drainage to convey water away from all flatwork 

to the front of the lot should be established and maintained. 

5.12 Drainage 

Foundation performance depends greatly on how well the runoff waters drain from the site.  This 

is true both during construction and over the entire life of the structure.  The ground surface 

around structure should be graded so that water flows rapidly away from the structures without 

ponding.  The surface gradient needed to do this depends on the landscaping type.  In general, 

pavements and flowerbeds within five feet of the building should slope away at gradients of at 

least two percent.  Densely vegetated areas should have minimum gradients of five percent away 

from buildings if doing so is practical. 
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Planters should be constructed so that water from them will not seep into the foundation areas or 

beneath slabs and pavement. In any event, the site maintenance personnel should be instructed to 

limit irrigation to the minimum actually necessary to sustain the landscaping plants properly.  

Should excessive irrigation, waterline breaks, or unusually high rainfall occur, saturated zones 

and groundwater may develop.  Consequently, the site should be graded so that water drains 

away readily without saturating the foundation or landscaped areas or cascading over slope faces. 

A potential source of water, such as water pipes, drains the like should be frequently examined 

for signs of leakage or damage.  Any such leakage or damage should be repaired promptly.   

 

Generally, CTE recommends against allowing water to infiltrate building pads or adjacent to 

slopes and improvements.  However, it is understood that some agencies are encouraging the use 

of storm-water cleansing devices.  Therefore, if storm water cleansing devices must be used, it is 

generally recommended that they be underlain by an impervious barrier and that the infiltrate be 

collected via subsurface piping and discharged off site.  If infiltration must occur, water should 

infiltrate as far away from structural improvements as feasible.  Additionally, any reconstructed 

slopes descending from infiltration basins should be equipped with subdrains to collect and 

discharge accumulated subsurface water. 

 

Even with the general recommendations provided herein, the project Civil Engineer should 

thoroughly evaluate the on-site drainage and make provisions as necessary to keep surface 

waters from affecting the site. 
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5.13 Groundwater 

Groundwater was not encountered in our explorations and indications of seepage or springs were 

not observed.  Consequently, groundwater is not anticipated to affect construction of the site 

improvements.  However, positive surface drainage and non erosive collection/conveyance 

devices should be installed to mitigate the potential adverse impacts of groundwater at the site.   

5.14 Slopes 

Slopes at this site should be constructed at 2:1 (horizontal: vertical) or flatter surface ratio.  

Surface water should not be permitted to drain over the edges of slopes unless that water is 

confined to properly designed and constructed drainage facilities.  Erosion resistant vegetation 

should be maintained on the face of all 2:1 slopes. 

 

Although properly constructed slopes on this site should be grossly stable, the soils will be 

somewhat erodible.  Therefore, runoff water should not be permitted to drain over the edges of 

slopes unless that water is confined to properly designed and constructed drainage facilities.  

Erosion resistant vegetation should be maintained on the face of all slopes. 

 

Typically, soils along the top portion of a fill slope face will creep laterally.  We do not 

recommend distress sensitive hardscape improvements be constructed within five feet of slope 

crests in fill areas. 
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5.15 Construction Observation 

The recommendations provided in this report are based on preliminary design information for the 

proposed earthworks and the subsurface conditions found in the exploratory boring locations. 

The interpolated subsurface conditions should be checked in the field during construction.   

 

Recommendations provided in this report are based on the understanding and assumption CTE 

will provide observation and testing services for the project.  All geotechnical related work 

should be observed and tested as they pertain to recommendations contained within this report.  

All foundation excavations should be evaluated by a CTE representative. 

5.16 Addendum Geotechnical Report and Plan Review 

An appropriate addendum report should be prepared as project use and plans are more defined 

and available.  The addendum report would provide additional geotechnical recommendations, as 

necessary, for the development-specific project proposed.  This addendum report may also 

incorporate a review of the project grading/improvement and/or foundation plans. 

 

6.0 LIMITATIONS OF INVESTIGATION 

The recommendations provided in this report are based on the anticipated construction and the 

subsurface conditions found in our explorations.  The interpolated subsurface conditions should 

be checked in the field during construction. 

 



Addendum 01 to Preliminary Geotechnical Report Page 33 
Francis Parker Middle School Master Plan Improvements 
6501 Linda Vista Road, San Diego, California 
January 30, 2015 (Revised May 28, 2015)         CTE Job No.:  10-12361G 
 

 
 \\ESC_SERVER\PROJECTS\10-12361G\ADDENDUM 01 TO PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL RPT- 1-29-15 (REVISED 5-28-15).DOC 

Recommendations provided in this report are based on the understanding and assumption that 

CTE will provide the observation and testing services for the project.  All earthworks should be 

observed and tested in accordance with the recommendations of contained within this report.  

The project Geotechnical Engineer or their designated representative should evaluate all footing 

trenches before reinforcing steel placement. 

 

The field evaluation, laboratory testing and geotechnical analysis presented in this report have 

been conducted according to current geotechnical engineering practice and the standard of care 

exercised by reputable Geotechnical Consultants performing similar tasks in this area.  No other 

warranty, expressed or implied, is made regarding the conclusions, recommendations and 

opinions expressed in this report.  Variations may exist and conditions not observed or described 

in this report may be encountered during construction.  The scope of this report does not include 

an evaluation of environmental conditions at the site.  

 

Our conclusions and recommendations are based on the observed conditions.  If conditions 

different from those described in this report are encountered, our office should be notified and 

additional recommendations, if required, will be provided upon request.   

We appreciate this opportunity to be of service on this project.  If you have any questions 

regarding this report, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC. 

  
 
Dan T. Math, GE #2665     Martin E. Siem, CEG #2311 
Principal Engineer      Certified Engineering Geologist 
 
 
 
MES/DTM:nri 
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BORING LOGS 
 

CTE JOB NO. 10-8933G 



DEFINITION OF TERMS
PRIMARY DIVISIONS SYMBOLS SECONDARY DIVISIONS

WELL GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND MIXTURES
LITTLE OR NO FINES

POORLY GRADED GRAVELS OR GRAVEL SAND MIXTURES
LITTLE OF NO FINES

SILTY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-SILT MIXTURES
NON-PLASTIC FINES

CLAYEY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-CLAY MIXTURES
PLASTIC FINES

WELL GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE OR NO
FINES

POORLY GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE  OR
NO FINES

SILTY SANDS, SAND-SILT MIXTURES, NON-PLASTIC FINES

CLAYEY SANDS, SAND-CLAY MIXTURES, PLASTIC FINES

INORGANIC SILTS, VERY FINE SANDS, ROCK FLOUR, SILTY
OR CLAYEY FINE SANDS, SLIGHTLY PLASTIC CLAYEY SILT

INORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW TO MEDIUM PLASTICITY
GRAVELLY, SANDY, SILTS OR LEAN CLAYS

ORGANIC SILTS AND ORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW PLASTICITY

INORGANIC SILTS, MICACEOUS OR DIATOMACEOUS FINE
SANDY OR SILTY SOILS, ELASTIC SILTS

INORGANIC CLAYS OF HIGH PLASTICITY, FAT CLAY

ORGANIC CLAYS OF MEDIUM TO HIGH PLASTICITY
ORGANIC SILTY CLAYS

PEAT AND OTHER HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS

GRAIN SIZES
GRAVEL SAND

COARSE FINE COARSE MEDIUM FINE
                           12"                           3"                 3/4"                  4                    10            40                200

CLEAR SQUARE SIEVE OPENING U.S. STANDARD SIEVE SIZE

ADDITIONAL TESTS
(OTHER THAN TEST PIT AND BORING LOG COLUMN HEADINGS)

MAX- Maximum Dry Density PM- Permeability PP- Pocket Penetrometer
GS- Grain Size Distribution SG- Specific Gravity WA- Wash Analysis
SE- Sand Equivalent HA- Hydrometer Analysis DS- Direct Shear
EI- Expansion Index AL- Atterberg Limits UC- Unconfined Compression
CHM- Sulfate and Chloride RV- R-Value MD- Moisture/Density
       Content , pH, Resistivity CN- Consolidation M- Moisture
COR - Corrosivity CP- Collapse Potential SC- Swell Compression
SD- Sample Disturbed HC- Hydrocollapse OI- Organic Impurities

REM- Remolded

FIGURE: BL1
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SILTS AND CLAYSCOBBLESCOBBLESBOULDERS



PROJECT: DRILLER: SHEET: of
CTE JOB NO: DRILL METHOD: DRILLING DATE:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLE METHOD: ELEVATION:
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DESCRIPTION

Block or Chunk Sample

Bulk Sample

Standard Penetration Test

Modified Split-Barrel Drive Sampler (Cal Sampler)

Thin Walled Army Corp. of Engineers Sample

Groundwater Table

Soil Type or Classification Change 

? ? ? ? ? ? ?

Formation Change [(Approximate boundaries queried (?)]

"SM" Quotes are placed around classifications where the soils
exist in situ as bedrock

FIGURE: BL2
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CTE JOB NO: DRILL METHOD: DRILLING DATE:
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DESCRIPTION

1
10-8933G 8" HOLLOW STEM 4/4/2007
FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING 1

SC BULK, SPT, CAL

BORING: B-1 Laboratory Tests

ASPHALT/BASE: 0-0.75".
QUATERNARY UNDOCUMENTED FILL (Qudf):
0.75"-2.5':  Dense, slightly moist, reddish brown, clayey SAND. MAX, EI, REM, 

CHM

QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (Qln):
3.0':  Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.
Refusal.

No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil and capped with cold patch.

B-1
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DESCRIPTION

B-2

No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil.

Refusal.

QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (Qln): RV, WA
3.0':  Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.

QUATERNARY UNDOCUMENTED FILL (Qudf):
0.2-2.5":  Dense, slighlty moist, dark brown clayey SAND.

GRAVEL AT SURFACE.

SC BULK, SPT, CAL

BORING: B-2 Laboratory Tests

1
10-8933G 8" HOLLOW STEM 4/4/2007
FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING 1
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PROJECT: SHEET: of
CTE JOB NO: DRILL METHOD: DRILLING DATE:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLE METHOD: ELEVATION:
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DESCRIPTION

B-1

No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil and capped with cold patch.

Refusal.

QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (Qln):
3.0':  Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.

QUATERNARY UNDOCUMENTED FILL (Qudf):
0.75"-2.5':  Dense, slightly moist, reddish brown, clayey SAND.

ASPHALT/BASE: 0-0.75".

SC BULK, SPT, CAL

BORING: B-3 Laboratory Tests

1
10-8933G 8" HOLLOW STEM 4/4/2007
FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING 1
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PROJECT: SHEET: of
CTE JOB NO: DRILL METHOD: DRILLING DATE:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLE METHOD: ELEVATION:
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DESCRIPTION

B-4

No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil.  

Refusal.

QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (Qln):
1.5':  Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.

0.75':  Hard, dry, light brown, silty SAND with gravel and trace
cobbles.

TOPSOIL/UNDOCUMENTED FILL.
0.25':  Medium dense, moist, dark brown, clayey SAND with roots.

GRASS AT SURFACE.

SC BULK, SPT, CAL

BORING: B-4 Laboratory Tests

1
10-8933G 8" HOLLOW STEM 4/4/2007
FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING 1
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LOGGED BY: SAMPLE METHOD: ELEVATION:
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DESCRIPTION

18/6"
15
18
26

20
18
18
15
18
20

B-5

No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil.  

Refusal.

QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (Qln):
9.5':  Very dense, slightly moist, orange brown, silty SAND w/ gravel.

8.0':  No recovery.

6.5':  No recovery.

MD, CN

3.0':  Dense to hard, slightly moist, mottled dark brown and orange WA
clayey SAND with trace gravel. WA

2.5':  No recovery; Hard, moist, dark brown, silty SAND with gravel.  
* moved boring location four feet to NE.

0':  Dense, slightly moist, orange brown, clayey SAND with gravel
 to cobbles and debris; pvc pipe, bottle caps, etc.  WA

QUATERNARY ENGINEERED FILL (Qef):

SC BULK, SPT, CAL

BORING: B-5 Laboratory Tests

1
10-8933G 8" HOLLOW STEM 4/4/2007
FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING 1
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TEST PIT LOGS 
 

CTE JOB NO. 10-8182G 



DEFINITION OF TERMS
PRIMARY DIVISIONS SYMBOLS SECONDARY DIVISIONS

WELL GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND MIXTURES
LITTLE OR NO FINES

POORLY GRADED GRAVELS OR GRAVEL SAND MIXTURES
LITTLE OF NO FINES

SILTY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-SILT MIXTURES
NON-PLASTIC FINES

CLAYEY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-CLAY MIXTURES
PLASTIC FINES

WELL GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE OR NO
FINES

POORLY GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE  OR
NO FINES

SILTY SANDS, SAND-SILT MIXTURES, NON-PLASTIC FINES

CLAYEY SANDS, SAND-CLAY MIXTURES, PLASTIC FINES

INORGANIC SILTS, VERY FINE SANDS, ROCK FLOUR, SILTY
OR CLAYEY FINE SANDS, SLIGHTLY PLASTIC CLAYEY SILT

INORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW TO MEDIUM PLASTICITY
GRAVELLY, SANDY, SILTS OR LEAN CLAYS

ORGANIC SILTS AND ORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW PLASTICITY

INORGANIC SILTS, MICACEOUS OR DIATOMACEOUS FINE
SANDY OR SILTY SOILS, ELASTIC SILTS

INORGANIC CLAYS OF HIGH PLASTICITY, FAT CLAY

ORGANIC CLAYS OF MEDIUM TO HIGH PLASTICITY
ORGANIC SILTY CLAYS

PEAT AND OTHER HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS

GRAIN SIZES
GRAVEL SAND

COARSE FINE COARSE MEDIUM FINE
                           12"                           3"                 3/4"                  4                    10            40                200

CLEAR SQUARE SIEVE OPENING U.S. STANDARD SIEVE SIZE

ADDITIONAL TESTS
(OTHER THAN TEST PIT AND BORING LOG COLUMN HEADINGS)

MAX- Maximum Dry Density PM- Permeability PP- Pocket Penetrometer
GS- Grain Size Distribution SG- Specific Gravity WA- Wash Analysis
SE- Sand Equivalent HA- Hydrometer Analysis DS- Direct Shear
EI- Expansion Index AL- Atterberg Limits UC- Unconfined Compression
CHM- Sulfate and Chloride RV- R-Value MD- Moisture/Density
       Content , pH, Resistivity CN- Consolidation M- Moisture
COR - Corrosivity CP- Collapse Potential SC- Swell Compression
SD- Sample Disturbed HC- Hydrocollapse OI- Organic Impurities

REM- Remolded

FIGURE: BL1
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HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS

SILTS AND CLAYSCOBBLESCOBBLESBOULDERS



PROJECT: DRILLER: SHEET: of
CTE JOB NO: DRILL METHOD: DRILLING DATE:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLE METHOD: ELEVATION:
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DESCRIPTION

Block or Chunk Sample

Bulk Sample

Standard Penetration Test

Modified Split-Barrel Drive Sampler (Cal Sampler)

Thin Walled Army Corp. of Engineers Sample

Groundwater Table

Soil Type or Classification Change 

? ? ? ? ? ? ?

Formation Change [(Approximate boundaries queried (?)]

"SM" Quotes are placed around classifications where the soils
exist in situ as bedrock

FIGURE: BL2



PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOOL EXCAVATOR:
CTE JOB NO: EXCAVATION METHOD:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLING METHOD: ELEVATION:
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Laboratory Tests

 

SM/SC Qaf

 

SM Qln

 

FIGURE:

12/29/2006
-

10-8182G
STEVE H.

PC35
 
CHUNKS AND BULKS

EXCAVATION DATE:

TP-1

TEST PIT LOG: TP-1

DESCRIPTION

0

5

10

15

ARTIFICIAL FILL (Qaf):
Medium dense, moist, medium to dark brown silty clayey SAND 
(SM/SC) with gravel.

Refusal at  9'  

LINDAVISTA (Qln):
Very dense, slightly moist, medium reddish brown gravelly silty 
SAND (SM) with some cobbles.

Qaf

Qln



PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOOL EXCAVATOR:
CTE JOB NO: EXCAVATION METHOD:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLING METHOD: ELEVATION:
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Laboratory Tests

 

SM Qaf

 
Qln

 

FIGURE: TP-2

TEST PIT LOG: TP-2

DESCRIPTION

PC35
10-8182G  EXCAVATION DATE: 12/29/2006
STEVE H. CHUNKS AND BULKS -

0

5

10

15

Refusal at  3'  

ARTIFICIAL FILL (Qaf):
Loose, slightly moist, medium brown silty SAND (SM) with some 
gravel.

LINDAVISTA (Qln):
Very dense, slightly moist, medium reddish brown gravelly silty 
SAND (SM).

Qaf

Qln



PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOOL EXCAVATOR:
CTE JOB NO: EXCAVATION METHOD:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLING METHOD: ELEVATION:
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SM/SC Qaf

 

SM Qln

 

FIGURE: TP-3

TEST PIT LOG: TP-3

DESCRIPTION

PC35
10-8182G  EXCAVATION DATE: 12/29/2006
STEVE H. CHUNKS AND BULKS -

0

5

10

15

0

5

10

ARTIFICIAL FILL (Qaf):
Medium dense, moist, medium to dark brown silty clayey SAND 
(SM/SC) with gravel.

LINDAVISTA (Qln):
Very dense, slightly moist, medium reddish brown gravelly silty 
SAND (SM) with some cobbles.

Qaf

Qln
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DESCRIPTION

GM

DRILLER: 1 2FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL LARUIE DRILLING
BUCKET AUGER
BULK

10-7275
MES

BORING: BA-1

Bedding orrentation: N/S; 16E on sandstone lense within

      Matrix material becomes orange-brown.

conglemerate.

Aspahlt and gravel base 4"thick

wood debre (SM).
FILL: Dense, moist, brown silty SAND with gravel and concrete,

EI

271
10/29/04

Laboratory Tests

conglomeritic sandstone, matrix-supported, matrix consist of

coarse gravel to 0.6' diameter.
WA,CHEMpoorly graded sand with silt to silty SAND, cobbles well rounded 

Very dense, moist, orangish-gray conglomerate but 
TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)

C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E S C O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5
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Boring BA-1
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DESCRIPTION

2
10-7275 BUCKET AUGER 10/29/04
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING 2

TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)

MES BULK 271

BORING: BA-1 Laboratory Tests

Very dense, moist, orangish-gray pebble to cobble conglemerate 
to conglomentic sandstone, with occassional sandstone lenses.

poorly graded SAND with silt (SP-SM) trace coarse gravel at 33'.
Lamination within sandstone N75E; 14NW.

Dense to very dense, moist, greenish-gray with orange staining,

Very dense, moist, orange-gray, pebble to cobble conglomerate.

Sandstone lense bedding orientation: N5E, 11NW

Total Depth at 50'
No Groundwater Observed During Dillings and Logging

C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E S C O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5
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Contact Dips 6" to East
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DESCRIPTION

5/12
GM

6/12 SM

4
10-7275 BUCKET AUGER-30" 11/1/04
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING 1

Asphalt and road base, approx 3-4 inches.

MES DRIVE/BULK 273

BORING: BA-2 Laboratory Tests

QUATERNARY LINDA VISTA FORMATION (Qln):

FILL: Dense to medium dense, moist, red-brown clayey to silty 
SAND with cobbles (SM), plus concrete and miscelleous debre.

cobble size clasts.

Very dense, moist, orangish-brown, matrix-supported 
conglomerate to conglomeratic sandstone, with pebble to

TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)

(Easterly dip to contact)

strong, very hard quartzice and volcanic clasts, with trace 
amounts of highly weathered, weak volcanic clasts.

Very dense, dry, yellow-brown, matrix to clast supported pebble EI
to cobble conglomerate, consisting of slightly weathered, very

silty sandstone, bedding orientation.
N70W; 25SW/

Very dense, moist, orange-brown, locally moderately well cemented,

Very dense, moist, orange-brown, conglomeratic silty sandstone GS

silty sandstone.
Very dense, moist, orange-brown, locally moderately well cemented,

clast-supported conglemerate.
South dipping approximately 10o sandstone dense.

Very dense, moist, orange to gray, pebble to cobble matrix to 

         Sandstone lense, N70E, 12NW laminations.

Dense to very dense, moist, white, medium-grained silty sandstone.

MD, DS

       Gravel lense N60E; 22SE orientation.

C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E S C O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5
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DESCRIPTION

12/6

4
10-7275 BUCKET AUGER-30" 11/1/04
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING 2

TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)

MES DRIVE/BULK 273

BORING: BA-2 Laboratory Tests

Dense to very dense, moist, whited, medium-grained sandstone.

         Lamination within sandstone orientation:  E-W; 11N

         Gravel layer-irregular flat contact.

sandy siltstone.
Very dense, moist, light greenish gray, fine silty sandstone to

WA

Very dense, moist, brown, conglomeratic sandstone.

      Becomes greenish brown.

flat to 6o westerly dipping.
Very dense, moist, gray with orange staining silty sandstone,

Very dense, moist, brown conglomerate sandstone.

C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E S C O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5
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Flat-contact
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DESCRIPTION

4
10-7275 BUCKET AUGER-30" 11/1/04
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING 3

Very dense, moist, brown conglomerate sandstone.

MES DRIVE/BULK 273

BORING: BA-2 Laboratory Tests

N9E; 20SE siltstone lense.

Very dense, moist, gray with orange staining, massive, poorly
graded sandstone with silt.  Lamination N60E, 25SE.

C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E S C O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5
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DESCRIPTION

4
10-7275 BUCKET AUGER-30" 11/1/04
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING 4

TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)

MES DRIVE/BULK 273

BORING: BA-2 Laboratory Tests

Very dense, moist, brown to orange brown, matrix to clast supported
pebble to cobble conglomerate.

Total Depth at 86'
No Groundwater Observed During Drilling and Logging
Drilled 11/1/04 to 11/2/04

C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E S C O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5
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DESCRIPTION

GM

 

SM

4/12

Total Depth at 20'
No Groundwater Observed During Drilling and Logging.

TERTIARY STADIUM CONGLOMERATE: (Tst)
Very dense, moist, gray with orange staining, pebble to cobble
conglmerate locally clast supported.

Very dense, moist, orange to yellow gray, cobble-pebble conglomerate

Very dense, moist, orange, silty sandstone.
GS

Contact orientation N20 to 45E; 65E

Very dense, moist, orange to brown, matrix-supported pebble
to cobble conglomerate, with poorly graded SAND with silt
matrix.

Asphalt and Road Base
QUATERNARY LINDA VISTA FORMATION:

MES DRIVE/BULK 277

BORING: BA-3 Laboratory Tests

1
10-7275 BUCKET AUGER 11/3/04
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING 1

C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E S C O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5
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BORING LOGS 
 

TESTING ENGINEERS JOB NO. 2003-0801, REPORT DATE MARCH 21, 2003 
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LABORATORY METHODS AND RESULTS 
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APPENDIX C 
LABORATORY METHODS AND RESULTS 

 
 
Laboratory tests were performed on representative soil samples to detect their relative engineering 
properties.  Tests were performed following test methods of the American Society for Testing Materials 
or other accepted standards.  The following presents a brief description of the various test methods used.  
Laboratory results are presented in the following section of this Appendix. 
 
Classification 
Soils were classified visually according to the Unified Soil Classification System.  Visual classifications 
were supplemented by laboratory testing of selected samples according to ASTM D2487. 
 
In-Place Moisture/Density 
The in-place moisture content and dry unit weight of selected samples were determined using relatively 
undisturbed chunk soil samples. 
 
Expansion Index 
Expansion testing was performed on selected samples of the matrix of the onsite soils according to 
Building Code Standard No. 29-2. 
 
Particle-Size Analysis 
Particle-size analyses were performed on selected representative samples according to ASTM D422. 
 
Modified Proctor 
To determine the maximum dry density and optimum moisture content, a soil sample was tested in 
accordance with ASTMD-1557.    
 
Direct Shear 
Direct shear tests were performed on either samples direct from the field or on samples recompacted to 
90% of the laboratory maximum value overall.  Direct shear testing was performed in accordance with 
ASTM D3080-72 to evaluate the shear strength characteristics of selected materials.  The samples were 
inundated during shearing to represent adverse field conditions. 
 
Consolidation 
Consolidation testing was performed on selected samples in accordance with ASTM D 2435-90. 

Resistance “R”-Value 
The resistance “R”-value was determined by the California Materials Method No. 301 for representative 
subbase soils.  Samples were prepared and exudation pressure and “R”-value determined.  The 
graphically determined “R”- value at exudation pressure of 300 psi is the value used for pavement section 
calculation. 
 
Chemical Analysis 
Soil materials were collected with sterile sampling equipment and tested for Sulfate and Chloride content, 
pH, Corrosivity, and Resistivity. 
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LABORATORY RESULTS 
 

CTE JOB NO. 10-8933G 



LOCATION PERCENT PASSING CLASSIFICATION
#200 SIEVE

B-2 18.6 SM
B-5 24.5 SC
B-5 26.1 SC
B-5 17.5 SM

LOCATION EXPANSION INDEX EXPANSION
POTENTIAL

B-1 27  LOW

LOCATION % MOISTURE DRY DENSITY

B-5 12.5 116.5

LOCATION
 

B-2

LOCATION RESULTS
ppm

B-1 85.1

LOCATION RESULTS
ppm

B-1 53.8

LOCATION RESULTS
uS/cm

B-1 190

UBC 18-2

1-2

DEPTH
(feet)

4

IN-PLACE MOISTURE AND DENSITY

CALIFORNIA TEST 424
DEPTH

(feet)
1-2

DEPTH
(feet)
1-2

(feet)
2.5-3.0 66

SULFATE

RESISTANCE "R"-VALUE
CALTEST 301

DEPTH R-VALUE

DEPTH
(feet)

2.5-3.0

EXPANSION INDEX TEST

(feet)
DEPTH

3
1

200 WASH ANALYSIS

3-4

(feet)
1-2

CONDUCTIVITY

CHLORIDE

DEPTH

LABORATORY SUMMARY CTE  JOB NO. 10-8933G



LOCATION RESULTS
ohms/cm

B-1 5260

LOCATION OPTIMUM  MOISTURE DRY DENSITY
(%) (pcf)

B-1 10.0/9.0 w/RC 128.5/131.0 w/RC

(feet)
1-2

RESISTIVITY
CALIFORNIA TEST 424

DEPTH

1-2

MAXIMIMUM DENSITY AND OPTIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT
(MODIFIED PROCTOR)

DEPTH
(feet)

LABORATORY SUMMARY CTE  JOB NO. 10-8933G



ASTM D1557  METHOD          A          B          C

LAB 
NUMBER

SAMPLE 
NUMBER

DEPTH 
(FEET) SOIL DESCRIPTION

MAXIMUM 
DRY DENSITY 

(PCF)

OPTIMUM 
MOISTURE 

CONTENT (%)

MODIFIED PROCTOR 
RESULTS

CTE JOB NO: DATE:

FIGURE:
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1 3 0

1 2 5

1 2 0

1 1 5

1 1 0

1 0 5

1 0 0

9 5

9 0

8 5

1 3 5

PERCENT MOISTURE (%)

0 5 1 0 1 5 2 0 3 02 5 3 5

1 4 0

1 4 5

D
R

Y
 U

N
IT

 W
E

IG
H

T
 (

pc
f)

17224 B-1 128.5/131.0 w/RC 10.0/9.0 w/RC

�




10-8933G

5/07

C-1

1-2 light brown silty sand
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LABORATORY RESULTS 
 

CTE JOB NO. 10-8182G 



LOCATION PERCENT PASSING CLASSIFICATION
 

TP-2 16.7 SM
TP-3 23.9 SC-SM

LOCATION
 

TP-2
TP-3

LOCATION MAXIUM DRY DENSITY OPTIMUM MOISTURE
(PSF) (%)

TP-3 131.0 9.0

1-4

(feet)
DEPTH

2-3

200 WASH ANALYSIS

(feet)
2-3 25
1-4 20

SAND EQUIVALENT

DEPTH SAND EQUIVALENT

1-4

MODIFIED PROCTOR

DEPTH
(feet)

LABORATORY SUMMARY CTE  JOB NO. 10-8182G



SHEAR STRENGTH TEST
Sample Designation Depth (ft) Cohesion     Angle of Friction Sample Description

TP-3 1-4' 0 psf Remolded @ 90% Clayey Silty Sand

Initial Moisture (%): 8.6% Initial Dry Density (pcf) 117.9 CTE JOB NO: 10-8182G
Final Moisture (%): 16.0% Final Dry Denstiy (pcf) 110.3 FIGURE No: C-1

35.3
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LABORATORY RESULTS 
 

CTE JOB NO. 10-7275G 
 



LOCATION PERCENT PASSING CLASSIFICATION
#200 SIEVE

BA-1 20.9 SM
BA-2 41.9 SM

LOCATION EXPANSION INDEX EXPANSION
POTENTIAL

BA-1 11 Very :Low
BA-2 7 Very Low

LOCATION Elevation LIQUID LIMIT PLASTICITY INDEX CLASSIFICATION
(msl)

South Slope adj to Friars 
Rd 42 ft msl. 42 66.2 47 CH

LOCATION RESULTS
(% Clay fraction)

South Slope adj to Friars 
Rd 42 ft msl. 58

LOCATION % MOISTURE DRY DENSITY

BA-2 6.1 111.9

LOCATION RESULTS
ppm

BA-1 61

LOCATION RESULTS
ppm

BA-1 19

LOCATION RESULTS
uS/cm

BA-1 109

13.0 to 14.0

(feet)
5.0 to 6.0

IN-PLACE MOISTURE AND DENSITY

CHLORIDE

CALIFORNIA TEST 424
DEPTH

DEPTH

CONDUCTIVITY

DEPTH

5.0 to 6.0
(feet)

DEPTH

5.0 to 6.0
(feet)

DEPTH

34.0

(feet)

5.0 to 6.0
(feet)

SULFATE

DEPTH

24.0
(feet)

7.5

200 WASH ANALYSIS

EXPANSION INDEX TEST
UBC 18-2

5.0 to 6.0

ATTERBERG LIMITS

Hydrometer
CALIFORNIA TEST 424

DEPTH
(feet)

C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E SC O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5

LABORATORY SUMMARY CTE  JOB NO. 10-7160



C O N S T R U C T I O N  T E S T I N G  &  E N G I N E E R I N G ,  I N C .
G E O T E C H N I C A L  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N  E N G I N E E R I N G  T E S T I N G  A N D  I N S P E C T I O N        

2 4 1 4  V I N E Y A R D  A V E N U E ,  S U I T E  G    E SC O N D ID O  C A .  9 2 0 2 9  ( 7 6 0 )  7 4 6 - 4 9 5 5

LOCATION RESULTS
ohms/cm

BA-1 7790

LOCATION RESULTS

BA-1 8.13

(feet)
5.0 to 6.0

pH

DEPTH
CALIFORNIA TEST 424

RESISTIVITY

CALIFORNIA TEST 424
DEPTH

(feet)
5.0 to 6.0

LABORATORY SUMMARY CTE  JOB NO. 10-7160



PARTICLE SIZE ANALYSIS
Sample Designation Sample Depth (feet) Symbol Liquid Limit (%) Plasticity Index Classification

BA-2 13-14 - - GM
BA-3 10 - - SM
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PARTICLE SIZE ANALYSIS
Sample Designation Sample Depth (feet) Symbol Liquid Limit (%) Plasticity Index Classification

Slope to 
West 60 - - Claystone
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Section 1 - General 

Construction Testing & Engineering, Inc. presents the following standard recommendations for 
grading and other associated operations on construction projects.  These guidelines should be 
considered a portion of the project specifications.  Recommendations contained in the body of 
the previously presented soils report shall supersede the recommendations and or requirements as 
specified herein.  The project geotechnical consultant shall interpret disputes arising out of 
interpretation of the recommendations contained in the soils report or specifications contained 
herein. 

Section 2 - Responsibilities of Project Personnel 

The geotechnical consultant should provide observation and testing services sufficient to general 
conformance with project specifications and standard grading practices.  The geotechnical 
consultant should report any deviations to the client or his authorized representative. 
 
The Client should be chiefly responsible for all aspects of the project.  He or his authorized 
representative has the responsibility of reviewing the findings and recommendations of the 
geotechnical consultant.  He shall authorize or cause to have authorized the Contractor and/or 
other consultants to perform work and/or provide services.  During grading the Client or his 
authorized representative should remain on-site or should remain reasonably accessible to all 
concerned parties in order to make decisions necessary to maintain the flow of the project. 
 
The Contractor is responsible for the safety of the project and satisfactory completion of all 
grading and other associated operations on construction projects, including, but not limited to, 
earth work in accordance with the project plans, specifications and controlling agency 
requirements. 

Section 3 - Preconstruction Meeting 

A preconstruction site meeting should be arranged by the owner and/or client and should include 
the grading contractor, design engineer, geotechnical consultant, owner’s representative and 
representatives of the appropriate governing authorities. 

Section 4 - Site Preparation 

The client or contractor should obtain the required approvals from the controlling authorities for 
the project prior, during and/or after demolition, site preparation and removals, etc.  The 
appropriate approvals should be obtained prior to proceeding with grading operations. 
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Clearing and grubbing should consist of the removal of vegetation such as brush, grass, woods, 
stumps, trees, root of trees and otherwise deleterious natural materials from the areas to be 
graded.  Clearing and grubbing should extend to the outside of all proposed excavation and fill 
areas. 
 
Demolition should include removal of buildings, structures, foundations, reservoirs, utilities 
(including underground pipelines, septic tanks, leach fields, seepage pits, cisterns, mining shafts, 
tunnels, etc.) and other man-made surface and subsurface improvements from the areas to be 
graded.  Demolition of utilities should include proper capping and/or rerouting pipelines at the 
project perimeter and cutoff and capping of wells in accordance with the requirements of the 
governing authorities and the recommendations of the geotechnical consultant at the time of 
demolition. 
 
Trees, plants or man-made improvements not planned to be removed or demolished should be 
protected by the contractor from damage or injury. 
 
Debris generated during clearing, grubbing and/or demolition operations should be wasted from 
areas to be graded and disposed off-site.  Clearing, grubbing and demolition operations should be 
performed under the observation of the geotechnical consultant. 

Section 5 - Site Protection 

Protection of the site during the period of grading should be the responsibility of the contractor.  
Unless other provisions are made in writing and agreed upon among the concerned parties, 
completion of a portion of the project should not be considered to preclude that portion or 
adjacent areas from the requirements for site protection until such time as the entire project is 
complete as identified by the geotechnical consultant, the client and the regulating agencies. 
 
Precautions should be taken during the performance of site clearing, excavations and grading to 
protect the work site from flooding, ponding or inundation by poor or improper surface drainage.  
Temporary provisions should be made during the rainy season to adequately direct surface 
drainage away from and off the work site.  Where low areas cannot be avoided, pumps should be 
kept on hand to continually remove water during periods of rainfall. 
 
Rain related damage should be considered to include, but may not be limited to, erosion, silting, 
saturation, swelling, structural distress and other adverse conditions as determined by the 
geotechnical consultant.  Soil adversely affected should be classified as unsuitable materials and 
should be subject to overexcavation and replacement with compacted fill or other remedial 
grading as recommended by the geotechnical consultant. 
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The contractor should be responsible for the stability of all temporary excavations.  
Recommendations by the geotechnical consultant pertaining to temporary excavations (e.g., 
backcuts) are made in consideration of stability of the completed project and, therefore, should 
not be considered to preclude the responsibilities of the contractor.  Recommendations by the 
geotechnical consultant should not be considered to preclude requirements that are more 
restrictive by the regulating agencies.  The contractor should provide during periods of extensive 
rainfall plastic sheeting to prevent unprotected slopes from becoming saturated and unstable.  
When deemed appropriate by the geotechnical consultant or governing agencies the contractor 
shall install checkdams, desilting basins, sand bags or other drainage control measures. 
 
In relatively level areas and/or slope areas, where saturated soil and/or erosion gullies exist to 
depths of greater than 1.0 foot; they should be overexcavated and replaced as compacted fill in 
accordance with the applicable specifications.  Where affected materials exist to depths of 1.0 
foot or less below proposed finished grade, remedial grading by moisture conditioning in-place, 
followed by thorough recompaction in accordance with the applicable grading guidelines herein 
may be attempted.  If the desired results are not achieved, all affected materials should be 
overexcavated and replaced as compacted fill in accordance with the slope repair 
recommendations herein.  If field conditions dictate, the geotechnical consultant may 
recommend other slope repair procedures. 

Section 6 - Excavations 

6.1 Unsuitable Materials 
Materials that are unsuitable should be excavated under observation and 
recommendations of the geotechnical consultant.  Unsuitable materials include, but may 
not be limited to, dry, loose, soft, wet, organic compressible natural soils and fractured, 
weathered, soft bedrock and nonengineered or otherwise deleterious fill materials. 

 
Material identified by the geotechnical consultant as unsatisfactory due to its moisture 
conditions should be overexcavated; moisture conditioned as needed, to a uniform at or 
above optimum moisture condition before placement as compacted fill. 
 
If during the course of grading adverse geotechnical conditions are exposed which were 
not anticipated in the preliminary soil report as determined by the geotechnical consultant 
additional exploration, analysis, and treatment of these problems may be recommended. 



Appendix D 
Standard Specifications for Grading 
 

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS OF GRADING  

Page 4 of 26 

Page D-4 

6.2 Cut Slopes 
Unless otherwise recommended by the geotechnical consultant and approved by the 
regulating agencies, permanent cut slopes should not be steeper than 2:1 (horizontal: 
vertical). 

 
The geotechnical consultant should observe cut slope excavation and if these excavations 
expose loose cohesionless, significantly fractured or otherwise unsuitable material, the 
materials should be overexcavated and replaced with a compacted stabilization fill.  If 
encountered specific cross section details should be obtained from the Geotechnical 
Consultant. 

 
When extensive cut slopes are excavated or these cut slopes are made in the direction of 
the prevailing drainage, a non-erodible diversion swale (brow ditch) should be provided 
at the top of the slope. 

6.3 Pad Areas 
All lot pad areas, including side yard terrace containing both cut and fill materials, 
transitions, located less than 3 feet deep should be overexcavated to a depth of 3 feet and 
replaced with a uniform compacted fill blanket of 3 feet.  Actual depth of overexcavation 
may vary and should be delineated by the geotechnical consultant during grading, 
especially where deep or drastic transitions are present. 

 
For pad areas created above cut or natural slopes, positive drainage should be established 
away from the top-of-slope.  This may be accomplished utilizing a berm drainage swale 
and/or an appropriate pad gradient.  A gradient in soil areas away from the top-of-slopes 
of 2 percent or greater is recommended. 

Section 7 - Compacted Fill 

All fill materials should have fill quality, placement, conditioning and compaction as specified 
below or as approved by the geotechnical consultant. 

7.1 Fill Material Quality 
Excavated on-site or import materials which are acceptable to the geotechnical consultant 
may be utilized as compacted fill, provided trash, vegetation and other deleterious 
materials are removed prior to placement.  All import materials anticipated for use on-site 
should be sampled tested and approved prior to and placement is in conformance with the 
requirements outlined. 

 



Appendix D 
Standard Specifications for Grading 
 

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS OF GRADING  

Page 5 of 26 

Page D-5 

Rocks 12 inches in maximum and smaller may be utilized within compacted fill provided 
sufficient fill material is placed and thoroughly compacted over and around all rock to 
effectively fill rock voids.  The amount of rock should not exceed 40 percent by dry 
weight passing the 3/4-inch sieve.  The geotechnical consultant may vary those 
requirements as field conditions dictate.   
 
Where rocks greater than 12 inches but less than four feet of maximum dimension are 
generated during grading, or otherwise desired to be placed within an engineered fill, 
special handling in accordance with the recommendations below.  Rocks greater than 
four feet should be broken down or disposed off-site. 

7.2 Placement of Fill 
Prior to placement of fill material, the geotechnical consultant should observe and 
approve the area to receive fill.  After observation and approval, the exposed ground 
surface should be scarified to a depth of 6 to 8 inches.  The scarified material should be 
conditioned (i.e. moisture added or air dried by continued discing) to achieve a moisture 
content at or slightly above optimum moisture conditions and compacted to a minimum 
of 90 percent of the maximum density or as otherwise recommended in the soils report or 
by appropriate government agencies. 
 
Compacted fill should then be placed in thin horizontal lifts not exceeding eight inches in 
loose thickness prior to compaction.  Each lift should be moisture conditioned as needed, 
thoroughly blended to achieve a consistent moisture content at or slightly above optimum 
and thoroughly compacted by mechanical methods to a minimum of 90 percent of 
laboratory maximum dry density.  Each lift should be treated in a like manner until the 
desired finished grades are achieved. 

 
The contractor should have suitable and sufficient mechanical compaction equipment and 
watering apparatus on the job site to handle the amount of fill being placed in 
consideration of moisture retention properties of the materials and weather conditions. 

 
When placing fill in horizontal lifts adjacent to areas sloping steeper than 5:1 (horizontal: 
vertical), horizontal keys and vertical benches should be excavated into the adjacent slope 
area.  Keying and benching should be sufficient to provide at least six-foot wide benches 
and a minimum of four feet of vertical bench height within the firm natural ground, firm 
bedrock or engineered compacted fill.  No compacted fill should be placed in an area 
after keying and benching until the geotechnical consultant has reviewed the area.  
Material generated by the benching operation should be moved sufficiently away from 
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the bench area to allow for the recommended review of the horizontal bench prior to 
placement of fill. 

 
Within a single fill area where grading procedures dictate two or more separate fills, 
temporary slopes (false slopes) may be created.  When placing fill adjacent to a false 
slope, benching should be conducted in the same manner as above described.  At least a 
3-foot vertical bench should be established within the firm core of adjacent approved 
compacted fill prior to placement of additional fill.  Benching should proceed in at least 
3-foot vertical increments until the desired finished grades are achieved. 
 
Prior to placement of additional compacted fill following an overnight or other grading 
delay, the exposed surface or previously compacted fill should be processed by 
scarification, moisture conditioning as needed to at or slightly above optimum moisture 
content, thoroughly blended and recompacted to a minimum of 90 percent of laboratory 
maximum dry density.  Where unsuitable materials exist to depths of greater than one 
foot, the unsuitable materials should be over-excavated. 

 
Following a period of flooding, rainfall or overwatering by other means, no additional fill 
should be placed until damage assessments have been made and remedial grading 
performed as described herein. 

 
Rocks 12 inch in maximum dimension and smaller may be utilized in the compacted fill 
provided the fill is placed and thoroughly compacted over and around all rock.  No 
oversize material should be used within 3 feet of finished pad grade and within 1 foot of 
other compacted fill areas.  Rocks 12 inches up to four feet maximum dimension should 
be placed below the upper 10 feet of any fill and should not be closer than 15 feet to any 
slope face.  These recommendations could vary as locations of improvements dictate.  
Where practical, oversized material should not be placed below areas where structures or 
deep utilities are proposed.  Oversized material should be placed in windrows on a clean, 
overexcavated or unyielding compacted fill or firm natural ground surface.  Select native 
or imported granular soil (S.E. 30 or higher) should be placed and thoroughly flooded 
over and around all windrowed rock, such that voids are filled.  Windrows of oversized 
material should be staggered so those successive strata of oversized material are not in 
the same vertical plane. 

 
It may be possible to dispose of individual larger rock as field conditions dictate and as 
recommended by the geotechnical consultant at the time of placement. 
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The contractor should assist the geotechnical consultant and/or his representative by 
digging test pits for removal determinations and/or for testing compacted fill.  The 
contractor should provide this work at no additional cost to the owner or contractor's 
client. 

 
Fill should be tested by the geotechnical consultant for compliance with the 
recommended relative compaction and moisture conditions.  Field density testing should 
conform to ASTM Method of Test D 1556-00, D 2922-04.  Tests should be conducted at 
a minimum of approximately two vertical feet or approximately 1,000 to 2,000 cubic 
yards of fill placed.  Actual test intervals may vary as field conditions dictate.  Fill found 
not to be in conformance with the grading recommendations should be removed or 
otherwise handled as recommended by the geotechnical consultant. 

7.3 Fill Slopes 
Unless otherwise recommended by the geotechnical consultant and approved by the 
regulating agencies, permanent fill slopes should not be steeper than 2:1 (horizontal: 
vertical). 

 
Except as specifically recommended in these grading guidelines compacted fill slopes 
should be over-built two to five feet and cut back to grade, exposing the firm, compacted 
fill inner core.  The actual amount of overbuilding may vary as field conditions dictate.  If 
the desired results are not achieved, the existing slopes should be overexcavated and 
reconstructed under the guidelines of the geotechnical consultant.  The degree of 
overbuilding shall be increased until the desired compacted slope surface condition is 
achieved.  Care should be taken by the contractor to provide thorough mechanical 
compaction to the outer edge of the overbuilt slope surface. 

 
At the discretion of the geotechnical consultant, slope face compaction may be attempted 
by conventional construction procedures including backrolling.  The procedure must 
create a firmly compacted material throughout the entire depth of the slope face to the 
surface of the previously compacted firm fill intercore. 

 
During grading operations, care should be taken to extend compactive effort to the outer 
edge of the slope.  Each lift should extend horizontally to the desired finished slope 
surface or more as needed to ultimately established desired grades.  Grade during 
construction should not be allowed to roll off at the edge of the slope.  It may be helpful 
to elevate slightly the outer edge of the slope.  Slough resulting from the placement of 
individual lifts should not be allowed to drift down over previous lifts.  At intervals not 
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exceeding four feet in vertical slope height or the capability of available equipment, 
whichever is less, fill slopes should be thoroughly dozer trackrolled. 

 
For pad areas above fill slopes, positive drainage should be established away from the 
top-of-slope.  This may be accomplished using a berm and pad gradient of at least two 
percent. 

Section 8 - Trench Backfill 

Utility and/or other excavation of trench backfill should, unless otherwise recommended, be 
compacted by mechanical means.  Unless otherwise recommended, the degree of compaction 
should be a minimum of 90 percent of the laboratory maximum density. 
 
Within slab areas, but outside the influence of foundations, trenches up to one foot wide and two 
feet deep may be backfilled with sand and consolidated by jetting, flooding or by mechanical 
means.  If on-site materials are utilized, they should be wheel-rolled, tamped or otherwise 
compacted to a firm condition.  For minor interior trenches, density testing may be deleted or 
spot testing may be elected if deemed necessary, based on review of backfill operations during 
construction. 
 
If utility contractors indicate that it is undesirable to use compaction equipment in close 
proximity to a buried conduit, the contractor may elect the utilization of light weight mechanical 
compaction equipment and/or shading of the conduit with clean, granular material, which should 
be thoroughly jetted in-place above the conduit, prior to initiating mechanical compaction 
procedures.  Other methods of utility trench compaction may also be appropriate, upon review of 
the geotechnical consultant at the time of construction. 
 
In cases where clean granular materials are proposed for use in lieu of native materials or where 
flooding or jetting is proposed, the procedures should be considered subject to review by the 
geotechnical consultant.  Clean granular backfill and/or bedding are not recommended in slope 
areas. 

Section 9 - Drainage 

Where deemed appropriate by the geotechnical consultant, canyon subdrain systems should be 
installed in accordance with CTE’s recommendations during grading. 
 
Typical subdrains for compacted fill buttresses, slope stabilization or sidehill masses, should be 
installed in accordance with the specifications. 
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Roof, pad and slope drainage should be directed away from slopes and areas of structures to 
suitable disposal areas via non-erodible devices (i.e., gutters, downspouts, and concrete swales). 
 
For drainage in extensively landscaped areas near structures, (i.e., within four feet) a minimum 
of 5 percent gradient away from the structure should be maintained.  Pad drainage of at least 2 
percent should be maintained over the remainder of the site. 
 
Drainage patterns established at the time of fine grading should be maintained throughout the life 
of the project.  Property owners should be made aware that altering drainage patterns could be 
detrimental to slope stability and foundation performance. 

Section 10 - Slope Maintenance 

10.1 - Landscape Plants 
To enhance surficial slope stability, slope planting should be accomplished at the 
completion of grading.  Slope planting should consist of deep-rooting vegetation 
requiring little watering.  Plants native to the southern California area and plants relative 
to native plants are generally desirable.  Plants native to other semi-arid and arid areas 
may also be appropriate.  A Landscape Architect should be the best party to consult 
regarding actual types of plants and planting configuration. 

10.2 - Irrigation 
Irrigation pipes should be anchored to slope faces, not placed in trenches excavated into 
slope faces. 

 
Slope irrigation should be minimized.  If automatic timing devices are utilized on 
irrigation systems, provisions should be made for interrupting normal irrigation during 
periods of rainfall. 

10.3 - Repair 
As a precautionary measure, plastic sheeting should be readily available, or kept on hand, 
to protect all slope areas from saturation by periods of heavy or prolonged rainfall.  This 
measure is strongly recommended, beginning with the period prior to landscape planting. 

 
If slope failures occur, the geotechnical consultant should be contacted for a field review 
of site conditions and development of recommendations for evaluation and repair.   
 
If slope failures occur as a result of exposure to period of heavy rainfall, the failure areas 
and currently unaffected areas should be covered with plastic sheeting to protect against 
additional saturation. 
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In the accompanying Standard Details, appropriate repair procedures are illustrated for 
superficial slope failures (i.e., occurring typically within the outer one foot to three feet of 
a slope face). 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
Francis Parker School (Parker), an independent K-12 school serving San Diego since 1912, 
proposes amending Planned Development Permit (PDP) No. 84875 and Site Development 
Permit (SDP) No. 215276 to authorize changes to Parker’s Master Plan for its Linda Vista 
Campus (project).  The Linda Vista Campus comprises Parker’s Middle School (Grades 6-8) 
and the Upper School (Grades 9-12).  The project is intended to update the existing 
discretionary permits governing the Linda Vista Campus by integrating existing facilities with 
proposed new facilities into one comprehensive Master Plan that implement’s Parker’s vision for 
creating a modern, cohesive, and sustainable educational environment. 
 
Under the existing PDP/SDP, the Linda Vista Campus serves a student population of up to 800 
students.  With the improvements and new facilities described in the Master Plan, the Linda 
Vista Campus would accommodate up to 940 students.  The student population is planned to be 
increased incrementally over a five-year period to reach the 940 number.  
 
1.1 Proposed Project 
 
Demolition 
 
The project proposes demolition of three older buildings (Buildings 001, 002, and 003) that 
currently house the Field House, Middle School gymnasium and locker rooms, and the 
cafeteria.   
 
Parking Structure 
 
As part of the updated Master Plan, a two-level underground parking structure would be 
centrally located within the Linda Vista Campus (refer to Exhibit 1, Site Plan).  The underground 
parking structure would accommodate 283 parking spaces.  Surface lots within the Linda Vista 
Campus would provide an additional 238 parking spaces.  In total, the Linda Vista Campus 
would provide 521 parking spaces. 
 
Dining and Athletic Complex  
 
Components of the proposed Dining/Athletic Complex would be built directly over the 
underground parking structure.  A portion of the first floor and second floor over the parking 
structure would house a kitchen/dining hall area with outdoor terraces (Building No. 900).  The 
remaining first floor level over the underground parking structure would house a gymnasium for 
indoor sports, along with ancillary support spaces, such as meeting rooms, locker rooms, 
restrooms, and classrooms (Building No. 200).  Building No. 201 is a semi-enclosed lobby area 
connecting the gymnasium to Building Nos. 201A and 201B.  Building Nos. 201A and 201B 
would house athletic offices, a multi-purpose room, press box, locker rooms, training rooms, 
laundry facilities, and restrooms.  These two buildings would also provide rooftop bleacher 
seating overlooking the track and field.  Building No. 202 would provide field storage and a 
ticketing office for field events.  Restroom and concession services for visitors attending events 
on the athletic field would be provided in Building No. 203.  Bleacher seating for visitors would 
be located in close proximity to Building No. 203.  As part of the Dining/Athletic Complex, the 
existing playing surface on the athletic field would be reoriented and fitted with a regulation 8-
lane track on its perimeter.  An outdoor aquatic center with a pool and bleacher seating would 
round out the athletic facilities. 
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Site Plan
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Additional Buildings 
 
Three new buildings are proposed to be located in the western portion of the Linda Vista 
Campus.  Building No. 106 would be a two-story building, multi-purpose Student Center for the 
Upper School for various activities, meetings, and other collaborations.  Building No. 303 would 
be a two-story multi-purpose Student Center for the Middle School for various activities, 
meetings, and other collaborations.  Building No. 401 would be a single-story Maker’s Space for 
students to design and fabricate projects in a hands-on manner, using different types of 
equipment and tools, such as 3-D printers.  These three buildings are slated for construction at 
a future date or dates as funding becomes available. 
 
Roadway Modifications  
 
The project also proposes modifications to the circulation within the Linda Vista Campus.  In 
addition to the main entrance, there are three other existing openings onto Linda Vista Road 
serving the  Linda Vista Campus; one to the west of the main entrance and two to the east.  The 
existing opening immediately east of the main entrance would be relocated from Linda Vista 
Road to Northrim Court.  The easternmost opening onto Linda Vista Road would be 
reconfigured for direct access into the proposed underground parking garage, and to provide 
emergency vehicle access to the proposed Dining/Athletic Complex.  A raised median would be 
added in Linda Vista Road to limit access at this driveway to right-in/right-out.  A small guard 
house, similar to the one at the main entrance, would be placed at this opening and to the 
Northrim Court opening.  A traffic signal would be added to the intersection of Linda Vista Road 
and Northrim Court.  A second northbound lane would be added to Northrim Court just south of 
this intersection to provide one dedicated left-hand turn lane and one dedicated right-hand turn 
lane.     
 
The proposed Northrim Court opening would be part of a reconfiguration of the existing surface 
parking lot in the northeasterly portion of the Linda Vista Campus.  The surface parking lot 
would be modified to provide emergency vehicle access to the Dining/Athletic Complex, and to 
accommodate the elevated sports deck approved under the existing PDP/SDP, but not yet 
constructed.  The updated Master Plan provides refinements to further integrate the elevated 
sports deck with the parking lot below and the Dining/Athletic Complex. 
 
Operations 
 
The following conditions would govern operation of activities on the Linda Vista Campus: 
 

• Limit of 60 evening events per year.  An evening event is defined as an event on the 
athletic field that takes place after 8:00 p.m. 

• All field lights must be turned off by 10:00 p.m. unless a varsity game or match extends 
beyond this time as a result of circumstances beyond the school’s reasonable control, 
but in no event would lights remain on after 11:00 p.m. 

• All outdoor lighting, except lighting deemed necessary for safety and security purposes, 
would be turned off between 11:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. 

• Activities on the athletic fields are allowed to begin no earlier than 8:00 a.m. on 
Saturdays and 9:00 a.m. on Sundays. 
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2.0 GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
California is a substantial contributor of global greenhouse gases (GHGs), emitting over 400 
million tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) per year.1  Climate studies indicate that California is likely to 
see an increase of three to four degrees Fahrenheit (ºF) over the next century.  Methane is also 
an important GHG that potentially contributes to global climate change.  GHGs are global in 
their effect, which is to increase the earth’s ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere.  As primary 
GHGs have a long lifetime in the atmosphere, accumulate over time, and are generally well-
mixed, their impact on the atmosphere is mostly independent of the point of emission.   
 
The impact of human activities on global climate change is apparent in the observational record.  
Air trapped by ice has been extracted from core samples taken from polar ice sheets to 
determine the global atmospheric variation of CO2, methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) from 
before the start of industrialization (approximately 1750), to over 650,000 years ago.  For that 
period, it was found that CO2 concentrations ranged from 180 parts per million (ppm) to 300 
ppm.  For the period from approximately 1750 to the present, global CO2 concentrations 
increased from a pre-industrialization period concentration of 280 ppm to 379 ppm in 2005, with 
the 2005 value far exceeding the upper end of the pre-industrial period range. 
 
3.0  REGULATIONS AND SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 
 
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed several emission 
trajectories of GHGs needed to stabilize global temperatures and climate change impacts.  It 
concluded that a stabilization of GHGs at 400 to 450 ppm carbon dioxide-equivalent 
concentration is required to keep global mean warming below two degrees Celsius (ºC), which 
in turn is assumed to be necessary to avoid dangerous climate change. 
 
Executive Order S-3-05 was issued in June 2005, which established the following GHG 
emission reduction targets: 
 

• 2010: Reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; 

• 2020: Reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and 

• 2050: Reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 
 
Additionally, issued in April 2015, Executive Order B-30-15 requires statewide GHG emissions 
to be reduced 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.  Assembly Bill (AB) 32 Statutes of 2006, 
Health and Safety Code section 38500 et seq. requires that the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) determine what the statewide GHG emissions level was in 1990, and approve a 
statewide GHG emissions limit that is equivalent to that level, to be achieved by 2020.  CARB 
has approved a 2020 emissions limit of 427 million metric tons of CO2 equivalent (MTCO2eq).2  
Due to the nature of global climate change, it is not anticipated that any single development 
project would have a substantial effect on global climate change.  In actuality, GHG emissions 
from the proposed project would combine with emissions emitted across California, the United 
States, and the world to cumulatively contribute to global climate change.  
 

                                                
1 California Energy Commission, Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks:  2000 to 2012, 

2014. 
2 Carbon Dioxide Equivalent (CO2eq) – A metric measure used to compare the emissions from various 

greenhouse gases based upon their global warming potential.   
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In June 2008, the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) published a 
Technical Advisory, which provides informal guidance for public agencies as they address the 
issue of climate change in CEQA documents.3  This is assessed by determining whether the 
proposed project is consistent with or obstructs the 39 Recommended Actions identified by 
CARB in its Climate Change Scoping Plan which includes nine Early Action Measures 
(qualitative approach).  For project level analyses, the Attorney General contributed to OPR’s 
Technical Advisory and identified potential Mitigation Measures that address where GHG 
emissions reductions can be achieved in order to achieve the goals of Assembly Bill 32.  As set 
forth in the OPR Technical Advisory and in the amendments to the CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.4, this analysis examines whether the project’s GHG emissions are significant based on 
a qualitative and performance based standard (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(a)(1) and 
(2)).   
 
3.1 City of San Diego 
 
General Plan  
 
The City’s 2008 General Plan update (General Plan) included several climate change-related 
policies aimed at reducing GHG emissions from future development and City operations.  The 
Conservation Element, Land Use and Community Planning Element, Mobility Element, Urban 
Design Element, and Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element contain policy language 
related to sustainable land use patterns, alternative modes of transportation, energy efficiency, 
water conservation, waste reduction, and greater landfill efficiency.  The overall intent of these 
policies is to support climate protection actions, while retaining flexibility in the design of 
implementation measures which could be influenced by new scientific research, technological 
advances, environmental conditions, or state and federal legislation.  
 
Climate Protection Action Plan  
 
The City developed a Climate Protection Action Plan (CPAP) in 2005 that identifies policies and 
actions to decrease GHG emissions from city operations.  The CPAP includes several 
recommendations for reducing GHG emissions related to transportation and energy usage.  The 
City’s General Plan was amended in 2012 to include Policy CE-A.13 to regularly monitor and 
update the CPAP.   
 
Climate Mitigation and Adaptation Plan 
 
The City’s Climate Mitigation Adaptation Plan (CMAP) was developed to provide a mechanism 
for the City to achieve the goals of AB 32 and the CARB Scoping Plan at a program level.  The 
CMAP elements were prepared pursuant to guidance from the amended CEQA Guidelines and 
CARB recommendations for what constitutes an effective GHG reduction plan.  The City’s 
CMAP is intended to establish a planning horizon of 2013 through 2035, quantify the City’s 
GHG emissions, establish GHG reduction targets for 2020, identify strategies and measures to 
reduce GHG emissions, and provide guidance for monitoring progress on an annual basis.  
Climate Action Plan 
 
The City adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) in December 2015.  The CAP identifies 
measures to effectively meet GHG reduction targets for 2020 (15 percent below “business-as-

                                                
3 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change 

Through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review, 2008.  
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usual” emission levels) and 2035 (49 percent below “business-as-usual” emission levels).  
Attainment of the reduction targets would require significant City and regional actions, continued 
implementation of federal and state mandates, and dedicated residents.  Through 2020, the 
CAP meets the requirements set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5, whereby a lead 
agency (City of San Diego) may analyze and mitigate the significant effects of GHG emissions 
at a programmatic level.   
 
3.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the 
assessment of GHG emissions impacts.  These guidelines have been utilized to evaluate the 
potential for the proposed project to cause potentially significant GHG emissions impacts:   
 

• Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment; (refer to Section 4.1, Direct and Indirect 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions); or  

 
• Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions (refer to Section 4.2, Applicable Plans, Policies, and 
Regulations);  
 

Based on these standards and thresholds, the effects of the proposed project have been 
categorized as a “less than significant impact.”   
 
3.3 City of San Diego Greenhouse Gas Emissions Thresholds 
 
The City does not currently have adopted significance thresholds for GHG emissions.  
Therefore, in accordance with discussions with City staff, a 900 metric ton (MT) CO2eq per year 
screening criterion for determining when a detailed GHG analysis is being used by the City 
based on guidance from the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) 
report CEQA & Climate Change (January 2008).4,5  The CAPCOA report references the 900 
MTCO2eq guideline as a conservative threshold for requiring further analysis and mitigation.  
The 900 MTCO2eq screening threshold was developed by CAPCOA by analyzing the capture of 
90 percent or more of future discretionary developments for residential units and square footage 
of commercial space.  By reviewing data from cities in California on pending development 
applications, the 90 percent capture was the “market capture” rate that equated to 50 single-
family residential units and 30,000 square feet of office.  The GHG emissions associated with 50 
single-family residential units and 30,000 square feet of office were found to be 900 metric tons 
and 800 metric tons respectively.  Given the variance on individual projects, a single threshold 
of 900 metric tons was selected for residential and office projects.  The 900 metric ton screening 
threshold was also selected for non-office commercial projects and industrial projects to provide 
equivalency for different projects in other economic sectors.  The objective was to set the 
emission threshold low enough to capture a substantial fraction of future residential and 
nonresidential development that would be constructed to accommodate future statewide 
population and job growth, while setting the emission threshold high enough to exclude small 
development projects that would contribute a cumulatively less than significant amount to 

                                                
4 Telephone Communication, Ms. Anna L. McPherson, Senior Planner, City of San Diego Development Services 

Department, Environmental Analysis Section, January 8, 2016.   
5 City of San Diego Memorandum, Updated – Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to 

CEQA, August 18, 2010. 
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statewide GHG emissions.  This emission level includes the annual emissions from vehicle trips, 
typical energy and water use, and other factors associated with projects.  Projects that meet the 
criterion are not required by the City to prepare a detailed GHG technical analysis report.  
 
4.0 PROJECT IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
The project is proposed to be constructed in sequences.  Table 1, Project Construction 
Sequences, summarizes the anticipated dates in which each construction sequence is proposed 
to start and be completed.  Construction activities would include demolition, site preparation, 
grading, paving, building construction, and architectural coating.   
 

Table 1 
Project Construction Sequences 

 
Construction Sequence Start Date Completion Date Duration 

1 June 2016 November 2017 18 Months 
2 June 2021 January 2023 20 Months 
3 June 2025 May 2026 12 Months 
4 March 2029 December 2030 22 Months 

Note: Dates are subject to change based on several factors including construction schedules, project funding, local policies, etc.  
 
 
4.1 Direct and Indirect Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
Level of Significance Before Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact 
 
Project-related GHG emissions would include emissions from direct and indirect sources.  The 
proposed project would result in direct and indirect emissions of CO2, N2O, and CH4, and would 
not result in other GHGs that would facilitate a meaningful analysis.  Therefore, this analysis 
focuses on these three forms of GHG emissions.  Direct project-related GHG emissions include 
emissions from construction activities, area sources, and mobile sources, while indirect sources 
include emissions from electricity consumption, water demand, and solid waste generation.  
Operational GHG estimations are based on energy emissions from natural gas usage and 
automobile emissions.  The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) was utilized to 
determine direct and indirect GHG emissions.  CalEEMod relies upon project specific land use 
data to calculate emissions.  Table 2, Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions, presents the 
estimated CO2, N2O, and CH4 emissions of the proposed project.  CalEEMod outputs are 
contained within Attachment A, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Data. 
 
Direct Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 

• Construction Emissions.  Construction GHG emissions are typically summed and 
amortized over the lifetime of the project (assumed to be 30 years), then added to the 
operational emissions.6  As seen in Table 2, the proposed project would result in 121.77 
MTCO2eq/yr from direct construction-related sources of GHG emissions.   

                                                
6 The project lifetime is based on the standard 30 year assumption of the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District, Draft Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold, October 2008.  
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• Area Source.  Area source emissions were calculated using CalEEMod and project-
specific land use data.  As noted in Table 2, the proposed project would result in a 
nominal amount of area source GHG emissions.   
 

• Mobile Source.  CalEEMod relies upon trip generation data and project specific land use 
data to calculate mobile source emissions.  As shown in Table 2, using CALEEMod’s 
emissions data without consideration of specific project design features discussed 
below, the project would directly result in 359.29 MTCO2eq/yr of mobile source-
generated GHG emissions. 

 
Table 2 

Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 

Source 

CO2 CH4 N2O Total 
Metric 

Tons of 
CO2eq 

Metric 
Tons/yr1 

Metric 
Tons/yr1 

Metric 
Tons of 
CO2eq2 

Metric 
Tons/yr1 

Metric 
Tons of 
CO2eq2 

Direct Emissions       
• Construction  

(amortized over 30 years) 121.27 0.02 0.50 0.00 0.00 121.77 

• Area Source 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 
• Mobile Source 358.95 0.02 0.40 0.00 0.00 359.29 

Total Unmitigated Direct Emissions3 480.23 0.04 0.90 0.00 0.00 481.07 
Indirect Emissions       

• Energy 294.29 0.01 0.28 0.00 0.83 295.38 
• Water Demand 42.55 0.13 3.29 0.00 1.02 46.37 
• Solid Waste Generation 11.56 0.68 17.08 0.00 0.00 25.91 

Total Unmitigated Indirect Emissions3 348.4 0.82 20.65 0.00 1.85 367.66 
Total Unmitigated Project-Related Emissions3 848.73 MTCO2eq/yr 
900 MTCO2eq Screening Threshold Exceeded? No 
Notes: 
1. Emissions calculated using CalEEMod. 
2. CO2 Equivalent values calculated using the EPA Website, Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies Calculator, 

http://www.epa.gov/energy/greenhouse-gas-equivalencies-calculator, accessed January 2016. 
3. Totals may be slightly off due to rounding. 
Refer to Attachment A, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Data, for detailed model input/output data. 
 
 
Indirect Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 

• Energy Consumption.  Energy consumption emissions were calculated using CalEEMod 
and project-specific land use data.  Electricity would be provided to the project site via 
San Diego Gas & Electric.  Using CALEEMod’s emissions data without consideration of 
specific project design features discussed below, the proposed project would indirectly 
result in 295.38 MTCO2eq/yr due to energy consumption; refer to Table 2. 

 
• Water Demand.  Water demand associated with operation of the proposed project was 

calculated using CalEEMod and project-specific land use data.  Emissions from indirect 
energy impacts due to water demand would result in an approximate net increase of 
46.37 MTCO2eq/yr; refer to Table 2. 

 

http://www.epa.gov/energy/greenhouse-gas-equivalencies-calculator
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• Solid Waste.  Solid waste associated with operations of the proposed project would 
result in 25.91 MTCO2eq/yr; refer to Table 2. 

 
Total Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
As shown in Table 2, the total amount of proposed project-related GHG emissions from direct 
and indirect sources combined would total 848.73 MTCO2eq/yr.   
 
Project Design Features 
 
The project includes various project design features that would further reduce project-related 
GHG emissions.  The project would redevelop a portion of the existing campus and would place 
the proposed multi-purpose Student Center, dining and recreational uses of the Linda Vista 
Campus less than 0.05-mile from local San Diego Metropolitan Transit System (SDMTS) bus 
lines.  The project design also includes access refinements and pedestrian connections that 
connect pedestrian and vehicle access to external streets and pedestrian facilities contiguous 
with the project site.  The project would integrate the project components and does not include 
physical barriers (e.g., walls, landscaping, or slopes) that would impede pedestrian circulation.   
 
The project would design buildings to be water and energy efficient, exceeding Title 24 
requirements, as well as the California Green Building Code standards.  The project would 
apply low volatile organic compounds (VOC) cleaning and painting supplies, install high efficient 
light-emitting diodes (LED) lighting, and institute recycling and composting services to reduce 
solid waste by at least 50 percent.  Trash and recycling bins would be provided in public areas 
throughout the Linda Vista Campus.  Trash and recycling compactors would also be installed to 
reduce the number of waste disposal hauling trips.  Low-flow and energy efficient fixtures and 
water-efficient irrigation systems are incorporated into the project design to maximize the 
efficient use of water and minimize the effects of drought within the City.  The project would also 
replace approximately 9,000 square feet of grass with native drought-tolerant landscaping, 
thereby reducing high levels of irrigation use.7  Photovoltaic solar panels are proposed on the 
roof of the Performing Arts Center that would offset the project’s energy consumption by 
approximately 15,842 kilowatt hours (kWh) annually.   
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions With Project Design Features 
 
Implementation of proposed project design features described above would result in reduced 
project-related GHG emissions.  GHG reductions were applied using CalEEMod.  Table 3, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions With Project Design Features, shows the reduced GHG emissions 
resulting from implementation of project design features associated with water, energy, solid 
waste, and land use efficiency measures. 
 
Reduction measures applied in CalEEMod and accounted for in Table 3 from project design 
features include the following: 
 

• Transit accessibility, as the project site is located adjacent to SDMTS bus stops; 

• Pedestrian connections to the off-site circulation network;  
                                                

7 The Linda Vista Campus already utilizes artificial turf for the existing athletic field.  It should be noted that the 
proposed reconfigured athletic field would also use artificial turf.  The CalEEMod emissions data depicted in Table 2 
does not include reductions for artificial turf.  Therefore, reductions for artificial turf have been applied as a project 
design feature and associated emissions are depicted in Table 3. 
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• Include facilities that encourage/accommodate the use of ridesharing, transit, school 
bus, pedestrian, and bicycle commuting; 

• Low VOC cleaning and painting supplies; 

• Exceed Title 24 requirements by including LED lighting and solar panels on the 
Performing Arts Center that would generate approximately 15,842 kWh annually; 

• Low-flow faucets, toilets, and showers; 

• Installation of artificial turf;  

• Water-efficient irrigation systems; and 

• Institute recycling and composting services to reduce solid waste by at least 50 percent. 
 

Table 3 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions With Project Design Features 

 

Source 

CO2 CH4 N2O Total 
Metric 

Tons of 
CO2eq 

Metric 
Tons/yr1 

Metric 
Tons/yr1 

Metric 
Tons of 
CO2eq2 

Metric 
Tons/yr1 

Metric 
Tons of 
CO2eq2 

Direct Emissions       
• Construction  

(amortized over 30 years) 121.27 0.02 0.50 0.00 0.00 121.77 

• Area Source 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 
• Mobile Source 358.95 0.02 0.40 0.00 0.00 359.29 

Total Unmitigated Direct Emissions3 480.23 0.04 0.90 0.00 0.00 481.07 
Indirect Emissions       

• Energy 174.34 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.51 175.00 
• Water Demand 42.55 0.13 3.29 0.00 1.02 46.37 
• Solid Waste Generation 11.56 0.68 17.08 0.00 0.00 25.91 

Total Unmitigated Indirect Emissions3 228.45 0.82 20.56 0.00 1.53 247.28 
Total Unmitigated Project-Related Emissions3 728.35 MTCO2eq/yr 
900 MTCO2eq Screening Threshold Exceeded? No 
Notes: 
1. Emissions calculated using CalEEMod. 
2. CO2 Equivalent values calculated using the EPA Website, Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies Calculator, 

http://www.epa.gov/energy/greenhouse-gas-equivalencies-calculator, accessed January 2016. 
3. Totals may be slightly off due to rounding. 
Refer to Attachment A, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Data, for detailed model input/output data. 
 
 
Additional Sustainable Development Practices and Planned Initiatives 
 
Francis Parker School has developed a Sustainability Action Plan to evaluate existing practices 
and to identify initiatives for additional sustainable development practices.  Although these 
initiatives cannot be quantified and applied in CalEEMod (because they are planned for the 
future or otherwise not quantifiable), these practices would further reduce GHG emissions 
beyond what is depicted in Table 3.  The project includes sustainable development practices 
such as retrofitting light fixtures in older buildings and the athletic field with LED fixtures and 
achieving Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design (LEED) Gold certification for future 
buildings.   

http://www.epa.gov/energy/greenhouse-gas-equivalencies-calculator
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Francis Parker School also continues to participate in sustainable activities such as providing 
San Diego Rescue Mission food donations (Francis Parker donates an average of 120 pounds 
of food per week); the San Diego Gas & Electric Level 2 energy audit; the City’s pre-consumer 
composting program; an information technology [IT] energy management program; utilizing the 
Energy Star Portfolio Manager; incorporating sustainability education in the classroom and 
providing awareness training among the student body association, faculty, contracted service 
providers (i.e., food service and janitorial service), and supporting donors; and planning for the 
installation of several energy efficient improvements on campus.   
 
The various energy efficient improvements include photovoltaic solar panels on other campus 
buildings roofs and parking lot spaces, variable refrigerant flow (VRF) with “smart” temperature 
control thermostats in all classrooms, offices, and other facilities, window replacement on older 
buildings, cool roof technology, electric vehicle (EV) charging stations, conversion from 
disposable to reusable lunch dishware, paperless account billing, and carbon credit purchases 
associated with global studies trips.  The school also plans to retrofit fixtures in the interior of 
older buildings (that will not be demolished as part of the Master Plan Update), as well as the 
exterior site lighting, with LED lights in order to reduce energy consumption by approximately 
75,000 kWh annually, which would result in a GHG emissions reduction of 32 MTCO2eq/yr.8   
 
Additional planned initiatives include providing incentives to members of faculty and staff who 
rideshare, take public transportation, or use vehicles (e.g., bikes) that do not emit GHGs.  
Francis Parker School has also established a potential initiative to transition to a grey water 
irrigation system contingent upon the City of San Diego providing the necessary infrastructure 
improvements.  
 
The planned initiative to provide options for employees and enrolled students to commute to 
and from campus through promoting rideshare, public transportation, and available facilities for 
carpoolers, school bus services, bicyclists, and pedestrians would also be in agreement with the 
City’s Transportation Demand Management Program (TDM program), which sets forth 
recommendations to improve mobility, reduce congestion and air pollution. 
 
Conclusion 
 
As depicted in Table 2, using CALEEMod’s emissions data without consideration of specific 
project design features discussed above, the proposed project’s GHG emissions would be 
848.73 MTCO2eq/yr.  Although the proposed project’s GHG emissions are below the 900 
MTCO2eq/yr GHG screening threshold, the proposed project includes the design features 
described above that would further reduce project-related GHG emissions to 728.35 
MTCO2eq/yr; refer to Table 3.  Throughout the course of project buildout, additional sustainable 
development practices would further reduce emissions associated with transportation and 
energy consumption.   
 
Furthermore, on April 2, 2015, California Governor Jerry Brown signed Executive Order B-29-
15, imposing a 25 percent mandatory water reduction in 2015 over 2013 usage for commercial, 
industrial, and institutional properties (i.e., campuses, golf courses, cemeteries), along with 
other restrictions.  As an institutional property, the Linda Vista Campus would be required to 
reduce water usage by 25 percent through the use of water conservation strategies, which 
would further reduce the project’s GHG emissions.  Therefore, the project’s design features and 

                                                
8 Based on the following San Diego Gas and Electric GHG intensity factors from CalEEMod version 2013.2.2: 

720.49 pounds per megawatt hour (lb/MWh) for CO2, 0.029 lb/MWh for CH4, and 0.006 lb/MWh for N2O.  
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additional sustainable development practices would further reduce the project’s direct and 
indirect GHG emissions below the 900 MTCO2eq/yr GHG screening threshold.  Impacts in this 
regard would be less than significant.  
 
4.2 Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations 
 
Level of Significance Before Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact.  
 
General Plan  
 
The General Plan Conservation Element provides policies for the long-term conservation and 
sustainable management of natural resources.  These policies formalize the City’s commitment 
to increase energy efficiency and the use of renewable energy.  They address both the GHG 
emissions from the community (residential, commercial, and industrial sectors) and the GHG 
emissions from City government operations.  Further, they address local GHG mitigation 
strategies to help reduce GHG emissions, identify adaptation goals, and curb the impact of 
climate change at the local level.  The General Plan Public Facilities and Conservation Element 
together provide policy on both facility infrastructure and management of vital resources such as 
water and energy.  The Mobility Element and the Urban Design Element policies help support, 
integrate, and implement land use and transportation decisions, which are linked to air quality 
and sustainability concerns.  Project consistency with General Plan policies that are applicable 
to the project are summarized in Table 4, Consistency with the City’s General Plan. 
 

Table 4 
Consistency with the City’s General Plan  

 
General Plan Policy Project Consistency 

CE-A.5.: Employ sustainable or “green” building techniques for the 
construction and operation of buildings. 

a. Develop and implement sustainable building standards for new 
and significant remodels of residential and commercial buildings to 
maximize energy efficiency, and to achieve overall net zero 
energy consumption by 2020 for new residential buildings and 
2030 for new commercial buildings.  This can be accomplished 
through factors including, but not limited to: 
• Designing mechanical and electrical systems that achieve 

greater energy efficiency with currently available technology;  
• Minimizing energy use through innovative site design and 

building orientation that addresses factors such as sun-shade 
patterns, prevailing winds, landscape, and sun-screens; 

• Employing self generation of energy using renewable 
technologies; 

• Combining energy efficient measures that have longer 
payback periods with measures that have shorter payback 
periods; 

• Reducing levels of non-essential lighting, heating and cooling; 
and 

• Using energy efficient appliances and lighting. 
b. Provide technical services for “green” buildings in partnership with 

other agencies and organizations. 

Consistent.  As the project’s proposed buildings 
would be designed to exceed Title 24 requirements 
as well as the California Green Building Code 
standards at a minimum, the project would be 
consistent with this policy.  The project would install 
energy efficient appliances and lighting.  In addition, 
the project would install photovoltaic solar panels on 
the roof of the Performing Arts Center, and initiatives 
for more photovoltaic solar panel installations on 
other campus building roofs and parking lot spaces, 
thereby achieving greater energy efficiency with 
currently available technology.  Other energy 
efficient initiatives the project proposes to reduce 
energy include variable refrigerant flow (VRF) with 
“smart” temperature control thermostats, and cool 
roof technology.   
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Table 4 (continued) 
Consistency with the City’s General Plan  

 
General Plan Policy Project Consistency 

CE-A.7.: Construct and operate buildings using materials, methods, and 
mechanical and electrical systems that ensure a healthful indoor air quality.  
Avoid contamination by carcinogens, volatile organic compounds, fungi, 
molds, bacteria, and other known toxins. 

a. Eliminate the use of chlorofluorocarbon-based refrigerants in newly 
constructed facilities and major building renovations and retrofits for all 
heating, ventilation, air conditioning, and refrigerant-based building 
systems. 

b. Reduce the quantity of indoor air contaminants that are odorous or 
potentially irritating to protect installers and occupants’ health and 
comfort.  Where feasible, select low-emitting adhesives, paints, 
coatings, carpet systems, composite wood, agri-fiber products, and 
others. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response CE-A.5.  The 
project would include efficient appliances and non-
toxic materials that meet current indoor air quality 
standards.  The project would also utilize low 
volatile organic compounds (VOC) cleaning and 
painting supplies. 

CE-A.8.: Reduce construction and demolition waste in accordance with 
Public Facilities Element, Policy PF-1.2., or by renovating or adding on to 
existing buildings, rather than constructing new buildings. 

Consistent.  Pursuant to State diversion targets, a 
minimum of 75 percent of construction materials 
would be recycled.  According to the project Waste 
Management Plan, approximately 3,197 tons of 
material would be recycled, to include landscaping, 
concrete, asphalt, foundations, building structure, 
masonry walls, curb and gutter, and switch gear 
and cable.  Demolition of the existing gym would 
include salvaging stained and painted wood plank 
floors.  It is the intent of the applicant to donate the 
wood floor planks so that they may be re-used.  
The project would also include a Solid Waste 
Management Coordinator, who would be 
responsible for working with all contractors and 
subcontractors to ensure material separation and 
coordinate proper disposal and diversion of waste 
generated. 

CE-A.9.: Reuse building materials, use materials that have recycled content, 
or use materials that are derived from sustainable or rapidly renewable 
sources to the extent possible, through factors including: 

• Scheduling time for deconstruction and recycling activities to take place 
during project demolition and construction phases; 

• Using life cycle costing in decision-making for materials and 
construction techniques.  Life cycle costing analyzes the costs and 
benefits over the life of a particular product, technology, or system; 

• Removing code obstacles to using recycled materials in buildings and 
for construction; and 

• Implementing effective economic incentives to recycle construction and 
demolition debris 

CE-A.10.: Include features in buildings to facilitate recycling of waste 
generated by building occupants and associated refuse storage areas. 

a. Provide permanent, adequate, and convenient space for individual 
building occupants to collect refuse and recyclable material. 

b. Provide a recyclables collection area that serves the entire building 
or project.  The space should allow for the separation, collection, 
and storage of paper, glass, plastic, metals, yard waste, and other 
materials as needed. 

Consistent.  Per Assembly Bill (AB) 939, the 
project would divert (recycle) at least 50 percent of 
its solid waste stream.  This includes providing 
separate storage and collection areas for 
recyclables.   

CE-A.11.: Implement sustainable landscape design and maintenance. 
a. Use integrated pest management techniques, where feasible, to 

delay, reduce, or eliminate dependence on the use of pesticides, 
herbicides, and synthetic fertilizers. 

b. Encourage composting efforts through education, incentives, and 
other activities. 

c. Decrease the amount of impervious surfaces in developments, 
especially where public places, plazas and amenities are proposed 
to serve as recreation opportunities.  (see also Recreation 
Element, Policy RE-A.6 and A.7). 

d. Strategically plant deciduous shade trees, evergreen trees, and 
drought tolerant native vegetation, as appropriate, to contribute to 
sustainable development goals. 

Consistent.  The project would incorporate 
sustainability education in Math and Science 
classes, and Advanced Placement Environmental 
Sciences.  The project would create awareness for 
the sustainability initiatives by meeting with the 
associated student body, faculty, contracted service 
providers (i.e., food service and janitorial service), 
and supporting donors.   
 
The school currently implements a pre-consumer 
composting program with the City of San Diego and 
has identified onsite post-consumer composting as 
a potential sustainability initiative. 
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Table 4 (continued) 
Consistency with the City’s General Plan  

 
General Plan Policy Project Consistency 

e. Reduce use of lawn types that require high levels of irrigation. 
f. Strive to incorporate existing mature trees and native vegetation 

into site designs. 
g. Minimize the use of landscape equipment powered by fossil fuels. 
h. Implement water conservation measures in site/building design and 

landscaping. 
i. Encourage the use of high efficiency irrigation technology, and 

recycled site water to reduce the use of potable water for irrigation.  
Use recycled water to meet the needs of development projects to 
the maximum extent feasible.  (see Policy CE-A. 12). 

The project would minimize the amount of 
impervious surfaces by locating a subterranean 
garage below the dining/athletic complex. 
 
The site design includes shade trees shade trees in 
parking lots and on the south and west sides of new 
or renovated buildings.   
 
The project would also reduce the use of lawn by 
continuing to utilize artificial turf on the athletic field 
and by replacing approximately 9,000 square feet 
of grass with native drought-tolerant landscaping, 
thereby reducing high levels of irrigation use.  
These measures would also minimize the use of 
landscape equipment powered by fossil fuels and 
conserve water. 
 
Water wise irrigation technology is also currently 
utilized by the school and would be implemented as 
part of the proposed project. 

CE-A. 12.:  Reduce the San Diego Urban Heat Island, through actions such 
as:  

• Using cool roofing materials, such as reflective, low heat retention tiles, 
membranes and coatings, or vegetated eco-roofs to reduce heat build-
up; 

• Planting trees and other vegetation, to provide shade and cool air 
temperatures.  In particular, properly position trees to shade buildings, 
air conditioning units, and parking lots; and 

• Reducing heat buildup in parking lots through increased shading or use 
of cool paving material as feasible (see also Urban Design Element, 
Policy UD-A. 12).   

Consistent.  The project would install cool-roof 
technology.  In addition, the project would install 
photovoltaic panels over approximately 60 
faculty/staff parking spaces in the lot located to the 
west of the Administrative Building.   

CE-C.7.:  Encourage conservation measures and water recycling programs 
that eliminate or discourage wasteful uses of water. 

Consistent.  The project would include efficient 
appliances and low-flow fixtures and transition to a 
grey water irrigation system.  The project would 
also reduce the use of lawn by continuing to utilize 
artificial turf on the athletic field and by replacing 
approximately 9,000 square feet of grass with 
native drought-tolerant landscaping, thereby 
reducing high levels of irrigation use.   

CE-F.6.:  Encourage and provide incentives for the use of alternatives to 
single-occupancy vehicle use, including using public transit, carpooling, 
vanpooling, teleworking, bicycling, and walking.  Continue to implement 
programs to provide City employees with incentives for the use of 
alternatives to single-occupancy vehicles. 

Consistent.  The project would encourage 
transportation demand management (TDM) options 
for employees and students to commute to and 
from campus through promoting rideshare, public 
transportation, and available facilities for 
carpoolers, school bus services, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians per the City’s TDM program.  The 
project would also install electric vehicle (EV) 
charging stations.   
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Table 4 (continued) 
Consistency with the City’s General Plan  

 
General Plan Policy Project Consistency 

CE-I.4.: Maintain and promote water conservation and waste diversion 
programs to conserve energy. 

Consistent.  As described in responses CE-A.10, 
the project would include waste diversion programs.  
The project would pay for recycling services as 
required by Section 66.0707 of the City of San Diego 
Land Development Code.  Pursuant to Executive 
Order B-29-15, the project, as a portion of the Linda 
Vista Campus, would reduce water usage by 25 
percent through water conservation strategies.   

CE-I.5.:  Support the installation of photovoltaic panels, and other forms of 
renewable energy production. 
a. Seek funding to incorporate renewable energy alternatives in public 

buildings. 
b. Promote the use and installation of renewable energy alternatives in new 

and existing development. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response CE-A.5.   

CE-I.9.:  Implement local and regional transportation policies that improve 
mobility and increase energy efficiency and conservation. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response CE-F.6.   

CE-I.10.: Use renewable energy sources to generate energy to the extent 
feasible. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response CE-A.5.   

CE-I.13.: Promote and conduct energy conservation education. Consistent.  Refer to Response CE-A.11.   
CE-K.1.: Promote the recycling and reclamation of construction materials to 
provide for the City’s current and future growth and development needs (see 
also Public Facilities, Policy PF-1.1 and Conservation Element, Policy CE-
A.8). 

Consistent.  Refer to Response CE-A.8.   

CE-N.3.: Continue and expand City and regional transportation demand 
management programs that promote fuel-efficient alternatives to driving 
alone, such as ridesharing, transit, bicycling, walking, and teleworking (see 
also Mobility Element, Section E). 

Consistent.  Refer to Response CE-F.6.   

CE-N.7.: Support education programs on waste minimization, reuse, 
recycling and resource recovery that involve the media, schools, industry, 
government, and academia. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response CE-A.11.   

UD-A.4. Use sustainable building methods in accordance with the 
sustainable development policies in the Conservation Element. 

Consistent.  Refer to Responses CE-A.5., CE-A.7., 
CE-A.8., CE-A.9., CE-A.10., CE-A.11., CE-A.12., 
CE-C.7., CE-F.6., CE-I.4., CE-I.5., CE-I.9., CE-I.10., 
CE-I.13., CE-K.1., CE-N.3., and CE-N.7.   

UD-A.8. Landscape materials and design should enhance structures, create 
and define public and private spaces, and provide shade, aesthetic appeal, 
and environmental benefits.  

a. Maximize the planting of new trees, street trees and other plants 
for their shading, air quality, and livability benefits (see also 
Conservation Element, Policies CE-A.11, CE-A.12, and Section J). 

b. Use water conservation through the use of drought-tolerant 
landscape, porous materials, and reclaimed water where available.   

c. Use landscape to support storm water management goals for 
filtration, percolation and e control. 

d. Use landscape to provide unique identities within neighborhoods, 
villages and other developed areas. 

e. Landscape materials and design should complement and build 
upon the existing character of the neighborhood. 

Consistent.  Refer to Responses CE-A.11, CE-A.12, 
and CE-C.7. 
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Table 4 (continued) 
Consistency with the City’s General Plan  

 
General Plan Policy Project Consistency 

f. Design landscape bordering the pedestrian network with new 
elements, such as a new plant form or material, at a scale and 
intervals appropriate to the site.  This is not intended to discourage 
a uniform street tree or landscape theme, but to add interest to the 
streetscape and enhance the pedestrian experience. 

g. Establish or maintain tree-lined residential and commercial streets.  
Neighborhoods and commercial corridors in the City that contain 
tree-lined streets present a streetscape that creates a distinctive 
character. 
1. Identify and plant trees that complement and expand on the 

surrounding street tree fabric. 
2. Unify communities by using street trees to link residential 

areas. 
3. Locate street trees in a manner that does not obstruct ground 

illumination from streetlights. 
h. Shade paved areas, especially parking lots. 
i. Demarcate public, semi-public/private, and private spaces clearly 

through the use of landscape, walls, fences, gates, pavement 
treatment, signs, and other methods to denote boundaries and/or 
buffers 

j. Use landscaped walkways to direct people to proper entrances and 
away from private areas. 

k. Reduce barriers to views or light by selecting appropriate tree 
types, pruning thick hedges, and large overhanging tree canopies. 

l. Utilize landscape adjacent to natural features to soften the visual 
appearance of a development and provide a natural buffer between 
the development and open space areas. 

 

ME-B.8.: Support efforts to use alternative fuels in transit vehicles to help 
implement air quality and energy conservation goals. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response CE-F.6.  
 

ME-C.10.: Provide transportation facilities to serve new growth in accordance 
with Policies MEK.4-K.6, and Public Facilities Element, Sections A-C. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response CE-F.6 

ME-E.1.: Support and implement TDM strategies including, but not limited to: 
alternative modes of transportation, alternative work schedules, and 
telework. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response CE-F.6 

ME-E.3.:  Emphasize the movement of people rather than vehicles. Consistent.  Refer to Response CE-F.6 
ME-E.5. Support SANDAG's efforts to market TDM benefits to employers 
and identify strategies to reduce peak period employee commute trips. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response CE-F.6 

ME-E.6. Require new development to have site designs and on-site 
amenities that support alternative modes of transportation.  Emphasize 
pedestrian and bicycle-friendly design, accessibility to transit, and provision 
of amenities that are supportive and conducive to implementing TDM 
strategies such as car sharing vehicles and parking spaces, bike lockers, 
preferred rideshare parking, showers and lockers, on-site food service, and 
child care, where appropriate. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response CE-F.6 

ME-E.7.: Consider TDM programs with achievable trip reduction goals as 
partial mitigation for development project traffic and air quality impacts. 

Consistent.  The proposed project’s TDM design 
features have been integrated in the environmental 
analysis.  These features would result in reduced 
project-related GHG emissions.   
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Table 4 (continued) 
Consistency with the City’s General Plan  

 
General Plan Policy Project Consistency 

PF-I.1.: Provide efficient and effective waste collection services. 
a. Route City and private fleets to minimize truck trip distances and 

use fuel –efficient vehicles producing low emissions. 
b. Design or retrofit City and private operation stations consistent with 

sustainable development policies (see also Conservation Element, 
Section A). 

c. Encourage waste reduction and recycling with source-separated 
collection of materials. 

d. Provide space for recycling containers and efficient collection. 
Identify additional funding sources for all waste management services. 

Consistent.  Refer to Responses CE-A.8., CE-A.9., 
and CE-A.10.   

PF-I.2.: Maximize waste reduction and diversion (see also Conservation 
Element, Policy CE.A.9). 

a. Conveniently locate facilities and informational guidelines to 
encourage waste reduction, diversion, and recycling practices. 

b. Operate public and private facilities that collect and transport waste 
and recyclable materials in accordance with the highest 
environmental standards. 

c. Support resource recovery programs that produce soil additives, 
mulch, or compost from yard debris and organic waste. 

d. Maximize the separation of recyclable and compostable materials. 
e. Collaborate with public and private entities to support the 

development of facilities that recycle materials into usable products 
or that compost organic materials. 

f. Reduce and recycle Construction and Demolition (C&D) debris. 
Strive for recycling of 100 percent of inert C&D materials and a 
minimum of 50 percent by weight of all other material. 

g. Use recycled, composted, and post-consumer materials in 
manufacturing, construction, public facilities and in other identified 
uses whenever appropriate. 

h. Encourage advance disposal fees to prevent the disposal of 
materials that cause handling problems or hazards at landfills. 

i. Provide sufficient information on the movement of waste and 
recyclable materials to meet regulatory requirements at public and 
private transfer stations and materials recovery facilities to allow 
adequate planning. 

j. Reduce subsidies to disposal and encourage incentives for waste 
diversion. 

k. Promote manufacturer and retailer responsibility to divert harmful, 
reusable, and recyclable products upon expiration from the waste 
stream. 

l. Encourage the private sector to build a mixed construction and 
demolition waste materials recycling facility. 

m. Expand and stabilize the economic base for recycling in the local 
and regional economy by encouraging and purchasing products 
made from recycled materials. 

Continuously assess new technologies for recycling, com posting, 
cogeneration, and disposal to maximize efficient use of City resources and 
environmental protection. 

Consistent.  Refer to Responses CE-A.8 and CE-
A.9. 
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Table 4 (continued) 
Consistency with the City’s General Plan  

 
 General Plan Policy  Project Consistency 
PF-I.5.: Plan for sufficient waste handling and disposal capacity to meet 
existing and future needs.  Evaluate existing waste disposal facilities for 
potential expansion of sites for new disposal facilities. 

Consistent.  Refer to Responses CE-A.8 and CE-
A.9. 

PF-K.7. Work with the school districts and other education authorities to 
develop school and educational facilities that are architecturally designed to 
reflect the neighborhood and community character, that are pedestrian-and 
cycling-friendly (see also Mobility Element, Policy ME-A.2), and that are 
consistent with sustainable development policies (see also Conservation 
Element, Section A) and urban design policies (see also Urban Design 
Element, Section A). 

Consistent.  Refer to Responses CE-A.5., CE-A.7., 
CE-A.8., CE-A.9, CE-A.10., CE-A.11., CE-A.12., UD-
A.4., and UD-A.8. 

 
 
As depicted in Table 4, the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable policies 
contained in the City’s General Plan.  Furthermore, the project would be consistent with the 
additional plans and policies summarized in Section 3.1 through implementation of an on-site 
recycling program and water conservation strategies, utilization of public transportation facilities, 
and the installation of energy efficient appliances and lighting.  Therefore, compliance with the 
applicable General Plan policies, as summarized above would further reduce the project’s direct 
and indirect GHG emissions below the 900 MTCO2eq/yr GHG screening threshold.  Impacts in 
this regard would be less than significant.  
 
Climate Action Plan 
 
The City adopted a CAP in December 2015 that identifies a comprehensive set of goals, 
actions, and targets that the City can use to reduce GHG emissions.9  These actions include a 
combination of ordinances, City Council policies, resolutions, programs, and incentives, as well 
as outreach and education activities.  Table 5, Consistency with the City’s CAP summarizes 
project consistency with CAP actions and supporting measures that are applicable to the 
project.   

                                                
9 The City adopted the CAP without a CAP consistency checklist or project-level threshold.  The City is currently 

working on a consistency checklist to be updated in the CAP and presented to the City Council for their review and 
approval.  
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Table 5 
Consistency with the City’s CAP  

 
CAP Actions and Supporting Measures Project Consistency 

Strategy 1: Energy & Water Efficient Buildings 
Action 1.5: Implement an Outdoor Landscaping Ordinance that requires use of weather-based irrigation controllers. 
Supporting Measure for Energy & Water Efficient 
Buildings: Implementation of amendments to the Cityʼs 
Building Code that require installation of cool roof materials 
consistent with the supplementary measures contained in the 
CalGreen Code for new construction, significant repairs to 
existing roofs, and re-roofing. 

Consistent.  The project would install cool-roof technology.   

Supporting Measure for Energy & Water Efficient 
Buildings: Pursue additional financial resources and 
incentives for implementing energy and water efficiency 
measures identified by the conservation and ordinances, and to 
promote the expansion of greywater systems. 

Consistent.  Pursuant to Executive Order B-29-15, the project 
would reduce water usage by 25 percent through water 
conservation strategies. 

Strategy 2: Clean & Renewable Energy 
Action 2.1: Present to City Council for consideration a Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) or another program that 
increases the renewable energy supply. 
Supporting Measure for Clean & Renewable Energy: 
Implement General Plan Policy CE-A.5 to achieve net zero 
energy consumption by employing sustainable or “green” 
building techniques for the construction and operation of 
buildings. 

Consistent.  As the project’s proposed buildings would be 
designed to exceed Title 24 requirements as well as the California 
Green Building Code standards at a minimum, the project would be 
consistent with this policy.  The project would install energy efficient 
appliances and lighting.  In addition, the project would install 
photovoltaic solar panels on the roof of the Performing Arts Center, 
and initiatives for more photovoltaic solar panel installations on 
other campus building roofs and parking lot spaces, thereby 
achieving greater energy efficiency with currently available 
technology.  Other energy efficient initiatives the project proposes to 
reduce energy include variable refrigerant flow (VRF) with “smart” 
temperature control thermostats, and cool roof technology.  
Pursuant to State diversion targets, a minimum of 75 percent of 
construction materials would be recycled.  According to the project 
Waste Management Plan, approximately 3,197 tons of material 
would be recycled, to include landscaping, concrete, asphalt, 
foundations, building structure, masonry walls, curb and gutter, and 
switch gear and cable.  Demolition of the existing gym would 
include salvaging stained and painted wood plank floors.  It is the 
intent of the applicant to donate the wood floor planks so that they 
may be re-used.  The project would also include a Solid Waste 
Management Coordinator, who would be responsible for working 
with all contractors and subcontractors to ensure material 
separation and coordinate proper disposal and diversion of waste 
generated.  Per Assembly Bill (AB) 939, the project would be 
required to divert (recycle) at least 50 percent of its solid waste 
stream.  This includes providing separate storage and collection 
areas for recyclables.  The school also plans to retrofit fixtures in 
the interior of older buildings (that will not be demolished as part of 
the Master Plan Update), as well as the exterior site lighting, with 
LED lights in order to reduce energy consumption by approximately 
75,000 kWh annually. 

City of San Diego, City of San Diego Climate Action Plan, December 2015. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
As shown in Table 3, the total amount of proposed project-related GHG emissions from direct 
and indirect sources combined would total 728.35 MTCO2eq/yr, which is below the 900 
MTCO2eq/yr GHG screening threshold.  The proposed project’s additional sustainable 
development practices associated with transportation and energy measures would further 
reduce project-related GHG emissions.  Additionally, the project would be consistent with the 
applicable plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions 
through implementation of project design features and additional sustainable development 
practices.  Thus, the project would not result in significant impacts in regards to GHG emissions, 
and no mitigation measures are required.  
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment A 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Data 



Off-road Equipment - user-defined

Off-road Equipment - user-defined

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - user defined. Arenas were chosen for Gymnasium and track and field facility

Construction Phase - user-defined

Off-road Equipment - user-defined

Off-road Equipment - user-defined

CO2 Intensity 

(lb/MWhr)

720.49 CH4 Intensity 

(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 

(lb/MWhr)

0.006

40

Climate Zone 13 Operational Year 2030

Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.6 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Arena 5.00 1000sqft 3.00 130,680.00 0

City Park 30.00 Acre 5.00 217,800.00 0

Recreational Swimming Pool 15.40 1000sqft 1.00 43,560.00 0

Enclosed Parking Structure 283.00 Space 1.50 113,200.00 0

Population

High School 140.00 Student 2.37 103,109.00 0

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 6/10/2015 3:19 PM

Francis Parker School

San Diego County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics



Energy Use - user-default

Water And Wastewater - user-defined

Mobile Commute Mitigation - 

Area Mitigation - user-defined

Energy Mitigation - 

Water Mitigation - 

Waste Mitigation - 

Vehicle Trips - user-defined

Demolition - 

Trips and VMT - user-defined

Architectural Coating - user-defined

Area Coating - user-defined

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - user-defined

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Off-road Equipment - user-defined

Off-road Equipment - user-defined

Off-road Equipment - user-defined

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - 

Grading - user-defined

Off-road Equipment - user-defined

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - user-defined

Off-road Equipment - user-defined

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - user-defined

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - user-defined

Off-road Equipment - user-defined

Off-road Equipment - user-defined



tblConstructionPhase NumDays 30.00 43.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 327.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 44.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 43.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 30.00 44.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 174.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 44.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 21.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 30.00 43.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 347.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 30.00 45.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 66.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 43.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 239.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 22.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 21.00

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintResidentialInteriorVal

ue

250 100

tblConstDustMitigation CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction 0 26

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialInterior

Value

250 100

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintResidentialExteriorVa

lue

250 100

tblAreaCoating Area_Nonresidential_Interior 912524 300000

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialExterio

rValue

250 100

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Interior 912,524.00 3,000.00

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Interior 912,524.00 2,000.00

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior 304,175.00 150.00

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Interior 912,524.00 300,000.00

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior 304,175.00 100,000.00

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior 304,175.00 150.00

Solid Waste - user-defined

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value



tblGrading AcresOfGrading 112.50 5.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 56.44 5.00

tblEnergyUse T24NG 4.54 0.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 126.50 5.00

tblEnergyUse NT24NG 7.25 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 1.48 0.00

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 3.25 0.00

tblEnergyUse NT24E 4.27 0.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 5/1/2026 3/1/2029

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/1/2031 11/1/2030

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 5/1/2026 3/1/2026

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 4/1/2029 6/1/2029

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 3/1/2023 2/1/2022

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 5/1/2022 6/1/2025

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 7/30/2016 8/1/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 11/1/2017 6/1/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/1/2026 3/31/2029

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/29/2031 11/30/2030

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 5/30/2029 7/31/2029

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 9/28/2029 9/30/2029

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 8/29/2025 8/31/2025

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 7/1/2026 4/30/2026

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 4/29/2022 4/30/2022

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 5/30/2022 6/30/2025

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 10/29/2021 10/31/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 3/28/2023 2/28/2022

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 9/29/2017 9/30/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/31/2018 8/31/2021

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 22.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 21.00



tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 85.00 255.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 80.00 361.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 64.00 174.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 199.00 97.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 97.00 255.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 6.00 97.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 130.00 84.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 85.00 255.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 174.00 226.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 125.00 89.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 208.00 162.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 226.00 162.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 30.00 5.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 1.61 3.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 2.55 1.50

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.35 1.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 5,000.00 130,680.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.43 2.37

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 15,400.00 43,560.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 1,306,800.00 217,800.00

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 15,000.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 18,572.54 103,109.00

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 2,500.00

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 2,500.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 7,500.00

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 2,500.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 44,000.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 2,500.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 142.44 5.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 5,000.00



tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.40

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.82 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.74

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.78 0.40

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.41 0.29

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.42 0.20

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.43 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.29 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 255.00 97.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 199.00 255.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 80.00 361.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 199.00 97.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 80.00 361.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 162.00 361.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 174.00 255.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 174.00 255.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 199.00 255.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 162.00 255.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 226.00 174.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 162.00 174.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 199.00 84.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 162.00 174.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 208.00 162.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 174.00 89.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 208.00 162.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 205.00 162.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 208.00 162.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 208.00 162.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 97.00 46.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 81.00 226.00



tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.48

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.48

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.41 0.40

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.48

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.40

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.41 0.40

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.40

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.36

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.41

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.36

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.41

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.29 0.41

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.41 0.20

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.74

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.50 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.43 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.43 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.43 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.73 0.29

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.43 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.50 0.48

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.45

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.78 0.40

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.41

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.40 0.40



tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Forklifts Graders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Generator Sets Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators Bore/Drill Rigs

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators Crawler Tractors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators Crawler Tractors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators Crawler Tractors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cranes Concrete/Industrial Saws

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators Crawler Tractors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Scrapers Trenchers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Welders Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Dozers Crushing/Proc. Equipment

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Graders Skid Steer Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Dozers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Dozers Crushing/Proc. Equipment

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Signal Boards

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators Crawler Tractors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cranes Graders

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.50 0.50

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.50 0.50

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.40

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.36 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.40 0.37



tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Trenchers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Trenchers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Skid Steer Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Signal Boards

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Signal Boards

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Skid Steer Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Signal Boards

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Scrapers Rollers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Scrapers Rollers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Dozers Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Skid Steer Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Skid Steer Loaders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Graders Cranes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rubber Tired Loaders



tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00



tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00



tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 8.00 3.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 23.00 21.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 256.00 25.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 25.00 11.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 256.00 25.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 256.00 25.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 51.00 22.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 51.00 22.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 256.00 25.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 51.00 22.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 35.00 27.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 35.00 129.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 100.00 44.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 100.00 44.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 15.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 100.00 44.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 44.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 100.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 938.00 940.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 2,813.00 2,800.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 25.00 113.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 297.00 1,375.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 5,813.00 5,800.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 49.00 238.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 87.78 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 247.00 1,163.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 0.14 0.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 25.55 171.55

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2030



CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 32.93 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 10.71 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 1.71 3.40

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 10.71 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 26.73 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 10.71 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 20.87 0.00

tblVehicleTrips PR_TP 0.66 0.00

tblVehicleTrips PR_TP 52.00 0.00

tblVehicleTrips PB_TP 0.60 0.00

tblVehicleTrips PB_TP 9.00 0.00

tblVehicleTrips DV_TP 0.28 0.00

tblVehicleTrips DV_TP 39.00 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TTP 19.00 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TTP 33.00 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TTP 48.00 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TTP 19.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 38.00 65.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TTP 81.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 25.00 21.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 13.00 15.00



0.0000 163.2125 163.2125 0.0300 0.0000 163.84220.0178 0.0282 0.0460 5.0700e-

003

0.0264 0.03152026 0.0819 0.6873 1.0283 1.9400e-

003

0.0000 389.4826 389.4826 0.0888 0.0000 391.34820.0535 0.0750 0.1285 0.0211 0.0696 0.09072025 0.2036 1.7645 2.1625 4.5400e-

003

0.0000 67.0465 67.0465 0.0113 0.0000 67.28438.1400e-

003

0.0145 0.0226 2.3300e-

003

0.0136 0.01592023 0.0385 0.3190 0.4239 8.0000e-

004

0.0000 433.1864 433.1864 0.0739 0.0000 434.73870.0539 0.1073 0.1612 0.0154 0.1008 0.11612022 0.2862 2.2384 2.7859 5.1500e-

003

0.0000 524.3870 524.3870 0.1046 0.0000 526.58420.0767 0.1328 0.2094 0.0260 0.1234 0.14932021 0.3107 3.0203 2.7521 6.1200e-

003

0.0000 545.6911 545.6911 0.1469 0.0000 548.77550.0174 0.2999 0.3173 4.7300e-

003

0.2793 0.28412017 2.8747 5.3526 3.3716 6.0300e-

003

0.0000 794.0405 794.0405 0.1373 0.0000 796.92360.1093 0.3061 0.4153 0.0362 0.2845 0.32072016 0.6412 6.8292 4.6142 8.6400e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 3,638.048

5

3,638.0485 0.6585 0.0000 3,651.87670.9926 1.0334 2.0259 0.3977 0.9637 1.3614Total 4.7870 22.5353 21.2595 0.0418

0.0000 478.5820 478.5820 0.0154 0.0000 478.90600.0654 0.0245 0.0899 0.0181 0.0241 0.04222030 0.2251 1.2546 2.6884 5.7500e-

003

0.0000 242.4175 242.4175 0.0502 0.0000 243.47160.1452 0.0452 0.1904 0.0702 0.0421 0.11232029 0.1252 1.0694 1.4327 2.8400e-

003

0.0000 163.2126 163.2126 0.0300 0.0000 163.84230.0223 0.0282 0.0505 6.1900e-

003

0.0264 0.03262026 0.0819 0.6873 1.0283 1.9400e-

003

0.0000 389.4829 389.4829 0.0888 0.0000 391.34850.1772 0.0750 0.2522 0.0840 0.0696 0.15352025 0.2036 1.7646 2.1625 4.5400e-

003

0.0000 67.0465 67.0465 0.0113 0.0000 67.28440.0102 0.0145 0.0247 2.8400e-

003

0.0136 0.01642023 0.0385 0.3190 0.4239 8.0000e-

004

0.0000 433.1868 433.1868 0.0739 0.0000 434.73900.0678 0.1073 0.1751 0.0188 0.1008 0.11952022 0.2862 2.2384 2.7859 5.1500e-

003

0.0000 524.3874 524.3874 0.1046 0.0000 526.58470.2134 0.1328 0.3461 0.0850 0.1234 0.20842021 0.3107 3.0203 2.7521 6.1200e-

003

0.0000 545.6917 545.6917 0.1469 0.0000 548.77610.0223 0.2999 0.3223 5.9600e-

003

0.2793 0.28532017 2.8747 5.3526 3.3716 6.0300e-

003

0.0000 794.0411 794.0411 0.1373 0.0000 796.92420.2688 0.3061 0.5748 0.1067 0.2845 0.39122016 0.6412 6.8292 4.6142 8.6400e-

003



4317 Phase 4 Grading Grading 8/1/2029 9/30/2029 5

22

16 Phase 4 Demolition Demolition 6/1/2029 7/31/2029 5 43

15 Phase 4 Paving Paving 3/1/2029 3/31/2029 5

174

14 Phase 3 Paving Paving 3/1/2026 4/30/2026 5 44

13 Phase 3 Building Construction Building Construction 9/1/2025 4/30/2026 5

21

12 Phase 3 Grading Grading 7/1/2025 8/31/2025 5 44

11 Phase 3 Demolition Demolition 6/1/2025 6/30/2025 5

20

10 Phase 2 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 3/1/2022 4/30/2022 5 44

9 Phase 2 Paving Paving 2/1/2022 2/28/2022 5

43

8 Phase 2 Building Construction Building Construction 11/1/2021 2/28/2023 5 347

7 Phase 2 Grading Grading 9/1/2021 10/31/2021 5

22

6 Phase 2 Demolition Demolition 6/1/2021 8/31/2021 5 66

5 Phase 1 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 10/1/2017 10/31/2017 5

239

4 Phase 1 Paving Paving 9/1/2017 9/30/2017 5 21

3 Phase 1 Building Construction Building Construction 10/1/2016 8/31/2017 5

43

2 Phase 1 Grading Grading 8/1/2016 9/30/2016 5 45

End Date Num Days 

Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Phase 1 Demolition Demolition 6/1/2016 7/29/2016 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 

Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0056.64 0.00 27.75 64.15 0.00 18.74

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 

Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

0.0000 3,638.045

3

3,638.0453 0.6585 0.0000 3,651.87350.4304 1.0334 1.4638 0.1426 0.9637 1.1062Total 4.7870 22.5353 21.2595 0.0418

0.0000 478.5815 478.5815 0.0154 0.0000 478.90560.0521 0.0245 0.0765 0.0149 0.0241 0.03892030 0.2251 1.2546 2.6884 5.7500e-

003

0.0000 242.4173 242.4173 0.0502 0.0000 243.47130.0417 0.0452 0.0869 0.0170 0.0421 0.05912029 0.1252 1.0694 1.4327 2.8400e-

003



Phase 4 Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 7.00 81 0.73

Phase 1 Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 46 0.45

Phase 1 Building Construction Trenchers 2 7.00 361 0.48

Phase 1 Grading Crushing/Proc. Equipment 1 7.00 255 0.40

Phase 1 Grading Rubber Tired Loaders 1 7.00 97 0.37

Phase 3 Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 7.00 81 0.73

Phase 2 Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 255 0.40

Phase 1 Building Construction Skid Steer Loaders 1 7.00 174 0.41

Phase 1 Paving Signal Boards 2 7.00 97 0.37

Phase 1 Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 255 0.40

Phase 1 Demolition Crushing/Proc. Equipment 1 7.00 255 0.40

Phase 4 Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Phase 2 Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Phase 1 Paving Paving Equipment 1 7.00 84 0.74

Phase 1 Paving Pavers 3 7.00 89 0.20

Phase 1 Paving Graders 1 7.00 226 0.29

Phase 1 Building Construction Cranes 2 7.00 162 0.38

Phase 1 Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 2 7.00 81 0.73

Phase 1 Demolition Crawler Tractors 2 7.00 162 0.38

Load Factor

Phase 1 Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

21

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 300,000; Non-Residential Outdoor: 100,000 (Architectural Coating 

– sqft)

19 Phase 4 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 11/1/2030 11/30/2030 5

18 Phase 4 Building Construction Building Construction 10/1/2029 12/31/2030 5 327



Phase 4 Paving Paving Equipment 1 7.00 130 0.36

Phase 3 Paving Paving Equipment 1 7.00 130 0.36

Phase 2 Paving Pavers 1 7.00 125 0.42

Phase 2 Demolition Rubber Tired Loaders 1 7.00 199 0.36

Phase 4 Paving Pavers 1 7.00 125 0.42

Phase 3 Paving Pavers 1 7.00 125 0.42

Phase 2 Grading Excavators 1 7.00 174 0.41

Phase 1 Grading Cranes 1 7.00 174 0.41

Phase 4 Grading Graders 1 7.00 174 0.41

Phase 3 Grading Excavators 1 7.00 174 0.41

Phase 2 Building Construction Generator Sets 1 7.00 84 0.74

Phase 1 Building Construction Rubber Tired Loaders 1 7.00 84 0.74

Phase 4 Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Phase 3 Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Phase 2 Building Construction Forklifts 3 7.00 89 0.20

Phase 1 Building Construction Graders 1 7.00 89 0.20

Phase 4 Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Phase 3 Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Phase 2 Grading Crawler Tractors 2 7.00 162 0.38

Phase 1 Grading Bore/Drill Rigs 1 7.00 162 0.38

Phase 4 Grading Excavators 1 7.00 162 0.38

Phase 3 Grading Crawler Tractors 1 7.00 162 0.38

Phase 2 Demolition Crawler Tractors 2 7.00 162 0.38

Phase 4 Demolition Excavators 1 7.00 162 0.38

Phase 3 Demolition Crawler Tractors 1 7.00 162 0.38

Phase 2 Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29

Phase 1 Building Construction Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 7.00 226 0.29

Phase 4 Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29

Phase 3 Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29

Phase 2 Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 2 7.00 81 0.73



Phase 1 Demolition Skid Steer Loaders 2 7.00 64 0.37

Phase 1 Demolition Signal Boards 2 7.00 6 0.82

Phase 1 Demolition Rubber Tired Loaders 1 7.00 255 0.40

Phase 1 Demolition Excavators 1 7.00 162 0.38

Phase 2 Building Construction Welders 1 7.00 46 0.45

Phase 2 Demolition Skid Steer Loaders 1 7.00 64 0.37

Phase 4 Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Phase 3 Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Phase 2 Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 97 0.37

Phase 4 Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Phase 3 Grading Rubber Tired Loaders 1 7.00 97 0.37

Phase 2 Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Phase 4 Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Phase 3 Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Phase 2 Grading Rollers 2 7.00 361 0.48

Phase 1 Grading Excavators 1 7.00 361 0.48

Phase 4 Grading Scrapers 1 7.00 361 0.48

Phase 3 Grading Rollers 1 7.00 361 0.48

Phase 2 Grading Graders 1 7.00 255 0.40

Phase 4 Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 255 0.40

Phase 3 Grading Graders 1 7.00 255 0.40

Phase 2 Demolition Excavators 1 7.00 255 0.40

Phase 4 Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 255 0.40

Phase 3 Demolition Rubber Tired Loaders 1 7.00 255 0.40

Phase 2 Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38

Phase 1 Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38

Phase 4 Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38

Phase 3 Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38

Phase 1 Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Phase 2 Paving Paving Equipment 1 7.00 130 0.36



10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Phase 1 Grading 14 129.00 44.00 5,800.00

Phase 1 Demolition 14 27.00 0.00 1,163.00 10.80

Worker Trip 

Length

Vendor Trip 

Length

Hauling Trip 

Length

Worker Vehicle 

Class

Vendor 

Vehicle Class

Hauling 

Vehicle Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 

Count

Worker Trip 

Number

Vendor Trip 

Number

Hauling Trip 

Number

Phase 2 Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Phase 1 Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Phase 3 Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Phase 1 Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Phase 3 Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Phase 3 Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 255 0.40

Phase 1 Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 255 0.40

Phase 1 Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Phase 1 Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Phase 1 Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Phase 3 Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 162 0.38

Phase 2 Grading Trenchers 1 7.00 80 0.50

Phase 2 Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 7.00 97 0.37

Phase 2 Grading Signal Boards 2 7.00 6 0.82

Phase 2 Grading Rubber Tired Loaders 1 7.00 199 0.36

Phase 2 Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Phase 3 Grading Trenchers 1 7.00 80 0.50

Phase 3 Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Phase 1 Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Phase 1 Grading Skid Steer Loaders 2 7.00 64 0.37

Phase 1 Grading Signal Boards 2 7.00 6 0.82

Phase 3 Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Phase 3 Demolition Skid Steer Loaders 1 7.00 64 0.37

Phase 1 Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37



3.2 Phase 1 Demolition - 2016

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Use Soil Stabilizer

Replace Ground Cover

Water Exposed Area

Water Unpaved Roads

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase 2 Paving 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 10.80

10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Phase 4 Paving 3 8.00 0.00 0.00

Phase 3 Paving 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 10.80

10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Phase 2 Grading 15 65.00 0.00 2,800.00

Phase 4 Grading 5 15.00 0.00 625.00 10.80

10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Phase 3 Grading 10 21.00 0.00 940.00

Phase 2 Demolition 9 21.00 0.00 1,375.00 10.80

10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Phase 4 Demolition 3 3.00 0.00 113.00

Phase 3 Demolition 10 11.00 0.00 238.00 10.80

10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Phase 2 Building 

Construction

9 25.00 44.00 0.00

Phase 4 Building 

Construction

9 25.00 44.00 0.00 10.80

10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Phase 3 Building 

Construction

9 25.00 44.00 0.00

Phase 4 Architectural 

Coating

1 22.00 0.00 0.00 10.80

10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Phase 1 Architectural 

Coating

1 22.00 0.00 0.00

Phase 2 Architectural 

Coating

1 22.00 0.00 0.00 10.80

10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Phase 1 Paving 9 23.00 15.00 0.00

Phase 1 Building 

Construction

14 25.00 0.00 0.00 10.80



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00004.7500e-

003

0.0000 4.7500e-

003

7.2000e-

004

0.0000 7.2000e-

004

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 44.0576 44.0576 5.1000e-

004

0.0000 44.06840.0146 2.2700e-

003

0.0168 3.9600e-

003

2.0800e-

003

6.0400e-

003

Total 0.0142 0.1715 0.1642 4.9000e-

004

0.0000 4.3381 4.3381 2.3000e-

004

0.0000 4.34304.6600e-

003

4.0000e-

005

4.6900e-

003

1.2400e-

003

3.0000e-

005

1.2700e-

003

Worker 1.9900e-

003

2.6300e-

003

0.0251 6.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 39.7194 39.7194 2.8000e-

004

0.0000 39.72549.9200e-

003

2.2300e-

003

0.0122 2.7200e-

003

2.0500e-

003

4.7700e-

003

Hauling 0.0122 0.1689 0.1391 4.3000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 131.4413 131.4413 0.0308 0.0000 132.08870.0271 0.0775 0.1046 4.1000e-

003

0.0727 0.0768Total 0.1478 1.5123 1.0194 1.4100e-

003

0.0000 131.4413 131.4413 0.0308 0.0000 132.08870.0775 0.0775 0.0727 0.0727Off-Road 0.1478 1.5123 1.0194 1.4100e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0271 0.0000 0.0271 4.1000e-

003

0.0000 4.1000e-

003

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 183.1067 183.1067 0.0503 0.0000 184.16390.1414 0.0983 0.2397 0.0753 0.0907 0.1660Total 0.1858 2.1011 1.2840 1.9300e-

003

0.0000 183.1067 183.1067 0.0503 0.0000 184.16390.0983 0.0983 0.0907 0.0907Off-Road 0.1858 2.1011 1.2840 1.9300e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.1414 0.0000 0.1414 0.0753 0.0000 0.0753Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Phase 1 Grading - 2016

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 44.0576 44.0576 5.1000e-

004

0.0000 44.06840.0116 2.2700e-

003

0.0139 3.2300e-

003

2.0800e-

003

5.3100e-

003

Total 0.0142 0.1715 0.1642 4.9000e-

004

0.0000 4.3381 4.3381 2.3000e-

004

0.0000 4.34303.6100e-

003

4.0000e-

005

3.6400e-

003

9.8000e-

004

3.0000e-

005

1.0100e-

003

Worker 1.9900e-

003

2.6300e-

003

0.0251 6.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 39.7194 39.7194 2.8000e-

004

0.0000 39.72547.9800e-

003

2.2300e-

003

0.0102 2.2500e-

003

2.0500e-

003

4.3000e-

003

Hauling 0.0122 0.1689 0.1391 4.3000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 131.4412 131.4412 0.0308 0.0000 132.08864.7500e-

003

0.0775 0.0823 7.2000e-

004

0.0727 0.0734Total 0.1478 1.5123 1.0194 1.4100e-

003

0.0000 131.4412 131.4412 0.0308 0.0000 132.08860.0775 0.0775 0.0727 0.0727Off-Road 0.1478 1.5123 1.0194 1.4100e-

003



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 183.1065 183.1065 0.0503 0.0000 184.16360.0248 0.0983 0.1231 0.0132 0.0907 0.1039Total 0.1858 2.1011 1.2840 1.9300e-

003

0.0000 183.1065 183.1065 0.0503 0.0000 184.16360.0983 0.0983 0.0907 0.0907Off-Road 0.1858 2.1011 1.2840 1.9300e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0248 0.0000 0.0248 0.0132 0.0000 0.0132Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 241.1345 241.1345 2.7400e-

003

0.0000 241.19180.0792 0.0127 0.0919 0.0216 0.0117 0.0333Total 0.0819 0.9519 0.9547 2.7000e-

003

0.0000 21.6907 21.6907 1.1500e-

003

0.0000 21.71480.0233 1.8000e-

004

0.0235 6.1900e-

003

1.6000e-

004

6.3500e-

003

Worker 9.9600e-

003

0.0132 0.1254 2.9000e-

004

0.0000 21.3589 21.3589 1.7000e-

004

0.0000 21.36256.4400e-

003

1.4300e-

003

7.8700e-

003

1.8400e-

003

1.3100e-

003

3.1500e-

003

Vendor 0.0113 0.0967 0.1355 2.4000e-

004

0.0000 198.0848 198.0848 1.4200e-

003

0.0000 198.11460.0495 0.0111 0.0606 0.0136 0.0102 0.0238Hauling 0.0607 0.8421 0.6938 2.1700e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 6.0719 6.0719 3.2000e-

004

0.0000 6.07866.5200e-

003

5.0000e-

005

6.5700e-

003

1.7300e-

003

5.0000e-

005

1.7800e-

003

Total 2.7900e-

003

3.6800e-

003

0.0351 8.0000e-

005

0.0000 6.0719 6.0719 3.2000e-

004

0.0000 6.07866.5200e-

003

5.0000e-

005

6.5700e-

003

1.7300e-

003

5.0000e-

005

1.7800e-

003

Worker 2.7900e-

003

3.6800e-

003

0.0351 8.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 188.2291 188.2291 0.0526 0.0000 189.33280.1152 0.1152 0.1073 0.1073Total 0.2087 2.0887 1.1569 2.0300e-

003

0.0000 188.2291 188.2291 0.0526 0.0000 189.33280.1152 0.1152 0.1073 0.1073Off-Road 0.2087 2.0887 1.1569 2.0300e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Phase 1 Building Construction - 2016

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 241.1345 241.1345 2.7400e-

003

0.0000 241.19180.0631 0.0127 0.0758 0.0177 0.0117 0.0293Total 0.0819 0.9519 0.9547 2.7000e-

003

0.0000 21.6907 21.6907 1.1500e-

003

0.0000 21.71480.0180 1.8000e-

004

0.0182 4.9000e-

003

1.6000e-

004

5.0600e-

003

Worker 9.9600e-

003

0.0132 0.1254 2.9000e-

004

0.0000 21.3589 21.3589 1.7000e-

004

0.0000 21.36255.2300e-

003

1.4300e-

003

6.6600e-

003

1.5500e-

003

1.3100e-

003

2.8600e-

003

Vendor 0.0113 0.0967 0.1355 2.4000e-

004

0.0000 198.0848 198.0848 1.4200e-

003

0.0000 198.11460.0398 0.0111 0.0509 0.0112 0.0102 0.0214Hauling 0.0607 0.8421 0.6938 2.1700e-

003



3.4 Phase 1 Building Construction - 2017

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

0.0000 6.0719 6.0719 3.2000e-

004

0.0000 6.07865.0500e-

003

5.0000e-

005

5.1000e-

003

1.3700e-

003

5.0000e-

005

1.4200e-

003

Total 2.7900e-

003

3.6800e-

003

0.0351 8.0000e-

005

0.0000 6.0719 6.0719 3.2000e-

004

0.0000 6.07865.0500e-

003

5.0000e-

005

5.1000e-

003

1.3700e-

003

5.0000e-

005

1.4200e-

003

Worker 2.7900e-

003

3.6800e-

003

0.0351 8.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 188.2289 188.2289 0.0526 0.0000 189.33260.1152 0.1152 0.1073 0.1073Total 0.2087 2.0887 1.1569 2.0300e-

003

0.0000 188.2289 188.2289 0.0526 0.0000 189.33260.1152 0.1152 0.1073 0.1073Off-Road 0.2087 2.0887 1.1569 2.0300e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 497.2356 497.2356 0.1398 0.0000 500.17120.2813 0.2813 0.2618 0.2618Off-Road 0.5150 5.0525 3.0627 5.4500e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 15.6260 15.6260 7.9000e-

004

0.0000 15.64270.0174 1.3000e-

004

0.0176 4.6300e-

003

1.2000e-

004

4.7500e-

003

Total 6.7600e-

003

8.9600e-

003

0.0847 2.1000e-

004

0.0000 15.6260 15.6260 7.9000e-

004

0.0000 15.64270.0174 1.3000e-

004

0.0176 4.6300e-

003

1.2000e-

004

4.7500e-

003

Worker 6.7600e-

003

8.9600e-

003

0.0847 2.1000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 497.2362 497.2362 0.1398 0.0000 500.17180.2813 0.2813 0.2618 0.2618Total 0.5150 5.0525 3.0627 5.4500e-

003

0.0000 497.2362 497.2362 0.1398 0.0000 500.17180.2813 0.2813 0.2618 0.2618Off-Road 0.5150 5.0525 3.0627 5.4500e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 23.2068 23.2068 5.7900e-

003

0.0000 23.32830.0164 0.0164 0.0154 0.0154Total 0.0286 0.2514 0.1645 2.6000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.0000

0.0000 23.2068 23.2068 5.7900e-

003

0.0000 23.32830.0164 0.0164 0.0154 0.0154Off-Road 0.0286 0.2514 0.1645 2.6000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Phase 1 Paving - 2017

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 15.6260 15.6260 7.9000e-

004

0.0000 15.64270.0135 1.3000e-

004

0.0136 3.6700e-

003

1.2000e-

004

3.7900e-

003

Total 6.7600e-

003

8.9600e-

003

0.0847 2.1000e-

004

0.0000 15.6260 15.6260 7.9000e-

004

0.0000 15.64270.0135 1.3000e-

004

0.0136 3.6700e-

003

1.2000e-

004

3.7900e-

003

Worker 6.7600e-

003

8.9600e-

003

0.0847 2.1000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 497.2356 497.2356 0.1398 0.0000 500.17120.2813 0.2813 0.2618 0.2618Total 0.5150 5.0525 3.0627 5.4500e-

003



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 23.2067 23.2067 5.7900e-

003

0.0000 23.32830.0164 0.0164 0.0154 0.0154Total 0.0286 0.2514 0.1645 2.6000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.0000

0.0000 23.2067 23.2067 5.7900e-

003

0.0000 23.32830.0164 0.0164 0.0154 0.0154Off-Road 0.0286 0.2514 0.1645 2.6000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 5.0756 5.0756 1.2000e-

004

0.0000 5.07802.9600e-

003

2.1000e-

004

3.1700e-

003

8.0000e-

004

1.9000e-

004

1.0000e-

003

Total 2.3900e-

003

0.0148 0.0298 6.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.7350 1.7350 9.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.73691.9400e-

003

1.0000e-

005

1.9500e-

003

5.1000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

5.3000e-

004

Worker 7.5000e-

004

9.9000e-

004

9.4000e-

003

2.0000e-

005

0.0000 3.3406 3.3406 3.0000e-

005

0.0000 3.34111.0200e-

003

2.0000e-

004

1.2200e-

003

2.9000e-

004

1.8000e-

004

4.7000e-

004

Vendor 1.6400e-

003

0.0138 0.0204 4.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 1.7386 1.7386 9.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.74051.9400e-

003

1.0000e-

005

1.9600e-

003

5.2000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

5.3000e-

004

Total 7.5000e-

004

1.0000e-

003

9.4200e-

003

2.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.7386 1.7386 9.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.74051.9400e-

003

1.0000e-

005

1.9600e-

003

5.2000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

5.3000e-

004

Worker 7.5000e-

004

1.0000e-

003

9.4200e-

003

2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 2.8086 2.8086 3.0000e-

004

0.0000 2.81481.9100e-

003

1.9100e-

003

1.9100e-

003

1.9100e-

003

Total 2.3212 0.0240 0.0206 3.0000e-

005

0.0000 2.8086 2.8086 3.0000e-

004

0.0000 2.81481.9100e-

003

1.9100e-

003

1.9100e-

003

1.9100e-

003

Off-Road 3.6600e-

003

0.0240 0.0206 3.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 2.3175

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.6 Phase 1 Architectural Coating - 2017

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 5.0756 5.0756 1.2000e-

004

0.0000 5.07802.3300e-

003

2.1000e-

004

2.5500e-

003

6.6000e-

004

1.9000e-

004

8.5000e-

004

Total 2.3900e-

003

0.0148 0.0298 6.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.7350 1.7350 9.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.73691.5000e-

003

1.0000e-

005

1.5200e-

003

4.1000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

4.2000e-

004

Worker 7.5000e-

004

9.9000e-

004

9.4000e-

003

2.0000e-

005

0.0000 3.3406 3.3406 3.0000e-

005

0.0000 3.34118.3000e-

004

2.0000e-

004

1.0300e-

003

2.5000e-

004

1.8000e-

004

4.3000e-

004

Vendor 1.6400e-

003

0.0138 0.0204 4.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



3.7 Phase 2 Demolition - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

0.0000 1.7386 1.7386 9.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.74051.5000e-

003

1.0000e-

005

1.5200e-

003

4.1000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

4.2000e-

004

Total 7.5000e-

004

1.0000e-

003

9.4200e-

003

2.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.7386 1.7386 9.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.74051.5000e-

003

1.0000e-

005

1.5200e-

003

4.1000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

4.2000e-

004

Worker 7.5000e-

004

1.0000e-

003

9.4200e-

003

2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 2.8086 2.8086 3.0000e-

004

0.0000 2.81481.9100e-

003

1.9100e-

003

1.9100e-

003

1.9100e-

003

Total 2.3212 0.0240 0.0206 3.0000e-

005

0.0000 2.8086 2.8086 3.0000e-

004

0.0000 2.81481.9100e-

003

1.9100e-

003

1.9100e-

003

1.9100e-

003

Off-Road 3.6600e-

003

0.0240 0.0206 3.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 2.3175

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00005.7000e-

003

0.0000 5.7000e-

003

8.6000e-

004

0.0000 8.6000e-

004

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 47.8594 47.8594 5.2000e-

004

0.0000 47.87040.0173 2.2200e-

003

0.0195 4.7000e-

003

2.0500e-

003

6.7400e-

003

Total 0.0134 0.1066 0.1624 5.8000e-

004

0.0000 4.3584 4.3584 2.0000e-

004

0.0000 4.36275.5600e-

003

4.0000e-

005

5.6000e-

003

1.4800e-

003

4.0000e-

005

1.5100e-

003

Worker 1.6400e-

003

2.1100e-

003

0.0199 7.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 43.5010 43.5010 3.2000e-

004

0.0000 43.50780.0117 2.1800e-

003

0.0139 3.2200e-

003

2.0100e-

003

5.2300e-

003

Hauling 0.0118 0.1045 0.1425 5.1000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 130.9134 130.9134 0.0341 0.0000 131.62950.0325 0.0476 0.0801 4.9200e-

003

0.0446 0.0495Total 0.0995 0.9739 0.8335 1.5000e-

003

0.0000 130.9134 130.9134 0.0341 0.0000 131.62950.0476 0.0476 0.0446 0.0446Off-Road 0.0995 0.9739 0.8335 1.5000e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0325 0.0000 0.0325 4.9200e-

003

0.0000 4.9200e-

003

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 176.2677 176.2677 0.0566 0.0000 177.45710.1175 0.0574 0.1749 0.0628 0.0529 0.1157Total 0.1214 1.3043 0.9545 2.0100e-

003

0.0000 176.2677 176.2677 0.0566 0.0000 177.45710.0574 0.0574 0.0529 0.0529Off-Road 0.1214 1.3043 0.9545 2.0100e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.1175 0.0000 0.1175 0.0628 0.0000 0.0628Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.8 Phase 2 Grading - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 47.8594 47.8594 5.2000e-

004

0.0000 47.87040.0137 2.2200e-

003

0.0160 3.8300e-

003

2.0500e-

003

5.8700e-

003

Total 0.0134 0.1066 0.1624 5.8000e-

004

0.0000 4.3584 4.3584 2.0000e-

004

0.0000 4.36274.3100e-

003

4.0000e-

005

4.3500e-

003

1.1700e-

003

4.0000e-

005

1.2100e-

003

Worker 1.6400e-

003

2.1100e-

003

0.0199 7.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 43.5010 43.5010 3.2000e-

004

0.0000 43.50789.4300e-

003

2.1800e-

003

0.0116 2.6600e-

003

2.0100e-

003

4.6600e-

003

Hauling 0.0118 0.1045 0.1425 5.1000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 130.9132 130.9132 0.0341 0.0000 131.62935.7000e-

003

0.0476 0.0533 8.6000e-

004

0.0446 0.0455Total 0.0995 0.9739 0.8335 1.5000e-

003

0.0000 130.9132 130.9132 0.0341 0.0000 131.62930.0476 0.0476 0.0446 0.0446Off-Road 0.0995 0.9739 0.8335 1.5000e-

003



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 176.2675 176.2675 0.0566 0.0000 177.45690.0206 0.0574 0.0780 0.0110 0.0529 0.0639Total 0.1214 1.3043 0.9545 2.0100e-

003

0.0000 176.2675 176.2675 0.0566 0.0000 177.45690.0574 0.0574 0.0529 0.0529Off-Road 0.1214 1.3043 0.9545 2.0100e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0206 0.0000 0.0206 0.0110 0.0000 0.0110Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 97.3729 97.3729 1.0700e-

003

0.0000 97.39530.0351 4.5200e-

003

0.0396 9.5400e-

003

4.1700e-

003

0.0137Total 0.0273 0.2171 0.3303 1.1800e-

003

0.0000 8.7891 8.7891 4.1000e-

004

0.0000 8.79770.0112 8.0000e-

005

0.0113 2.9800e-

003

8.0000e-

005

3.0500e-

003

Worker 3.3000e-

003

4.2600e-

003

0.0401 1.4000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 88.5838 88.5838 6.6000e-

004

0.0000 88.59760.0239 4.4400e-

003

0.0283 6.5600e-

003

4.0900e-

003

0.0106Hauling 0.0240 0.2128 0.2902 1.0400e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 23.3238 23.3238 3.1000e-

004

0.0000 23.33030.0110 8.9000e-

004

0.0118 3.0400e-

003

8.2000e-

004

3.8600e-

003

Total 9.3700e-

003

0.0513 0.1244 2.9000e-

004

0.0000 3.5377 3.5377 1.6000e-

004

0.0000 3.54114.5100e-

003

3.0000e-

005

4.5400e-

003

1.2000e-

003

3.0000e-

005

1.2300e-

003

Worker 1.3300e-

003

1.7100e-

003

0.0161 6.0000e-

005

0.0000 19.7862 19.7862 1.5000e-

004

0.0000 19.78926.4400e-

003

8.6000e-

004

7.3000e-

003

1.8400e-

003

7.9000e-

004

2.6300e-

003

Vendor 8.0400e-

003

0.0496 0.1083 2.3000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 48.6503 48.6503 0.0120 0.0000 48.90200.0201 0.0201 0.0189 0.0189Total 0.0397 0.3671 0.3471 5.6000e-

004

0.0000 48.6503 48.6503 0.0120 0.0000 48.90200.0201 0.0201 0.0189 0.0189Off-Road 0.0397 0.3671 0.3471 5.6000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.9 Phase 2 Building Construction - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 97.3729 97.3729 1.0700e-

003

0.0000 97.39530.0279 4.5200e-

003

0.0324 7.7700e-

003

4.1700e-

003

0.0119Total 0.0273 0.2171 0.3303 1.1800e-

003

0.0000 8.7891 8.7891 4.1000e-

004

0.0000 8.79778.6800e-

003

8.0000e-

005

8.7700e-

003

2.3600e-

003

8.0000e-

005

2.4400e-

003

Worker 3.3000e-

003

4.2600e-

003

0.0401 1.4000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 88.5838 88.5838 6.6000e-

004

0.0000 88.59760.0192 4.4400e-

003

0.0237 5.4100e-

003

4.0900e-

003

9.5000e-

003

Hauling 0.0240 0.2128 0.2902 1.0400e-

003



3.9 Phase 2 Building Construction - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

0.0000 23.3238 23.3238 3.1000e-

004

0.0000 23.33038.7300e-

003

8.9000e-

004

9.6200e-

003

2.5000e-

003

8.2000e-

004

3.3200e-

003

Total 9.3700e-

003

0.0513 0.1244 2.9000e-

004

0.0000 3.5377 3.5377 1.6000e-

004

0.0000 3.54113.5000e-

003

3.0000e-

005

3.5300e-

003

9.5000e-

004

3.0000e-

005

9.8000e-

004

Worker 1.3300e-

003

1.7100e-

003

0.0161 6.0000e-

005

0.0000 19.7862 19.7862 1.5000e-

004

0.0000 19.78925.2300e-

003

8.6000e-

004

6.0900e-

003

1.5500e-

003

7.9000e-

004

2.3400e-

003

Vendor 8.0400e-

003

0.0496 0.1083 2.3000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 48.6502 48.6502 0.0120 0.0000 48.90200.0201 0.0201 0.0189 0.0189Total 0.0397 0.3671 0.3471 5.6000e-

004

0.0000 48.6502 48.6502 0.0120 0.0000 48.90200.0201 0.0201 0.0189 0.0189Off-Road 0.0397 0.3671 0.3471 5.6000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 281.2044 281.2044 0.0689 0.0000 282.65010.0979 0.0979 0.0920 0.0920Off-Road 0.2055 1.8970 1.9790 3.2600e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 134.3012 134.3012 1.7700e-

003

0.0000 134.33850.0633 5.0900e-

003

0.0684 0.0176 4.6900e-

003

0.0223Total 0.0519 0.2611 0.6892 1.6700e-

003

0.0000 20.0995 20.0995 9.1000e-

004

0.0000 20.11860.0261 1.9000e-

004

0.0263 6.9300e-

003

1.8000e-

004

7.1100e-

003

Worker 7.3100e-

003

9.3500e-

003

0.0880 3.2000e-

004

0.0000 114.2018 114.2018 8.6000e-

004

0.0000 114.21990.0372 4.9000e-

003

0.0421 0.0106 4.5100e-

003

0.0152Vendor 0.0446 0.2518 0.6012 1.3500e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 281.2047 281.2047 0.0689 0.0000 282.65050.0979 0.0979 0.0920 0.0920Total 0.2055 1.8970 1.9791 3.2600e-

003

0.0000 281.2047 281.2047 0.0689 0.0000 282.65050.0979 0.0979 0.0920 0.0920Off-Road 0.2055 1.8970 1.9791 3.2600e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 45.4421 45.4421 0.0111 0.0000 45.67420.0137 0.0137 0.0129 0.0129Total 0.0306 0.2822 0.3173 5.3000e-

004

0.0000 45.4421 45.4421 0.0111 0.0000 45.67420.0137 0.0137 0.0129 0.0129Off-Road 0.0306 0.2822 0.3173 5.3000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.9 Phase 2 Building Construction - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 134.3012 134.3012 1.7700e-

003

0.0000 134.33850.0504 5.0900e-

003

0.0555 0.0144 4.6900e-

003

0.0191Total 0.0519 0.2611 0.6892 1.6700e-

003

0.0000 20.0995 20.0995 9.1000e-

004

0.0000 20.11860.0202 1.9000e-

004

0.0204 5.4900e-

003

1.8000e-

004

5.6600e-

003

Worker 7.3100e-

003

9.3500e-

003

0.0880 3.2000e-

004

0.0000 114.2018 114.2018 8.6000e-

004

0.0000 114.21990.0302 4.9000e-

003

0.0351 8.9300e-

003

4.5100e-

003

0.0134Vendor 0.0446 0.2518 0.6012 1.3500e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 281.2044 281.2044 0.0689 0.0000 282.65010.0979 0.0979 0.0920 0.0920Total 0.2055 1.8970 1.9790 3.2600e-

003



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 45.4420 45.4420 0.0111 0.0000 45.67420.0137 0.0137 0.0129 0.0129Total 0.0306 0.2822 0.3173 5.3000e-

004

0.0000 45.4420 45.4420 0.0111 0.0000 45.67420.0137 0.0137 0.0129 0.0129Off-Road 0.0306 0.2822 0.3173 5.3000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 21.6045 21.6045 2.7000e-

004

0.0000 21.61020.0102 8.0000e-

004

0.0110 2.8400e-

003

7.4000e-

004

3.5800e-

003

Total 7.8800e-

003

0.0368 0.1066 2.7000e-

004

0.0000 3.1978 3.1978 1.4000e-

004

0.0000 3.20084.2100e-

003

3.0000e-

005

4.2400e-

003

1.1200e-

003

3.0000e-

005

1.1500e-

003

Worker 1.1300e-

003

1.4300e-

003

0.0135 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 18.4067 18.4067 1.3000e-

004

0.0000 18.40946.0100e-

003

7.7000e-

004

6.7800e-

003

1.7200e-

003

7.1000e-

004

2.4300e-

003

Vendor 6.7500e-

003

0.0354 0.0931 2.2000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 0.4948 0.4948 2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.49526.4000e-

004

0.0000 6.5000e-

004

1.7000e-

004

0.0000 1.7000e-

004

Total 1.8000e-

004

2.3000e-

004

2.1700e-

003

1.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.4948 0.4948 2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.49526.4000e-

004

0.0000 6.5000e-

004

1.7000e-

004

0.0000 1.7000e-

004

Worker 1.8000e-

004

2.3000e-

004

2.1700e-

003

1.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 8.5756 8.5756 2.7700e-

003

0.0000 8.63392.4400e-

003

2.4400e-

003

2.2400e-

003

2.2400e-

003

Total 4.7300e-

003

0.0477 0.0625 1.0000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.0000

0.0000 8.5756 8.5756 2.7700e-

003

0.0000 8.63392.4400e-

003

2.4400e-

003

2.2400e-

003

2.2400e-

003

Off-Road 4.7300e-

003

0.0477 0.0625 1.0000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.10 Phase 2 Paving - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 21.6045 21.6045 2.7000e-

004

0.0000 21.61028.1400e-

003

8.0000e-

004

8.9400e-

003

2.3300e-

003

7.4000e-

004

3.0700e-

003

Total 7.8800e-

003

0.0368 0.1066 2.7000e-

004

0.0000 3.1978 3.1978 1.4000e-

004

0.0000 3.20083.2600e-

003

3.0000e-

005

3.2900e-

003

8.9000e-

004

3.0000e-

005

9.2000e-

004

Worker 1.1300e-

003

1.4300e-

003

0.0135 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 18.4067 18.4067 1.3000e-

004

0.0000 18.40944.8800e-

003

7.7000e-

004

5.6500e-

003

1.4400e-

003

7.1000e-

004

2.1500e-

003

Vendor 6.7500e-

003

0.0354 0.0931 2.2000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



3.11 Phase 2 Architectural Coating - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

0.0000 0.4948 0.4948 2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.49525.0000e-

004

0.0000 5.0000e-

004

1.4000e-

004

0.0000 1.4000e-

004

Total 1.8000e-

004

2.3000e-

004

2.1700e-

003

1.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.4948 0.4948 2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.49525.0000e-

004

0.0000 5.0000e-

004

1.4000e-

004

0.0000 1.4000e-

004

Worker 1.8000e-

004

2.3000e-

004

2.1700e-

003

1.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 8.5756 8.5756 2.7700e-

003

0.0000 8.63392.4400e-

003

2.4400e-

003

2.2400e-

003

2.2400e-

003

Total 4.7300e-

003

0.0477 0.0625 1.0000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.0000

0.0000 8.5756 8.5756 2.7700e-

003

0.0000 8.63392.4400e-

003

2.4400e-

003

2.2400e-

003

2.2400e-

003

Off-Road 4.7300e-

003

0.0477 0.0625 1.0000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 0.0183

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 2.9933 2.9933 1.4000e-

004

0.0000 2.99613.8800e-

003

3.0000e-

005

3.9100e-

003

1.0300e-

003

3.0000e-

005

1.0600e-

003

Total 1.0900e-

003

1.3900e-

003

0.0131 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 2.9933 2.9933 1.4000e-

004

0.0000 2.99613.8800e-

003

3.0000e-

005

3.9100e-

003

1.0300e-

003

3.0000e-

005

1.0600e-

003

Worker 1.0900e-

003

1.3900e-

003

0.0131 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 5.6172 5.6172 3.7000e-

004

0.0000 5.62481.8000e-

003

1.8000e-

003

1.8000e-

003

1.8000e-

003

Total 0.0228 0.0310 0.0399 7.0000e-

005

0.0000 5.6172 5.6172 3.7000e-

004

0.0000 5.62481.8000e-

003

1.8000e-

003

1.8000e-

003

1.8000e-

003

Off-Road 4.5000e-

003

0.0310 0.0399 7.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 0.0183

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 51.4668 51.4668 0.0153 0.0000 51.78735.4200e-

003

0.0116 0.0170 8.2000e-

004

0.0107 0.0115Total 0.0299 0.2574 0.3365 5.9000e-

004

0.0000 51.4668 51.4668 0.0153 0.0000 51.78730.0116 0.0116 0.0107 0.0107Off-Road 0.0299 0.2574 0.3365 5.9000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00005.4200e-

003

0.0000 5.4200e-

003

8.2000e-

004

0.0000 8.2000e-

004

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.12 Phase 3 Demolition - 2025

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 2.9933 2.9933 1.4000e-

004

0.0000 2.99613.0100e-

003

3.0000e-

005

3.0400e-

003

8.2000e-

004

3.0000e-

005

8.4000e-

004

Total 1.0900e-

003

1.3900e-

003

0.0131 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 2.9933 2.9933 1.4000e-

004

0.0000 2.99613.0100e-

003

3.0000e-

005

3.0400e-

003

8.2000e-

004

3.0000e-

005

8.4000e-

004

Worker 1.0900e-

003

1.3900e-

003

0.0131 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 5.6172 5.6172 3.7000e-

004

0.0000 5.62481.8000e-

003

1.8000e-

003

1.8000e-

003

1.8000e-

003

Total 0.0228 0.0310 0.0399 7.0000e-

005

0.0000 5.6172 5.6172 3.7000e-

004

0.0000 5.62481.8000e-

003

1.8000e-

003

1.8000e-

003

1.8000e-

003

Off-Road 4.5000e-

003

0.0310 0.0399 7.0000e-

005



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 51.4667 51.4667 0.0153 0.0000 51.78739.5000e-

004

0.0116 0.0125 1.4000e-

004

0.0107 0.0108Total 0.0299 0.2574 0.3365 5.9000e-

004

0.0000 51.4667 51.4667 0.0153 0.0000 51.78730.0116 0.0116 0.0107 0.0107Off-Road 0.0299 0.2574 0.3365 5.9000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00009.5000e-

004

0.0000 9.5000e-

004

1.4000e-

004

0.0000 1.4000e-

004

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 8.1843 8.1843 8.0000e-

005

0.0000 8.18612.9600e-

003

3.8000e-

004

3.3300e-

003

8.1000e-

004

3.5000e-

004

1.1500e-

003

Total 1.9900e-

003

0.0131 0.0245 1.0000e-

004

0.0000 0.6856 0.6856 3.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.68629.3000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

9.3000e-

004

2.5000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

2.5000e-

004

Worker 2.3000e-

004

2.9000e-

004

2.7000e-

003

1.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 7.4987 7.4987 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 7.49992.0300e-

003

3.7000e-

004

2.4000e-

003

5.6000e-

004

3.4000e-

004

9.0000e-

004

Hauling 1.7600e-

003

0.0128 0.0218 9.0000e-

005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 32.3592 32.3592 3.3000e-

004

0.0000 32.36610.0117 1.4800e-

003

0.0132 3.1800e-

003

1.3700e-

003

4.5500e-

003

Total 7.8500e-

003

0.0517 0.0970 4.0000e-

004

0.0000 2.7423 2.7423 1.2000e-

004

0.0000 2.74483.7000e-

003

3.0000e-

005

3.7300e-

003

9.8000e-

004

3.0000e-

005

1.0100e-

003

Worker 9.1000e-

004

1.1500e-

003

0.0108 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 29.6169 29.6169 2.1000e-

004

0.0000 29.62138.0200e-

003

1.4500e-

003

9.4700e-

003

2.2000e-

003

1.3400e-

003

3.5400e-

003

Hauling 6.9400e-

003

0.0505 0.0861 3.5000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 150.7541 150.7541 0.0488 0.0000 151.77800.1357 0.0368 0.1725 0.0732 0.0339 0.1070Total 0.0888 0.8213 0.7928 1.7200e-

003

0.0000 150.7541 150.7541 0.0488 0.0000 151.77800.0368 0.0368 0.0339 0.0339Off-Road 0.0888 0.8213 0.7928 1.7200e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.1357 0.0000 0.1357 0.0732 0.0000 0.0732Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.13 Phase 3 Grading - 2025

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 8.1843 8.1843 8.0000e-

005

0.0000 8.18612.3500e-

003

3.8000e-

004

2.7200e-

003

6.5000e-

004

3.5000e-

004

1.0000e-

003

Total 1.9900e-

003

0.0131 0.0245 1.0000e-

004

0.0000 0.6856 0.6856 3.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.68627.2000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

7.2000e-

004

1.9000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

2.0000e-

004

Worker 2.3000e-

004

2.9000e-

004

2.7000e-

003

1.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 7.4987 7.4987 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 7.49991.6300e-

003

3.7000e-

004

2.0000e-

003

4.6000e-

004

3.4000e-

004

8.0000e-

004

Hauling 1.7600e-

003

0.0128 0.0218 9.0000e-

005



3.14 Phase 3 Building Construction - 2025

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

0.0000 32.3592 32.3592 3.3000e-

004

0.0000 32.36619.3200e-

003

1.4800e-

003

0.0108 2.6000e-

003

1.3700e-

003

3.9600e-

003

Total 7.8500e-

003

0.0517 0.0970 4.0000e-

004

0.0000 2.7423 2.7423 1.2000e-

004

0.0000 2.74482.8700e-

003

3.0000e-

005

2.9000e-

003

7.8000e-

004

3.0000e-

005

8.1000e-

004

Worker 9.1000e-

004

1.1500e-

003

0.0108 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 29.6169 29.6169 2.1000e-

004

0.0000 29.62136.4500e-

003

1.4500e-

003

7.9000e-

003

1.8200e-

003

1.3400e-

003

3.1500e-

003

Hauling 6.9400e-

003

0.0505 0.0861 3.5000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 150.7539 150.7539 0.0488 0.0000 151.77780.0238 0.0368 0.0606 0.0129 0.0339 0.0467Total 0.0888 0.8213 0.7928 1.7200e-

003

0.0000 150.7539 150.7539 0.0488 0.0000 151.77780.0368 0.0368 0.0339 0.0339Off-Road 0.0888 0.8213 0.7928 1.7200e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0238 0.0000 0.0238 0.0129 0.0000 0.0129Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 101.6220 101.6220 0.0239 0.0000 102.12280.0231 0.0231 0.0217 0.0217Off-Road 0.0599 0.5460 0.7063 1.1800e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 45.0965 45.0965 5.6000e-

004

0.0000 45.10810.0214 1.7000e-

003

0.0231 5.9400e-

003

1.5600e-

003

7.5100e-

003

Total 0.0151 0.0751 0.2055 5.6000e-

004

0.0000 6.5293 6.5293 2.8000e-

004

0.0000 6.53528.8200e-

003

7.0000e-

005

8.8900e-

003

2.3400e-

003

6.0000e-

005

2.4100e-

003

Worker 2.1700e-

003

2.7400e-

003

0.0257 1.1000e-

004

0.0000 38.5672 38.5672 2.8000e-

004

0.0000 38.57290.0126 1.6300e-

003

0.0142 3.6000e-

003

1.5000e-

003

5.1000e-

003

Vendor 0.0130 0.0724 0.1797 4.5000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 101.6221 101.6221 0.0239 0.0000 102.12300.0231 0.0231 0.0217 0.0217Total 0.0599 0.5460 0.7063 1.1800e-

003

0.0000 101.6221 101.6221 0.0239 0.0000 102.12300.0231 0.0231 0.0217 0.0217Off-Road 0.0599 0.5460 0.7063 1.1800e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 99.3125 99.3125 0.0233 0.0000 99.80200.0226 0.0226 0.0212 0.0212Total 0.0585 0.5336 0.6902 1.1500e-

003

0.0000 99.3125 99.3125 0.0233 0.0000 99.80200.0226 0.0226 0.0212 0.0212Off-Road 0.0585 0.5336 0.6902 1.1500e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.14 Phase 3 Building Construction - 2026

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 45.0965 45.0965 5.6000e-

004

0.0000 45.10810.0171 1.7000e-

003

0.0188 4.8800e-

003

1.5600e-

003

6.4400e-

003

Total 0.0151 0.0751 0.2055 5.6000e-

004

0.0000 6.5293 6.5293 2.8000e-

004

0.0000 6.53526.8400e-

003

7.0000e-

005

6.9000e-

003

1.8600e-

003

6.0000e-

005

1.9200e-

003

Worker 2.1700e-

003

2.7400e-

003

0.0257 1.1000e-

004

0.0000 38.5672 38.5672 2.8000e-

004

0.0000 38.57290.0102 1.6300e-

003

0.0119 3.0200e-

003

1.5000e-

003

4.5200e-

003

Vendor 0.0130 0.0724 0.1797 4.5000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 101.6220 101.6220 0.0239 0.0000 102.12280.0231 0.0231 0.0217 0.0217Total 0.0599 0.5460 0.7063 1.1800e-

003



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 99.3124 99.3124 0.0233 0.0000 99.80190.0226 0.0226 0.0212 0.0212Total 0.0585 0.5336 0.6902 1.1500e-

003

0.0000 99.3124 99.3124 0.0233 0.0000 99.80190.0226 0.0226 0.0212 0.0212Off-Road 0.0585 0.5336 0.6902 1.1500e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 44.0078 44.0078 5.4000e-

004

0.0000 44.01900.0209 1.6400e-

003

0.0226 5.8100e-

003

1.5100e-

003

7.3200e-

003

Total 0.0144 0.0722 0.1966 5.5000e-

004

0.0000 6.3140 6.3140 2.7000e-

004

0.0000 6.31968.6200e-

003

7.0000e-

005

8.6900e-

003

2.2900e-

003

6.0000e-

005

2.3500e-

003

Worker 2.0500e-

003

2.5900e-

003

0.0243 1.1000e-

004

0.0000 37.6938 37.6938 2.7000e-

004

0.0000 37.69940.0123 1.5700e-

003

0.0139 3.5200e-

003

1.4500e-

003

4.9700e-

003

Vendor 0.0124 0.0696 0.1723 4.4000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 1.0337 1.0337 4.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.03471.4100e-

003

1.0000e-

005

1.4200e-

003

3.8000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

3.9000e-

004

Total 3.4000e-

004

4.2000e-

004

3.9800e-

003

2.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.0337 1.0337 4.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.03471.4100e-

003

1.0000e-

005

1.4200e-

003

3.8000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

3.9000e-

004

Worker 3.4000e-

004

4.2000e-

004

3.9800e-

003

2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 18.8586 18.8586 6.1000e-

003

0.0000 18.98673.9600e-

003

3.9600e-

003

3.6400e-

003

3.6400e-

003

Total 8.6400e-

003

0.0811 0.1374 2.1000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.0000

0.0000 18.8586 18.8586 6.1000e-

003

0.0000 18.98673.9600e-

003

3.9600e-

003

3.6400e-

003

3.6400e-

003

Off-Road 8.6400e-

003

0.0811 0.1374 2.1000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.15 Phase 3 Paving - 2026

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 44.0078 44.0078 5.4000e-

004

0.0000 44.01900.0167 1.6400e-

003

0.0183 4.7600e-

003

1.5100e-

003

6.2800e-

003

Total 0.0144 0.0722 0.1966 5.5000e-

004

0.0000 6.3140 6.3140 2.7000e-

004

0.0000 6.31966.6800e-

003

7.0000e-

005

6.7500e-

003

1.8100e-

003

6.0000e-

005

1.8800e-

003

Worker 2.0500e-

003

2.5900e-

003

0.0243 1.1000e-

004

0.0000 37.6938 37.6938 2.7000e-

004

0.0000 37.69940.0100 1.5700e-

003

0.0116 2.9500e-

003

1.4500e-

003

4.4000e-

003

Vendor 0.0124 0.0696 0.1723 4.4000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



3.16 Phase 4 Paving - 2029

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

0.0000 1.0337 1.0337 4.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.03471.0900e-

003

1.0000e-

005

1.1000e-

003

3.0000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

3.1000e-

004

Total 3.4000e-

004

4.2000e-

004

3.9800e-

003

2.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.0337 1.0337 4.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.03471.0900e-

003

1.0000e-

005

1.1000e-

003

3.0000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

3.1000e-

004

Worker 3.4000e-

004

4.2000e-

004

3.9800e-

003

2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 18.8586 18.8586 6.1000e-

003

0.0000 18.98673.9600e-

003

3.9600e-

003

3.6400e-

003

3.6400e-

003

Total 8.6400e-

003

0.0811 0.1374 2.1000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.0000

0.0000 18.8586 18.8586 6.1000e-

003

0.0000 18.98673.9600e-

003

3.9600e-

003

3.6400e-

003

3.6400e-

003

Off-Road 8.6400e-

003

0.0811 0.1374 2.1000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 9.4293 9.4293 3.0500e-

003

0.0000 9.49331.9800e-

003

1.9800e-

003

1.8200e-

003

1.8200e-

003

Off-Road 4.3200e-

003

0.0405 0.0687 1.1000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 0.5047 0.5047 2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.50517.1000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

7.1000e-

004

1.9000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

1.9000e-

004

Total 1.5000e-

004

1.9000e-

004

1.8200e-

003

1.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.5047 0.5047 2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.50517.1000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

7.1000e-

004

1.9000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

1.9000e-

004

Worker 1.5000e-

004

1.9000e-

004

1.8200e-

003

1.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 9.4293 9.4293 3.0500e-

003

0.0000 9.49331.9800e-

003

1.9800e-

003

1.8200e-

003

1.8200e-

003

Total 4.3200e-

003

0.0405 0.0687 1.1000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.0000

0.0000 9.4293 9.4293 3.0500e-

003

0.0000 9.49331.9800e-

003

1.9800e-

003

1.8200e-

003

1.8200e-

003

Off-Road 4.3200e-

003

0.0405 0.0687 1.1000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 33.5789 33.5789 8.0300e-

003

0.0000 33.74762.7100e-

003

8.0000e-

003

0.0107 4.1000e-

004

7.5000e-

003

7.9100e-

003

Total 0.0212 0.1803 0.2316 3.8000e-

004

0.0000 33.5789 33.5789 8.0300e-

003

0.0000 33.74768.0000e-

003

8.0000e-

003

7.5000e-

003

7.5000e-

003

Off-Road 0.0212 0.1803 0.2316 3.8000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00002.7100e-

003

0.0000 2.7100e-

003

4.1000e-

004

0.0000 4.1000e-

004

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.17 Phase 4 Demolition - 2029

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 0.5047 0.5047 2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.50515.5000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

5.5000e-

004

1.5000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

1.5000e-

004

Total 1.5000e-

004

1.9000e-

004

1.8200e-

003

1.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.5047 0.5047 2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.50515.5000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

5.5000e-

004

1.5000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

1.5000e-

004

Worker 1.5000e-

004

1.9000e-

004

1.8200e-

003

1.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 9.4293 9.4293 3.0500e-

003

0.0000 9.49331.9800e-

003

1.9800e-

003

1.8200e-

003

1.8200e-

003

Total 4.3200e-

003

0.0405 0.0687 1.1000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.0000



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 33.5789 33.5789 8.0300e-

003

0.0000 33.74764.8000e-

004

8.0000e-

003

8.4800e-

003

7.0000e-

005

7.5000e-

003

7.5700e-

003

Total 0.0212 0.1803 0.2316 3.8000e-

004

0.0000 33.5789 33.5789 8.0300e-

003

0.0000 33.74768.0000e-

003

8.0000e-

003

7.5000e-

003

7.5000e-

003

Off-Road 0.0212 0.1803 0.2316 3.8000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00004.8000e-

004

0.0000 4.8000e-

004

7.0000e-

005

0.0000 7.0000e-

005

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 3.9310 3.9310 4.0000e-

005

0.0000 3.93191.4800e-

003

1.7000e-

004

1.6600e-

003

4.0000e-

004

1.6000e-

004

5.6000e-

004

Total 9.0000e-

004

5.9300e-

003

0.0112 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.3699 0.3699 2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.37025.2000e-

004

0.0000 5.2000e-

004

1.4000e-

004

0.0000 1.4000e-

004

Worker 1.1000e-

004

1.4000e-

004

1.3400e-

003

1.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 3.5611 3.5611 2.0000e-

005

0.0000 3.56169.6000e-

004

1.7000e-

004

1.1400e-

003

2.6000e-

004

1.6000e-

004

4.2000e-

004

Hauling 7.9000e-

004

5.7900e-

003

9.8900e-

003

4.0000e-

005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 21.5460 21.5460 2.2000e-

004

0.0000 21.55057.9200e-

003

9.7000e-

004

8.8900e-

003

2.1500e-

003

8.9000e-

004

3.0400e-

003

Total 4.9400e-

003

0.0328 0.0614 2.6000e-

004

0.0000 1.8496 1.8496 8.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.85122.5900e-

003

2.0000e-

005

2.6100e-

003

6.9000e-

004

2.0000e-

005

7.1000e-

004

Worker 5.6000e-

004

7.1000e-

004

6.6800e-

003

3.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 19.6964 19.6964 1.4000e-

004

0.0000 19.69935.3300e-

003

9.5000e-

004

6.2800e-

003

1.4600e-

003

8.7000e-

004

2.3300e-

003

Hauling 4.3800e-

003

0.0321 0.0547 2.3000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 63.5408 63.5408 0.0206 0.0000 63.97230.1163 0.0155 0.1318 0.0626 0.0143 0.0769Total 0.0383 0.3463 0.3854 7.2000e-

004

0.0000 63.5408 63.5408 0.0206 0.0000 63.97230.0155 0.0155 0.0143 0.0143Off-Road 0.0383 0.3463 0.3854 7.2000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.1163 0.0000 0.1163 0.0626 0.0000 0.0626Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.18 Phase 4 Grading - 2029

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 3.9310 3.9310 4.0000e-

005

0.0000 3.93191.1800e-

003

1.7000e-

004

1.3500e-

003

3.3000e-

004

1.6000e-

004

4.9000e-

004

Total 9.0000e-

004

5.9300e-

003

0.0112 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.3699 0.3699 2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.37024.0000e-

004

0.0000 4.0000e-

004

1.1000e-

004

0.0000 1.1000e-

004

Worker 1.1000e-

004

1.4000e-

004

1.3400e-

003

1.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 3.5611 3.5611 2.0000e-

005

0.0000 3.56167.8000e-

004

1.7000e-

004

9.5000e-

004

2.2000e-

004

1.6000e-

004

3.8000e-

004

Hauling 7.9000e-

004

5.7900e-

003

9.8900e-

003

4.0000e-

005



3.19 Phase 4 Building Construction - 2029

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

0.0000 21.5460 21.5460 2.2000e-

004

0.0000 21.55056.2900e-

003

9.7000e-

004

7.2500e-

003

1.7500e-

003

8.9000e-

004

2.6400e-

003

Total 4.9400e-

003

0.0328 0.0614 2.6000e-

004

0.0000 1.8496 1.8496 8.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.85122.0000e-

003

2.0000e-

005

2.0200e-

003

5.4000e-

004

2.0000e-

005

5.6000e-

004

Worker 5.6000e-

004

7.1000e-

004

6.6800e-

003

3.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 19.6964 19.6964 1.4000e-

004

0.0000 19.69934.2900e-

003

9.5000e-

004

5.2300e-

003

1.2100e-

003

8.7000e-

004

2.0800e-

003

Hauling 4.3800e-

003

0.0321 0.0547 2.3000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 63.5407 63.5407 0.0206 0.0000 63.97230.0204 0.0155 0.0359 0.0110 0.0143 0.0253Total 0.0383 0.3463 0.3854 7.2000e-

004

0.0000 63.5407 63.5407 0.0206 0.0000 63.97230.0155 0.0155 0.0143 0.0143Off-Road 0.0383 0.3463 0.3854 7.2000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0204 0.0000 0.0204 0.0110 0.0000 0.0110Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 76.2165 76.2165 0.0179 0.0000 76.59210.0173 0.0173 0.0163 0.0163Off-Road 0.0449 0.4095 0.5297 8.9000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 33.6702 33.6702 4.0000e-

004

0.0000 33.67860.0161 1.2600e-

003

0.0173 4.4600e-

003

1.1600e-

003

5.6200e-

003

Total 0.0104 0.0539 0.1428 4.2000e-

004

0.0000 4.7316 4.7316 1.9000e-

004

0.0000 4.73576.6200e-

003

5.0000e-

005

6.6700e-

003

1.7600e-

003

5.0000e-

005

1.8100e-

003

Worker 1.4300e-

003

1.8100e-

003

0.0171 8.0000e-

005

0.0000 28.9386 28.9386 2.1000e-

004

0.0000 28.94299.4500e-

003

1.2100e-

003

0.0107 2.7000e-

003

1.1100e-

003

3.8100e-

003

Vendor 9.0100e-

003

0.0521 0.1257 3.4000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 76.2166 76.2166 0.0179 0.0000 76.59220.0173 0.0173 0.0163 0.0163Total 0.0449 0.4095 0.5297 8.9000e-

004

0.0000 76.2166 76.2166 0.0179 0.0000 76.59220.0173 0.0173 0.0163 0.0163Off-Road 0.0449 0.4095 0.5297 8.9000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 341.5281 341.5281 0.0137 0.0000 341.81600.0193 0.0193 0.0193 0.0193Total 0.1702 1.0333 2.1051 4.0200e-

003

0.0000 341.5281 341.5281 0.0137 0.0000 341.81600.0193 0.0193 0.0193 0.0193Off-Road 0.1702 1.0333 2.1051 4.0200e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.19 Phase 4 Building Construction - 2030

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 33.6702 33.6702 4.0000e-

004

0.0000 33.67860.0128 1.2600e-

003

0.0141 3.6600e-

003

1.1600e-

003

4.8200e-

003

Total 0.0104 0.0539 0.1428 4.2000e-

004

0.0000 4.7316 4.7316 1.9000e-

004

0.0000 4.73575.1300e-

003

5.0000e-

005

5.1800e-

003

1.3900e-

003

5.0000e-

005

1.4400e-

003

Worker 1.4300e-

003

1.8100e-

003

0.0171 8.0000e-

005

0.0000 28.9386 28.9386 2.1000e-

004

0.0000 28.94297.6800e-

003

1.2100e-

003

8.8800e-

003

2.2700e-

003

1.1100e-

003

3.3800e-

003

Vendor 9.0100e-

003

0.0521 0.1257 3.4000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 76.2165 76.2165 0.0179 0.0000 76.59210.0173 0.0173 0.0163 0.0163Total 0.0449 0.4095 0.5297 8.9000e-

004



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 341.5277 341.5277 0.0137 0.0000 341.81560.0193 0.0193 0.0193 0.0193Total 0.1702 1.0333 2.1051 4.0200e-

003

0.0000 341.5277 341.5277 0.0137 0.0000 341.81560.0193 0.0193 0.0193 0.0193Off-Road 0.1702 1.0333 2.1051 4.0200e-

003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 133.0557 133.0557 1.5600e-

003

0.0000 133.08850.0635 4.9900e-

003

0.0685 0.0176 4.5800e-

003

0.0222Total 0.0407 0.2118 0.5597 1.6700e-

003

0.0000 18.6036 18.6036 7.5000e-

004

0.0000 18.61930.0262 2.1000e-

004

0.0264 6.9500e-

003

1.9000e-

004

7.1400e-

003

Worker 5.4700e-

003

6.9600e-

003

0.0659 3.2000e-

004

0.0000 114.4521 114.4521 8.1000e-

004

0.0000 114.46920.0374 4.7800e-

003

0.0421 0.0107 4.3900e-

003

0.0151Vendor 0.0353 0.2049 0.4938 1.3500e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



0.0000 1.3172 1.3172 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.31831.8500e-

003

1.0000e-

005

1.8700e-

003

4.9000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

5.1000e-

004

Total 3.9000e-

004

4.9000e-

004

4.6600e-

003

2.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.3172 1.3172 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.31831.8500e-

003

1.0000e-

005

1.8700e-

003

4.9000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

5.1000e-

004

Worker 3.9000e-

004

4.9000e-

004

4.6600e-

003

2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 2.6809 2.6809 1.1000e-

004

0.0000 2.68322.1000e-

004

2.1000e-

004

2.1000e-

004

2.1000e-

004

Total 0.0138 8.9900e-

003

0.0189 3.0000e-

005

0.0000 2.6809 2.6809 1.1000e-

004

0.0000 2.68322.1000e-

004

2.1000e-

004

2.1000e-

004

2.1000e-

004

Off-Road 1.3700e-

003

8.9900e-

003

0.0189 3.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 0.0125

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.20 Phase 4 Architectural Coating - 2030

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 133.0557 133.0557 1.5600e-

003

0.0000 133.08850.0506 4.9900e-

003

0.0556 0.0145 4.5800e-

003

0.0191Total 0.0407 0.2118 0.5597 1.6700e-

003

0.0000 18.6036 18.6036 7.5000e-

004

0.0000 18.61930.0203 2.1000e-

004

0.0205 5.5100e-

003

1.9000e-

004

5.7000e-

003

Worker 5.4700e-

003

6.9600e-

003

0.0659 3.2000e-

004

0.0000 114.4521 114.4521 8.1000e-

004

0.0000 114.46920.0304 4.7800e-

003

0.0351 8.9700e-

003

4.3900e-

003

0.0134Vendor 0.0353 0.2049 0.4938 1.3500e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



0.0000 1.3172 1.3172 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.31831.4400e-

003

1.0000e-

005

1.4500e-

003

3.9000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

4.0000e-

004

Total 3.9000e-

004

4.9000e-

004

4.6600e-

003

2.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.3172 1.3172 5.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.31831.4400e-

003

1.0000e-

005

1.4500e-

003

3.9000e-

004

1.0000e-

005

4.0000e-

004

Worker 3.9000e-

004

4.9000e-

004

4.6600e-

003

2.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 2.6809 2.6809 1.1000e-

004

0.0000 2.68322.1000e-

004

2.1000e-

004

2.1000e-

004

2.1000e-

004

Total 0.0138 8.9900e-

003

0.0189 3.0000e-

005

0.0000 2.6809 2.6809 1.1000e-

004

0.0000 2.68322.1000e-

004

2.1000e-

004

2.1000e-

004

2.1000e-

004

Off-Road 1.3700e-

003

8.9900e-

003

0.0189 3.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 0.0125

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



Trips and VMT - operations only run

Demolition - 

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Arenas were chosen for Gymnasium

Construction Phase - operations only run

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - 

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

720.49 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

40

Climate Zone 13 Operational Year 2016

Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.6 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Recreational Swimming Pool 15.40 1000sqft 0.35 15,400.00 0

City Park 4.00 Acre 4.00 174,240.00 0

Arena 8.03 1000sqft 2.58 8,026.00 0

Enclosed Parking Structure 283.00 Space 0.92 40,000.00 0

Population

High School 140.00 Student 1.80 79,683.00 0

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 1/12/2016 11:52 AM

Francis Parker School - Operations Without Design Features
San Diego County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics



tblVehicleTrips DV_TP 0.28 28.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 2.55 0.92

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2016

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 8,030.00 8,026.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.43 1.80

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 18,572.54 79,683.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 113,200.00 40,000.00

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintResidentialInteriorVal
ue

250 100

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 1.00

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialInterior
Value

250 100

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintResidentialExteriorVa
lue

250 100

Waste Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialExterio
rValue

250 100

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - user-defined

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Mobile Commute Mitigation - 

Area Mitigation - user-defined

Energy Mitigation - 2013 building code reduces energy consumption by 25-30 percent over 2008 code per CEC.

Water Mitigation - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Area Coating - user-defined

Energy Use - user-default

Water And Wastewater - 

Solid Waste - user-defined

Grading - user-defined

Architectural Coating - user-defined

Vehicle Trips - 140 students, 476 new daily trips

Vechicle Emission Factors - 



24.7007 748.2889 772.9896 1.5596 7.0100e-
003

807.91440.3516 9.2100e-
003

0.3609 0.0941 8.6500e-
003

0.1027Total 1.8525 0.5887 2.5473 5.2900e-
003

1.5820 47.1104 48.6924 0.1644 4.2300e-
003

53.45550.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

23.1186 0.0000 23.1186 1.3663 0.0000 51.81040.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 405.3217 405.3217 0.0177 0.0000 405.69390.3516 7.0000e-
003

0.3586 0.0941 6.4400e-
003

0.1005Mobile 0.2418 0.5598 2.5188 5.1200e-
003

0.0000 295.8488 295.8488 0.0113 2.7800e-
003

296.94612.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

Energy 3.1700e-
003

0.0289 0.0242 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Area 1.6076 4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 32.93 0.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 1.59 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 1.71 3.40

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 26.73 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 10.71 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 10.71 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.59 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.59 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 20.87 0.00

tblVehicleTrips PR_TP 0.66 66.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 10.71 0.00

tblVehicleTrips PB_TP 0.60 6.00



4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Increase Diversity

Increase Transit Accessibility

Improve Pedestrian Network

48.08 7.18 8.49 46.02 11.84 10.0211.80 8.25 11.71 11.80 8.21 11.49

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

17.43 9.41 8.03 10.96

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

12.8249 694.5357 707.3606 0.8418 6.1800e-
003

726.95300.3102 8.4500e-
003

0.3186 0.0830 7.9400e-
003

0.0909Total 1.5297 0.5333 2.3426 4.7100e-
003

1.2656 41.2871 42.5527 0.1316 3.4100e-
003

46.37350.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

11.5593 0.0000 11.5593 0.6831 0.0000 25.90520.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 358.9542 358.9542 0.0159 0.0000 359.28750.3102 6.2400e-
003

0.3164 0.0830 5.7300e-
003

0.0887Mobile 0.2323 0.5044 2.3141 4.5400e-
003

0.0000 294.2863 294.2863 0.0112 2.7700e-
003

295.37832.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

Energy 3.1700e-
003

0.0289 0.0242 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Area 1.2943 4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.001847 0.002083 0.006548 0.000610 0.003471

5.0 Energy Detail

SBUS MH

0.510118 0.073510 0.192396 0.133166 0.036737 0.005265 0.012605 0.021642

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY

48.00 19.00 52 39 9

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

17.20 5.00 75 19 6

Recreational Swimming Pool 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

High School 9.50 7.30 7.30 77.80

48.00 19.00 66 28 6

Enclosed Parking Structure 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00

81.00 19.00 66 28 6

City Park 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Arena 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-
W

Total 476.00 85.40 35.00 935,207 824,853
Recreational Swimming Pool 0.00 0.00 0.00

High School 476.00 85.40 35.00 935,207 824,853
Enclosed Parking Structure 0.00 0.00 0.00

City Park 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

Arena 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 405.3217 405.3217 0.0177 0.0000 405.69390.3516 7.0000e-
003

0.3586 0.0941 6.4400e-
003

0.1005Unmitigated 0.2418 0.5598 2.5188 5.1200e-
003

0.0000 358.9542 358.9542 0.0159 0.0000 359.28750.3102 6.2400e-
003

0.3164 0.0830 5.7300e-
003

0.0887

CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.2323 0.5044 2.3141 4.5400e-
003

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

ROG NOx CO



26.52401.8400e-
003

0.0000 26.3636 26.3636 5.1000e-
004

4.8000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.8400e-
003

1.8400e-
003

1.8400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

High School 494035 2.6600e-
003

0.0242 0.0203

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 31.4132 31.4132 6.0000e-
004

5.8000e-
004

31.60442.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

3.1700e-
003

0.0289 0.0242 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 31.4132 31.4132 6.0000e-
004

5.8000e-
004

31.60442.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

3.1700e-
003

0.0289 0.0242 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 264.4356 264.4356 0.0106 2.2000e-
003

265.34180.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 262.8731 262.8731 0.0106 2.1900e-
003

263.77390.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity Mitigated

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Kilowatt Hours of Renewable Electricity Generated

Install Energy Efficient Appliances

ROG NOx CO



23.6876

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

Arena 72234 23.6067 9.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

31.4132 31.4132 6.1000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

31.6044

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

0.0000

9.0000e-
005

5.0804

Total 3.1700e-
003

0.0289 0.0242 1.8000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

0.0000 5.0496 5.0496 1.0000e-
004

3.9000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Arena 94626.5 5.1000e-
004

4.6400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.8000e-
004

26.5240

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

1.8400e-
003

1.8400e-
003

0.0000 26.3636 26.3636 5.1000e-
004

0.0203 1.5000e-
004

1.8400e-
003

1.8400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

High School 494035 2.6600e-
003

0.0242

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO

31.4132 6.1000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

31.6044

Mitigated

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

0.0000 31.4132

5.0804

Total 3.1700e-
003

0.0289 0.0242 1.8000e-
004

2.1900e-
003

3.5000e-
004

0.0000 5.0496 5.0496 1.0000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Arena 94626.5 5.1000e-
004

4.6400e-
003

3.9000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



No Hearths Installed

Use Low VOC Cleaning Supplies

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Exterior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Exterior

0.0000

Total 262.8731 0.0106 2.1900e-
003

263.7739

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

85.9173

High School 470130 153.6425 6.1800e-
003

1.2800e-
003

154.1690

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

262000 85.6239 3.4500e-
003

7.1000e-
004

23.6876

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

Arena 72234 23.6067 9.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 264.4356 0.0107 2.2000e-
003

265.3418

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

85.9173

High School 474911 155.2050 6.2500e-
003

1.2900e-
003

155.7368

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

262000 85.6239 3.4500e-
003

7.1000e-
004



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Total 1.6076 4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Landscaping 4.1000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

1.2394

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.3677

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated 1.6076 4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Mitigated 1.2943 4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Unmitigated 48.6924 0.1644 4.2300e-
003

53.4555

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 42.5527 0.1316 3.4100e-
003

46.3735

Use Water Efficient Irrigation System

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Install Low Flow Bathroom Faucet

Install Low Flow Kitchen Faucet

Install Low Flow Toilet

Install Low Flow Shower

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Total 1.2942 4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Landscaping 4.1000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

1.1467

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.1471

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

5.9242

Total 42.5527 0.1316 3.4100e-
003

46.3735

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0.728644 / 
0.524183

5.2350 0.0239 6.0000e-
004

0.0000

High School 0.493356 / 
1.48905

7.6625 0.0164 4.4000e-
004

8.1432

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

16.0016

City Park 0 / 4.4752 16.2488 6.5000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

16.3045

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

Arena 2.76727 / 
0.207324

13.4065 0.0907 2.2300e-
003

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

7.0524

Total 48.6924 0.1644 4.2200e-
003

53.4555

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0.910804 / 
0.558235

6.1916 0.0299 7.5000e-
004

0.0000

High School 0.616694 / 
1.58579

8.5777 0.0204 5.4000e-
004

9.1755

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

19.8640

City Park 0 / 4.76593 17.3043 7.0000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

17.3636

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

Arena 3.45908 / 
0.220793

16.6188 0.1133 2.7900e-
003

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Mitigated

39.9325

Total 23.1187 1.3663 0.0000 51.8104

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

87.78 17.8186 1.0531 0.0000

0.0000

High School 25.55 5.1864 0.3065 0.0000 11.6231

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.1001

City Park 0.34 0.0690 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 0.1547

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

Arena 0.22 0.0447 2.6400e-
003

0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

 Mitigated 11.5593 0.6831 0.0000 25.9052

t
o
n

MT/yr

 Unmitigated 23.1186 1.3663 0.0000 51.8104

Institute Recycling and Composting Services

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power

19.9663

Total 11.5593 0.6831 0.0000 25.9052

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

43.89 8.9093 0.5265 0.0000

0.0000

High School 12.775 2.5932 0.1533 0.0000 5.8116

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0500

City Park 0.17 0.0345 2.0400e-
003

0.0000 0.0773

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

Arena 0.11 0.0223 1.3200e-
003

0.0000

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Trips and VMT - operations only run

Demolition - 

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Arenas were chosen for Gymnasium

Construction Phase - operations only run

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - 

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

720.49 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

40

Climate Zone 13 Operational Year 2016

Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.6 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Recreational Swimming Pool 15.40 1000sqft 0.35 15,400.00 0

City Park 4.00 Acre 4.00 174,240.00 0

Arena 8.03 1000sqft 2.58 8,026.00 0

Enclosed Parking Structure 283.00 Space 0.92 40,000.00 0

Population

High School 140.00 Student 1.80 79,683.00 0

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 1/12/2016 11:55 AM

Francis Parker School - Operations With Design Features
San Diego County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics



tblVehicleTrips DV_TP 0.28 28.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 2.55 0.92

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2016

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 8,030.00 8,026.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.43 1.80

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 18,572.54 79,683.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 113,200.00 40,000.00

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintResidentialInteriorVal
ue

250 100

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 1.00

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialInterior
Value

250 100

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintResidentialExteriorVa
lue

250 100

Waste Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialExterio
rValue

250 100

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - user-defined

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Mobile Commute Mitigation - 

Area Mitigation - user-defined

Energy Mitigation - 2013 building code reduces energy consumption by 25-30 percent over 2008 code per CEC.

Water Mitigation - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Area Coating - user-defined

Energy Use - user-default

Water And Wastewater - 

Solid Waste - user-defined

Grading - user-defined

Architectural Coating - user-defined

Vehicle Trips - 140 students, 476 new daily trips

Vechicle Emission Factors - 



24.7007 748.2889 772.9896 1.5596 7.0100e-
003

807.91440.3516 9.2100e-
003

0.3609 0.0941 8.6500e-
003

0.1027Total 1.8525 0.5887 2.5473 5.2900e-
003

1.5820 47.1104 48.6924 0.1644 4.2300e-
003

53.45550.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

23.1186 0.0000 23.1186 1.3663 0.0000 51.81040.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 405.3217 405.3217 0.0177 0.0000 405.69390.3516 7.0000e-
003

0.3586 0.0941 6.4400e-
003

0.1005Mobile 0.2418 0.5598 2.5188 5.1200e-
003

0.0000 295.8488 295.8488 0.0113 2.7800e-
003

296.94612.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

Energy 3.1700e-
003

0.0289 0.0242 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Area 1.6076 4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 32.93 0.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 1.59 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 1.71 3.40

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 26.73 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 10.71 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 10.71 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.59 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.59 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 20.87 0.00

tblVehicleTrips PR_TP 0.66 66.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 10.71 0.00

tblVehicleTrips PB_TP 0.60 6.00



4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Increase Diversity

Increase Transit Accessibility

Improve Pedestrian Network

48.08 23.21 24.01 46.32 27.10 24.9211.80 13.25 11.84 11.80 13.53 11.94

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

17.46 10.44 8.23 11.53

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

12.8249 574.5877 587.4126 0.8372 5.1100e-
003

606.57650.3102 7.9900e-
003

0.3181 0.0830 7.4800e-
003

0.0904Total 1.5290 0.5273 2.3376 4.6800e-
003

1.2656 41.2871 42.5527 0.1316 3.4100e-
003

46.37350.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

11.5593 0.0000 11.5593 0.6831 0.0000 25.90520.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 358.9542 358.9542 0.0159 0.0000 359.28750.3102 6.2400e-
003

0.3164 0.0830 5.7300e-
003

0.0887Mobile 0.2323 0.5044 2.3141 4.5400e-
003

0.0000 174.3383 174.3383 6.4900e-
003

1.7000e-
003

175.00181.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

Energy 2.5100e-
003

0.0228 0.0192 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Area 1.2943 4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.001847 0.002083 0.006548 0.000610 0.003471

5.0 Energy Detail

SBUS MH

0.510118 0.073510 0.192396 0.133166 0.036737 0.005265 0.012605 0.021642

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY

48.00 19.00 52 39 9

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

17.20 5.00 75 19 6

Recreational Swimming Pool 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

High School 9.50 7.30 7.30 77.80

48.00 19.00 66 28 6

Enclosed Parking Structure 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00

81.00 19.00 66 28 6

City Park 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Arena 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-
W

Total 476.00 85.40 35.00 935,207 824,853
Recreational Swimming Pool 0.00 0.00 0.00

High School 476.00 85.40 35.00 935,207 824,853
Enclosed Parking Structure 0.00 0.00 0.00

City Park 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

Arena 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 405.3217 405.3217 0.0177 0.0000 405.69390.3516 7.0000e-
003

0.3586 0.0941 6.4400e-
003

0.1005Unmitigated 0.2418 0.5598 2.5188 5.1200e-
003

0.0000 358.9542 358.9542 0.0159 0.0000 359.28750.3102 6.2400e-
003

0.3164 0.0830 5.7300e-
003

0.0887

CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.2323 0.5044 2.3141 4.5400e-
003

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

ROG NOx CO



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 31.4132 31.4132 6.0000e-
004

5.8000e-
004

31.60442.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

3.1700e-
003

0.0289 0.0242 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 24.8465 24.8465 4.8000e-
004

4.6000e-
004

24.99771.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

2.5100e-
003

0.0228 0.0192 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 264.4356 264.4356 0.0106 2.2000e-
003

265.34180.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 149.4919 149.4919 6.0200e-
003

1.2400e-
003

150.00420.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity Mitigated

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Install Energy Efficient Appliances

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

Install High Efficiency Lighting

Kilowatt Hours of Renewable Electricity Generated



23.6876

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

Arena 72234 23.6067 9.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

24.8465 24.8465 4.8000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

24.9977

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

1.7400e-
003

1.7400e-
003

1.7400e-
003

1.7400e-
003

0.0000

8.0000e-
005

4.5913

Total 2.5100e-
003

0.0228 0.0192 1.4000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

0.0000 4.5635 4.5635 9.0000e-
005

3.5200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.2000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Arena 85517 4.6000e-
004

4.1900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

3.7000e-
004

20.4064

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

0.0000 20.2829 20.2829 3.9000e-
004

0.0157 1.1000e-
004

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

High School 380088 2.0500e-
003

0.0186

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO

31.4132 6.1000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

31.6044

Mitigated

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

0.0000 31.4132

5.0804

Total 3.1700e-
003

0.0289 0.0242 1.8000e-
004

2.1900e-
003

3.5000e-
004

0.0000 5.0496 5.0496 1.0000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Arena 94626.5 5.1000e-
004

4.6400e-
003

3.9000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

26.5240

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

1.8400e-
003

0.0000 26.3636 26.3636 5.1000e-
004

4.8000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.8400e-
003

1.8400e-
003

1.8400e-
003

High School 494035 2.6600e-
003

0.0242 0.0203



6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Exterior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Exterior

-3.2358

Total 149.4919 6.0200e-
003

1.2400e-
003

150.0042

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

-9867.4 -3.2248 -0.0001 0.0000

49.1279

High School 283605 92.6846 3.7300e-
003

7.7000e-
004

93.0022

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

149813 48.9601 1.9700e-
003

4.1000e-
004

14.3457

City Park -9867.4 -3.2248 -0.0001 0.0000 -3.2358

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

Arena 43746.3 14.2967 5.8000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 264.4356 0.0107 2.2000e-
003

265.3418

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

85.9173

High School 474911 155.2050 6.2500e-
003

1.2900e-
003

155.7368

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

262000 85.6239 3.4500e-
003

7.1000e-
004

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Mitigated

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Total 1.6076 4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Landscaping 4.1000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

1.2394

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.3677

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated 1.6076 4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Mitigated 1.2943 4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

No Hearths Installed

Use Low VOC Cleaning Supplies

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Unmitigated 48.6924 0.1644 4.2300e-
003

53.4555

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 42.5527 0.1316 3.4100e-
003

46.3735

Turf Reduction

Use Water Efficient Irrigation System

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Install Low Flow Bathroom Faucet

Install Low Flow Kitchen Faucet

Install Low Flow Toilet

Install Low Flow Shower

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Total 1.2942 4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 8.0500e-
003

8.0500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.5300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Landscaping 4.1000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

1.1467

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.1471

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



5.9242

Total 42.5527 0.1316 3.4100e-
003

46.3735

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0.728644 / 
0.524183

5.2350 0.0239 6.0000e-
004

0.0000

High School 0.493356 / 
1.48905

7.6625 0.0164 4.4000e-
004

8.1432

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

16.0016

City Park 0 / 4.4752 16.2488 6.5000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

16.3045

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

Arena 2.76727 / 
0.207324

13.4065 0.0907 2.2300e-
003

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

7.0524

Total 48.6924 0.1644 4.2200e-
003

53.4555

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0.910804 / 
0.558235

6.1916 0.0299 7.5000e-
004

0.0000

High School 0.616694 / 
1.58579

8.5777 0.0204 5.4000e-
004

9.1755

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

19.8640

City Park 0 / 4.76593 17.3043 7.0000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

17.3636

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

Arena 3.45908 / 
0.220793

16.6188 0.1133 2.7900e-
003

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



39.9325

Total 23.1187 1.3663 0.0000 51.8104

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

87.78 17.8186 1.0531 0.0000

0.0000

High School 25.55 5.1864 0.3065 0.0000 11.6231

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.1001

City Park 0.34 0.0690 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 0.1547

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

Arena 0.22 0.0447 2.6400e-
003

0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

 Mitigated 11.5593 0.6831 0.0000 25.9052

t
o
n

MT/yr

 Unmitigated 23.1186 1.3663 0.0000 51.8104

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Institute Recycling and Composting Services

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power

19.9663

Total 11.5593 0.6831 0.0000 25.9052

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

43.89 8.9093 0.5265 0.0000

0.0000

High School 12.775 2.5932 0.1533 0.0000 5.8116

Enclosed Parking 
Structure

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0500

City Park 0.17 0.0345 2.0400e-
003

0.0000 0.0773

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

Arena 0.11 0.0223 1.3200e-
003

0.0000

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
Francis Parker School (Parker), an independent K-12 school serving San Diego since 1912, 
proposes amending Planned Development Permit (PDP) No. 84875 and Site Development Permit 
(SDP) No. 215276 to authorize changes to Parker’s Master Plan for its Linda Vista Campus 
(project).  The Linda Vista Campus comprises Parker’s Middle School (Grades 6-8) and the Upper 
School (Grades 9-12).  The project is intended to update the existing discretionary permits 
governing the Linda Vista Campus by integrating existing facilities with proposed new facilities 
into one comprehensive Master Plan that implement’s Parker’s vision for creating a modern, 
cohesive, and sustainable educational environment. 
 
Under the existing PDP/SDP, the Linda Vista Campus serves a student population of up to 800 
students.  With the improvements and new facilities described in the Master Plan, the Linda Vista 
Campus would accommodate up to 940 students.  
 
1.1 Proposed Project 
 
Demolition 
 
The project proposes demolition of three older buildings (Buildings 001, 002, and 003) that 
currently house the Field House, Middle School gymnasium and locker rooms, and the cafeteria.   
 
Parking Structure 
 
As part of the updated Master Plan, a two-level underground parking structure would be centrally 
located within the Linda Vista Campus (refer to Exhibit 1, Site Plan).  The underground parking 
structure would accommodate 283 parking spaces.  Surface lots within the Linda Vista Campus 
would provide an additional 238 parking spaces.  In total, the Linda Vista Campus would provide 
521 parking spaces. 
 
Dining and Athletic Complex  
 
Components of the proposed Dining/Athletic Complex would be built directly over the 
underground parking structure (refer to Exhibit 1).  A portion of the first floor and second floor over 
the parking structure would house a kitchen/dining hall area with outdoor terraces (Building No. 
900).  The remaining first floor level over the underground parking structure would house a 
gymnasium for indoor sports, along with ancillary support spaces, such as meeting rooms, locker 
rooms, restrooms, and classrooms (Building No. 200).  Building No. 201 is a semi-enclosed lobby 
area connecting the gymnasium to Building Nos. 201A and 201B.  Building Nos. 201A and 201B 
would house athletic offices, a multi-purpose room, press box, locker rooms, training rooms, 
laundry facilities, and restrooms.  These two buildings would also provide rooftop bleacher seating 
overlooking the track and field.  Building No. 202 would provide field storage and a ticketing office 
for field events.  Restroom and concession services for visitors attending events on the athletic 
field would be provided in Building No. 203.  Bleacher seating for visitors would be located in 
close proximity to Building No. 203.  As part of the Dining/Athletic Complex, the existing playing 
surface on the athletic field would be reoriented and fitted with a regulation 8-lane track on its 
perimeter.  An outdoor aquatic center with a pool and bleacher seating would round out the athletic 
facilities.    
  



Exhibit 1

Site Plan
NOT TO SCALE

08/15 • JN 144571
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Additional Buildings 
 
Three new buildings are proposed to be located in the western portion of the Linda Vista Campus.  
Building No. 106 would be a two-story building, multi-purpose Student Center for the Upper 
School for various activities, meetings, and other collaborations.  Building No. 303 would be a 
two-story multi-purpose Student Center for the Middle School for various activities, meetings, and 
other collaborations.  Building No. 401 would be a single-story Maker’s Space for students to 
design and fabricate projects in a hands-on manner, using different types of equipment and tools, 
such as 3-D printers.  These three buildings are slated for construction at a future date or dates 
as funding becomes available. 
 
Roadway Modifications  
 
The project also proposes modifications to the circulation within the Linda Vista Campus.  In 
addition to the main entrance, there are three other existing openings onto Linda Vista Road 
serving the  Linda Vista Campus; one to the west of the main entrance and two to the east.  The 
existing opening immediately east of the main entrance would be relocated from Linda Vista Road 
to Northrim Court.  This opening would be gated, but would allow full access into and out of the 
campus.  The easternmost opening onto Linda Vista Road would be reconfigured for direct access 
into the proposed underground parking garage, and to provide emergency vehicle access to the 
proposed Dining/Athletic Complex.  A small guard house, similar to the one at the main entrance, 
would be placed at each of the new openings.   
 
The proposed Northrim Court opening would be part of a reconfiguration of the existing surface 
parking lot in the northeasterly portion of the Linda Vista Campus.  The surface parking lot would 
be modified to accommodate the elevated sports deck approved under the existing PDP/SDP, 
but not yet constructed.  The updated Master Plan provides refinements to further integrate the 
elevated sports deck with the parking lot below and the Dining/Athletic Complex.  The parking lot 
directly in front of the Dining Hall (Building No. 900) and the Gym (Building No. 200) would be 
reconfigured to accommodate emergency vehicle access to the Dining/Athletic Complex and to 
provide a dedicated pick up/ drop off and loading area. 
 
Operations 
 
The following conditions would govern operation of activities on the Linda Vista Campus: 
 

• All field lights must be turned off by 10:00 p.m. unless a varsity game or match extends 
beyond this time as a result of circumstances beyond the school’s reasonable control, but 
in no event would lights remain on after 11:00 p.m. 
 

• All outdoor lighting, except lighting deemed necessary for safety and security purposes, 
would be turned off between 11:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. 
 

• Activities on the athletic fields are allowed to begin no earlier than 8:00 a.m. on Saturdays 
and 9:00 a.m. on Sundays. 
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Student Enrollment Projections 
 
The project’s opening day is expected to begin in the fall of 2016 with the addition of approximately 
70 students.  By the fall of 2017, the school is expected to include the remaining students to 
increase the proposed enrollment of 140 students to a total of 940 students.  
 
2.0 DESCRIPTION OF NOISE METRICS 
 
Sound is described in terms of the loudness (amplitude) of the sound and frequency (pitch) of the 
sound.  The standard unit of measurement of the loudness of sound is the decibel (dB).  Since 
the human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent 
rating scale has been devised to relate noise to human sensitivity.  The A-weighted decibel scale 
(dBA) performs this compensation by differentiating among frequencies in a manner 
approximating the sensitivity of the human ear. 
 
Decibels are based on the logarithmic scale.  The logarithmic scale compresses the wide range 
in sound pressure levels to a more usable range of numbers in a manner similar to the Richter 
scale used to measure earthquakes.  In terms of human response to noise, a sound 10 dBA 
higher than another is perceived to be twice as loud and 20 dBA higher is perceived to be four 
times as loud, and so forth.  Everyday sounds normally range from 30 dBA (very quiet) to 100 
dBA (very loud).  Examples of various sound levels in different environments are illustrated on 
Exhibit 2, Common Environmental Noise Levels. 
 
Various methods have been developed for evaluating community noise to account for, among 
other things: 
 

• The variation of noise levels over time; 
• The influence of periodic individual loud events; and 
• The community response to changes in the community noise environment. 

 
Table 1, Noise Descriptors, provides a listing of methods to measure sound over a period of time. 
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Table 1 
Noise Descriptors 

 
Term Definition 
Decibel (dB) The unit for measuring the volume of sound equal to 10 times the logarithm 

(base 10) of the ratio of the pressure of a measured sound to a reference 
pressure (20 micropascals). 

A-Weighted Decibel (dBA) A sound measurement scale that adjusts the pressure of individual frequencies 
according to human sensitivities.  The scale accounts for the fact that the 
region of highest sensitivity for the human ear is between 2,000 and 4,000 
cycles per second (hertz). 

Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) The sound level containing the same total energy as a time varying signal over 
a given time period.  The Leq is the value that expresses the time averaged 
total energy of a fluctuating sound level. 

Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) The highest individual sound level (dBA) occurring over a given time period. 
Minimum Sound Level (Lmin) The lowest individual sound level (dBA) occurring over a given time period. 
Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL) 

A rating of community noise exposure to all sources of sound that differentiates 
between daytime, evening, and nighttime noise exposure. These adjustments 
are +5 dBA for the evening, 7:00 PM to 10:00 PM, and +10 dBA for the night, 
10:00 PM to 7:00 AM. 

Day/Night Average (Ldn) The Ldn is a measure of the 24-hour average noise level at a given location.  It 
was adopted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for developing 
criteria for the evaluation of community noise exposure.  It is based on a 
measure of the average noise level over a given time period called the Leq.  
The Ldn is calculated by averaging the Leq’s for each hour of the day at a given 
location after penalizing the “sleeping hours” (defined as 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) 
by 10 dBA to account for the increased sensitivity of people to noises that occur 
at night. 

Exceedance Level (Ln) The A-weighted noise levels that are exceeded 1%, 10%, 50%, and 90% (L01, 
L10, L50, L90, respectively) of the time during the measurement period. 

Source: Cyril M. Harris, Handbook of Noise Control, 1979. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Source:  Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and
              Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety (EPA/ONAC 550/9-74-004), March 1974.
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3.0 EXISTING SETTING 
 
3.1 Daytime Noise Measurements 
 
In order to quantify existing ambient noise levels in the project area, Michael Baker International 
conducted three daytime noise measurements on June 3, 2015; refer to Table 2, Daytime Noise 
Measurements.  The noise measurement sites were representative of typical existing noise 
exposure within and immediately adjacent to the project site.  Ten-minute measurements were 
taken, between 11:32 a.m. and 12:12 p.m., at each site during the day.  Short-term (Leq) 
measurements are considered representative of the noise levels throughout the day.   
 

Table 2 
Daytime Noise Measurements 

 
Site 
No. Location Leq 

(dBA) 
Lmin 

(dBA) 

Lmax 
(dBA) 

Peak 
(dBA) 

Time 

1 South of the project site at the corner of River Glen Row and 
Northrim Court. 57.2 38.8 67.7 97.8 11:32 a.m. 

2 East of the project site, approximately 200 feet south of the 
intersection of Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court. 57.1 41.8 72.4 90.3 11:47 a.m. 

3 North of the project site, along Linda Vista Road. 70.2 46.3 83.0 104.2 12:02 p.m. 
Source:  Michael Baker International, June 3, 2015. 
 
 
Meteorological conditions were clear skies, warm temperatures, with light wind speeds (0 to 5 
miles per hour), and low humidity.  Measured noise levels during the daytime measurements were 
57.1 to 70.2 dBA Leq.  Elevated noise levels along Linda Vista Road at measurement Site Number 
3 are due to higher levels of traffic.  Noise monitoring equipment used for the ambient noise survey 
consisted of a Brüel & Kjær Hand-held Analyzer Type 2250 equipped with a Type 4189 pre-
polarized microphone.  The monitoring equipment complies with applicable requirements of the 
American National Standards Institute (ANSI) for Type I (precision) sound level meters.  Refer to 
Exhibit 3, Noise Measurement Locations, for the noise measurement sites.   
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3.2 Mobile Sources 
 
The majority of the existing noise in the project area is generated from vehicle sources along 
Linda Vista Road.  As shown in Table 3, Existing Traffic Noise Levels, mobile noise sources in 
the vicinity of the project site range from 60.8 to 67.4 dBA.   
 
Mobile source noise was modeled using the Federal Highway Administration’s Highway Noise 
Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108), which incorporates several roadway and site parameters.  
The model does not account for ambient noise levels.  Noise projections are based on modeled 
vehicular traffic as derived from the Traffic Impact Analysis for Francis Parker School Master Plan 
Update (Traffic Impact Analysis) prepared by Urban Systems Associates on May 12, 2015.  A 35-
mph and 40-mph average vehicle speed was assumed for existing conditions based on empirical 
observations and posted maximum speeds along the roadway segments.  Average daily traffic 
estimates were obtained from the Traffic Impact Analysis.  Existing modeled traffic noise levels 
are shown in Table 3. 
 

Table 3 
Existing Traffic Noise Levels 

 

Roadway Segment 

Existing Conditions  

ADT 

dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Distance from Roadway                    
Centerline to: (Feet) 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 
Linda Vista Road      
Napa Street to Mildred Street 25,703 67.4 603 191 60 
Mildred Street to USD Main Entrance 16,440 65.5 386 122 39 
USD Main Driveway to Via Las Cumbres 16,621 65.5 390 123 39 
Via Las Cumbres to Alcala Knolls Drive 15,424 65.2 361 114 36 
Alcala Knolls Drive to Glidden Street 14,207 64.9 333 105 33 
Glidden Street to Kramer Street 15,829 65.4 371 117 37 
Via Las Cumbres      
Linda Vista Road to Friars Road 7,713 60.8 133 42 13 
ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level 
Source:  Urban Systems Associates, Inc., Traffic Impact Analysis for Francis Parker School Master Plan Update, May 12, 2015. 

 
 
3.3 Sensitive Receptors 
 
Certain land uses are particularly sensitive to noise, including schools, hospitals, rest homes, 
long-term medical and mental care facilities, and parks and recreation areas.  Residential areas 
are also considered noise sensitive, especially during the nighttime hours.  Existing sensitive 
receptors located in the project vicinity include single-family residences, multi-family residences, 
Mark Twain High School, Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witnesses, and the Baha’i Faith San Diego 
Center.   
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4.0 REGULATORY SETTING  
 
4.1 City of San Diego Noise Standards 
 
The City’s standards for governing environmental noise are set forth in Article 9.5, (Noise 
Abatement and Control) of the San Diego Municipal Code.   
 
Section 59.5.0401 (Sound Level Limits) of the Municipal Code states the following sound level 
limits:  
 

(a) It shall be unlawful for any person to cause noise by any means to the extent that 
the one–hour average sound level exceeds the applicable limit given in the 
following table (Table 4, San Diego Municipal Code Sound Level Limits), at any 
location in the City of San Diego on or beyond the boundaries of the property on 
which the noise is produced.  The noise subject to these limits is that part of the 
total noise at the specified location that is due solely to the action of said person. 

 
Table 4 

San Diego Municipal Code Sound Level Limits 
 

Land Use Time of Day 
One-Hour Average 

Sound Level 
(decibels) 

Single Family Residential 
7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 50 

7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 45 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 40 

Multi-Family Residential (Up to a 
maximum density of 1/2000 

7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 55 
7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 50 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 45 

All other Residential 
7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 60 

7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 55 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 50 

Commercial 
7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 65 

7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 60 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 60 

Industrial or Agricultural Anytime 75 
 
 
Section 59.5.0404 (Construction Noise) of the Municipal Code states that: 
 

(a) It shall be unlawful for any person, between the hours of 7:00 p.m. of any day and 
7:00 a.m. of the following day, or on legal holidays as specified in Section 21.04 of 
the San Diego Municipal Code, with exception of Columbus Day and Washington’s 
Birthday, or on Sunday to erect, construct, demolish, excavate for, alter, or repair 
any building or structure in such a manner as to create disturbing, excessive or 
offensive noise unless a permit has been applied for and granted beforehand by 
the Noise Abatement and Control Administrator.  
 

(b) Except as provided in subsection C. hereof, it shall be unlawful for any person, 
including the City of San Diego, to conduct any construction activity so as to cause, 
at or beyond the property lines or any property zoned residential, an average 
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sound level greater than 75 decibels during the 12-hour period from 7:00 a.m. to 
7:00 p.m.  

 
4.2 City of San Diego Significance Determination Thresholds 
 
In January 2011, the City of San Diego Development Services Department updated their 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Significance Determination Thresholds guidance 
document.  The purpose of the CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds is to assist City of 
San Diego staff, project proponents, and the public in determining whether, based on substantial 
evidence, a project may have a significant effect on the environment.  The City’s Significance 
Determination Thresholds document provides guidance in the following topical areas related to 
noise:  
 

• Interior and Exterior Noise Impacts from Traffic Generated Noise 

• United Stated Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) funded projects and 
Noise 

• Airport Noise Impacts  

• Noise from Adjacent Stationary Uses (Noise Generators) (refer to Section 59.5.0401 of 
the Municipal Code) 

o Impacts to Sensitive Wildlife  

• Temporary Construction Noise 

• Noise/Land Use Compatibility 
 
Table K-4 of the guidelines provides land use compatibility noise factors; refer to Table 5, City of 
San Diego Noise Land Use Compatibility Chart.  The compatible land uses in Table 5 are shaded 
and the incompatible land uses are unshaded.  Additionally, the guidelines include the following 
questions from the City‘s Initial Study Checklist to provide guidance to determine potential 
significant impacts related to noise: 
 
Would the project:  
 

1. Result or create a significant increase in the existing ambient noise levels (refer to Section 
5.1, Short-Term Construction Noise and Section 5.2, Long-Term Operational Noise); 

2. Exposure of people to noise levels which exceed the City's adopted noise ordinance or 
are incompatible with Table K-4 (refer to Section 5.1, Short-Term Construction Noise and 
Section 5.2, Long-Term Operational Noise); 

3. Exposure of people to current or future transportation noise levels which exceed standards 
established in the Transportation Element of the General Plan or an adopted airport 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (refer to Section 5.2, Long-Term Operational Noise and 
Section 5.4, Airport Noise);  

4. Result in land uses which are not compatible with aircraft noise levels as defined by an 
adopted airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) (refer to Section 5.4, Airport 
Noise); 
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Table 5 

City of San Diego Noise Land Use Compatibility Chart 
 

Land Use 
Annual Community Equivalent Level  

in Decibels 
50 55 60 65 70 75 

1 Outdoor amphitheaters       
2 Schools, libraries        
3 Nature preserves, wildlife preserves        
4 Residential single-family, multi-family, mobile homes, transient housing        
5 Retirement homes, intermediate care facilities, convalescent homes        
6 Hospitals        
7 Parks, playgrounds        
8 Office buildings, business and professional        
9 Auditoriums, concert halls, indoor arenas, churches        

10 Riding stables, water recreation facilities        
11 Outdoor spectator sports, golf courses        
12 Livestock farming, animal breeding        
13 Commercial-retail, shopping centers, restaurants, movie theaters        
14 Commercial-wholesale, industrial manufacturing, utilities        
15 Agriculture (except livestock), extractive industry, farming        
16 Cemeteries        
Source: City of San Diego Development Services Department, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Significance Determination 
Thresholds (Table K-4), January 2011. 
 
 
4.3 Significance of Changes in Traffic Noise Levels 
 
An off-site traffic noise impact typically occurs when there is a discernible increase in traffic and 
the resulting noise level exceeds an established noise standard.  In community noise 
considerations, changes in noise levels greater than 3 dB are often identified as substantial, while 
changes less than 1 dB would not be discernible to local residents.  In the range of 1 to 3 dB, 
residents who are very sensitive to noise may perceive a slight change.  In laboratory testing 
situations, humans are able to detect noise level changes of slightly less than 1 dB.  However, 
this is based on a direct, immediate comparison of two sound levels.  Community noise exposures 
occur over a long period of time and changes in noise levels occur over years (rather than the 
immediate comparison made in a laboratory situation).  Therefore, the level at which changes in 
community noise levels become discernible is likely to be some value greater than 1 dB, and 3 
dB is the most commonly accepted discernible difference.  A 5 dB change is generally recognized 
as a clearly discernible difference. 
 
As traffic noise levels at sensitive uses likely approach or exceed the applicable land use 
compatibility standard, a 3 dB increase as a result of the project is used as the increase threshold 
for the project.  Thus, a project would result in a significant noise impact when a permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels of 3 dB occur upon project implementation and the resulting 
noise level exceeds the applicable exterior standard at a noise sensitive use. 
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5.0 PROJECT IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
5.1 Short-Term Construction Noise 
 
Construction Equipment 
 
The project is proposed to be constructed in sequences.  Table 6, Project Construction 
Sequences, summarizes the anticipated dates in which each construction sequence is proposed 
to start and be completed.  Construction activities would include demolition, site preparation, 
grading, paving, building construction, and architectural coating.  Ground-borne noise and other 
types of construction-related noise impacts would typically occur during demolition and excavation 
activities of the grading phase.  These phases of construction have the potential to create the 
highest levels of noise.   
 

Table 6 
Project Construction Sequences 

 
Construction Sequence Start Date Completion Date Duration 

1 June 2016 November 2017 18 Months 
2 June 2021 January 2023 20 Months 
3 June 2025 May 2026 12 Months 
4 March 2029 December 2030 22 Months 

Note: Dates are subject to change based on several factors including construction schedules, project funding, local policies, etc.  
 
 
Typical noise levels generated by construction equipment are shown in Table 7, Maximum Noise 
Levels Generated by Construction Equipment.  While Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404 limits 
construction noise to an average sound level of 75 dB from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., it should be 
noted that the noise levels identified in Table 7 are maximum sound levels (Lmax), which are the 
highest individual sound levels occurring at an individual time period.  Operating cycles for these 
types of construction equipment may involve one or two minutes of full power operation followed 
by three to four minutes at lower power settings.  Other primary sources of acoustical disturbance 
would be due to random incidents, which would last less than one minute (such as dropping large 
pieces of equipment or the hydraulic movement of machinery lifts). 
 
Construction activities would also cause increased noise along access routes to and from the site 
due to movement of equipment and workers.  Demolition and grading activities would require 
export and import of materials (i.e., demolition debris and soil) for each sequence of construction.  
However, substantial material hauling on local roads is not anticipated to occur along local 
roadways due to the project site’s proximity to the Interstate 8.  Impacts in this regard would be 
less than significant.  
 
Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404, construction activities may occur between the 
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekdays and Saturdays, and is prohibited on Sundays and 
legal holidays.  These permitted hours of construction are included in the code in recognition that 
construction activities undertaken during daytime hours are a typical part of living in an urban 
environment and do not cause a significant disruption.  It should be noted that Municipal Code 
Section 59.5.0404 limits construction noise to an average sound level of 75 dB at properties zoned 
residential.  The potential for construction-related noise to affect nearby sensitive receptors would 
depend on the location and proximity of construction activities to these receptors.  Construction 
would occur throughout the project site and would not be concentrated or confined in the areas 
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adjacent to sensitive receptors.  Therefore, construction noise would be acoustically dispersed 
throughout the project site and not concentrated in one area near adjacent sensitive uses.  It 
should be noted that the noise levels depicted in Table 7 are maximum noise levels, which would 
occur sporadically when construction equipment is operated in proximity to sensitive receptors.   
 

Table 7 
Maximum Noise Levels Generated by Construction Equipment 

 
Type of Equipment Acoustical Use Factor1 Lmax at 50 Feet (dBA) 

Concrete Saw 20 90 
Crane 16 81 
Concrete Mixer Truck 40 79 
Backhoe 40 78 
Dozer 40 82 
Excavator 40 81 
Forklift 40 78 
Paver 50 77 
Roller 20 80 
Tractor  40 84 
Water Truck 40 80 
Grader 40 85 
General Industrial Equipment 50 85 
Note: 
1. Acoustical Use Factor (percent): Estimates the fraction of time each piece of construction 

equipment is operating at full power (i.e., its loudest condition) during a construction operation. 
Source: Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA-HEP-05-054), 
January 2006. 

 
 
As noted above, construction activities would involve the demolition of Buildings 001, 002, and 
003 that currently house the Field House, Middle School gymnasium and locker rooms, and the 
cafeteria.  Additionally, building activities would occur in the four distinct areas that would consist 
of the following: (1) dining hall, parking structure, and North Rim Court driveway; (2) gymnasium, 
athletic complex, and pool; (3) track and field; and (4) additional buildings 106, 303, and 404.  
Noise associated with demolition and construction in each of the distinct work areas was modeled 
with the SoundPLAN Essential 3.0 software (SoundPLAN).  SoundPLAN allows computer 
simulations of noise situations, and creates noise contour maps using reference noise levels, 
topography, point and area noise sources, mobile noise sources, and intervening structures.  
Each individual construction area was modeled to determine the average construction noise 
levels in the vicinity.  As depicted in Exhibits 4 through 8, Construction Noise Contours, 
construction noise would not exceed the City’s standard of 75 dB at any properties (including 
those zoned residential) surrounding the project site.  Thus, a less than significant noise impact 
would result from construction activities. 
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5.2 Long-Term Operational Noise 
 
Off-Site Mobile Noise 
 
Future development generated by the proposed project would result in additional traffic on 
adjacent roadways, thereby increasing vehicular noise in the vicinity of the proposed project.  
According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, the proposed project would generate approximately 476 
daily trips.   
 
Existing Condition 
 
The “Existing Without Project” and “Existing With Project” scenarios were compared.  According 
to Table 8, Existing With Project Traffic Noise Levels, under the “Existing Without Project” 
scenario, noise levels would range from 60.8 to 67.4 dBA.  Traffic noise levels under the “Existing 
With Project” scenario noise levels would range from 60.9 to 67.5 dBA.  As a result, some roadway 
segments already currently exceed the City’s traffic noise standards of 65 dBA for residential 
uses.  The highest noise levels would occur along Linda Vista Road, with a 0.1 dBA increase 
occurring along all roadway segments except between Glidden Street and Kramer Street.  
However, as this noise level increase is below 3.0 dBA, a less than significant impact would occur 
in this regard.  
 

Table 8 
Existing With Project Traffic Noise Levels 

 

Roadway Segment 

Existing Without Project Existing With Project 
Difference 
In dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 

ADT 

dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Distance from Roadway              
Centerline to: (Feet) 

ADT 

dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Distance from Roadway                
Centerline to: (Feet) 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

Linda Vista Road 
Napa Street to 
Mildred Street 25,703 67.4 603 191 60 25,917 67.5 608 192 61 0.1 

Mildred Street to 
USD Main Entrance 16,440 65.5 386 122 39 16,659 65.6 390 123 39 0.1 

USD Main Driveway 
to Via Las Cumbres 16,621 65.5 390 123 39 16,840 65.6 395 125 40 0.1 

Via Las Cumbres to 
Alcala Knolls Drive 15,424 65.2 361 114 36 15,767 65.3 370 117 37 0.1 

Alcala Knolls Drive 
to Glidden Street 14,207 64.9 333 105 33 14,450 65.0 339 107 34 0.1 

Glidden Street to 
Kramer Street 15,829 65.4 371 117 37 15,948 65.4 373 118 37 0.0 

Via Las Cumbres 
Linda Vista Road to 
Friars Road 7,713 60.8 133 42 13 7,818 60.9 135 43 13 0.1 

ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level 
Source:  Urban Systems Associates, Inc., Traffic Impact Analysis for Francis Parker School Master Plan Update, August 28, 2015. 
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Near Term Condition 
 
The “Near Term Without Project” and “Near Term With Project” scenarios were compared.  
According to Table 9, Near Term Traffic Noise Levels, under the “Near Term Without Project” 
scenario, noise levels would range from 61.0 to 67.7 dBA.  Traffic noise levels under the “Near 
Term With Project” scenario noise levels would range from 61.0 to 67.8 dBA.  The highest noise 
levels would occur along Linda Vista Road, with a 0.1 dBA increase occurring between Napa 
Street and Mildred Street, between USD Main Driveway and Via Las Cumbres, between Alcala 
Knolls Drive and Glidden Street, and between Glidden Street to Kramer Street.  However, as this 
noise level increase is below 3.0 dBA, a less than significant impact would occur in this regard.   

 
Table 9 

Near Term Traffic Noise Levels 
 

Roadway Segment 

Near Term Without Project Near Term With Project 
Difference 
In dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 

ADT 

dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Distance from Roadway              
Centerline to: (Feet) 

ADT 

dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Distance from Roadway                
Centerline to: (Feet) 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

Linda Vista Road 
Napa Street to 
Mildred Street 27,428 67.7 643 203 64 27,642 67.8 649 205 65 0.1 

Mildred Street to 
USD Main Entrance 17,766 65.9 416 132 42 17,985 65.9 422 133 42 0.0 

USD Main 
Driveway to Via Las 
Cumbres 

17,386 65.7 407 129 41 17,605 65.8 413 131 41 0.1 

Via Las Cumbres to 
Alcala Knolls Drive 16,011 65.4 376 119 38 16,354 65.4 383 121 38 0.0 

Alcala Knolls Drive 
to Glidden Street 14,794 65.1 347 110 35 15,037 65.2 353 111 35 0.1 

Glidden Street to 
Kramer Street 16,416 65.5 385 122 38 16,535 65.6 387 123 39 0.1 

Via Las Cumbres 
Linda Vista Road to 
Friars Road 7,917 61.0 137 43 14 8,022 61.0 138 44 14 0.0 

ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level 
Source:  Urban Systems Associates, Inc., Traffic Impact Analysis for Francis Parker School Master Plan Update, August 28, 2015. 

 
 
Year 2035 Condition 
 
The “Year 2035 Without Project” and “Year 2035 With Project” scenarios were compared.  
According to Table 10, Year 2035 Traffic Noise Levels, under the “Year 2035 Without Project” 
scenario, noise levels would range from 62.2 to 68.2 dBA.  Traffic noise levels under the “Year 
2035 With Project” scenario noise levels would also range from 62.2 to 68.2 dBA.  The highest 
noise levels would occur along Linda Vista Road, with a 0.1 dBA increase occurring between 
Mildred Street and USD Main Entrance and between Via Las Cumbres and Alcala Knolls Drive.  
However, as this noise level increase is below 3.0 dBA, a less than significant impact would occur 
in this regard.   
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Table 10 
Year 2035 Traffic Noise Levels 

 

Roadway Segment 

Year 2035 Without Project Year 2035 With Project 
Difference 
In dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 

ADT 

dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Distance from Roadway              
Centerline to: (Feet) 

ADT 

dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Distance from Roadway                
Centerline to: (Feet) 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

Linda Vista Road 
Napa Street to 
Mildred Street 30,400 68.2 713 225 71 30,614 68.2 718 227 72 0.0 

Mildred Street to 
USD Main Entrance 21,140 66.6 496 157 50 21,359 66.7 500 158 50 0.1 

USD Main 
Driveway to Via Las 
Cumbres 

21,320 66.6 500 158 50 21,539 66.6 505 160 51 0.0 

Via Las Cumbres to 
Alcala Knolls Drive 16,700 65.5 391 125 39 17,043 65.6 400 126 40 0.1 

Alcala Knolls Drive 
to Glidden Street 15,485 65.3 363 115 36 15,728 65.3 368 116 37 0.0 

Glidden Street to 
Kramer Street 17,100 65.7 401 127 40 17,219 65.7 404 128 40 0.0 

Via Las Cumbres 
Linda Vista Road to 
Friars Road 10,500 62.2 181 57 18 10,605 62.2 183 58 18 0.0 

ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level 
Source:  Urban Systems Associates, Inc., Traffic Impact Analysis for Francis Parker School Master Plan Update, August 28, 2015. 

 
 
Cumulative Mobile Source Impacts 
 
A project’s contribution to a cumulative traffic noise increase would be considered significant when 
the project exceeds both a combined effect (i.e., auditory level increase) and incremental effects 
threshold.  The following discusses the combined and incremental effects criteria: 
 
Combined Effect.  The cumulative with project noise level (“Year 2035 With Project”) would cause 
a significant cumulative impact if a 3.0 dB increase over existing conditions occurs and the 
resulting noise level exceeds the applicable exterior standard at a sensitive use. 
 
Although there may be a significant noise increase due to the proposed project in combination 
with other related projects (combined effects), it must also be demonstrated that the project has 
an incremental effect.  In other words, a significant portion of the noise increase must be due to 
the proposed project.  The following criteria have been utilized to evaluate the incremental effect 
of the cumulative noise increase. 
 
Incremental Effects.  The “Year 2035 With Project” causes a 1.0 dBA increase in noise over the 
“Year 2035 Without Project” noise level. 
 
A significant impact would result only if both the combined and incremental effects criteria have 
been exceeded.  Noise by definition is a localized phenomenon, and reduces as distance from 
the source increases.  Consequently, only the proposed project and growth due to occur in the 
project site’s general vicinity would contribute to cumulative noise impacts.  Table 11, Cumulative 
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Noise Scenario, lists the traffic noise effects along the affected roadway segment for “Existing,” 
“Year 2035 Without Project,” and “Year 2035 With Project,” conditions, including incremental and 
net cumulative impacts. 

 
Table 11 

Cumulative Noise Scenario 
 

Roadway Segment 

Existing  
Year 2035 
Without 
Project 

Year 2035 
With 

Project 
Combined 

Effects 
Incremental 

Effects 
Cumulatively 
Significant 

Impact? 
dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Difference In 
dBA Between 
Existing and 

Year 2035 With 
Project 

Difference In dBA 
Between Year 
2035 Without 

Project and Year 
2035 With Project  

Linda Vista Road 
Napa Street to Mildred Street 67.4 68.2 68.2 0.8 0.0 No 
Mildred Street to  
USD Main Entrance 65.5 66.6 66.7 1.2 0.1 No 
USD Main Driveway to  
Via Las Cumbres 65.5 66.6 66.6 1.1 0.0 No 
Via Las Cumbres to  
Alcala Knolls Drive 65.2 65.5 65.6 0.4 0.1 No 
Alcala Knolls Drive to 
Glidden Street 64.9 65.3 65.3 0.4 0.0 No 
Glidden Street to  
Kramer Street 65.4 65.7 65.7 0.3 0.0 No 
Via Las Cumbres 
Linda Vista Road to  
Friars Road 60.8 62.2 62.2 1.4 0.0 No 
Notes:  ADT = average daily traffic; dBA = A-weighted decibels 
Source:  Urban Systems Associates, Inc., Traffic Impact Analysis for Francis Parker School Master Plan Update, August 28, 2015. 

 
 
As indicated in Table 11, the noise levels under the Combined Effects criterion do not exceed 3.0 
dBA, and noise levels under the Incremental Effects criterion do not exceed 1.0 dBA.  Therefore, 
the proposed project, in combination with cumulative background traffic noise levels, would result 
in less than significant impacts with regards to off-site mobile noise. 
 
On-Site Mobile Noise 
 
As part of the updated Master Plan, the project proposes a two-level underground parking 
structure that would be centrally located within the Linda Vista Campus.  Potential audible sources 
of noise from the parking structure would include activation of car alarms, sounding of car horns, 
slamming of car doors, engine revs, and tire squeals.  These sources typically range from about 
30 to 66 dBA, and are generally short-term and intermittent.  Table 12, Parking Structure Noise, 
provides typical noise levels associated with parking structures.   
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Table 12 
Parking Structure Noise 

 
Noise Source dBA at 100 Feet 

Autos at 14 miles per hour 44 
Sweepers 66 
Car alarm signal 63 
Car alarm chirp 48 
Car horns 63 
Door slams or radios 58 
Talking 30 
Tire Squeals 60 
Source: Gordon Bricken & Associates, Acoustical Analysis 
Addendum to the Adopted Environmental Impact Report Disneyland 
Resort, February 1996. 

 
 
According to Table 12, the greatest potential noise level generated by a typical parking structure 
would be 66 dBA at a distance of 100 feet.  Given the two-level parking structure would be 
enclosed and located underground at a distance of approximately 300 feet from the nearest 
sensitive receptors to the project site, impacts in this regard would be less than significant.  
 
Stationary Source Noise 
 
Upon project completion, stationary noise in the project area would not significantly increase.  The 
project proposes the addition of approximately 103,109 square feet of new facilities to the existing 
Linda Vista Campus.  Stationary noise sources associated with the proposed project would 
include mechanical equipment and on-site amenities.   
 
Typically, mechanical equipment noise can reach approximately 55 dBA at 50 feet from the 
source.  The nearest residential uses to the project site are the existing multi-family residents 
located approximately 110 feet to the east of the project site.  Heating Ventilation and Air 
Conditioning (HVAC) units would be included on the roofs of the structures, and would likely be 
located toward the center of the structures and be located behind a parapet.  Thus, the proposed 
project would likely not result in additional noise impacts to nearby residents from HVAC units.  
Therefore, the nearest residents would not be directly exposed to substantial noise increases 
beyond existing conditions from on-site mechanical equipment.  Impacts in this regard would be 
less than significant.   
 
Recreational Noise 
 
The project proposes recreational areas that include an indoor gymnasium, an outdoor aquatic 
center, and an outdoor multi-purpose track and field facility.  The outdoor recreational facilities 
would be located within the central and western portions of the project site.  Sensitive receptors 
are located beyond the eastern and southern boundaries of the project site.  With the exception 
of a small portion of sensitive receptors located beyond the northeastern boundary of the project 
site, sensitive receptors to the east and south are shielded from the project site by a sloped hillside 
with a large grade differential, ranging from approximately 15 feet on the eastern boundary to 
approximately 75 feet on the southern boundary.  As indicated in Table 2, the existing noise level 
in the area closest to the project site and neighboring multi-family residents was measured at 57.1 
dBA.   
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Indoor Gymnasium   
 
The indoor gymnasium is proposed to be constructed directly over the underground parking 
structure.  The gymnasium would house indoor sporting events, along with ancillary support 
spaces, such as meeting rooms, locker rooms, restrooms, and classrooms.  Noise impacts to 
nearby sensitive receptors would be nominal, as the gymnasium is centrally located within the 
project site approximately 300 feet away from the nearest sensitive receptors (multi-family 
residences), and would host indoor sporting events.  Therefore, impacts associated with the 
indoor gymnasium would be less than significant.  
 
Outdoor Aquatic Center   
 
The outdoor aquatic center includes a 25 meter pool, a 15,400 square foot pool deck, and 
aluminum bleachers that accommodate 150 spectators with room for 150 additional standing 
spectators.  The nearest sensitive receptors (multi-family residences) to the outdoor aquatic 
center are located approximately 200 feet to the south.  Noise levels associated with swimming 
pools are typically 57 dBA at 75 feet from the edge of the pool for lap swim activities and 56 to 67 
dBA for community swim activities.1  Additionally, during swim events a starting system and public 
address (PA) system would be utilized.  PA systems combined with spectator noise can generate 
noise levels up to 95 dBA at one meter from the source.  Utilizing these reference levels and a 
noise attenuation factor of six dBA for every doubling of distance, noise levels at the nearest 
sensitive receptors (approximately 200 feet to the south) would be up to 59.3 dBA.  The project 
proposes to construct a 14-foot block wall barrier around the eastern, southern, and western 
boundaries of the outdoor aquatic center that would block the line of site to nearby sensitive 
receptors to the south project site.  Block wall barriers have the capability to attenuate noise by 
up to 15 dBA.2  Therefore, the block wall barrier would provide the necessary noise reduction from 
the outdoor aquatic center to below the City’s noise standards for multi-family residences [55 dBA 
during the daytime (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.) and 50 dBA during the evening (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 
p.m.)].  Impacts associated with the outdoor aquatic center would be less than significant.    
 
Multi-Purpose Track and Field Facility 
 
The existing sports field located on the northeastern portion of the project site would be 
reconstructed into a multi-purpose track and field facility with the inclusion of a regulation eight-
lane track around the perimeter.  Noise associated with the track and field facility would emanate 
from spectators and the potential use of a PA system.  Spectators would be concentrated at the 
proposed bleachers located on both the northwestern and southeastern portions of the track and 
field facility.  The nearest sensitive receptors to the proposed bleachers are located approximately 
150 feet to the east, and separated by an approximate 20-foot grade differential.  As the track and 
field facility would host a limited number of events throughout the year, and noise generated by 
spectators would be intermittent and not concentrated near sensitive receptors, impacts in this 
regard would be less than significant.   
 
In the event that a PA system is utilized, the PA system could generate noise levels in excess of 
the City’s daytime noise standard of 55 dBA at nearby multi-family residential uses to the east 
and south of the project site.  Based on a daytime noise standard of 55 dBA and a distance 
attenuation factor of six dBA for every doubling of distance, the PA system could generate noise 

                                                
1 Illingworth & Rodkin, Los Altos Aquatic Center Noise Study, November 25, 2003.  
2  Cyril M. Harris, Handbook of Noise Control, 1979. 



 
 
 Francis Parker School - Linda Vista Campus  

Master Plan Update 
  
 

September 2015 26 Acoustical Analysis 

levels up to 95 dBA at one meter from the source and not exceed the City’s daytime noise 
standard of 55 dBA if located at a minimum distance of 375 feet away from the nearest sensitive 
receptors.  Moreover, the PA system would need to be reduced to 90 dBA to be within the City’s 
nighttime noise standard of 50 dBA.  The project would include design features that would limit 
the sound output of the PA system to 90 dBA and would locate the PA system on the northwestern 
portion of the track and field facility to ensure a minimum distance of 375 feet between the PA 
system and nearby sensitive receptors.  These design features would also be included as 
conditions of approval by the City.  Thus, impacts in this regard would be less than significant.    
 
Groundborne Vibration 
 
Short-Term Construction 
 
Project construction can generate varying degrees of groundborne vibration, depending on the 
construction procedure and the construction equipment used.  Operation of construction 
equipment generates vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish in amplitude with 
distance from the source.  The effect on buildings located in the vicinity of the construction site 
often varies depending on soil type, ground strata, and construction characteristics of the receiver 
building(s).  The results from vibration can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration 
levels, to low rumbling sounds and perceptible vibration at moderate levels, to slight damage at 
the highest levels.  Groundborne vibrations from construction activities rarely reach levels that 
damage structures. 
 
The types of construction vibration impact include human annoyance and building damage.  
Human annoyance occurs when construction vibration rises significantly above the threshold of 
human perception for extended periods of time.  Building damage can be cosmetic or structural.  
Ordinary buildings that are not particularly fragile would not experience any cosmetic damage 
(e.g., plaster cracks) at distances beyond 30 feet.  This distance can vary substantially depending 
on the soil composition and underground geological layer between vibration source and receiver.  
In addition, not all buildings respond similarly to vibration generated by construction equipment.  
For example, for a building that is constructed with reinforced concrete with no plaster, the FTA 
guidelines show that a vibration level of up to 0.50 inch per second (in/sec) (102 velocity decibels 
[VdB]) is considered safe and would not result in any construction vibration damage.  The 
vibration produced by construction equipment is illustrated in Table 13, Typical Vibration Levels 
for Construction Equipment. 
 
It should be noted that pile driving would not be required during construction of the proposed 
project.  Instead, the project applicant has indicated that construction activities would include use 
of a drill rig and a crane to set vertical columns, and a concrete pump to place concrete flag pole 
type footings around the columns.  Additionally, a horizontal boring machine would drill the sides 
of the excavation for underground tie back rods as holes are excavated.  When use of the drill rig 
occurs, it would be intermittent and not continuous throughout the entire day.  
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Table 13 
Typical Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment 

 

Equipment 
Approximate peak 
particle velocity at 

25 feet 
(inches/second)1 

Approximate peak 
particle velocity at 

50 feet 
(inches/second)2 

Approximate peak 
particle velocity at 

75 feet 
(inches/second)2 

Approximate peak 
particle velocity at 

100 feet 
(inches/second)2 

Large bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.017 0.011 
Loaded trucks 0.076 0.027 0.015 0.010 
Small bulldozer 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.000 
Notes: 

1 – Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines, May 2006.  Table 12-2. 
2 – Calculated using the following formula: 

   

 PPV equip = PPVref x (25/D)1.5 

 where: PPV (equip) = the peak particle velocity in in/sec of the equipment adjusted for the distance 

PPV (ref) = the reference vibration level in in/sec from Table 12-2 of the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment Guidelines 

 D = the distance from the equipment to the receiver 

 
 
The nearest existing, on-site structures that are proposed to remain as part of the updated Master 
Plan are approximately 25 feet away from proposed construction areas.  As indicated in Table 
13, based on the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) data, vibration velocities from typical heavy 
construction equipment operation that would be used during project construction range from 0.003 
to 0.089 inch-per-second peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet from the source of activity.  With 
regard to the proposed project, groundborne vibration would be generated primarily during 
grading activities on-site and by off-site haul-truck travel.  Although the nearest existing, on-site 
structures are located approximately 25 feet away from proposed construction areas, proposed 
construction activities would not be capable of exceeding the 0.2 inch-per-second PPV 
significance threshold for vibration, as construction activities would be limited and would not be 
concentrated within 25 feet of nearby structures for an extended period of time.  Therefore, 
vibration impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Long-Term Operations 
 
The project proposes the addition of approximately 103,109 square feet of new facilities to the 
existing Linda Vista Campus, including additional classrooms and recreational facilities that would 
not generate groundborne vibration.  Therefore, impacts in this regard would be less than 
significant.  
 
5.3 Airport Noise 
 
Aircraft noise primarily affects communities within an airport influence area.  In general, aircraft 
noise varies with the type and size of the aircraft, the power the aircraft is using, and the altitude 
or distance of the aircraft from the receptor.  Aircraft noise is one of the factors that the state-
required Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) addresses with established policies for 
land use compatibility for each public use airport and military air installation.  The ALUCP, as 
discussed in the Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan, incorporates the California Airport 
Noise Standards that establishes the 65 dBA CNEL as the boundary for the normally acceptable 
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level of aircraft noise for noise-sensitive land uses including residential uses near airports.  The 
City implements the noise policies contained in the compatibility plans through development 
regulations and zoning ordinances.   
 
The San Diego International Airport is the nearest public use airport to the project site, located 
approximately 2.3 miles to the southwest of the project site at 3225 North Harbor Drive.  There 
are no private airstrips located within two miles of the project site.  The San Diego International 
Airport ALUCP defines two Review Areas within the San Diego International Airport’s Airport 
Influence Area.  Review Area 1 is defined by the 60 dB CNEL noise contour.  While the project 
site is located within Review Area 2 of the San Diego International Airport’s Airport Influence Area, 
it is located approximately two miles north of Review Area 1.3  Therefore, the project would not 
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive aircraft noise levels above 60 
dB CNEL, and is not subject to review by the Airport Land Use Commission.  Impacts in this 
regard would be less than significant.    
 
CONCLUSION 
 
As depicted in Table 2, existing noise levels in the project area range from 57.1 to 70.2 dBA, 
which already exceed the City’s noise standard.  Short-term construction activities would not 
exceed the City’s construction noise standard of 75 dB at residential zoned properties pursuant 
to Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404.  Long-term operational noise is not anticipated to exceed 
the City’s Noise Ordinance.  The project would include design features that would limit the sound 
output of the PA system to 90 dBA and would locate the PA system on the northwestern portion 
of the track and field facility to ensure a minimum distance of 375 feet between the PA system 
and nearby sensitive receptors.  These design features would also be included as conditions of 
approval by the City.  While the project site is located within the San Diego International Airport’s 
Airport Influence Area, it is located approximately two miles north of Review Area 1.  Therefore, 
the project would not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive aircraft 
noise levels above 60 dB CNEL.  Following implementation of the project design features and 
conditions of approval, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts related 
to short-term and long-term noise exposure in the project area. 

                                                
3 Airport Land Use Commission, San Diego International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, amended May 

1, 2104.  



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment A 
Noise Data 



Site Number:  1 

Recorded By: Adam Furman 

Job Number: 144571  

Date: 6/3/15 

Time: 11:32 a.m. 

Location: Southeast of Project site, near apartment complex 

Source of Peak Noise:  Vehicles  

Noise Data 

Leq (dB) Lmin (dB) Lmax (dB) Peak (dB) 

57.2 38.8 67.7 97.8 

 

Equipment 

Category Type Vendor Model Serial No. Cert. Date Note 

 
Sound 

 

Sound Level Meter Brüel & Kjær 2250 2548189 7/12/2013  

Microphone Brüel & Kjær 4189 2543364 7/12/2013  

Preamp Brüel & Kjær ZC 0032 4265 7/12/2013  

Calibrator Brüel & Kjær 4231 2545667 7/12/2013  

Weather Data 

 
 

Est. 

Duration:  10minutes Sky:  Clear, Sunny 

Note: dBA Offset Sensor Height (ft): 5 ft 

Wind Ave Speed (mph / m/s) Temperature (degrees Fahrenheit)  Barometer Pressure (inches) 

2.3 mph 68 29.95 

 

Photo of Measurement Location 

 

 



2250

Instrument: 2250
Application: BZ7225 Version 4.4
Start Time: 06/03/2015 11:32:55
End Time: 06/03/2015 11:42:55
Elapsed Time: 00:10:00
Bandwidth: 1/3-octave
Max Input Level: 138.51

Time Frequency
Broadband (excl. Peak): FSI AC
Broadband Peak: C
Spectrum: FS Z

Instrument Serial Number:  2548189
Microphone Serial Number:  2543364
Input: Top Socket
Windscreen Correction: None
Sound Field Correction: Free-field

Calibration Time:  06/03/2015 09:08:54
Calibration Type:  External reference
Sensitivity: 66.2160664796829 mV/Pa

FPS001

Start End Elapsed Overload LAeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time time [%] [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value   0.00 49.6 67.7 38.8
Time 11:32:55 AM 11:42:55 AM 0:10:00
Date 06/03/2015 06/03/2015



Cursor: (A)  Leq=49.6 dB  LFmax=67.7 dB  LFmin=38.8 dB
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Cursor: 06/03/2015 11:37:54 AM - 11:37:55 AM  LAIeq=61.3 dB  LAFmax=58.4 dB  LCpeak=88.0 dB  LAFmin=41.9 dB

FPS001
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20
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60

80

100

120

dB

LAIeq LAFmax LCpeak LAFmin

FPS001

Start Elapsed LAIeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value 61.3 58.4 41.9
Time 11:37:54 AM 0:00:01
Date 06/03/2015



Cursor: (A)  Leq=50.3 dB
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FPS001 Periodic reports

Start Elapsed Overload LAIeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time [%] [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value   0.00 57.2 67.7 38.8
Time 11:32:55 AM 0:10:00
Date 06/03/2015

Cursor: (A)  Leq=49.6 dB  LFmax=67.7 dB  LFmin=38.8 dB
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Cursor: [73.8 ; 74.0[ dB   Level: 0.0%   Cumulative: 0.0%   

FPS001 Periodic reports

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100
% Based on LAF , 10ms   Class width: 0.2 dB  06/03/2015 11:32:55 AM - 11:42:55 AM

dB

L1 = 60.0 dB
L5 = 55.7 dB
L10 = 52.8 dB
L50 = 45.3 dB
L90 = 41.3 dB
L95 = 40.7 dB
L99 = 39.9 dB

Level Cumulative



Site Number:  2 

Recorded By: Adam Furman 

Job Number: 144571  

Date: 6/3/15 

Time: 11:47 a.m. 

Location: Northeast corner of project site, across Northrim Court, near apartment complex  

Source of Peak Noise:  Vehicles  

Noise Data 

Leq (dB) Lmin (dB) Lmax (dB) Peak (dB) 

57.1 41.8 72.4 90.3 

 

Equipment 

Category Type Vendor Model Serial No. Cert. Date Note 

 
Sound 

 

Sound Level Meter Brüel & Kjær 2250 2548189 7/12/2013  

Microphone Brüel & Kjær 4189 2543364 7/12/2013  

Preamp Brüel & Kjær ZC 0032 4265 7/12/2013  

Calibrator Brüel & Kjær 4231 2545667 7/12/2013  

Weather Data 

 
 

Est. 

Duration:  10minutes Sky:  Clear, Sunny 

Note: dBA Offset Sensor Height (ft): 5 ft 

Wind Ave Speed (mph / m/s) Temperature (degrees Fahrenheit)  Barometer Pressure (inches) 

4.2 mph 68 29.95 

 

Photo of Measurement Location 

 

 



2250

Instrument: 2250
Application: BZ7225 Version 4.4
Start Time: 06/03/2015 11:47:51
End Time: 06/03/2015 11:57:51
Elapsed Time: 00:10:00
Bandwidth: 1/3-octave
Max Input Level: 138.51

Time Frequency
Broadband (excl. Peak): FSI AC
Broadband Peak: C
Spectrum: FS Z

Instrument Serial Number:  2548189
Microphone Serial Number:  2543364
Input: Top Socket
Windscreen Correction: None
Sound Field Correction: Free-field

Calibration Time:  06/03/2015 09:08:54
Calibration Type:  External reference
Sensitivity: 66.2160664796829 mV/Pa

FPS002

Start End Elapsed Overload LAeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time time [%] [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value   0.00 52.9 72.4 41.8
Time 11:47:51 AM 11:57:51 AM 0:10:00
Date 06/03/2015 06/03/2015



Cursor: (A)  Leq=52.9 dB  LFmax=72.4 dB  LFmin=41.8 dB
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Cursor: 06/03/2015 11:52:50 AM - 11:52:51 AM  LAIeq=56.2 dB  LAFmax=58.9 dB  LCpeak=89.1 dB  LAFmin=45.2 dB
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FPS002

Start Elapsed LAIeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value 56.2 58.9 45.2
Time 11:52:50 AM 0:00:01
Date 06/03/2015



Cursor: (A)  Leq=51.2 dB
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FPS002 Periodic reports

Start Elapsed Overload LAIeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time [%] [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value   0.00 57.1 72.4 41.8
Time 11:47:51 AM 0:10:00
Date 06/03/2015

Cursor: (A)  Leq=52.9 dB  LFmax=72.4 dB  LFmin=41.8 dB

FPS002 Periodic reports
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Site Number:  3 

Recorded By: Adam Furman 

Job Number: 144571  

Date: 6/3/15 

Time: 12:02 p.m. 

Location: North of project site, across Linda Vista Road 

Source of Peak Noise:  Vehicles  

Noise Data 

Leq (dB) Lmin (dB) Lmax (dB) Peak (dB) 

70.2 46.3 83.0 104.2 

 

Equipment 

Category Type Vendor Model Serial No. Cert. Date Note 

 
Sound 

 

Sound Level Meter Brüel & Kjær 2250 2548189 7/12/2013  

Microphone Brüel & Kjær 4189 2543364 7/12/2013  

Preamp Brüel & Kjær ZC 0032 4265 7/12/2013  

Calibrator Brüel & Kjær 4231 2545667 7/12/2013  

Weather Data 

 
 

Est. 

Duration:  10minutes Sky:  Clear, Sunny 

Note: dBA Offset Sensor Height (ft): 5 ft 

Wind Ave Speed (mph / m/s) Temperature (degrees Fahrenheit)  Barometer Pressure (inches) 

4.6 mph 68 29.95 

 

Photo of Measurement Location 

 

 



2250

Instrument: 2250
Application: BZ7225 Version 4.4
Start Time: 06/03/2015 12:02:39
End Time: 06/03/2015 12:12:39
Elapsed Time: 00:10:00
Bandwidth: 1/3-octave
Max Input Level: 138.51

Time Frequency
Broadband (excl. Peak): FSI AC
Broadband Peak: C
Spectrum: FS Z

Instrument Serial Number:  2548189
Microphone Serial Number:  2543364
Input: Top Socket
Windscreen Correction: None
Sound Field Correction: Free-field

Calibration Time:  06/03/2015 09:08:54
Calibration Type:  External reference
Sensitivity: 66.2160664796829 mV/Pa

FPS003

Start End Elapsed Overload LAeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time time [%] [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value   0.00 67.6 83.0 46.3
Time 12:02:39 PM 12:12:39 PM 0:10:00
Date 06/03/2015 06/03/2015



Cursor: (A)  Leq=67.6 dB  LFmax=83.0 dB  LFmin=46.3 dB
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Cursor: 06/03/2015 12:07:38 PM - 12:07:39 PM  LAIeq=58.6 dB  LAFmax=54.6 dB  LCpeak=74.3 dB  LAFmin=50.4 dB
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FPS003

Start Elapsed LAIeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value 58.6 54.6 50.4
Time 12:07:38 PM 0:00:01
Date 06/03/2015



Cursor: (A)  Leq=52.5 dB
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FPS003 Periodic reports

Start Elapsed Overload LAIeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time [%] [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value   0.00 70.2 83.0 46.3
Time 12:02:39 PM 0:10:00
Date 06/03/2015

Cursor: (A)  Leq=67.6 dB  LFmax=83.0 dB  LFmin=46.3 dB
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Cursor: [73.8 ; 74.0[ dB   Level: 0.4%   Cumulative: 5.1%   
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 25,703

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 2570.3

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 18

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 55.9 64.7 62.9 56.8 65.5 66.1

Medium Trucks: 64.8 56.8 50.4 48.8 57.3 57.5

Heavy Trucks: 69.7 57.8 48.7 49.9 59.6 59.8

Vehicle Noise: 72.1 66.3 63.3 58.4 67.0 67.4

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-603 603 -412 412

-191 191 -130 130

-60 60 -60 60

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Napa to Mildred

Linda Vista Road

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 16,440

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1644

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 54.0 62.8 61.0 54.9 63.6 64.2

Medium Trucks: 62.9 54.9 48.5 46.9 55.4 55.6

Heavy Trucks: 67.8 55.9 46.8 48.0 57.7 57.9

Vehicle Noise: 70.2 64.4 61.4 56.5 65.1 65.5

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-386 386 -264 264

-122 122 -83 83

-39 39 -39 39

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Milderd to USD Main

Linda Vista

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 16,621

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1662.1

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 54.0 62.7 61.0 54.9 63.5 64.1

Medium Trucks: 62.9 54.9 48.5 46.9 55.4 55.6

Heavy Trucks: 67.8 55.8 46.8 48.0 57.7 57.8

Vehicle Noise: 70.1 64.3 61.4 56.5 65.0 65.5

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-390 390 -266 266

-123 123 -84 84

-39 39 -39 39

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: USD Main to Cumbres

Linda Vista

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 15,424

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1542.4

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 53.6 62.4 60.6 54.5 63.2 63.8

Medium Trucks: 62.6 54.5 48.1 46.6 55.1 55.3

Heavy Trucks: 67.4 55.5 46.4 47.7 57.4 57.5

Vehicle Noise: 69.8 64.0 61.1 56.1 64.7 65.2

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-361 361 -247 247

-114 114 -78 78

-36 36 -36 36

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Cumbres to Alcala

Linda Vista

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 14,207

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1420.7

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 53.4 62.1 60.3 54.3 62.9 63.5

Medium Trucks: 62.3 54.2 47.9 46.3 54.8 55.0

Heavy Trucks: 67.2 55.2 46.2 47.4 57.1 57.2

Vehicle Noise: 69.5 63.7 60.8 55.8 64.4 64.9

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-333 333 -228 228

-105 105 -72 72

-33 33 -33 33

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Alcala to Glidden

Linda Vista

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 15,829

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1582.9

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 53.8 62.6 60.8 54.7 63.4 64.0

Medium Trucks: 62.8 54.7 48.3 46.8 55.2 55.5

Heavy Trucks: 67.6 55.7 46.6 47.9 57.6 57.7

Vehicle Noise: 70.0 64.2 61.3 56.3 64.9 65.4

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-371 371 -254 254

-117 117 -80 80

-37 37 -37 37

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Glidden to Kramer

Linda Vista

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 7,713

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 771.3

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 35

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 49.0 57.7 56.0 49.9 58.5 59.1

Medium Trucks: 58.7 50.6 44.2 42.7 51.1 51.4

Heavy Trucks: 63.9 52.0 42.9 44.1 54.0 54.2

Vehicle Noise: 66.3 59.7 56.5 51.8 60.4 60.8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-133 133 -91 91

-42 42 -29 29

-13 13 -13 13

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Linda Vista to Friars

Via Las Cumbres

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 25,917

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 2591.7

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 18

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 55.9 64.7 62.9 56.8 65.5 66.1

Medium Trucks: 64.9 56.8 50.4 48.9 57.3 57.6

Heavy Trucks: 69.7 57.8 48.7 50.0 59.7 59.8

Vehicle Noise: 72.1 66.3 63.4 58.4 67.0 67.5

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-608 608 -416 416

-192 192 -132 132

-61 61 -61 61

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Napa to Mildred

Linda Vista Road

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 16,659

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1665.9

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 54.0 62.8 61.0 55.0 63.6 64.2

Medium Trucks: 63.0 54.9 48.6 47.0 55.5 55.7

Heavy Trucks: 67.8 55.9 46.9 48.1 57.8 57.9

Vehicle Noise: 70.2 64.4 61.5 56.5 65.1 65.6

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-390 390 -267 267

-123 123 -84 84

-39 39 -39 39

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Milderd to USD Main

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 16,840

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1684

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 54.0 62.8 61.0 54.9 63.6 64.2

Medium Trucks: 63.0 54.9 48.5 47.0 55.4 55.7

Heavy Trucks: 67.8 55.9 46.8 48.0 57.8 57.9

Vehicle Noise: 70.2 64.4 61.5 56.5 65.1 65.6

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-395 395 -270 270

-125 125 -85 85

-40 40 -40 40

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: USD Main to Cumbres

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 15,767

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1576.7

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 53.7 62.5 60.7 54.6 63.3 63.9

Medium Trucks: 62.7 54.6 48.2 46.7 55.2 55.4

Heavy Trucks: 67.5 55.6 46.5 47.8 57.5 57.6

Vehicle Noise: 69.9 64.1 61.2 56.2 64.8 65.3

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-370 370 -253 253

-117 117 -80 80

-37 37 -37 37

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Cumbres to Alcala

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 14,450

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1445
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 53.4 62.2 60.4 54.3 63.0 63.6

Medium Trucks: 62.4 54.3 47.9 46.4 54.8 55.1

Heavy Trucks: 67.2 55.3 46.2 47.5 57.2 57.3

Vehicle Noise: 69.6 63.8 60.9 55.9 64.5 65.0

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-339 339 -232 232

-107 107 -73 73

-34 34 -34 34

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Alcala to Glidden

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 15,948

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1594.8

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 53.9 62.6 60.9 54.8 63.4 64.0

Medium Trucks: 62.8 54.7 48.4 46.8 55.3 55.5

Heavy Trucks: 67.7 55.7 46.7 47.9 57.6 57.7

Vehicle Noise: 70.0 64.2 61.3 56.3 64.9 65.4

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-373 373 -255 255

-118 118 -81 81

-37 37 -37 37

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Glidden to Kramer

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 7,818

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 781.8
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 35

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 49.0 57.8 56.0 49.9 58.6 59.2

Medium Trucks: 58.7 50.7 44.3 42.7 51.2 51.4

Heavy Trucks: 64.0 52.0 43.0 44.2 54.1 54.2

Vehicle Noise: 66.4 59.8 56.6 51.9 60.4 60.9

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-135 135 -92 92

-43 43 -29 29

-13 13 -13 13

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Linda Vista to Friars

Via Las Cumbres

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 27,428

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 2742.8
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 18

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 56.2 65.0 63.2 57.1 65.7 66.3

Medium Trucks: 65.1 57.1 50.7 49.1 57.6 57.8

Heavy Trucks: 70.0 58.0 49.0 50.2 59.9 60.0

Vehicle Noise: 72.4 66.5 63.6 58.7 67.2 67.7

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-643 643 -439 439

-203 203 -139 139

-64 64 -64 64

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Near Term

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Napa to Mildred

Linda Vista Road

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 17,766

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1776.6
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 54.3 63.1 61.3 55.2 63.9 64.5

Medium Trucks: 63.3 55.2 48.8 47.3 55.7 56.0

Heavy Trucks: 68.1 56.2 47.1 48.4 58.1 58.2

Vehicle Noise: 70.5 64.7 61.8 56.8 65.4 65.9

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-416 416 -285 285

-132 132 -90 90

-42 42 -42 42

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Near Term

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Milderd to USD Main

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 17,386

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1738.6
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 54.2 62.9 61.2 55.1 63.7 64.3

Medium Trucks: 63.1 55.0 48.7 47.1 55.6 55.8

Heavy Trucks: 68.0 56.0 47.0 48.2 57.9 58.0

Vehicle Noise: 70.3 64.5 61.6 56.6 65.2 65.7

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-407 407 -278 278

-129 129 -88 88

-41 41 -41 41

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Near Term

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: USD Main to Cumbres

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 16,011

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1601.1
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 53.8 62.6 60.8 54.7 63.4 64.0

Medium Trucks: 62.8 54.7 48.3 46.7 55.2 55.5

Heavy Trucks: 67.6 55.7 46.6 47.8 57.5 57.7

Vehicle Noise: 70.0 64.2 61.2 56.3 64.9 65.4

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-376 376 -257 257

-119 119 -81 81

-38 38 -38 38

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Near Term

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Cumbres to Alcala

Linda Vista

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 14,794

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1479.4
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 53.5 62.3 60.5 54.4 63.1 63.7

Medium Trucks: 62.5 54.4 48.0 46.5 55.0 55.2

Heavy Trucks: 67.3 55.4 46.3 47.6 57.3 57.4

Vehicle Noise: 69.7 63.9 61.0 56.0 64.6 65.1

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-347 347 -237 237

-110 110 -75 75

-35 35 -35 35

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Near Term

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Alcala to Glidden

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 16,416

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1641.6
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 54.0 62.8 61.0 54.9 63.5 64.2

Medium Trucks: 62.9 54.9 48.5 46.9 55.4 55.6

Heavy Trucks: 67.8 55.8 46.8 48.0 57.7 57.9

Vehicle Noise: 70.2 64.3 61.4 56.5 65.1 65.5

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-385 385 -263 263

-122 122 -83 83

-38 38 -38 38

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Near Term

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Glidden to Kramer

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 7,917

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 791.7
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 35

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 49.1 57.9 56.1 50.0 58.6 59.2

Medium Trucks: 58.8 50.7 44.3 42.8 51.3 51.5

Heavy Trucks: 64.0 52.1 43.0 44.2 54.1 54.3

Vehicle Noise: 66.4 59.8 56.6 51.9 60.5 61.0

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-137 137 -93 93

-43 43 -30 30

-14 14 -14 14

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Near Term

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Linda Vista to Friars

Via Las Cumbres

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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-50
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150

200
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et Roadway Centerline

Roadway Centerline Noise Contour



Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 27,642

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 2764.2
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 18

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 56.2 65.0 63.2 57.1 65.8 66.4

Medium Trucks: 65.2 57.1 50.7 49.1 57.6 57.9

Heavy Trucks: 70.0 58.1 49.0 50.2 60.0 60.1

Vehicle Noise: 72.4 66.6 63.6 58.7 67.3 67.8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-649 649 -443 443

-205 205 -140 140

-65 65 -65 65

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Near Term Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Napa to Mildred

Linda Vista Road

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 17,985

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1798.5
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 54.4 63.2 61.4 55.3 63.9 64.5

Medium Trucks: 63.3 55.3 48.9 47.3 55.8 56.0

Heavy Trucks: 68.2 56.2 47.2 48.4 58.1 58.2

Vehicle Noise: 70.6 64.7 61.8 56.9 65.4 65.9

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-422 422 -288 288

-133 133 -91 91

-42 42 -42 42

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Near Term Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Milderd to USD Main

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 17,605

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1760.5
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 54.2 63.0 61.2 55.1 63.8 64.4

Medium Trucks: 63.2 55.1 48.7 47.1 55.6 55.9

Heavy Trucks: 68.0 56.1 47.0 48.2 58.0 58.1

Vehicle Noise: 70.4 64.6 61.7 56.7 65.3 65.8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-413 413 -282 282

-131 131 -89 89

-41 41 -41 41

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Existing

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: USD Main to Cumbres

Linda Vista

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 16,354

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1635.4
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 53.9 62.7 60.9 54.8 63.5 64.1

Medium Trucks: 62.8 54.8 48.4 46.8 55.3 55.5

Heavy Trucks: 67.7 55.8 46.7 47.9 57.6 57.8

Vehicle Noise: 70.1 64.3 61.3 56.4 65.0 65.4

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-383 383 -262 262

-121 121 -83 83

-38 38 -38 38

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Near Term Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Cumbres to Alcala

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 15,037

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1503.7
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 53.6 62.4 60.6 54.5 63.2 63.8

Medium Trucks: 62.6 54.5 48.1 46.5 55.0 55.3

Heavy Trucks: 67.4 55.5 46.4 47.6 57.3 57.5

Vehicle Noise: 69.8 64.0 61.0 56.1 64.7 65.2

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-353 353 -241 241

-111 111 -76 76

-35 35 -35 35

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Near Term Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Alcala to Glidden

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 16,535

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1653.5
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 54.0 62.8 61.0 54.9 63.6 64.2

Medium Trucks: 63.0 54.9 48.5 46.9 55.4 55.7

Heavy Trucks: 67.8 55.9 46.8 48.0 57.8 57.9

Vehicle Noise: 70.2 64.4 61.5 56.5 65.1 65.6

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-387 387 -265 265

-123 123 -84 84

-39 39 -39 39

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Near Term Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Glidden to Kramer

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 8,022

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 802.2
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 35

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 49.1 57.9 56.1 50.0 58.7 59.3

Medium Trucks: 58.8 50.8 44.4 42.8 51.3 51.5

Heavy Trucks: 64.1 52.1 43.1 44.3 54.2 54.3

Vehicle Noise: 66.5 59.9 56.7 52.0 60.6 61.0

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-138 138 -95 95

-44 44 -30 30

-14 14 -14 14

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Near Term Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Linda Vista to Friars

Via Las Cumbres

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 30,400

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 3040

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 18

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 56.6 65.4 63.6 57.5 66.2 66.8

Medium Trucks: 65.6 57.5 51.1 49.6 58.0 58.3

Heavy Trucks: 70.4 58.5 49.4 50.7 60.4 60.5

Vehicle Noise: 72.8 67.0 64.1 59.1 67.7 68.2

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-713 713 -487 487

-225 225 -154 154

-71 71 -71 71

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Future

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Napa to Mildred

Linda Vista Road

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 21,140

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 2114

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 55.1 63.9 62.1 56.0 64.6 65.2

Medium Trucks: 64.0 56.0 49.6 48.0 56.5 56.7

Heavy Trucks: 68.9 56.9 47.9 49.1 58.8 58.9

Vehicle Noise: 71.3 65.4 62.5 57.6 66.2 66.6

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-496 496 -339 339

-157 157 -107 107

-50 50 -50 50

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Future

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Milderd to USD Main

Linda Vista

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 21,320

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 2132

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 55.0 63.8 62.0 56.0 64.6 65.2

Medium Trucks: 64.0 55.9 49.5 48.0 56.5 56.7

Heavy Trucks: 68.8 56.9 47.9 49.1 58.8 58.9

Vehicle Noise: 71.2 65.4 62.5 57.5 66.1 66.6

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-500 500 -342 342

-158 158 -108 108

-50 50 -50 50

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Future

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: USD Main to Cumbres

Linda Vista

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 16,700

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1670

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 54.0 62.8 61.0 54.9 63.5 64.2

Medium Trucks: 62.9 54.9 48.5 46.9 55.4 55.6

Heavy Trucks: 67.8 55.8 46.8 48.0 57.7 57.9

Vehicle Noise: 70.2 64.3 61.4 56.5 65.1 65.5

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-391 391 -268 268

-124 124 -85 85

-39 39 -39 39

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Future

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Cumbres to Alcala

Linda Vista

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 15,485

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1548.5

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 53.7 62.5 60.7 54.6 63.3 63.9

Medium Trucks: 62.7 54.6 48.2 46.7 55.1 55.4

Heavy Trucks: 67.5 55.6 46.5 47.8 57.5 57.6

Vehicle Noise: 69.9 64.1 61.2 56.2 64.8 65.3

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-363 363 -248 248

-115 115 -79 79

-36 36 -36 36

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Future

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Alcala to Glidden

Linda Vista

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 17,100

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1710

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 54.2 62.9 61.2 55.1 63.7 64.3

Medium Trucks: 63.1 55.0 48.7 47.1 55.6 55.8

Heavy Trucks: 68.0 56.0 47.0 48.2 57.9 58.0

Vehicle Noise: 70.3 64.5 61.6 56.6 65.2 65.7

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-401 401 -274 274

-127 127 -87 87

-40 40 -40 40

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Future

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Glidden to Kramer

Linda Vista

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 10,500

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1050

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 35

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 50.3 59.1 57.3 51.2 59.9 60.5

Medium Trucks: 60.0 52.0 45.6 44.0 52.5 52.7

Heavy Trucks: 65.2 53.3 44.2 45.5 55.4 55.5

Vehicle Noise: 67.7 61.0 57.9 53.2 61.7 62.2

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-181 181 -124 124

-57 57 -39 39

-18 18 -18 18

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Future

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Linda Vista to Friars

Via Las Cumbres

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 30,614

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 3061.4

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 18

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 56.7 65.4 63.6 57.6 66.2 66.8

Medium Trucks: 65.6 57.5 51.2 49.6 58.1 58.3

Heavy Trucks: 70.5 58.5 49.5 50.7 60.4 60.5

Vehicle Noise: 72.8 67.0 64.1 59.1 67.7 68.2

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-718 718 -491 491

-227 227 -155 155

-72 72 -72 72

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Future Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Napa to Mildred

Linda Vista Road

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 21,359

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 2135.9

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 55.1 63.9 62.1 56.0 64.7 65.3

Medium Trucks: 64.1 56.0 49.6 48.1 56.5 56.8

Heavy Trucks: 68.9 57.0 47.9 49.2 58.9 59.0

Vehicle Noise: 71.3 65.5 62.6 57.6 66.2 66.7

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-500 500 -342 342

-158 158 -108 108

-50 50 -50 50

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Future Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Milderd to USD Main

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 21,539

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 2153.9

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 55.1 63.9 62.1 56.0 64.6 65.3

Medium Trucks: 64.0 56.0 49.6 48.0 56.5 56.7

Heavy Trucks: 68.9 57.0 47.9 49.1 58.8 59.0

Vehicle Noise: 71.3 65.5 62.5 57.6 66.2 66.6

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-505 505 -346 346

-160 160 -109 109

-51 51 -51 51

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Future Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: USD Main to Cumbres

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 17,043

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1704.3

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 54.1 62.9 61.1 55.0 63.6 64.2

Medium Trucks: 63.0 55.0 48.6 47.0 55.5 55.7

Heavy Trucks: 67.9 55.9 46.9 48.1 57.8 57.9

Vehicle Noise: 70.2 64.4 61.5 56.6 65.1 65.6

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-400 400 -273 273

-126 126 -86 86

-40 40 -40 40

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Future Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Cumbres to Alcala

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 15,728

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1572.8
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 53.8 62.6 60.8 54.7 63.4 64.0

Medium Trucks: 62.8 54.7 48.3 46.7 55.2 55.4

Heavy Trucks: 67.6 55.7 46.6 47.8 57.5 57.7

Vehicle Noise: 70.0 64.2 61.2 56.3 64.9 65.3

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-368 368 -252 252

-116 116 -80 80

-37 37 -37 37

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Future Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Alcala to Glidden

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 17,219

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1721.9

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 16

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 54.2 63.0 61.2 55.1 63.8 64.4

Medium Trucks: 63.1 55.1 48.7 47.1 55.6 55.8

Heavy Trucks: 68.0 56.1 47.0 48.2 57.9 58.1

Vehicle Noise: 70.4 64.6 61.6 56.7 65.3 65.7

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-404 404 -276 276

-128 128 -87 87

-40 40 -40 40

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Future Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Glidden to Kramer

Linda Vista

Analyst:

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated
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Project Name: Scenario:

Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0

Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 10,605

Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1060.5

Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 35

Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 20

Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0

Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE

Road Elevation: 0

Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily

Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742

Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074

Autos: 0

Medium Trucks: 2.3

Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 50.3 59.1 57.3 51.3 59.9 60.5

Medium Trucks: 60.1 52.0 45.6 44.0 52.5 52.8

Heavy Trucks: 65.3 53.3 44.3 45.5 55.4 55.5

Vehicle Noise: 67.7 61.1 57.9 53.2 61.8 62.2

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:

Medium Trucks:

Heavy Trucks:

Vehicle Noise:

-183 183 -125 125

-58 58 -39 39

-18 18 -18 18

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Unmitigated

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Francis Parker

Adam Furman

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Future Plus Project

144571

SITE DATA

Road Segment: Linda Vista to Friars

Via Las Cumbres

Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This study was commissioned by the Francis Parker School to determine potential transportation impacts 

and appropriate mitigation measures for the proposed addition of 140 students to the existing population 

of 800.  The study also evaluates proposed changes in access to the campus and presents a Transportation 

Management Plan for special events on campus.  The Francis Parker School is located on Linda Vista 

Road east of Via Las Cumbres.  The additional students would generate 476 average daily trips (ADT) 

with 114 (91 in / 23 out) trips in the AM peak hour and 67 (20 in / 47 out) trips in the PM peak hour. 

 

In order to determine a scope of work for the Transportation Impact Study, staff of Urban Systems 

Associates, Inc. (USAI) completed a scope of work and study area map which was proposed to City 

Transportation staff.  Based on the scope of work proposed, study area intersections and street segments 

were identified for the analysis and traffic generation and distribution were determined.  The traffic 

analysis was based on a SANDAG Series 12 travel forecast and both machine and manual traffic counts 

of the existing daily and peak hour traffic flow data for the study intersections and street segments.   

 

The traffic generation of the Francis Parker School additional 140 students was based on actual school 

driveway traffic counts.  The project traffic was then added to the Existing, Near Term, and Year 2035 

scenarios, and an impact analysis was completed in which six scenarios were analyzed: Existing, Existing 

With Project, Near Term Without Project, Near Term With Project, Year 2035 Without Project, and Year 

2035 With Project.  The term Near Term is meant to discuss a condition occurring within the next several 

years where traffic from other known development projects in the area are added onto existing traffic 

levels.  This reflects the best information available for determining what traffic would be in the next 

several years.  The term Year 2035 is meant to discuss traffic conditions to the year 2035.  The analysis 
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year used for modeling purposes is the Year 2035.  The SANDAG Series 12 Transportation Model was 

used to determine the future Year 2035 without and with project traffic volumes. 

 

The project’s opening day is expected to begin in the fall of 2016 with the addition of approximately 70 

students.  By the fall of 2017, the school is expected to include the remaining students to increase the 

proposed enrollment of 140 students to the total of 940 students (800 existing + 140 proposed). 

 

Study Results: 

Based upon this transportation impact analysis, it was determined that development of the proposed 

project would have the following impacts: 

Impacts: 

1. Street Segments - The proposed project has less than significant direct project impacts as shown 

in Table 1-1 and Table 1-2.  For cumulative street segment impacts, see Table 1-3. The analysis 

shows all segments will have less than significant cumulative project impacts in horizon year 

2035. 

2. Intersections - The proposed project has one (1) significant direct project impact at Linda Vista 

Road / Northrim Court as shown in Table 1-4 and Table 1-5.  For cumulative intersection 

impacts, see Table 1-6.  The analysis shows all intersections will have less than cumulative 

significant project impacts in horizon year 2035.  The analysis assumes a signal already in place at 

Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court in the horizon year 2035 since the signal will be installed as 

mitigation in the near term. 

3. Freeway Segments & Metered Freeway Ramps – Project traffic on nearby freeway segments 

and metered freeway ramps are expected to be less than 20 peak hour trips and therefore were not 

evaluated in this report. 
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LOS Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C

Linda Vista Road Napa Street to Mildred Street 4 4-C 30,000 E 25,703 0.86 E 25,917 0.86 0.005 NO

Mildred Street to USD Main Entrance 4 4-C 30,000 C 17,660 0.59 C 17,879 0.60 0.005 NO

USD Main Drwy. to Via Las Cumbres 4 4-C 30,000 C 16,621 0.55 C 16,840 0.56 0.005 NO

Via Las Cumbres to Alcala Knolls Drive 4 4-C 30,000 C 15,424 0.51 C 15,767 0.53 0.008 NO

Alcala Knolls Drive to Glidden Street 4 4-C 30,000 C 14,207 0.47 C 14,450 0.48 0.005 NO

Glidden Street to Kramer Street 4 4-C 30,000 C 15,829 0.53 C 15,948 0.53 0.003 NO

Via Las Cumbres Linda Vista Road to Friars Road 3 3-C 15,000 C 7,713 0.51 C 7,818 0.52 0.007 NO

Legend:

Cap. =  Capacity in ADT at LOS "E" 

LOS= Level of Service

V/C= Volume to Capacity Ratio

∆V/C= Change in V/C ratio

4-C = 4 Lane Collector

3-C = 3 lane Collector

Road Segment
Lane 

Capacity
# of 

Lanes
Functional 

Classification
Existing Existing + Project

∆V/C
Is this 
impact 

Significant?

TABLE 1-1 

Existing With & Without Project Street Segment Significance 
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LOS Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C

Linda Vista Road Napa Street to Mildred Street 4 4-C 30,000 E 27,428 0.91 E 27,642 0.92 0.007 NO

Mildred Street to USD Main Entrance 4 4-C 30,000 C 18,986 0.63 C 19,205 0.64 0.007 NO

USD Main Drwy. to Via Las Cumbres 4 4-C 30,000 C 17,386 0.58 C 17,605 0.59 0.007 NO

Via Las Cumbres to Alcala Knolls Drive 4 4-C 30,000 C 16,011 0.53 C 16,354 0.55 0.011 NO

Alcala Knolls Drive to Glidden Street 4 4-C 30,000 C 14,794 0.49 C 15,037 0.50 0.008 NO

Glidden Street to Kramer Street 4 4-C 30,000 C 16,416 0.55 C 16,535 0.55 0.004 NO

Via Las Cumbres Linda Vista Road to Friars Road 3 3-C 15,000 C 7,917 0.53 C 8,022 0.53 0.007 NO

Legend:

Cap. =  Capacity in ADT at LOS "E" 

LOS= Level of Service

V/C= Volume to Capacity Ratio

∆V/C= Change in V/C ratio

4-C = 4 Lane Collector

3-C = 3 lane Collector

Road Segment
Lane 

Capacity
# of 

Lanes
Functional 

Classification
Near Term Near Term + Project

∆V/C
Is this 
impact 

Significant?

TABLE 1-2 

Near Term With & Without Project Street Segment Significance 
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LOS Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C

Linda Vista Road Napa Street to Mildred Street 4 4-C 30,000 F 30,400 1.01 F 30,614 1.02 0.007 NO

Mildred Street to USD Main Entrance 4 4-C 30,000 D 21,140 0.70 D 21,359 0.71 0.007 NO

USD Main Drwy. to Via Las Cumbres 4 4-C 30,000 D 21,320 0.71 D 21,539 0.72 0.007 NO

Via Las Cumbres to Alcala Knolls Drive 4 4-C 30,000 C 16,700 0.56 C 17,043 0.57 0.011 NO

Alcala Knolls Drive to Glidden Street 4 4-C 30,000 C 15,485 0.52 C 15,728 0.52 0.008 NO

Glidden Street to Kramer Street 4 4-C 30,000 C 17,100 0.57 C 17,219 0.57 0.004 NO

Via Las Cumbres Linda Vista Road to Friars Road 3 3-C 15,000 D 10,500 0.70 D 10,605 0.71 0.007 NO

Legend:

Cap. =  Capacity in ADT at LOS "E" 

LOS= Level of Service

V/C= Volume to Capacity Ratio

∆V/C= Change in V/C ratio

4-C = 4 Lane Collector

3-C = 3 lane Collector

Road Segment
Lane 

Capacity
# of 

Lanes
Functional 

Classification
Year 2035 Year 2035 + Project

∆V/C
Is this 
impact 

Significant?

TABLE 1-3 

Year 2035 With & Without Project Street Segment Significance 
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Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 Linda Vista Road / Napa Street 40.3 D 49.5 D 40.8 D 0.5 No 50.1 D 0.6 No
2 Linda Vista Road / Marian Way 21.3 C 32.9 C 21.1 C -0.2 No 33.6 C 0.7 No
3 Linda Vista Road / USD Main Entrance 19.6 B 24.4 C 19.4 B -0.2 No 24.5 C 0.1 No
4 Linda Vista Road / Via Las Cumbres 33.2 C 32.1 C 33.4 C 0.2 No 33.3 C 1.2 No
5 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #1* 18.8 C 23.7 C 13.7 B -5.1 No 15.8 C -7.9 No
6 Linda Vista Road / Alcala Knolls Drive 24.5 C 14.4 B 19.6 B -4.9 No 15.0 B 0.6 No
7 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #2* 13.0 B 17.4 C (1) (1) N/A No (1) (1) N/A No
8 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #3* 8.8 A 10.0 B 0.0 A -8.8 No 0.0 A -10.0 No
9 Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court *(3) 18.1 C 26.6 D 47.4 E 29.3 Yes 20.9 C -5.7 No
10 Linda Vista Road / Glidden Street 17.4 B 15.8 B 17.4 B 0.0 No 15.9 B 0.1 No
11 Friars Road / Via Las Cumbres 19.6 B 20.7 C 20.1 C 0.5 No 21.0 C 0.3 No
12 Northrim Ct. / FPS Driveway (2) (2) (2) (2) 12.5 B N/A No 10.6 B N/A No

Notes:

LOS = Level of Service

Delay = Seconds per vehicles.

S? = Is there a significant impact?

(1) =  Driveway to be removed and relocated to Northrim Court
(2) = Project Driveway to be constructed when FPS Driveway #2 is removed.

(3) = Linda Vista Rd. / Northrim Ct. (Int. 9) with a signal would operate at level of service B in both the AM and PM Peak Hour With Project Conditions.
N/A = Not Applicable

# Intersection
Existing Existing With Project

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour

* = Worst Approach Delay & LOS Reported.

Δ S ? PM Peak Hour Δ S ?

TABLE 1-4 

Existing With & Without Project Intersection Significance 
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Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 Linda Vista Road / Napa Street 41.2 D 51.5 D 41.9 D 0.7 No 52.3 D 0.8 No
2 Linda Vista Road / Marian Way 33.6 C 33.6 C 33.9 C 0.3 No 34.1 C 0.5 No
3 Linda Vista Road / USD Main Entrance 33.5 C 40.7 D 33.9 C 0.4 No 40.7 D 0.0 No
4 Linda Vista Road / Via Las Cumbres 33.6 C 34.4 C 35.1 D 1.5 No 37.0 D 2.6 No
5 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #1* 17.9 C 23.0 C 13.7 B -4.2 No 16.3 C -6.7 No
6 Linda Vista Road / Alcala Knolls Drive 25.5 C 14.4 C 26.8 C 1.3 No 15.7 B 1.3 No
7 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #2* 12.7 B 17.0 C (1) (1) N/A No (1) (1) N/A No
8 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #3* 8.7 A 10.0 A 0.0 A -8.7 No 0.0 A -10.0 No
9 Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court *(3) 18.5 C 28.2 D 49.5 E 31.0 Yes 22.2 C -6.0 No
10 Linda Vista Road / Glidden Street 17.4 B 15.9 B 17.4 B 0.0 No 16.0 B 0.1 No
11 Friars Road / Via Las Cumbres 19.7 B 20.8 C 20.3 C 0.6 No 20.8 C 0.0 No
12 Northrim Ct. / FPS Driveway (2) (2) (2) (2) 12.5 B N/A No 10.6 B N/A No

Notes:

LOS = Level of Service

Delay = Seconds per vehicles.

S? = Is there a significant impact?

(1) =  Driveway to be removed and relocated to Northrim Court
(2) = Project Driveway to be constructed when FPS Driveway #2 is removed.

(3) = Linda Vista Rd. / Northrim Ct. (Int. 9) with a signal would operate at level of service B in both the AM and PM Peak Hour With Project Conditions.

N/A = Not Applicable

* = Worst Approach Delay & LOS Reported.

# Intersection
Near Term Near Term With Project

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour Δ S ? PM Peak Hour Δ S ?

TABLE 1-5 

Near Term With & Without Project Intersection Significance 
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Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 Linda Vista Road / Napa Street 45.4 D 55.6 E 46.6 D 1.2 No 56.5 E 0.9 No
2 Linda Vista Road / Marian Way 35.5 D 48.8 D 35.7 D 0.2 No 50.3 D 1.5 No
3 Linda Vista Road / USD Main Entrance 34.6 C 41.2 D 34.9 C 0.3 No 41.4 D 0.2 No
4 Linda Vista Road / Via Las Cumbres 46.0 D 45.6 D 46.7 D 0.7 No 47.3 D 1.7 No
5 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #1* 19.3 C 25.4 D 11.9 B -7.4 No 16.6 C -8.8 No
6 Linda Vista Road / Alcala Knolls Drive 25.5 C 14.0 B 26.6 C 1.1 No 15.7 B 1.7 No
7 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #2* 13.4 B 18.2 C (1) (1) N/A No (1) (1) N/A No
8 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #3* 8.9 A 10.0 B 0.0 A -8.9 No 0.0 A -10.0 No
9 Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court (3) 7.6 A 7.2 A 17.3 B 9.7 No 10.2 B 3.0 No
10 Linda Vista Road / Glidden Street 17.3 B 16.4 B 17.3 B 0.0 No 16.5 B 0.1 No
11 Friars Road / Via Las Cumbres 43.6 D 46.0 D 47.1 D 3.5 No 46.6 D 0.6 No
12 Northrim Ct. / FPS Driveway (2) (2) (2) (2) 12.5 B N/A No 10.6 B N/A No

Notes:

LOS = Level of Service

Delay = Seconds per vehicles.

S? = Is there a significant impact?

(1) =  Driveway to be removed and relocated to Northrim Court
(2) = Project Driveway to be constructed when FPS Driveway #2 is removed.

(3) = In the Year 2035 conditions, the analysis assumes a signal as mitigation at Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court for the project's direct impact already installed.

N/A = Not Applicable

* = Worst Approach Delay & LOS Reported.

# Intersection
Year 2035 Year 2035 With Project

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour Δ S ? PM Peak Hour Δ S ?

TABLE 1-6 

Year 2035 With & Without Project Intersection Significance 
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Mitigation: 

As shown in the street segment summary tables, there are no significant direct or cumulative impacts as a 

result of the proposed expansion of the Francis Parker School. As shown in the intersection summary 

table, there is one significant direct impact at Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court. The project will install a 

traffic signal at Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court to mitigate the project’s direct impact at this location.  

 
Although the project is providing a total of 521 parking spaces on-site for students, faculty, staff, and 

special events, there are four (4) special events that may require a Traffic Management Program to 

accommodate additional parking off-site.  The school currently utilizes offsite parking resources and 

traffic control procedures to accommodate the parking needs during certain special events and will 

continue to do so with the proposed Master Plan Update.  Refer to Chapter 14.0 for more information 

regarding special event parking. 

 
Although not required to mitigate traffic impacts, the project proposes to provide a raised median (approx. 

130 feet) on Linda Vista Road fronting the re-located driveway (Int. #8 in this study).  The raised median 

would restrict the driveway access to a right in / right out only onto Linda Vista Road.  No left turns in or 

out of this project access would be permitted.   

As discussed in Chapter 12.0 regarding on-site circulation, the project would route the majority of Upper 

School traffic through the intersection at Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court to access the site via the 

new Northrim Court driveway. The project proposes to install a traffic signal at the intersection of Linda 

Vista Road at Northrim Court to mitigate the project’.  Traffic signal warrants were evaluated and the 

intersection would meet the Peak Hour and Interruption of Continuous Traffic warrants as discussed in 

Section 6.3 of this report.   
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2.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

 

Urban Systems Associates, Inc. (USAI) was retained by the Francis Parker School to determine the 

potential transportation impacts and the appropriate mitigation measures for the proposed increase in 

student enrollment from 800 to 940 students.  The study also evaluates proposed changes in access to the 

campus and presents a Transportation Management Plan for special events which is currently 

implemented and utilized.  The existing school is located on Linda Vista Road east of Via Las Cumbres.  

(See Figure 2-1)  The additional 140 students would generate 476 average daily trips (ADT).  The 

additional 476 ADT includes 114 trips in the AM peak hour (91 in / 23 out) and 67 trips in the PM peak 

hour (20 in / 47 out).  Appendix A includes information regarding the existing and proposed uses on-site. 

 

Figure 2-2 shows the existing Francis Parker School site plan.  

Figure 2-3 shows the proposed Francis Parker School site plan.   

 

In order to determine the horizon year impacts of the project, USAI used a SANDAG Series 12 

Transportation Model Run, see Appendix A.  For study area purposes, USAI used City guidelines of 50 

trips in one direction during a peak hour be used as a threshold for study intersections and street segments.   

The study area was agreed upon based on a consultation with City Transportation staff.  Figure 2-4 shows 

the study area boundary and the intersection key selected for the study.  USAI then gathered information 

or oversaw the machine and manual traffic counts of the existing ADT and peak hour traffic flow data for 

the study intersections and street segments.  
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FIGURE 2-1 

Project Location Map 
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The Existing Site Plan is provided on the following sheet (11 x 17) 

(Francis Parker School Substantial Conformance Review No. 2) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 2-2 

Existing Site Plan 
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The Proposed Site Plan is provided on the following sheet (11 x 17) 
 

(Francis Parker School – Linda Vista Campus Master Plan Update)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FIGURE 2-3 

Proposed Site Plan
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FIGURE 2-4 

 Intersection Key & Study Area Boundary  
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In order to summarize project impacts and required mitigation this report is divided into the following text 
sections: 
 

  1.0     Executive Summary 

  2.0    Introduction 

  3.0     Proposed Project 

  4.0     Methodology 

  5.0    Existing Conditions 

  6.0 Existing With Project  

  7.0     Other Projects 

  8.0 Near Term Without Project 

  9.0 Near Term With Project  

  10.0     Year 2035 Without Project 

  11.0     Year 2035 With Project 

  12.0  Project Access And Parking 

  13.0 Pedestrians, Bicycles, and Transit Modes 

  14.0 Special Events 

  15.0    Conclusions and Recommendations     
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3.0 PROPOSED PROJECT 
 

Francis Parker School is an independent K-12 school serving San Diego since 1912 with two campuses, 

one in Mission Hills serving K – 5th grade and one in Linda Vista serving grades 6th – 12th which proposes 

to amend Planned Development Permit No. 84875 and Site Development Permit No. 215276 to authorize 

changes to Parker’s Master Plan for its Linda Vista Campus (project).  The Linda Vista Campus 

comprises Parker’s Middle School (Grades 6-8) and the Upper School (Grades 9-12).  The project 

evaluated in this study proposes a development of the addition of 140 students to the current enrollment of 

800 students at the Linda Vista Campus.  Thirteen (13) new staff members are planned to support the 

additional 140 students.   As part of the updated Master Plan, a two-level underground parking structure 

will be centrally located within the project.   The underground parking structure will accommodate 283 

parking spaces.  Surface lots within the project will provide an additional 238 parking spaces.  The project 

will provide a total of 521 parking spaces.  Components of the proposed Dining/Athletic Complex will be 

built directly over the underground parking structure.  Three new buildings are proposed to be located in 

the western portion of the campus.  Building No. 106 will be a two-story building multi-purpose Student 

Center for the Upper School (Grades 9-12).  Building No. 303 will be a two-story multi-purpose Student 

Center for the Middle School (Grades 6-8).  Building No. 401 will be a single story Maker’s Space for 

students to design and fabricate projects.  The project will result in demolishing 41,229 square feet of 

existing building; retaining 133,753 square feet of existing building; and adding 103,109 square feet of 

proposed buildings.  Please refer to the proposed site plan for more information on the project.  

 

3.1 TRIP GENERATION 

 

A trip generation table for the project was developed as shown in Table 3-1.  The trip generation rate was 

calculated using driveway traffic counts for average daily and peak hour traffic volumes which were 

conducted in October 2014, using video recorders to avoid double counting of cars.   
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%* # In Out %* # In Out

SCHOOL 140 STUDENTS 3.4 per Student 476 24% 114 80% : 20% 91 23 14% 67 30% : 70% 20 47

Source:

** Calibrated rate using current driveway volumes
Note:
ADT= Average Daily Trips

AM PM

In/Out * In/Out *

*City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual, Revised May 2003, using highest ratios between High School & Middle School

Use Amount Trip Rate** ADT 

 

TABLE 3-1 

Project Trip Generation 
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Page 1 of 2

   

   

 

Notes:
Int. 8 - No left turn in or out due to raised median on Linda Vista Road.
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FIGURE 3-1 

Project Only Traffic Distribution 
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FIGURE 3-2 

Project Only Traffic Distribution 
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FIGURE 3-3 

Project Only Average Daily Traffic 
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FIGURE 3-4 

Project Only AM / PM Peak Hour Traffic 
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Additional counts for three consecutive days were obtained in April 2015 at the school driveways which 

verified the trip generation rates and directional distribution percentages used in this analysis, refer to 

Appendix B which includes a memo comparing the new and old driveway counts. The total driveway 

average daily traffic volumes were then divided by the school enrollment of 800 students to obtain the per 

student trip generation rate.  The calculated trip rate is higher than the City published rate (3.4 trips per 

student vs. 1.8 for high school and 1.4 for middle school).  The peak hour percentages of ADT were taken 

from the City’s trip generation tables since there is a similarity in these percentages.   As shown, the 

proposed additional students would generate 476 average daily trips (ADT) with 114 (91 in / 23 out) trips 

in the AM peak hour and 67 (20 in / 47 out) trips in the PM peak hour.  

 

3.2 PROJECT ONLY TRAFFIC 

 

Figure 3-1 shows the project only trip distribution percentages at study intersections which were derived 

from existing traffic patterns at the current school driveways.  Project only distribution percentages on 

streets are shown on Figure 3-2.   To improve traffic flow on campus and in the surrounding area during 

morning drop-off and afternoon pick-up, the Middle School and Upper School traffic has been re-

distributed based on the relocation of driveways on Linda Vista Road and the proposed driveway on 

Northrim Court.  The distribution of project traffic in this analysis assumes all Middle School traffic use 

the existing signal at the main access on Linda Vista Road for drop-off and pick-up.  Upper School 

students who drive to school and park in the new garage would use the proposed right-in/out driveway 

(Int. 8 in TIA) on Linda Vista Road.  Upper School students who get dropped off and picked up would 

use the proposed driveway on Northrim Court only in order to eliminate any conflicts with the Middle 

School drop off/pick up circulation.  An on-site circulation plan showing the pick-up and drop-off area for 

both the Middle and Upper School is provided on Figure 12-1.  Figure 3-3 shows the project only 

average daily traffic volumes which are based on the daily new traffic generation from Table 3-1 and the 

distribution of project only traffic from Figure 3-1.  Figure 3-4 shows the AM/PM peak hour project only 

traffic.  Refer to Appendix D for the assumptions, worksheets and re-distribution of project only traffic 

due to the relocated driveways and updated on-site circulation plan. 
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4.0 METHODOLOGY 
 

This section of the report describes various analysis procedures and criteria that are used to determine if 

the proposed project has a significant impact and if mitigation is required.  Mitigation may be either 

specific improvements by the project for direct impacts or a financial contribution towards a future 

improvement for cumulative impacts.  Two criteria must be met before project mitigation is required.  

First, the intersection or street segment must have an unacceptable level of service (LOS), i.e. “E” or “F” 

as discussed below.  Second, the amount of project traffic must be significant based on the application of 

criteria also discussed below.  For an intersection, if the change in delay is greater than 2 seconds at level 

of service “E”, or 1 second at level of service “F”, then the intersection project impacts would be 

considered significant.  For a street segment, if the change in volume to capacity ratio (V/C ratio) exceeds 

0.02 at level of service “E”, or 0.01 at level of service “F”, then the street segment project impacts would 

be considered significant.  Alternatively, if project traffic causes an intersection or roadway segment to 

degrade from LOS “D” to LOS “E” or LOS “F”, project mitigation is required as noted in the 

Significance Criteria table.   

 

4.1 CITY OF SAN DIEGO GUIDELINES 

 

The City of San Diego has developed a Traffic Impact Study Manual (7/98).  The stated purpose of the 

Traffic Impact Study Manual is “....to ensure consistency with all applicable City and State regulations.” 

The Traffic Impact Study Manual provides guidance regarding preparation of traffic impact reports in the 

City of San Diego.  Since the proposed project is located in the City of San Diego, this traffic impact 

report follows the procedures outlined in the City’s traffic manual.  The manual includes guidelines for 

forecasting, trip generation and assignment, and analysis procedures. 
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The manual also establishes criteria for measuring project impacts at intersections.  The City Traffic 

Impact Study Manual specifies use of the most current Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) operational 

method for studying intersections.  The most current HCM is HCM 2010.  For analyzing intersections, a 

software package called Highway Capacity Software (HCS) + and Synchro Version 9.0 was used. These 

software packages are a direct and faithful application of the HCM methodology.  

 

4.2 TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

 

The projected trips were distributed based on travel patterns at existing intersections with the exception of 

the Francis Parker School driveways which are discussed in Section 3.2 of this report.   

 

4.3 STREET LOS THRESHOLD 

 

When analyzing street segments, the level of service (LOS) must be determined.  LOS is a measure used 

to describe the conditions of traffic flow.  LOS is expressed using letter designations from “A” to “F”.  

LOS “A” represents the best case, and LOS “F” represents the worst case.  Generally LOS “A” through 

“C” represents free flowing traffic conditions with little or no delay.  LOS “D” represents limited 

congestion and some delay.  However, the duration of periods of delay is acceptable to most people.  LOS 

“E” and “F” represent significant delays on local streets, which are generally unacceptable for urban 

design purposes.  The LOS descriptions are from Chapter 9 of the Highway Capacity Manual 

(Transportation Research Board, 2000). 
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The City of San Diego has developed LOS threshold tables based on the different functional street 

classifications and their ability to carry traffic. For the City of San Diego, LOS “D” is the acceptable LOS 

standard for roadways and intersections. 

 

4.4 INTERSECTION LOS PROCEDURES 

 

The City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual Guidelines determines the procedures to be used for 

intersection peak hour analysis.  To determine an intersection peak hour LOS, the guidelines require use 

of the most recent procedure from Chapter 9 of the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research 

Board, 2000).  The procedure in Chapter 9 which is used to analyze signalized intersection is the 

“operational method.” This method determines LOS based on the average control delay per vehicle 

expressed in seconds.  Table 4-1 shows the LOS based upon the delay.  A computer program is used to 

complete the analysis.  As discussed above, the City guidelines have established LOS “D” or better as the 

objective for intersections and street segments. 
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TABLE 4-1 
 
 

Level of Service Criteria For Signalized Intersections  
 
 

 

Level of Service 
 

Control Delay Per Vehicle (sec) 
 
  

A 
 

<10 
 

B 
 

>10 and <20 
 

C 
 

>20 and <35 
 

D 
 

>35 and <55 
 

E 
 

>55 and <80 
 

F 
 

>80 
 
  

 
Source: Table 9-1, Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 

 

Level of Service Criteria For Unsignalized Intersections  
 
 

 

Level of Service 
 

Control Delay Per Vehicle (sec) 
 
  

A 
 

<10 
 

B 
 

>10 and <15 
 

C 
 

>15 and <25 
 

D 
 

>25 and <35 
 

E 
 

>35 and <50 
 

F 
 

>50 
 
  

 

Source: Table 10-7, Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 
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4.5 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 

The City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, January 2011 are used in this analysis to determine 

whether the proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment.  The purpose of these 

thresholds is “to assist City of San Diego staff, project proponents, and the public in determining whether, 

based on substantial evidence, a project may have a significant effect on the environment under Section 

21082.2 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and therefore the environmental impact 

requires mitigation”. 

 

The City has significance thresholds which are summarized in Table 4-2.  These thresholds are used in 

this analysis along with levels of service to determine if project mitigation is required.  Table 4-3 shows 

the roadway classifications for the City of San Diego. Two criteria must be met before project mitigation 

is required.  First, the intersection or street segment must have an unacceptable level of service (LOS), i.e. 

“E” or “F” as discussed below.  Second, the amount of project traffic must be significant based on the 

application of criteria also discussed below.  For an intersection, if the change in delay is greater than 2 

seconds at level of service “E”, or 1 second at level of service “F”, then the intersection project impacts 

would be considered significant.  For a street segment, if the change in volume to capacity ratio (V/C 

ratio) exceeds 0.02 at level of service “E”, or 0.01 at level of service “F”, then the street segment project 

impacts would be considered significant.  If project traffic causes an intersection or roadway segment to 

degrade from LOS “D” to LOS “E” or LOS “F”, project mitigation is required as noted in the 

Significance Criteria table.   

.   
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Key:

1.    V/C  =Volume to Capacity Ratio

2.   Speed  = Arterial speed measured in miles per hour

3.   Delay  = Average stopped delay per vehicle measured in seconds for intersections, or minutes for ramp meters

4.   LOS  = Level of Service

Level of Service with 

Project*

Allowable Increase Due to Project Impacts**

Freeways Roadway Segments Intersections Ramp Metering

V/C
Speed 

(mph)
V/C

Speed 

(mph)

Delay                     

(sec.)

Delay                     

(min.)

2.0 2.0

Note 1: The allowable increase in delay at a ramp with more than 15 minutes delay and freeway LOS E is 2 minutes.

Note 2: The allowable increase in delay at a ramp with more than 15 minutes delay and freeway LOS F is 1 minute.

* All LOS measurements are based upon Highway Capacity Manual procedures for peak-hour conditions. However,

V/C ratios for roadway segments are estimated on an ADT/24-hour traffic volume basis (using Table 2 of the City's

Traffic Impact Study Manual). The acceptable LOS for freeways, roadways, and intersections is generally "D" ("C" for

undeveloped locations). For metered freeway ramps, LOS does not apply. However,ramp meter delays above 15

minutes are considered excessive.

E                                                               

(or ramp meter delays above 

15 minutes)

0.01 1.0 0.02 1.0

** If a proposed project's traffic causes the values shown in the table to be exceeded, the impacts are determined

to be significant. The project applicant shall then identify feasible improvements (within the Traffic Impact Study)

that will restore/ and maintain the traffic facility at an acceptable LOS. If the LOS with the proposed project

becomes unacceptable (see above * note), or if the project adds a significant amount of peak hour trips to cause

any traffic queues to exceed on- or off-ramp storage capacities, the project applicant shall be responsible for

mitigating the projects direct significant and / or cumulatively considerable traffic impacts.

F                                                               

(or ramp meter delays above 

15 minutes)

0.005 0.5 0.01 0.5 1.0 1.0

 TABLE 4-2  

Significance Thresholds 
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60,000 84,000 120,000 140,000 150,000

45,000 63,000 90,000 110,000 120,000

30,000 42,000 60,000 70,000 80,000

30,000 42,000 60,000 70,000 80,000

25,000 35,000 50,000 55,000 60,000

20,000 28,000 40,000 45,000 50,000

15,000 21,000 30,000 35,000 40,000

10,000 14,000 20,000 25,000 30,000

5,000 7,000 10,000 13,000 15,000

4,000 5,500 7,500 9,000 10,000

2,500 3,500 5,000 6,500 8,000

2,500 3,500 5,000 6,500 8,000

--- --- 2,200 --- ---

Legend

Notes:

1.

2.

Sub-Collector              

(single-family)
2 Lanes

The volumes and the average daily level of service listed above are only intended as a 

general planning guideline.

Levels of service are not applied to residential streets since their primary purpose is to 

serve abutting lots, not carry through traffic. Levels of service normally apply to roads 

carrying through traffic between major trip generators and attractors.

Collector                        

(no fronting                       

property)

2 Lanes

Collector                                    

(commercial-

industrial fronting)

2 Lanes

Collector                               

(multi-family)
2 Lanes

XXX/XXX =Approximate recommended ADT based on the City of San Diego Street Design Manuel

Major Arterial 4 Lanes

Collector 4 Lanes

Collector                  

(no center lane) 

(continuous left-

turn lane)

4 Lanes                          

2 Lanes

Expressway 6 Lanes

Prime Arterial 6 Lanes

Major Arterial 6 Lanes

Level of Service W/ADT

Street   

Classification
Lanes

A B C D E

Freeway

Freeway

Freeway

8 lanes

6 lanes

4 lanes

TABLE 4-3 

Roadway Classifications 
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5.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
 
The proposed project is located on the south side of Linda Vista Road east of Via Las Cumbres and west 

of Northrim Court.  

5.1  EXISTING ROADWAY FACILITIES 

 

Linda Vista Road – Linda Vista Road is functionally classified as a four lane Collector that is primarily 

an east-west roadway.  According to the Linda Vista Community Plan, this roadway is ultimately 

classified as a four lane Major Arterial.  There are raised medians on Linda Vista Road approaching 

Alcala Parkway at USD’s main entrance, however, there are no raised medians on the rest of the roadway 

in the study area. On-street parking is not allowed along both sides of the roadway.  The roadway width is 

approximately 76 feet (Napa Street to Via Las Cumbres) and approximately 64 feet (Via Las Cumbres to 

Kramer Street) with a posted speed limit of 40 mph.  Class II bike lanes are included on both sides of the 

roadway within the project study area. There are existing bus stops near Francis Parker School’s main 

driveway.  The Francis Parker School is served by bus routes 44 (from Old Town Transit Center) and 

120/44 (from Fashion Valley Transit Center).  The school also provides its own school bus service (buses 

use only the west driveway, Driveway #1).  

 

Via Las Cumbres – Via Las Cumbres is functionally classified as a three lane Collector (2 lanes 

northbound & 1 lane southbound) from Linda Vista Road to Friars Road and is primarily a north-south 

roadway.  According to the Linda Vista Community Plan, this roadway is ultimately classified as a four 

lane Collector.  On-street parking is allowed along both sides of the roadway.  The roadway width is 

approximately 76 feet and the posted speed limit is 40 mph.  Class II bike lanes are provided in the 
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southbound direction from Linda Vista Road to Camino Costanero.  In the northbound direction, Class II 

bike lanes begin 800 feet north of Friars Road and end at Linda Vista Road. 

 

5.2 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

 

Figure 5-1 shows the existing average weekday 24-hour traffic volumes for street segments in the project 

study area.  Existing street segment functional classifications were used for purposes of this analysis.  

Traffic counts summarized on this figure were compiled by Transportation Studies, Inc. in October 2013.  

Existing daily traffic on Linda Vista Road from Marian Way to the USD Main Entrance was estimated by 

increasing the PM peak hour volume to/from the intersection at Marian Way by ten times based on a 10% 

(residential peak).  This has been  noted in the ADT Figure 5-1.    Appendix B includes the existing count 

data for street segments and intersections. 
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FIGURE 5-1 

Existing Average Daily Traffic 
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5.3 STREET SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

 

As shown in Table 5-1, all street segments currently operate at acceptable levels of service “C” or better 

except for Linda Vista Road between Napa Street and Mildred Street which operates at LOS “E”.  

   

5.4 EXISTING INTERSECTIONS 

 

Figure 5-2 shows the existing lane configurations in the study area.  

 

5.5 EXISTING INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR VOLUMES AND LOS 

 

Figure 5-3 shows the existing AM and PM peak hour intersection traffic data which was collected at the 

intersections.  The analysis of peak hour intersection performance was based on the 2010 Highway 

Capacity Manual (HCM) using operational analysis procedures.  A computer program which is based on 

the Highway Capacity Software (HCS +) and Synchro Version 9.0 was used to complete the analysis.  

Manual intersection turning movement counts were conducted in October 2013 and October 2014.  

Subsequent to this report, traffic counts were obtained in November, 2014 at four intersections: Linda 

Vista Rd. & Napa St.; Linda Vista Rd. & Via Las Cumbres; Linda Vista Rd. & Glidden St.; and Friars 

Rd. & Via Las Cumbres.  A review of count volumes indicates October 2013 traffic counts are still valid 

for this analysis since those counts are more conservative.  Refer to Appendix B for volume comparison. 

 

As shown on Table 5-2, all intersections currently operate at a level of service “D” or better during the 

AM and PM peak hour periods.  A minimum of five pedestrian calls were assumed on all approaches in 

the intersection analysis.  LOS calculation worksheets for existing conditions may be found in Appendix 

C.  
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Road Segment Class. Cap. Volume V/C LOS

Linda Vista Road Napa Street to Mildred Street 4-C 30,000 25,703 0.86 E
Mildred Street to USD Main Entrance 4-C 30,000 17,660 0.59 C
USD Main Drwy. to Via Las Cumbres 4-C 30,000 16,621 0.55 C
Via Las Cumbres to Alcala Knolls Drive 4-C 30,000 15,424 0.51 C
Alcala Knolls Drive to Glidden Street 4-C 30,000 14,207 0.47 C
Glidden Street to Kramer Street 4-C 30,000 15,829 0.53 C

Via Las Cumbres Linda Vista Road to Friars Road 3-C 15,000 7,713 0.51 C

Legend: Notes:

Class. = Functional Class Street Segment Count Date: October 2013

Cap. = Capacity

LOS = Level of Service

4-C = 4 Lane Collector

3-C = 3 lane Collector

 

TABLE 5-1 

Existing Street Segment Levels of Service 
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FIGURE 5-2 

Existing Lane Configurations 
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 FIGURE 5-2 

      Existing Lane Configuration
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FIGURE 5-3 

Existing AM / PM Peak Hour Traffic 
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Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 Linda Vista Road / Napa Street Signal 40.3 D 49.5 D

2 Linda Vista Road / Marian Way Signal 21.3 C 32.9 C

3 Linda Vista Road / USD Main Entrance Signal 19.6 B 24.4 C

4 Linda Vista Road / Via Las Cumbres Signal 33.2 C 32.1 C

5 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #1 Driveway* 18.8 C 23.7 C

6 Linda Vista Road / Alcala Knolls Drive (Main Driveway) Signal 24.5 C 14.4 B

7 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #2 Driveway* 13.0 B 17.4 C

8 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #3 Driveway* 8.8 A 10.0 B

9 Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court NB Stop* 18.1 C 26.6 D

10 Linda Vista Road / Glidden Street Signal 17.4 B 15.8 B

11 Friars Road / Via Las Cumbres Signal 19.6 B 20.7 C

12 Northrim Ct. / FPS Driveway Driveway* (1) (1) (1) (1)

Notes:

LOS = Level of Service

NB = Northbound (one lane)

(1) = Project Driveway to be constructed when FPS Driveway #2 is removed.

Delay = Seconds per vehicle

Control

* = Worst Approach Delay & LOS Reported.

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Number Intersection

TABLE 5-2 

Existing Intersection Levels of Service 
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6.0 EXISTING WITH PROJECT 
 
 
 
This section of the report evaluates the Existing with Project traffic conditions by adding the project only 

traffic volumes to adjusted existing volumes and evaluating possible project direct traffic impacts. 

 

6.1 ADJUSTED EXISTING VOLUMES 

To evaluate the Existing With Project scenario, the existing peak hour traffic volumes at the project 

driveways needed to be adjusted to reflect the relocated driveways and updated on-site circulation.  As 

previously discussed, traffic for the Middle School will use the signal at the Main Access (Linda Vista 

Road / Alcala Knolls Dr.) to drop-off and pick-up students.  Upper School students who drive their own 

vehicle will primarily use the new driveway on Linda Vista Road (Int. #8 in TIA) to access the proposed 

parking garage.  When exiting the garage, the Upper School students will only be able to use the Northrim 

Court driveway.  Upper School students who are dropped-off and picked-up will use the Northrim Court 

driveway to eliminate any conflicts with the Middle School drop off/pick-up circulation.   

 

To evaluate the Existing With Project scenario, the Existing peak hour traffic volumes were adjusted to 

reflect the revised on-site circulation plan separating the Middle and Upper School traffic.  This was 

accomplished by taking the total existing peak hour driveway traffic in/out and then redistributing the 

traffic based on the amount of Middle School and Upper School students currently enrolled.  For 

example, there are currently 300 Middle School students and 500 Upper School students for a total of 800 

students at Francis Parker.  Of the 500 Upper School students, approximately 225 drive their own vehicle 

to school and 275 are dropped-off and picked-up.  Therefore, 38% (300/800x100%) is assumed in this 

analysis to be Middle School traffic and 62% (500/800x100%) is Upper School traffic.  Based on these 

assumptions, the Middle School and Upper School traffic was re-distributed to the school driveways with 

the exception of the school bus entrance/exit (Int. #5 in TIA) since students and parents don’t use this 

driveway.  Project only traffic (additional 140 students) for the school was distributed in a similar manner 

to the existing traffic volumes with one exception.  The project only traffic assumes 3% use the bus 

entrance /exit for faculty and staff parking.  The remaining 97% of project only traffic use the two 

driveways on Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court.  Worksheets and assumptions for the re-distribution 

of existing and project traffic are provided in Appendix D. 
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6.2 STREET SEGMENTS 

 

Figure 6-1 shows average daily traffic volumes with project traffic added to existing traffic volumes.  

Although peak hour traffic at the project driveways are re-distributed, the average daily traffic volumes on 

Linda Vista Road fronting the campus are not expected to change, therefore, no adjustments were made to 

the daily volumes.  Table 6-1 shows street segment levels of service with Francis Parker School 

additional project traffic.  As shown, all segments are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service 

except for Linda Vista Road between Napa Street and Mildred Street which operates at LOS “E”. 

   

6.3 INTERSECTIONS 

 
Figure 6-2 shows the Existing With Project lane configurations used for analysis.  This lane configuration 

was also used for Near Term With Project and Year 2035 With Project scenario.  Figure 6-3 shows the 

Existing plus Francis Parker School project combined traffic volumes during AM/PM peak hours at study 

area intersections.   Peak hour traffic expected to exit Int. #8 is (5 AM / 3 PM) trips. This volume is 

considered very low and was re-distributed to Int. #12 which includes (206 AM / 146 PM) trips exiting 

onto Northrim Court.  Figure 6-3 shows no peak hour egress for Int. #8 since the majority of Upper 

School traffic will flow through the site and exit onto Northrim Court to utilize the new signal at Linda 

Vista Road / Northrim Court.   

 

Table 6-2 includes study area intersection levels of service with the Francis Parker School project traffic 

added.  As shown, all intersections are projected to operate acceptably except at Linda Vista Road / 

Northrim Court which operates at LOS E with the project in the AM peak hour.  This intersection is 

significantly impacted by the project since the LOS is downgraded from a “C” without the project to an 

“E” with the project. A signal is proposed at the intersection of Linda Vista Road at Northrim Court (Int. 

#9 in this report) with the proposed project to mitigate a direct significant impact.   Signal warrants for 

Interruption of Continuous Traffic warrant and a Peak Hour warrant were evaluated and expected to be 

satisfied in the Existing With Project scenario at this location, see Appendix D.    Appendix D also 

includes the Existing with Project HCS & Synchro worksheets. 
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FIGURE 6-1 

      Existing With Project Average Daily Traffic 
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Road Segment Class. Cap. Volume V/C LOS

Linda Vista Road Napa Street to Mildred Street 4-C 30,000 25,917 0.86 E
Mildred Street to USD Main Entrance 4-C 30,000 17,879 0.60 C
USD Main Drwy. to Via Las Cumbres 4-C 30,000 16,840 0.56 C
Via Las Cumbres to Alcala Knolls Drive 4-C 30,000 15,767 0.53 C
Alcala Knolls Drive to Glidden Street 4-C 30,000 14,450 0.48 C
Glidden Street to Kramer Street 4-C 30,000 15,948 0.53 C

Via Las Cumbres Linda Vista Road to Friars Road 3-C 15,000 7,818 0.52 C

Legend:

Class. = Functional Class

Cap. = Capacity

LOS = Level of Service

4-C = 4 Lane Collector

3-C = 3 lane Collector

TABLE 6-1 

Existing With Project Street Segment Levels of Service 
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 FIGURE 6-2 

      Lane Configurations – With Project 
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FIGURE 6-2 

      Lane Configurations – With Project 
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FIGURE 6-3 
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7.0 OTHER PROJECTS 
 

USAI consulted with City staff to determine other proposed or approved projects that would be expected 

to contribute traffic within the project study area between the time of existing counts and this project’s 

expected opening day.  From that meeting, USAI found there are two other projects that will contribute 

traffic within the project study area.  

  

Civita -  is located on the north side of Friars Road, west of Interstate 805, east of Mission Center Road, 

and south of Phyllis Place.  Civita has been appoved by the City and is divided into four phases.  For this 

analysis, Phase 1 is the only phase considered to be part of the Near Term analysis.  Phases two through 

four are assumed in the Year 2035 analysis.   Phase 1 includes 306 senior housing units, 2,171 multi-

family dwelling units, and 100,000 square feet of commercial which is expected to generate 17,450 ADT 

(cumulative).  The Civita project is approved and partially constructed.  Phase 1 is currently under 

construction and over half of the dwelling units are built.  The remaining units and the commercial portion 

of Phase 1 is scheduled to be permitted by 2017 and built shortly thereafter.  For analysis purposes, Phase 

1 is assumed to be built by 2017.  The only intersection where Civita contributes traffic within the FPS 

study area is the intersection of Friars Road at Via Las Cumbres.  Civita traffic at this intersection is 

minor and for this reason, all of Phase 1 is assumed in the Near Term analysis. 

 

University of San Diego (USD) -  is located on the north side of Linda Vista Road between Marian Way 

and Via Las Cumbres.  USD is currently revising their master plan which includes the addition of 750 

students.  Based on the increased student enrollment, USD would generate 2,550 ADT with 153 AM (138 

in / 15 out) peak hour trips and 204 PM (82 in / 122 out) peak hour trips.  This project is currently under 

City review and has been included in the Near Term analysis. 
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Riverwalk – is located on the existing golf course in Mission Valley bounded by Friars Road to the north, 

Interstate 8 to the south, and Fashion Valley Road to the east.  A previous Riverwalk project was planning 

to construct approximately 4,000 multi-family residential units and approximately 170,000 square feet of 

commercial/retail to be constructed by 2035.  The Riverwalk project was assumed to generate 31,530 

average daily trips with 1,977 AM peak hour trips and 3,171 PM peak hour trips for Phases 1 & 2 which 

is expected to be built by Year 2035.  Phase 3 is expected to be built by 2050 and is unknown at this time. 

This project is not expected to generate traffic by 2017.  For these reasons, the Riverwalk project is not 

included in the Near Term analysis.  However, the future (Year 2035) traffic for the Riverwalk project 

(Phases 1 & 2) is included in the Year 2035 analysis based on a SANDAG Series 12 Year 2035 traffic 

model dated October 15, 2014 prepared for a previous version of the Riverwalk project.  This traffic 

model assumed full buildout of the SR-163 / Friars Road interchange although only Phase 1 of the 

interchange improvements is fully funded.  The SR-163/Friars Road interchange is not within the 

project’s study area and therefore not included in the analysis of this report.  The analysis results would 

not be expected to change if the traffic model only assumed phase 1 of the SR-163 / Friars Road 

interchange improvements.   

Trip distribution, trip generation, and project only data for the cumulative projects can be found in 

Appendix E. 

 

Figure 7-1 shows the location of “other” projects included in the Near Term and Year 2035 analysis. 

Figure 7-2 shows the Other Projects average daily traffic volumes as well as the location of “Other 

Projects” included in the analysis.   

 

Figure 7-3 shows the Other Projects AM/PM peak hour traffic volumes.   
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FIGURE 7-1 

Other Projects Location Map 
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 FIGURE 7-2 

Other Projects Average Daily Traffic Volumes – Near Term 
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FIGURE 7-3 

Other Projects AM/PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Other Projects AM/PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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8.0 NEAR TERM WITHOUT PROJECT 
 

In order to determine Near Term traffic, USAI followed the methodology outlined in the City of San 

Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual.  The immediate area surrounding Francis Parker School was 

examined to include several reasonably foreseeable projects that were approved, pending approval, or 

planned in the area as shown in the previous section of this report.  No roadway network changes are 

assumed in this analysis. The project only traffic for these projects was added to the existing traffic to 

reflect an “existing plus other project”, or Near Term, scenario. 

 

8.1     STREET SEGMENTS 

 

Figure 8-1 shows average daily traffic volumes from the “other projects” added to existing average daily 

traffic volumes. 

 

Table 8-1 shows street segment levels of service without project traffic.  All segments are projected to 

operate at an acceptable level of service in the Near Term condition without the project except on Linda 

Vista Road between Napa Street and Mildred Street which operates at LOS “E”. 
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FIGURE 8-1 

Near Term Without Project Average Daily Traffic 
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Road Segment Class. Cap. Volume V/C LOS

Linda Vista Road Napa Street to Mildred Street 4-C 30,000 27,428 0.91 E
Mildred Street to USD Main Entrance 4-C 30,000 18,986 0.63 C
USD Main Drwy. to Via Las Cumbres 4-C 30,000 17,386 0.58 C
Via Las Cumbres to Alcala Knolls Drive 4-C 30,000 16,011 0.53 C
Alcala Knolls Drive to Glidden Street 4-C 30,000 14,794 0.49 C
Glidden Street to Kramer Street 4-C 30,000 16,416 0.55 C

Via Las Cumbres Linda Vista Road to Friars Road 3-C 15,000 7,917 0.53 C

Legend:

Class. = Functional Class

Cap. = Capacity

LOS = Level of Service

4-C = 4 Lane Collector

3-C = 3 lane Collector

TABLE 8-1 

Near Term Without Project Street Segment Levels of Service 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Francis Parker School Master Plan Update © Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 

Francis Parker School February 12, 2016 

 

 

 

003413 003413-Report H 8-4 

8.2 INTERSECTIONS 

 

Figure 8-2 shows the peak hour traffic volumes from the “other projects” when added to existing peak 

hour volumes at the study area intersections.  Table 8-2 shows the resulting AM and PM peak hour levels 

of service.  As shown in Table 8-2, all intersections are projected to operate at acceptable levels of 

service.   

 

Appendix F includes the Near Term without Project HCS & Synchro worksheets.
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FIGURE 8-2 

Near Term Without Project AM/PM Peak Hour Traffic 
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Near Term Without Project AM/PM Peak Hour Traffic 
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Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 Linda Vista Road / Napa Street Signal 41.2 D 51.5 D

2 Linda Vista Road / Marian Way Signal 33.6 C 33.6 C

3 Linda Vista Road / USD Main Entrance Signal 33.5 C 40.7 D

4 Linda Vista Road / Via Las Cumbres Signal 33.6 C 34.4 C

5 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #1 Driveway* 17.9 C 23.0 C

6 Linda Vista Road / Alcala Knolls Drive (Main Driveway) Signal 25.5 C 14.4 C

7 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #2 Driveway* 12.7 B 17.0 C

8 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #3 Driveway* 8.7 A 10.0 A

9 Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court NB Stop* 18.5 C 28.2 D

10 Linda Vista Road / Glidden Street Signal 17.4 B 15.9 B

11 Friars Road / Via Las Cumbres Signal 19.7 B 20.8 C

12 Northrim Ct. / FPS Driveway Driveway* (1) (1) (1) (1)

Notes:

LOS = Level of Service

NB = Northbound  (one lane)

(1) = Project Driveway to be constructed when FPS Driveway #2 is removed.

Delay = Seconds per vehicle

* = Worst Approach Delay & LOS Reported.

Number Intersection Control
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

TABLE 8-2 

Near Term Without Project Intersection Levels of Service 
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9.0 NEAR TERM WITH PROJECT 
 

This section of the report evaluates the Near Term with Project traffic conditions by adding the “other 

projects” plus the Francis Parker School project traffic to existing volumes and evaluating project traffic 

impacts.  The project’s opening day is expected to begin in the fall of 2016 with the addition of 

approximately 70 students.  By the fall of 2017, the school is expected to include the remaining students 

to increase the proposed enrollment of 140 students to a total of 940 students (800 existing + 140 

proposed). 

 

9.1       STREET SEGMENTS 

 

Figure 9-1 shows average daily traffic volumes with project traffic added to existing plus “other projects” 

traffic volumes. 

 

Table 9-1 shows street segment levels of service with Francis Parker School project traffic.  As shown, all 

segments would operate acceptably except on Linda Vista Road between Napa Street and Mildred Street 

which operates at LOS “E”. 
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FIGURE 9-1 

Near Term With Project Average Daily Traffic 
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Road Segment Class. Cap. Volume V/C LOS

Linda Vista Road Napa Street to Mildred Street 4-C 30,000 27,642 0.92 E
Mildred Street to USD Main Entrance 4-C 30,000 19,205 0.64 C
USD Main Drwy. to Via Las Cumbres 4-C 30,000 17,605 0.59 C
Via Las Cumbres to Alcala Knolls Drive 4-C 30,000 16,354 0.55 C
Alcala Knolls Drive to Glidden Street 4-C 30,000 15,037 0.50 C
Glidden Street to Kramer Street 4-C 30,000 16,535 0.55 C

Via Las Cumbres Linda Vista Road to Friars Road 3-C 15,000 8,022 0.53 C

Legend:

Class. = Functional Class

Cap. = Capacity

LOS = Level of Service

4-C = 4 Lane Collector

3-C = 3 lane Collector

TABLE 9-1 

Near Term With Project Street Segment Levels of Service 
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9.2        INTERSECTIONS 

 

Figure 9-2 shows existing plus “other projects” plus Francis Parker School project combined traffic 

volumes during AM/PM peak hours at study area intersections. 

 

Table 9-2 includes study area intersection levels of service with the Francis Parker School project traffic 

added.  As shown in this table, all intersections are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service 

with the exception of Linda Vista Road at Northrim Court which is projected to operate at LOS “E” in the 

AM peak hour.  The installation of a traffic signal at this intersection will mitigate the project’s direct 

impact.  Refer to the Mitigation section in the Executive Summary for more information on the signal. 

 

Appendix G includes the Near Term with Project HCS & Synchro worksheets.
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Near Term With Project AM/PM Peak Hour Traffic 
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10.0 YEAR 2035 WITHOUT PROJECT 
 

This section of the report evaluates the Year 2035 without project condition.  The SANDAG Series 12 

regional traffic forecast model is based on planning efforts involving all jurisdictions within the County of 

San Diego.  SANDAG, as the regional planning agency collects data from these plans and collates this 

data within a traffic model.  SANDAG also prepared the regional transportation plan (RTP) utilized by 

the traffic model as a basis for estimating future traffic with inputs provided by the various jurisdictions.  

Year 2035 is an interim year in the SANDAG model, with buildout generally assumed to occur in Year 

2050.  A previous draft Riverwalk traffic forecast was used as the basis for future volumes on Linda Vista 

Road, Via Las Cumbres, and Friars Road.   The Year 2035 analysis assumed a fourth leg (NB approach) 

to accommodate the proposed Riverwalk project at Friars Road / Via Las Cumbres.   

The Series 12 traffic model used assumed the following road network changes: 

 Riverwalk Drive extends from Fashion Valley Road to Napa Street. 

 Via Las Cumbres extends south of Friars Road but does not cross the San Diego River. 

 Hazard Center Drive connection under SR-163 is completed as a two-lane roadway. 

 SR-163 / Friars Road interchange project is completed although only phase 1 is fully funded. 

(Refer to Appendix L for more information on the SR-163/Friars Road interchange 

improvements assumed in the model) 

10.1    STREET SEGMENTS 

Street segment volumes for Year 2035 conditions without the project are shown in Figure 10-1.  The 

street segment levels of service for Year 2035 conditions without the project are shown in Table 10-1.  As 

shown in Table 10-1, all street segments evaluated are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service 

“D” or better with the exception of Linda Vista Road between Napa Street and Mildred Street which is 

projected to operate at LOS “F”. 
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FIGURE 10-1 

Year 2035 Without Project Average Daily Traffic 
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Road Segment Class. Cap. Volume V/C LOS

Linda Vista Road Napa Street to Mildred Street 4-C 30,000 30,400 1.01 F
Mildred Street to USD Main Entrance 4-C 30,000 21,140 0.70 D
USD Main Drwy. to Via Las Cumbres 4-C 30,000 21,320 0.71 D
Via Las Cumbres to Alcala Knolls Drive 4-C 30,000 16,700 0.56 C
Alcala Knolls Drive to Glidden Street 4-C 30,000 15,485 0.52 C
Glidden Street to Kramer Street 4-C 30,000 17,100 0.57 C

Via Las Cumbres Linda Vista Road to Friars Road 3-C 15,000 10,500 0.70 D

Legend:

Class. = Functional Class

Cap. = Capacity

LOS = Level of Service

4-C = 4 Lane Collector

3-C = 3 lane Collector

 

TABLE 10-1 

Year 2035 Without Project Street Segment Levels of Service 
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10.2 INTERSECTIONS 

 

AM/PM peak hour turn volumes were established by using a factoring method based on Near Term with 

Project volumes and Year 2035 with Project volumes.  All study intersections AM/PM peak hour turn 

volumes used the factoring method to develop Year 2035 without project volumes.  Project only peak 

hour volumes were added to Year 2035 volumes to reflect Year 2035 with project peak hour volumes.  

The factoring worksheets for all study intersections can be found in Appendix H. 

 

Existing lane configurations, as shown in Figure 5-2, were used in both long term cumulative scenarios 

except at the intersection of Friars Road / Via Las Cumbres.  Friars Road is assumed as four lanes and a 

fourth leg has been added to the intersection of Friars Road / Via Las Cumbres to account for a proposed 

Riverwalk driveway.  The proposed Riverwalk project plans to use this intersection as one of the access 

points along Friars Road to the site.  Figure 10-2 shows the expected Year 2035 Without Project peak 

hour volumes at the intersections analyzed.   

 

Table 10-2 shows the peak hour intersection levels of service.  The following intersection is projected to 

operate at unacceptable levels of service: 

 Linda Vista Road / Napa Street       AM peak hour LOS “D”       PM peak hour LOS “E” 

 

 

The HCS & Synchro worksheets for the Year 2035 without Project condition may be found in Appendix 

I. 
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FIGURE 10-2 

Year 2035 Without Project AM / PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes  
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 FIGURE 10-2 

Year 2035 Without Project AM / PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes  
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Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 Linda Vista Road / Napa Street Signal 45.4 D 55.6 E

2 Linda Vista Road / Marian Way Signal 35.5 D 48.8 D

3 Linda Vista Road / USD Main Entrance Signal 34.6 C 41.2 D

4 Linda Vista Road / Via Las Cumbres Signal 46.0 D 45.6 D

5 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #1 Driveway* 19.3 C 25.4 D

6 Linda Vista Road / Alcala Knolls Drive (Main Driveway) Signal 25.5 C 14.0 B

7 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #2 Driveway* 13.4 B 18.2 C

8 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #3 Driveway* 8.9 A 10.0 B

9 Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court (1) Signal 7.6 A 7.2 A

10 Linda Vista Road / Glidden Street Signal 17.3 B 16.4 B

11 Friars Road / Via Las Cumbres Signal 43.6 D 46.0 D

12 Northrim Ct. / FPS Driveway Driveway* (2) (2) (2) (2)

Notes:

LOS = Level of Service

(2) = Project Driveway to be constructed when FPS Driveway #2 is removed.

Delay = Seconds per vehicle

(1) =The analysis assumes a signal as mitigation for the project's direct impact already installed.

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

* = Worst Approach Delay & LOS Reported.

Number Intersection Control

TABLE 10-2 

Year 2035 Without Project Intersection Levels of Service 
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11.0 YEAR 2035 WITH PROJECT 
 

As previously discussed, Year 2035 with project volumes were taken from a SANDAG Series 12, 

previous draft Riverwalk traffic forecast (not reflecting most recent plans).  Year 2035 is an interim year 

in the SANDAG model, with buildout generally assumed to occur in Year 2050.  Project only average 

daily traffic volumes were added to these base volumes to derive the Year 2035 With Project volumes. 

. 

11.1  STREET SEGMENTS 

 

Figure 11-1 shows the Year 2035 With Project street segment traffic volumes. 

An analysis was completed for street segments in the Year 2035 With Project condition.  As shown on 

Table 11-1, all segments examined are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service with the 

exception of Linda Vista Road from Napa St. to Mildred St. which operates at LOS F.  However, project 

cumulative impacts to street segments are less than significant since the change in v/c ratio with project 

traffic is less than 0.01. 

 

11.2 YEAR 2035 WITH PROJECT INTERSECTIONS VOLUMES 

 

Figure 11-2 shows the expected peak hour volumes at Year 2035 With Project for the intersections 

analyzed.  As shown, all driveways are analyzed in the future condition as they exist today.  In the 

subsequent chapter, Francis Parker School (FPS) driveway #2 has been relocated from Linda Vista Road 

to Northrim Court.  For more information on the relocation of project driveways, please refer to Chapter 

12.0 (Project Access).  Table 11-2 shows the AM and PM peak hour levels of service for the Year 2035 

with Project condition.   
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Only the following two intersections are projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service: 

 Linda Vista Road / Napa Street      AM peak hour LOS “D”      PM peak hour LOS “E” 

However,  the project’s increase to delay at Linda Vista Road / Napa Street will be less than two second, 

at 0.9 seconds, so that the project cumulative impact will be less than significant, and no project 

mitigation will be required at this location.  At Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court, a signal is assumed as 

mitigation for the project’s direct impact. 

 

Appendix J includes HCS & Synchro worksheets for Year 2035 with Project condition.
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FIGURE 11-1 

Year 2035 With Project Average Daily Traffic Volumes  
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Road Segment Class. Cap. Volume V/C LOS

Linda Vista Road Napa Street to Mildred Street 4-C 30,000 30,614 1.02 F
Mildred Street to USD Main Entrance 4-C 30,000 21,359 0.71 D
USD Main Drwy. to Via Las Cumbres 4-C 30,000 21,539 0.72 D
Via Las Cumbres to Alcala Knolls Drive 4-C 30,000 17,043 0.57 C
Alcala Knolls Drive to Glidden Street 4-C 30,000 15,728 0.52 C
Glidden Street to Kramer Street 4-C 30,000 17,219 0.57 C

Via Las Cumbres Linda Vista Road to Friars Road 3-C 15,000 10,605 0.71 D

Legend:

Class. = Functional Class

Cap. = Capacity

LOS = Level of Service

4-C = 4 Lane Collector

3-C = 3 lane Collector

TABLE 11-1 

Year 2035 With Project Street Segment Levels of Service 
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FIGURE 11-2 

Year 2035 With Project AM / PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Year 2035 With Project AM / PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 Linda Vista Road / Napa Street Signal 46.6 D 56.5 E

2 Linda Vista Road / Marian Way Signal 35.7 D 50.3 D

3 Linda Vista Road / USD Main Entrance Signal 34.9 C 41.4 D

4 Linda Vista Road / Via Las Cumbres Signal 46.7 D 47.3 D

5 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #1 Driveway* 11.9 B 16.6 C

6 Linda Vista Road / Alcala Knolls Drive (Main Driveway) Signal 26.6 C 15.7 B

7 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #2 Driveway* (1) (1) (1) (1)

8 Linda Vista Road / Francis Parker School Drwy. #3 Driveway* 0.0 A 0.0 A

9 Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court  (2) Signal 17.3 B 10.2 B

10 Linda Vista Road / Glidden Street Signal 17.3 B 16.5 B

11 Friars Road / Via Las Cumbres Signal 47.1 D 46.6 D

12 Northrim Ct. / FPS Driveway EB Stop* 12.5 B 10.6 B

Notes:

LOS = Level of Service

EB = Eastbound  (one lane)

(1) =  Driveway Relocated to Northrim Court

(2) = The analysis assumes a signal as mitigation for the project's direct impact.

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

* = Worst Approach Delay & LOS Reported.

Number Intersection Control

TABLE 11-2 

Year 2035 With Project Intersection Levels of Service 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Francis Parker School Master Plan Update © Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 

Francis Parker School February 12, 2016 

 

 

 

003413 003413-Report H 12-1 

12.0 ACCESS, PARKING ANALYSIS AND CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC 
 
12.1 ACCESS AND CIRCULATION PLAN 
 
The Francis Parker School Master Plan Update will include a circulation plan on site that will allow 

access to a new underground parking garage with a 283 car capacity, and provide for student drop – off 

and pick – up.  The improvements will be constructed as funding becomes available.  The first priority 

would be the underground parking structure and surface parking improvements related to the garage, then 

the Dining/Athletic Complex.  The next priority would be the Gymnasium followed by the re-orientation 

of the athletic field to include a track.  The last priority would be the Academic buildings for student 

collaboration.  School buses will continue to use Driveway #1 (westerly school driveway) to drop off and 

pick up students.   

 

As previously discussed in the Existing With Project (Section 6.0 of this report), the Middle School traffic 

and Upper School traffic will use separate driveways. One of the existing driveways on Linda Vista Road 

(Int. #7 in TIA) will be relocated to become a gated driveway onto Northrim Court for Upper School 

traffic.  Because the Northrim Court access is approximately 135 feet from Linda Vista Road, 95th 

percentile queues at the proposed signal at the intersection of Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court were 

evaluated in the Year 2035 With Project scenario.  In the future study scenario (Year 2035 With Project), 

the northbound left turn movement reports a queue of 131 feet in the AM peak hour and 73 feet in the PM 

peak hour.  Therefore, northbound traffic on Northrim Court is not expected to block the proposed school 

driveway in either the AM or PM peak hour.  Appendix J includes the queuing worksheets in the Year 

2035 With Project scenario at the proposed signalized intersection of Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court.   

 

A Circulation Plan for the Middle School and Upper School traffic is shown in Figure 12–1.   

 

The existing bus circulation plan is shown in Figure 12-2 & Figure 12-3.   
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See following 11 x 17 plan sheet 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 12-1 

Middle & Upper School Circulation Plan 
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FIGURE 12-2 

Morning – Bus Parking & Circulation Plan 
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FIGURE 12-3 

Afternoon – Bus Parking & Circulation Plan 
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The features of the Circulation Plan (Figure 12-1) are as follows: 

 The morning drop-off and afternoon pick-up for Middle School students would enter the main 

signalized driveway at Alcala Knolls Drive, circulate to the west, then easterly along the south 

curb.  These vehicles would then turn back westerly before the driveway into the proposed 

parking garage, and exit at the Alcala Knolls Drive traffic signal. 

 

 In the morning, Upper School students who drive their own vehicle would enter a single right-

in/right-out driveway on Linda Vista Road (Int. #8), east of the Alcala Knolls Drive entrance, to 

access the proposed parking garage.  Although right turn movements exiting this driveway (Int. # 

8) would be permitted, the volume exiting this driveway is considered very low (5 AM and 3 PM) 

and will be re-distributed by trained traffic control personnel to the Northrim Court driveway (Int. 

#12) to assure safe, smooth, and efficient traffic flow.  Upper School students who drive in from 

the east on Linda Vista Road would turn left at the proposed signal onto Northrim Court and enter 

the new driveway (Int. #12).  Illegal westbound to eastbound u-turns at Alcala Knolls Drive or 

Via Las Cumbres to turn right into the Garage Access on Linda Vista Road would be minor (if 

any) because the new signal at Linda Vista Road / Northrim Court is expected to accommodate 

the westbound to southbound left turns.  According to the queuing report at this intersection with 

the proposed signal in the Horizon Year 2035 With Project condition, the 95th percentile queue 

length for the WB to SB turn movement is approximately 84 feet in the AM peak hour (worst 

case).  However, the WB left turn storage can accommodate more than 84 feet of storage since 

the left turn pocket changes into an existing two-way left turn lane that extends to Glidden Street 

which is approximately 500 feet.   
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 In the afternoon, Upper School students who drive their own vehicle would exit the proposed 

parking garage and turn east at the end of the ramp to exit onto Northrim Court.  To assist 

vehicles exiting the garage and circulating on-site in the morning and afternoon, on-site traffic 

control personnel is proposed by the project to improve safety on-campus.  

 
 On-site traffic control personnel are currently provided at the school’s main access at Alcala 

Knolls Drive during both the morning drop-off and afternoon pick-up.  To improve circulation 

on-site, Francis Parker School is planning to provide traffic control personnel trained to control 

traffic at two additional locations.  As shown in Figure 12-1, the additional traffic control 

personnel will be located near the Garage driveway and near the Northrim Court driveway during 

both morning drop-off and afternoon pick-up.  Traffic control personnel located near the 

Northrim Court driveway will be on-site directing school traffic exiting the site to facilitate traffic 

flow to and from the neighborhood. 

 
 The Upper School students who are dropped-off in the morning and picked-up in the afternoon 

will use the proposed driveway on Northrim Court.  This traffic travels along the north aisle of 

the parking lot traveling west and then circles back towards the east to pick-up and/or drop-off 

students. 

 
 The Northrim Court driveway would also be used for special events. 

 
 The signal at Linda Vista Road / Alcala Knolls Drive and the driveway accessing the proposed 

garage (Int. #8) to the east on Linda Vista Road would also be used for special events.  As shown 

in Figure 12-1, a raised median is proposed on Linda Vista Road at the easterly driveway to 

prevent left turns in and out of this driveway.    
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12.2  PARKING ANALYSIS 
 

In addition to the increase of 140 new students and 13 new staff at Francis Parker, a new underground 

parking garage is to be built on site.  With the Master Plan changes, the existing on-site parking count will 

be increased from the present 290 spaces to a total of 521 spaces.  This represents an increase in onsite 

parking of 231 new spaces, and a shift of location of parking spaces, as the new parking structure would 

have 283 spaces.  School buses currently park on-site on the west side of the campus. The existing bus 

parking for the school is shown in Figure 12-2 (AM drop-off) & Figure 12-3 (PM pick-up).   

  

 

The Municipal Code establishes parking requirements for educational facilities based on a combination of 

grade level, number of students and square footage of assembly areas.  For the Master Plan, which 

increases enrollment by 140 students, the Municipal Code requires:  

A. 30 spaces per 1,000 square feet of assembly:  6 – 8th Grade 

B. 31 spaces per 1,000 square feet of assembly:  9th Grade 

C. 1 space per 5 students:  10 – 12th  

 

The 6 – 8th Grade assembly area is 4,000 square feet.  The 9th Grade assembly area is 3,000 square feet 

and there are 465 total students in grades 10 – 12, per the Master Plan update and the Site Plan on Figure 

2-3.  The following Table 12-2 summarizes the municipal code parking required for the proposed Master 

Plan.  Currently, the Upper School (10th – 12th Grade) students range from 125 up to 155 students per 

grade level.  Per the Master Plan Update which is increasing the total enrollment by 140 students, there 

would be an increase of approx. 20 students per grade level.     
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TABLE 12-2 

Parking Calculation 

 

Category Criteria Amount Rate Required Parking 

6 – 8th Grade Assembly Area 4,000 Square Feet 30/1000 120 Spaces 

9th Grade  Assembly Area 3,000 Square Feet 31/1000 93 Spaces  

10th – 12th Grade Number of Students 465 Students 1/5 Students 93 Spaces 

TOTAL 306 Spaces 

 

 

With regard to the Master Plan, grades 6 – 8 assemblies will be accommodated in building 106.  As 

shown above, 306 spaces are required to meet Master Plan levels of development.  Presently only 290 

spaces are provided.  The balance of current need is currently served off site via contract with San Diego 

Bahai Center, San Diego County Office of Education, and the University of San Diego.  With the 

proposed Master Plan, which includes a new two level parking garage, a total of 521 spaces will be 

provided which satisfies parking demand entirely on site while providing added parking for special 

events.  The 521 spaces would be expected to satisfy the current parking demand as well as the parking 

demand after implementation of the Master Plan.  The total parking provided on-site includes 11 

accessible parking spaces, 2 charging station spaces, and 25 designated spaces for carpools and zero low 

emission vehicles.  In addition, the Linda Vista Campus is providing 13 bus parking spaces, 7 motorcycle 

parking spaces, and 38 bicycle spaces. 
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12.3  CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC 
 
 
This section of the report addresses traffic impacts expected during construction.  The Master Plan 

improvements are composed of four components.  The precise construction timing of each project will be 

determined by charitable fund raising.  At this time, the sequence of construction and estimated 

construction timeframe is expected to be:   

Project #1:  Subterranean Parking Structure and Dining Hall / Multi-purpose facility to replace the 

existing cafeteria. (Approx. 15 months to construct)   

Project #2:  Gymnasium, weight room, and other support facilities to replace the existing athletic 

complex as well as the Aquatic Center for swimming and water polo. (Approx. 16 months to construct) 

Project #3:  Re-orientation of the athletic field to include a track. (Approx. 8 months to construct) 

Project #4:  Academic buildings for student collaboration (e.g. student center, design and fabrication 

space). (Approx. 12 months to construct) 

 

All estimates and assumptions for construction are based on information provided by the construction 

manager / contractor.  The information provided by the contractor is for the proposed Subterranean 

Parking Structure (Project #1) since this project is expected to impact traffic more than Project’s #2 - 4. 

The estimated number of trucks exporting 45,000 cubic yards of material from the site would be 15 trucks 

each day for a period of 40 days.  Each truck exporting material from the site is anticipated to run 5 loads 

per day which equals 10 (5 x 2) trips per day per truck.  As shown in Table 12-3, an average of 2 

deliveries per day is expected.   As shown in the table, the truck trips and deliveries were converted to 

passenger car equivalents (PCE) assuming 1.5 PCE per truck.  The average number of employees during 

construction is 30 per day.  The total number of average daily construction trips is estimated to be 291 

ADT as shown in Table 12-3.  
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Trucks* 15 1.5 23 10 /Auto 225

Deliveries 2 1.5 3 2 /Auto 6

Employees 30 N/A 30 2 /Auto 60

291

66

ADT = Average Daily Traffic

PCE = Passenger-Car equivalents for trucks assumed to be 1.5 per Exhibit 21-8 of 

the HCM 2010.

* Each truck exporting material from the site is anticipated to run 5 loads per day 

(10 trips / day) for approx. 40 days.

Average Construction Trips (Without Trucks Exporting Material)

Notes:

Total Construction Trips

Purpose Number Trips ADTPCE
Equivalent 

Autos

 However, the majority of these trips (225 ADT) are trucks exporting material for 40 days.  Construction 

traffic without trucks exporting material is expected to average 66 ADT.   

 

TABLE 12-3 

Construction Traffic 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The primary truck routes would most likely use the signalized school access for ingress/egress onto Linda 

Vista Road to travel west to access either Interstate 8 or Interstate 5.  Trucks exporting soil will use an 

alternative route on Linda Vista Road east towards SR-163 to deliver export to the Miramar landfill.  The 

estimated construction traffic (291 ADT) was added to the Near Term With Project traffic volumes to 

determine if study area segments on Linda Vista Road would be significantly impacted whether trucks 

route east or west on Linda Vista Rd.  For analysis of construction traffic, Near Term was evaluated to 
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LOS Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C

Linda Vista Road Napa Street to Mildred Street 4 4-C 30,000 E 27,428 0.91 E 28,010 0.93 0.019 NO

Mildred Street to USD Main Entrance 4 4-C 30,000 C 18,986 0.63 C 19,573 0.65 0.020 NO

USD Main Drwy. to Via Las Cumbres 4 4-C 30,000 C 17,386 0.58 C 17,973 0.60 0.020 NO

Via Las Cumbres to Alcala Knolls Drive 4 4-C 30,000 C 16,011 0.53 C 16,722 0.56 0.024 NO

Alcala Knolls Drive to Glidden Street 4 4-C 30,000 C 14,794 0.49 C 15,405 0.51 0.020 NO

Glidden Street to Kramer Street 4 4-C 30,000 C 16,416 0.55 C 16,903 0.56 0.016 NO

Legend: Note: 
Cap. =  Capacity in ADT at LOS "E" Construction traffic (291 ADT) was added on each study segment on Linda Vista Road  to the 

LOS= Level of Service Near Term with Project traffic volumes.

V/C= Volume to Capacity Ratio

∆V/C= Change in V/C ratio

4-C = 4 Lane Collector

Functional 
Classification

Lane 
Capacity

Near Term
Near Term + Project 

+ Construction ∆V/C
Is this 
impact 

Significant?
Road Segment

# of 
Lanes

represent the closest timeframe to Opening Day of the project and to be more conservative.   As shown in 

Table 12-4, there are no significant street segment impacts expected on Linda Vista Road as a result of 

construction traffic as well as the addition of 140 students. 

TABLE 12-4 

Near Term Without & Near Term With (Project & Construction) 

Street Segment Comparison 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The main signalized intersection (Linda Vista Rd. / Alcala Knolls Dr.) to Francis Parker School is 

expected to operate at level of service C in both the AM and PM peak hour in the Near Term with Project 

scenario.   It is anticipated the Schools main signalized access would continue to operate at an acceptable 

level of service even with the addition of construction traffic.  Further, it is anticipated that hauling would 

be scheduled outside of peak times to avoid traffic congestion during school peaks. 
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13.0 PEDESTRIAN, BICYCLE AND TRANSIT MODES 
 
 
 
Pedestrian & Bikes 
 
Pedestrian access to the project is provided via sidewalks along Linda Vista Road.  A marked pedestrian 

crosswalk is provided at the main entrance to the school at the signalized intersection of Linda Vista Road 

and Alcala Knolls Drive.  Figure 13-1 includes a pedestrian circulation plan.  Class II bike lanes are 

provided along both sides of Linda Vista Road which allows bike access to the school.  Bike racks are 

provided on-site. 

 

 

Transit 

The San Diego Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) provides transit service to the Linda Vista area.  The 

Francis Parker School is served by bus routes 44 (from Old Town Transit Center) and 120/44 (from 

Fashion Valley Transit Center).  Local bus route 44 travels along Linda Vista Road and stops every 15 

minutes from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM on weekdays.   There are two existing bus stops on either side of 

Linda Vista Road near the main entrance to the school at Alcala Knolls Drive.  Francis Parker School also 

provides its own school bus service encompassing 13 buses total which primarily uses the west driveway 

(Driveway #1). 
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See following 11 x 17 Plan Sheet 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FIGURE 13-1 

Pedestrian Circulation Plan 
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14.0 SPECIAL EVENTS 
 
 

The Francis Parker School Master Plan Update has been proposed to accommodate every day student 

activities as well as recurring special events. 

 

Other events scheduled for late afternoon/evenings would not conflict with student traffic, and are split 

into different days for the middle school vs. upper school to best accommodate visitors during those types 

of events.  A Traffic Management Program (TMP) which is currently utilized by the school is 

recommended for special events where vehicles exceed approximately 200 (521 provided spaces minus 

306 required spaces) during school hours (7:45 AM to 3:05 PM) Monday through Friday.  Special event 

parking and traffic control procedures currently used by Francis Parker School are outlined in Appendix 

K.   Francis Parker School provided a list of special events based on historical data, see Appendix K.  

Based on this information, special events where a Traffic Management Program may be necessary are 

listed below. 

 

 In June, the Middle School has an 8th Grade Promotion on Thursday from 10:00 AM to 11:30 AM.  

This event is expected to average 500 attendees with an average of 400 cars.  This event may need 

a TMP to accommodate parking off-site. 

 In late May or early June, the Upper School Commencement is scheduled on Saturday from 3:00 

PM to 5:30 PM.  Although this event is scheduled outside of typical school day/hours, this event is 

expected to average 1,500 attendees with an average of 750 cars.  Since the school is providing 

521 parking spaces on-site with the proposed garage, a TMP for this event would most likely be 

necessary to accommodate additional parking off-site. 
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 In late September, the Back to School Night for the Upper School is scheduled from 5:00 PM to 

8:00 PM on various days throughout the week.  This event is expected to average 700 attendees 

with an average of 500 cars.  Although there are 521 parking spaces planned on-site, this event 

may need a TMP to accommodate additional parking off-site. 

 In mid-October, the Homecoming Game and Festivities for the Upper School is scheduled on 

Saturday from 11:00 AM to 3:00 PM.  This event is expected to average 1,500 attendees with an 

average of 500 cars.  This event may need a TMP to accommodate additional parking off-site.  

 

The majority special events have been scheduled for late afternoon/evening and would not conflict with 

student traffic.  Events are scheduled on different days for middle school versus upper school activities to 

minimize visitors during these events. 
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15.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

15.1 PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 

 

The Francis Parker School additional 140 students are expected to generate a maximum of 476 average 

daily vehicle trips with 114 AM peak hour trips and 67 PM peak hour trips. 

 

15.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 

Street Segments: 

 

All street segments operate at an acceptable level of service in the Existing condition except for Linda 

Vista Road between Napa Street and Mildred Street which operates at LOS E. 

  

Intersections: 

 

All intersections operate at level of service “D” or better in the Existing condition. 

 

15.3 EXISTING WITH PROJECT 

Street Segments: 

All street segments are expected to operate at an acceptable level of service in the Existing with Project 

condition except for Linda Vista Road between Napa Street to Mildred Street which operates at LOS E.  

However, this segment is not significant since the change in v/c ratio with project traffic is less than 0.02. 
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Intersections: 

All intersections are expected to operate at level of service “D” or better in the Existing with Project 

condition except for Linda Vista Road at Northrim Court which operates at LOS E in the AM peak hour. 

15.4 NEAR TERM WITHOUT PROJECT 

 

When “other” project traffic is added to existing traffic, the following conditions result. 

 

Street Segments: 

 

All street segments are anticipated to operate at an acceptable level of service in the Near Term Without 

Project scenario except for Linda Vista Road between Napa Street and Mildred Street which operates at 

LOS E.   

 

Intersections: 

 

All intersections are projected to operate at an acceptable level of service in this condition without the 

project. 

 

15.5 NEAR TERM WITH PROJECT 

 

When the existing plus the “other” projects plus the proposed project is added, the following results 

occur. 

 

Street Segments: 



Francis Parker School Master Plan Update © Urban Systems Associates, Inc. 

Francis Parker School February 12, 2016 

 

 

 

003413 003413-Report H 15-3 

All street segments are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service in the Near Term With Project 

condition except for Linda Vista Road between Napa Street and Mildred Street which operates at LOS E. 

However, this segment is not significant since the change in v/c ratio with project traffic is less than 0.02. 

     

Intersections: 

 

All intersections are projected to operate at an acceptable level of service in this condition except for 

Linda Vista Road at Northrim Court which operates at LOS E in the AM peak hour. 

 

DIRECT IMPACTS: 

 

Linda Vista Road between Napa Street and Mildred Street operates at LOS E, the project change in v/c is 

less than 0.02, therefore, the segment is not significantly impacted. 

The intersection of Linda Vista Road at Northrim Court is significantly impacted as a result of the 

proposed project in the Existing With Project and Near Term With Project conditions.  The project’s 

direct impact at this location will be mitigated by installation of a traffic signal. 

 

15.6 YEAR 2035 WITH & WITHOUT PROJECT 

 

Street segments and intersections operating at an unacceptable level of service in these conditions were 

discussed in Section 10.0 & 11.0.  All segments will operate acceptably through Year 2035 with project 

traffic added except for Linda Vista Road between Napa Street and Mildred Street which operates at LOS 

F.  However, project traffic is less than significant (change in v/c ratio less than 0.01) on this segment and 

therefore, no project mitigation will be needed. 
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The intersection of Linda Vista Road / Napa Street is projected to operate at LOS “E” during the PM 

peak.  However, with project added, the increase in delay will be less than two seconds, so that project 

impacts will be less than significant and no project mitigation will be required.   

The analysis shows all intersections will have less than cumulative significant project impacts in horizon 

year 2035.  In the Year 2035 scenarios, the analysis assumes a signal as mitigation at Linda Vista Road / 

Northrim Court since the signal will be installed in the near term. 

 

15.7 PROJECT ACCESS 

A project access plan has been prepared that includes on site circulation for drop – off, pick – up and 

student parking.  The plan would close one driveway on Linda Vista Road and add a driveway on 

Northrim Court.  

 

15.8      SPECIAL EVENTS 

The Francis Parker School Master Plan Update as proposed will accommodate recurring special events 

with additional parking. 

 

These recurring events are typically scheduled during off – peak hours or on weekends. 

 

Most special events will be scheduled for late afternoon/evening and will not conflict with student traffic.  

Events are scheduled on different days for middle school vs upper school activities to best accommodate 

visitors during these events. 
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M E M O R A N D U M 
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From:   Jeffrey C. Barfield, Vice President, Planning   
 
Date:  May 27, 2015 
 
Subject: Parker LVC Master Plan – PTS No. 412987Response to LDR-Environmental 

Comment – RE: Water Supply Assessment  
   
 

 
 
Issue No. 8/9:  For certain types of large projects, Senate Bill 610 requires that the 
environmental document prepared for each project contain a discussion regarding the 
availability of water to meet the projected water demands of the project for a 20 year 
planning horizon.  
 
One type of project subject to Senate Bill 610 is: Projects that would demand an amount 
of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling 
unit project. 
 
Demonstrate if this project would exceed this threshold. Please include the pool in your 
assessment. If the project does exceed this threshold then the preparation of a Water 
Supply Assessment (WSA) would be required. 
 
Project Overview 

 
Implementation of the proposed project would result in the following: 
 

 Demolition of 41,307 square feet of existing building; 
 Retention of 133,753 square feet of existing building;  
 Adding 103,109 square feet of proposed building; 
 Construction of a two-level underground parking structure; and 
 An outdoor aquatic center with a pool and bleacher seating. 

 
The Linda Vista Campus currently serves a student population of up to 800 students.  With the 
improvements and new facilities described in the Master Plan, the Linda Vista Campus will 
accommodate up to 940 students. 
 



 

 

 

Approximate Water Demand 

 
In order to determine if the proposed project would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or 
greater than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project, the estimated water 
usage for the proposed project was compared to the estimated water usage of a 500 dwelling 
unit project. 
 
The average water use per day per person is 80 to 100 gallons per day (gpd)1.  According to the 
City of San Diego General Plan Final EIR, in 2010 there were 2.62 persons per household.  The 
City estimates persons per household will increase to 2.7 persons per household by 2030. 
Using the 2030 future forecast for persons per household, a 500 dwelling unit project would 
generate a population increase of approximately 1,350 persons.  Water demand per dwelling 
unit would range from 216 gpd to 270 gpd.  Therefore, 500 dwelling units would result in a water 
demand of approximately 108,000 gpd to 135,000 gallons per day (39.4 million gallons per year 
to 49.3 million gallons per year).  Please note that this estimate does not include landscaping 
and irrigation needs that would also be required for a 500 dwelling unit subdivision.  
 
The City of San Diego Water Meter Data Card was used to calculate the number of proposed 
new fixtures.  According to the project architect, the proposed new uses will result in the addition 
of approximately 331 fixture units (FUs) including private and public lavatories, showers, sinks, 
water closets and urinals. In order to calculate water demand for the proposed project, the fixure 
count was converted to equivalent dwelling units (EDUs). One EDU equals 20 FUs.  
Additionally, one EDU equals 500 gallons of water per day (gpd). Therefore, 331 FUs is 
equivalent to 16.55 EDUs and would result in an approximate water demand of 8,275 gpd (3.02 
million gallons per year).  The proposed new uses also include a pool as part of a new aquatic 
center.  According to the project architect, the pool will demand approximately 799 gpd of water 
(291,720 gallons of water year).   
 
Table 1 below illustrates the landscaping water demand for the proposed changes to the 
campus.  As shown in Table 1, landscape irrigation would result in a water demand of 
approximately 502 gpd (183,296 gallons per year).   
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
1 U.S. Geological Survey. http://water.usgs.gov/edu/qa-home-percapita.html, 2014. 

http://water.usgs.gov/edu/qa-home-percapita.html


 

 

Table 1: Landscape Irrigation Calculations 
 Maximum Applied Water 

Allowance (MAWA) 
Estimated Total Water Use 
(ETWU) 

Total Landscape Area 
(HA)(Sq Ft) 

11,952 11,952 

Special Landscape Area 
(SLA) 

0 0 

Reference Evapotranspiration 
(ETo) 

47 47 

ET Adjustment Factor (ETAF) 0.7 0.7 
Plant Factor (Kc) - 1.0/0.3 
Conversion Factor (inches to 
gallons/sf) 

0.62 0.62 

SLA ET Adjustment Factor  0.3 - 
Total Gallons Per Year 243,797 183,296 

Notes:  
Maximum Applied Water Allowance = ETo x 0.62 x [(ETAF x Landscape Area) + (0.3 x SLA)] 
Estimated Total Water Use = ETo x 0.62 [(PF x HA/ETAF) + SLA] 
ETo = Reference Evapotranspiration (data can be obtained from California Irrigation Management Information 
System) 
Plant Water Use Category  Plant Factor 
Medium  0.50 
Very Low  0.10 
High 1.00 
Low 0.30 
 
Application Method  IE Factor 
Bubbler (B)  0.80 
Multiple Stream Rotor (MSR)  0.75 
Spray (S)  0.55 
Drip (D)  0.80 
Microspray (MS)  0.80 
Rotor (R)  0.70 
 
HA = Hydrozone Area (very low, low, moderate or high water use, in sq ft) 
IE = Irrigation Efficiency (0.71 minimum average; specify for ea HA) 
LA= Landscape Area (sq. ft) 
PF = Plant Factor from WUCOLS* (very low, low, medium, high water use) 
*WUCOLS = Water Use Classification of Species 
 
Combining landscape irrigation water demand with the proposed new uses, the project would 
result in a total water demand of approximately 9,576 gpd (3.50 million gallons per year).   
Please note that the total estimated water demand does not include the reduction in demand 



 

 

due to removal of existing in-use fixtures with demolition of 41,307 square feet of existing 
building.  
 

Conclusion 

 

Five-hundred dwelling units would result in a water demand of approximately 39.4 million 
gallons per year to 49.3 million gallons per year, without including the demands of landscaping 
and irrigation needs that would also be required for a 500 dwelling unit subdivision.  The 
proposed project would result in a total water demand of approximately 3.50 million gallons per 
year, without credit for the reduction in demand due to removal of existing in-use fixtures with 
demolition of 41,307 square feet of existing building. 
 
As illustrated above, the proposed project does not meet the criteria requiring a Water Supply 
Assessment (WSA) under SB610, as the project does not propose uses that would demand an 
amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling 
unit project. Additionally, the project design integrates design measures (e.g., low-flush toilets) 
that would further reduce overall water demands (and resulting wastewater) generated by daily 
operation of the facilities. 
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CERTIFICATION 

This Water Quality Technical Report (WQTR) has been prepared under the direction of the 
following Civil Engineer.  The Registered Civil Engineer (Engineer) attests to the technical 
information contained herein and the engineering data upon which the following design, 
recommendations, conclusions and decisions are based.  The selection, sizing, and design of 
stormwater treatment and other control measures in this report meet the requirements of 
Regional Water Quality Control Board Order R9-2007-0001 and subsequent amendments. 

 

______________________________ June 25, 2015 

Richard S. Tomlinson, Jr., PE, QSD, QSP, CPSWQ  
RCE 59276, Exp. 6/30/15 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Report Introduction 

The City of San Diego’s Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) states a 
Water Quality Technical Report (WQTR) must accompany all applications for a permit or 
approval associated with a Land Disturbance Activity Priority Project. The purpose of this 
WQTR is to describe how the project will minimize the short and long-term impacts on 
receiving water quality.  

The plans and specifications in this WQTR are not for construction purposes; the contractor 
shall refer to final approved construction documents for plans and specifications. 

1.2 Applicability 

This project is within the City of San Diego, and subject to the City of San Diego 
requirements.  Because the storm water discharges into the City of San Diego’s Municipal 
Separate Stormwater Sewer System (MS4), the project must meet the requirements of the 
City of San Diego.  Therefore, this report has been prepared using the City of San Diego 
‘Storm Water Standards Manual,” dated January 20, 2012. 

1.3 Report Limitations 

The plans and specifications in this WQTR are not for construction purposes; the contractor 
shall refer to final approved construction documents for plans and specifications. 
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2 Project Description 

2.1 Project Data 

Project Owner: Francis Parker School 
  

Project Site Address: 6501 Linda Vista Road 

Planning Area/ 
Community Area/ 
Development Name: Linda Vista 

APN Number(s): 437-020-12 

Project Location: Latitude: 32.772241° 
Longitude: -117.175861° 

Project Site Area: 8.40 acres 

Adjacent Streets:  
North: Linda Vista Road 
South: River Glen Row 
East: Northrim Court 
West: Via Los Cumbres 

Adjacent Land Uses:  
North: Residential 
South: Residential 
East: Residential 
West: Commercial 
 

2.2 Project Location/Setting 

The project is located in the Linda Vista area of the City of San Diego.  The project is located 
south of Linda Vista Drive, in a near fully urbanized area, consisting of residential uses.  The 
projects south boundary borders some open space, but most of the area is fully developed.  
Then project is located about 0.25 miles north of the San Diego River, and about 4.5 miles 
east of the Pacific Ocean.   Please refer to Figure 1 below for a Vicinity Map. 
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Figure 1: Vicinity Map 

2.3 Project Description 
The amendment to PDP No. 84875/SDP No. 215276 would authorize the changes shown on 
the updated Master Plan. The updated Master Plan illustrates the building program for the 
Linda Vista Campus and identifies, among other things, buildings to be demolished, existing 
buildings and facilities to remain, and proposed buildings and facilities.   
 
Building numbers shown on the updated Master Plan correspond to the School’s current 
building identification system, however, previously used building numbers are included for 
easy reference and comparison to the most recent Master Plan approval (i.e., SCR No. 2 to 
PDP No. 84875/SDP No. 215276). 
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The majority of buildings on the Linda Vista Campus will remain.  Several of these buildings 
were constructed within the last decade and reflect the School’s commitment to sustainable 
and environmentally sensitive design, incorporating two-story stacked classrooms that 
maximize use of natural light and breezes while minimizing the land footprint.  Other 
features include operable windows, overhangs, and sunshades.  A network of courtyards, 
walkways, and quads connect the indoor spaces to the outdoor environment.  These elements 
are further unified by a landscape design that emphasizes drought-tolerant species, as well as 
providing demonstration gardens for the students.  The buildings that will remain comprise 
133,753 square feet. 
 
Continuing this program of sustainable and environmentally sensitive design, three buildings 
will be demolished to make way for updated facilities.  The buildings to be demolished, 
Buildings 001, 002, and 003, include the Field House, Middle School gymnasium and locker 
rooms, and the cafeteria.  The Field House includes an assembly area, additional locker 
rooms, restrooms, three classrooms and offices for the athletics staff.  Built decades ago, 
these buildings have been significantly modified over the years. As documented in the 
historical assessment prepared by Marie Burke Lia, included with the Project documents, 
these three buildings are not historically significant. The three buildings to be demolished 
comprise 41,307 square feet. 
 
All of the proposed buildings and facilities will be contained within the existing development 
footprint.  No encroachment is proposed into the perimeter Environmentally Sensitive Lands.   
The architectural style of the proposed buildings will match the modern contemporary lines 
of the existing Campus facilities by using compatible finish materials and repeating elements 
such as overhangs, sunshades, and divided windows, where appropriate and most functional.  
The buildings will incorporate sustainable design features, and will reinforce the strong 
indoor space-outdoor space connection found throughout of the Campus by expanding the 
network of outdoor walkways, spaces, and unified landscape palette.  A summary description 
of the proposed buildings and facilities is provided below; however, the updated Master Plan 
should be consulted for more detailed information.  Proposed buildings comprise 102,109 
square feet. 
 
The proposed Dining/Athletic Complex, to be located in the easterly portion of the Linda 
Vista Campus, comprises several components, the base of which is a 284-space underground 
parking structure.  A portion of the first floor and second floor over the parking structure will 
house a kitchen/dining hall area with outdoor terraces (Building No. 900).  The remaining 
first floor level over the underground parking structure will house a gymnasium for indoor 
sports, along with ancillary support spaces, such as meeting rooms, locker rooms, restrooms, 
and classrooms (Building No. 200).  Building No. 201 is a covered lobby area connecting the 
gymnasium to Building Nos. 201A and 201B.  Building Nos. 201A and 201B will house 
athletic offices, a multi-purpose room, press box, locker rooms, training rooms, laundry and 
restrooms. These two building also will provide rooftop bleacher seating overlooking the 
track and field.   Building No. 202 will provide field storage and a ticketing office for field 
events.  Visitor Services for field events will be provided in Building No. 203.  Visitor 
bleachers will be located southwesterly of Visitor Services. 
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As part of the Dining/Athletic Complex, the existing play field will be reoriented and fitted 
with a regulation 8-lane track on its perimeter. An outdoor aquatic center with pool and 
bleachers will round out the athletic facilities.    
 
Three other buildings are proposed, to be located in the western portion of the Linda Vista 
Campus.  Building No. 106 will be a two-story building providing a Student Center for the 
Upper School.  Building No. 303 will be a two-story building providing multi-purpose space 
for the Middle School for activities such as student club meetings or other collaborations.  
Building No. 401 will be a single-story building providing a Maker’s Space, an area for 
students to design and fabricate projects using different types of equipment and tools, such as 
a 3-D printer.  These three buildings are slated for construction at a future date. 
 
The proposed amendment will result in: 
 

 Demolishing 41,307 square feet of existing building; 
 Retaining 133,753 square feet of existing building; and  
 Adding 102,109 square feet of proposed building. 

 

The proposed amendment results in a total Gross Floor Area (GFA) of 235,862 square feet.  
Per the Municipal Code, phantom floor area is required to be included in the total GFA 
(Muni. Code Sections 113.0103 and 113.0234(b)(4)(A)). A phantom floor is the space 
between actual floors.  The GFA of the amended project includes 20,856 square feet of 
phantom floor area in Building 200 (Gymnasium) and 1,163 square feet of phantom floor 
area in Building 201 (Lancer Lobby), for a total of 22,019 square feet of phantom floor area.  
Actual floor area totals 213,843 square feet.  The current PDP No. 84875/SDP No. 215276 
authorizes a total GFA of 160,201 square feet, resulting in a difference of 66,661 square feet 
of total GFA between the current entitlement and the amendment. 

2.4 Project Activities 

The proposed project will include grading, the construction of new buildings, hardscape and 
landscape.  In addition, the project proposes a large field made of synthetic turf, but with 
permeable base. 

Although the project is proposing parking, the parking is not considered new, as it is just a 
reconfiguration of the existing parking. 
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2.5 Existing Project Conditions 

The existing site is a fully developed school.  The site includes buildings, sports fields and 
hardscape.  The project contains existing landscaping, however, the landscaping consist of 
non-native planting.  Along the southerly edge of the property there are slopes with native 
planting, but no native planting exists on the developed site. 

2.6 Existing Drainage Improvements 

The existing site drains from the north to the south.  Drainage collects in a series of storm 
drain pipes throughout the site.  Drainage is collect in these pipes before being directed to the 
southwest.  At the south corner of the site, at the crotch of the canyon, 3 storm drains 
discharge from the site.  The first, a 24” storm drain runs from the main portion of the site, 
including the parking areas and the hardscape.  A second storm drain collects flows from the 
easterly side of the field area, whereas a third storm drain collects drainage from the fields.  
All three storm drains collect and discharge to the same storm drain system located in the 
crotch of the canyon before flowing off site. 

2.7 Proposed Drainage Improvements 

Drainage from the site will continue to flow within the same patterns.  Drainage from the 
parking lot, buildings, hardscape and field will continue to flow to the crotch of the canyon.  
Drainage from the parking lot and the hardscape will flow to the 24” storm drain, while the 
field will flow to the existing 12” storm drain as per the existing condition.  Drainage 
patterns in both the existing and proposed condition will be unchanged.  Prior to discharge 
from the site, the project proposes 2 modular wetland systems.  See Section 13 below for a 
full description of LID’s and BMP’s. 

2.8 Summary of Impervious Areas 

Pre-project Condition 
(After Rough Grading) Acres Percentage 

Impervious 4.16 50% 

Pervious 4.24 50% 

Total 8.40 100% 

 
Proposed Condition Acres Percentage 

Impervious 4.03 48% 

Pervious 4.37 52% 

Total 8.40 100% 
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Table 1:  Existing Condition 100-Year Hydrology Results 

Sub Basin No. Runoff 
Coefficient 

Basin Intensity Basin Area 
(acres) 

Runoff (cfs) 

A-1 0.85 4.28 1.22 4.44 

A-2 0.85 3.47 3.47 11.76 

B-1 0.55 2.77 2.77 4.22 

B-2 0.55 2.77 0.94 1.39 

TOTALS   8.40 19.30 

 

Table 2:  Proposed Condition 100-Year Hydrology Results (Unmitigated) 

Sub Basin No. Runoff 
Coefficient 

Basin Intensity Basin Area 
(acres) 

Runoff (cfs) 

A-1 0.85 4.28 1.10 4.44 

A-2 0.85 3.98 3.11 10.52 

B-1 0.55 2.77 3.05 4.65 

B-2 0.55 2.77 1.13 1.68 

TOTALS   8.40 16.47 

 

Table 3:  Comparison of Proposed/Existing Condition 100-Year Flows (Unmitigated) 

Sub Basin No. Existing Condition 
(cfs) 

Proposed Condition 
(cfs) 

Difference 

Basin A+B 19.99 16.33 -2.66 

TOTALS 19.99 16.33 -2.66 

 

2.9 Floodplain Mapping 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has mapped the floodplain of the San 
Diego River.  The project does not lie within any mapped floodplain (FIRM Panel 
06073C1618G). The project lies within Zone X which is outside the limits of the 500-year 
flood. 

2.9.1 Flood Zone Definitions 

Zone A -- Areas subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood event generally 
determined using approximate methodologies. Because detailed hydraulic analyses have not 
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been performed, no Base Flood Elevations (BFEs) or flood depths are shown. Mandatory 
flood insurance purchase requirements and floodplain management standards apply. 

Zone AE -- Areas subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood event 
determined by detailed methods. Base Flood Elevations (BFEs) are shown. Mandatory flood 
insurance purchase requirements and floodplain management standards apply. 

Zone X (Shaded) – Areas between the limits of the base flood and the 0.2-percent-annual-
chance (or 500-year) flood. 

Zone X (Unshaded) Areas of minimal flood hazard, which are the areas outside the SFHA 
and higher than the elevation of the 0.2-percent-annual-chance flood. 
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Figure 2:  Project FIRM Map 
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2.10 Downstream Conditions 

Because the flow from the site is not being increased, it is not anticipated that there will be 
any downstream adverse effects. 

2.11 Hydromodification Determination 

The reason for the hydromodification exemption is the reduction in flows and the reduction 
in impervious areas from the pre-project to post-project. 

Hydromodification applicability was determined using Figure 4.1 of the Storm 
Water Standards, “HMP Applicability Determination.”  Using the flow chart it was 
determined that the project is exempt from hydromodification (see below.)  Supporting
 documentation showing that the project is exempt from Hydromodification has been 
included in the Appendix. 
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HMP Applicability Determination Summary 

Node Component Response Response Supporting Documents 
Required 

1 Priority Development 

Project 

 Yes – Go to 

Node 2 

 No – Exempt Storm Water Applicability 

Checklist 

2 Proper Energy 

Dissipation* 

 Yes – Go to 

Node 3 

 N/a -- Go to 

Node 3 

Plan location of energy dissipation 

and supporting calculations. 

3 Increase Impervious 
Area* 

 Yes – Go to 
Node 5 

 No – Go to 
Node 4 

Plan showing pre-project 
impervious area and post-project 
impervious area.  

4 Increase Unmitigated 

Peak Flows to Any 
Outlet Location* 

 Yes – Go to 

Node 5 

 No – Exempt Hydrology Study showing the peak 

flows at each discharge location.  
If a separate drainage study has 
been performed, provide a 
summary of the report and a 

reference to the report. 

5 Direct Discharge to 

an Exempt System* 

 Yes – Exempt  No – Go to 

Node 6 

Provide exhibit showing project 

location and exempt systems. 

6 Direct Discharge to a 

Tidally Influenced 
Lagoon Area* 

 Yes – 

Potentially 
Exempt 

 No – Go to 

Node 7 

Provide exhibit showing project 

location and tidally influenced 
lagoon areas. 

7 Direct Discharge to 
Stabilized 

Conveyance to 
Exempt System* 

 Yes – Go to 
Node 8 

 No – Go to 
Node 9 

Provide exhibit showing project 
location, stabilized conveyance 

and exempt systems. 

8 Does Stabilized 
Conveyance Have 
Capacity to Convey 

Ultimate Q10* 

 Yes – Exempt  No – Go to 
Node 9 

Provide calculations. 

9 Discharge to Highly 

Urbanized Area* 

 Yes – Exempt  No – Go to 

Node 10 

Provide narrative. 

10 Urban Infill Project 

Discharging to 
Stabilized 

Conveyance* 

 Yes – Go to 

Node 11 

 No – Go to 

Node 14 

Provide exhibit showing project 

location and stabilized 
conveyance. 

11 Determine Domain of 

Analysis 

 Yes – Go to 

Node 12 

Intentionally Left 

Blank 

Provide calculations. 
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Node Component Response Response Supporting Documents 
Required 

12 Stabilized 
Conveyance Extends 

Beyond Domain of 
Analysis and 
Eventually 

Discharges to LOW 
Susceptibility Stream 

 Yes – Go to 
Node 13 

 No -- Go to 
Node 14 

Provide calculations. 

13 Cumulative Future 

Impacts Represent  
<3% Impervious Area 

Increase 

 Yes – Exempt  No – Go to 

Node 14 

Provide calculations. 

14 Project is required to address Hydromodification Criteria Provide Hydromodification 

Analysis and Calculations. 
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2.12 Hydrologic Context (Watershed Contribution) 

The project site is located in the San Diego River Watershed.  The project is part of the 
Lower San Diego River Hydrologic Area.  The project flows via an unnamed seasonal creek 
to the San Diego River.      

Table 4:  Comparison of Watershed Areas 

  Area 

(acres) 

Watershed Area Project Area Project Impervious 

Area 

Lower San 

Diego 

281,600 100% - - 

Project Site 8.2 >0.1%  100% - 

Impervious 

Area 
(Estimate) 

3.8 >0.1% 45% 100% 
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3 Priority Project Determination 

The following table determines whether the project is a “priority project” according to 
guidelines laid out in the San Diego Region Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) 
Permit (Order No. R9-2007-0001, NPDES No. CAS0108758), adopted in January 2007.  
Projects are subject to MS4 Priority Project requirements if one or more of the criteria 
described in the table are met. 

Based on the information presented in the table below, the proposed project which involves 
surface parking and commercial development, this project is a priority project. 

Table 5: Priority Project Determination 

PRIORITY PROJECT YES NO 

Residential development of 10 or more dwelling units. Examples: single-family homes, 
multi-family homes, condominiums, and apartments. 

 
 

Commercial development and similar non-residential development greater than one 
acre.  Examples: hospitals; laboratories and other medical facilities; educational 

institutions; recreational facilities; municipal facilities; commercial nurseries; multi-
apartment buildings; car wash facilities; mini-malls and other business complexes; 
shopping malls; hotels; office buildings; public warehouses; automotive dealerships; 

airfields; and other light industrial facilities. 

  

Heavy industrial development greater than one acre. Examples: manufacturing plants, 

food processing plants, metal working facilities, printing plants, and fleet storage areas 
(bus, truck, etc.). 

 
 

Automotive repair shop. A facility categorized in any one of Standard Industrial 
Classification (SIC) codes 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539. 

 
 

Restaurant. Any facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including 
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for 

immediate consumption (SIC code 5812), and where the land area for development is 
greater than 5,000 square feet. 

 
 

Hillside development greater than 5,000 square feet. Any development that creates 

5,000 square feet of impervious surface and is located in an area with known erosive soil 
conditions and where the development will grade on any natural slope that is twenty-five 

percent or greater. 

 
 

Water Quality Sensitive Area. All development located within, directly adjacent to, or 

discharging directly to a Water Quality Sensitive Area (as depicted in Appendix C) in which 
the project either creates 2,500 square feet of impervious surface on a proposed project 
site or increases the area of imperviousness of a proposed project site to 10% or more of 

its naturally occurring condition. “Directly adjacent” is defined as being situated within 200 
feet of the Water Quality Sensitive Area. “Discharging directly to” is defined as outflow from 
a drainage conveyance system that is composed entirely of flows from the subject 

 
 
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PRIORITY PROJECT YES NO 
development or redevelopment site, and not commingled with flows from adjacent lands. 

Parking lot with a minimum area of 5,000 square feet or a minimum of 15 parking 

spaces and potential exposure to urban runoff (unless it meets the exclusion for parking 
lot reconfiguration on line 11). 

  

Street, road, highway, or freeway. Any new paved surface in excess of 5,000 square 
feet used for the transportation of automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, and other vehicles 

(unless it meets the exclusion for road reconfiguration on line 11). 

 
 

Retail Gasoline Outlet (RGO) that is: (a) 5,000 square feet or more or (b) have a 

projected Average Daily Traffic (ADT) of 100 or more vehicles per day. 

 
 

Significant Redevelopment; the project installs and/or replaces 5,000 square feet or 

more of impervious surface and the existing site meets at least one of the categories 
above. The project is not considered Significant Redevelopment if reconfiguring an existing 

road or parking lot without a change to the footprint of an existing developed road or 
parking lot. The existing footprint is defined as the outside curb or the outside edge of 
pavement when there is no curb. 

  

Other Pollutant Generating Project. Any other project not covered in the categories 
above, that disturbs one acre or more and is not excluded by the criteria below. Exclusions 

that apply to line 12 only: Projects creating less than 5,000 sf of impervious surface and 
where any added landscaping does not require regular use of pesticides and fertilizers, 
such as a slope stabilization project using native plants, are excluded from this category. 

Calculation of the square footage of impervious surface need not include linear pathways 
that are for infrequent vehicle use, such as for emergency or maintenance access or for 
bicycle or pedestrian use, if they are built with pervious surfaces or if they sheet flow to 
surrounding pervious surfaces 

 
 
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4 Summary of Water Quality Issues 

This section provides a summary of relevant storm water quality issues pertaining to the 
project site and identifies the section where further discussion is provided. 

Table 6: Water Quality Checklist 

QUESTIONS Section Completed N/A 

Describe the topography of the project area. 4.1   

Describe the local land use within the project area and adjacent 

areas. 

4.2   

Evaluate the presence of dry weather flow. 0   

Determine the receiving waters that may be affected by the project 

throughout the project life cycle (i.e., construction, maintenance, and 
operation). 

4.4   

For the project limits, list the 303(d) impaired receiving water bodies 
and their constituents of concern. 

4.5   

Determine if there are any High Risk Areas (municipal or domestic 

water supply reservoirs or groundwater percolation facilities) within 
the project limits. 

4.6   

Determine the Regional Board special requirements, including 

TMDL’s, effluent limits, etc. 

4.7   

Determine the general climate of the project area. Identify annual 
rainfall and rainfall intensity curves. 

4.8   

If considering Treatment BMPs, determine the soil classification, 
permeability, erodibility, and depth to groundwater. 

4.9   

Determine contaminated or hazardous soils within the project area. 4.10   

4.1 Topography 

The project site is a relatively flat, previously graded site.  The main campus has slopes in the 
1 to 5% range.  The southerly border of the campus is the only sloped portion of the project.  
Although this portion of the site has slopes over 30 feet in height, the only work proposed for 
this area is storm drain replacement. 

4.2 Land Use and Vegetation 

The site is a fully developed urban school campus.  The site consists of about 50% hardscape 
and 50% pervious areas.  Pervious areas include a combination of the sports fields and non-
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native plants.  The slopes along the southerly portion of the site are fully covered with native 
type vegetation.   

4.3 Dry Weather Flow 

Though it has not been quantified, it is not anticipated that the project site will experience 
any dry-weather flows. Dry weather flows will enter the landscaped areas prior to collection 
in the underground storm drain system.  Most if not all of the dry weather flows will infiltrate 
into the soil within the landscaped areas.  Although dry weather flows will infiltrate within 
landscape, the project does not propose infiltration as a BMP or other stormwater measure. 

4.4 Receiving Waters 

Construction, operation, and maintenance of the project will affect receiving waters 
throughout the project lifetime. The project drains to the San Diego River and then to the 
beautiful Pacific Ocean.   

4.5 303(d) Impairments 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the primary federal agency responsible for 
management of water quality in the United States. The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the federal 
law that governs water quality control activities initiated by the EPA and others. Section 303 
of the CWA requires the adoption of water quality standards for all surface water in the 
United States. Under Section 303(d), individual states are required to develop lists of water 
bodies that do not meet water quality objectives after required levels of treatment by point 
source dischargers. Total maximum daily loads (TMDL’s) for all pollutants for which these 
water bodies are listed must be developed in order to bring them into compliance with water 
quality objectives.  Table 7 shows the receiving waters and the classifications by the 
RWQCB Region 9.   

Table 7: Summary of Receiving Surface Waters 

Receiving Water Hydrologic 
Unit Code 

Approximate 
Distance From Site 

303(d) Impairment(s) 

San Diego River 907.1 0.25 mi Fecal Coliform (Bacteria), 
Low Dissolved Oxygen 
(Oxygen Demanding 

Substances), Phosphorus 
(Nutrients), Total Dissolved 

Solids (Sediment) 

4.6 Risk Assessment 

There are no high-risk drinking water supplies or other sensitive resources within the project 
limits. Therefore, the project is unlikely to have any effect on nearby drinking water sources. 
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Therefore, the project presents negligible risk to drinking water supply or other sensitive 
resources. 

4.7 Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 

There is currently is not a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) restriction for the project 
receiving waters San Diego River based on the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board San Diego Region, Resolution No. R9-2010-000.   

4.8 General Climate 

San Diego climate is classified as Mediterranean, with warm, dry summers and mild, wet 
winters. Annual precipitation averages range from 10 inches along the coast to 18 inches in 
the eastern mountains, with low to high intensity storms occurring mostly in the winter and 
spring.  

The average annual precipitation for the project watershed area is 11.8 inches.  

4.9 Soil Characteristics 

The majority of the site is underlain by Olivenhain cobbly loam and Redding and Carlsbad 
Urban Land Complex.  These soils are characterized by very low ability for the soils to 
transmit and the relatively high runoff potential.   

These soils consist of a gravelly to cobbly loam, which are typically highly cemented and no 
subject to high erosion. 

4.9.1 Groundwater 

No groundwater is anticipated on this site. 

4.9.2 Hydrologic Soil Type 

Per City of San Diego Drainage Design Manual requirements, hydrologic Soil Type ‘D’ has 
been assumed for this site. 

4.10 Contaminated Soil and Hazardous Waste Assessment 

There are no known contaminated soils, fills, or hazardous wastes at the project site. 
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5 Watershed Identification 

Table 8: Watershed Identification 

 San Juan (901)  Santa Margarita (902)  Carlsbad (904) 

 San Dieguito (905)  Penasquitos (906)  San Diego River (907) 

 Sweetwater (909)  Otay (910)  Tijuana (911) 

 

Table 9: Receiving Water Identification 

Receiving Water San Diego River 

Hydrologic Unit San Diego River 

Hydrologic Area Lower San Diego River 
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6 Beneficial Uses 

This section summarizes the beneficial uses of surface water and ground water resources 
downstream of the project. 

6.1 Definitions 

The Porter-Cologne Act establishes a comprehensive program for the protection of beneficial 
uses of the waters of the state. California Water Code Section 13050(f) describes the 
beneficial uses of surface and ground waters that may be designated by the State or Regional 
Board for protection as follows: 

“Beneficial uses of the waters of the state that may be protected against quality degradation 
include, but are not necessarily limited to, domestic, municipal, agricultural and industrial 
supply; power generation; recreation; aesthetic enjoyment; navigation; and preservation and 
enhancement of fish, wildlife, and other aquatic resources or preserves.” 

Beneficial uses for surface waters are designated under the Clean Water Act Section 303 in 
accordance with regulations contained in 40 CFR 131. The State is required to specify 
appropriate water uses to be achieved and protected. The beneficial use designation of 
surface waters of the state must take into consideration the use and value of water for public 
water supplies, protection and propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife, recreation in and on 
the water, agricultural, industrial and other purposes including navigation. 

In 1972, the State Board adopted a uniform list and description of beneficial uses to be 
applied throughout all basins of the State. During the 1994 San Diego Basin Plan update, 
beneficial use definitions were revised and some new beneficial uses were added. The 
following beneficial uses are defined statewide and are designated within the San Diego 
Region: 

Municipal and Domestic Supply. Includes uses of water for community, military, or 
individual water supply systems including, but not limited to, drinking water supply. 

Agricultural Supply. Includes uses of water for farming, horticulture, or ranching including, 
but not limited to, irrigation, stock watering, or support of vegetation for range grazing. 

Industrial Process Supply. Includes uses of water for industrial activities that depend 
primarily on water quality. 

Industrial Service Supply. Includes uses of water for industrial activities that do not depend 
primarily on water quality including, but not limited to, mining, cooling water supply, 
hydraulic conveyance, gravel washing, fire protection, or oil well re-pressurization. 
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Ground Water Recharge. Includes uses of water for natural or artificial recharge of 
ground water for purposes of future extraction, maintenance of water quality, or halting 
of saltwater intrusion into freshwater aquifers. 

Freshwater Replenishment. Includes uses of water for natural or artificial maintenance 
of surface water quantity or quality (e.g., salinity). 

Navigation. Includes uses of water for shipping, travel, or other transportation by private, 
military, or commercial vessels. 

Hydropower Generation. Includes uses of water for hydropower generation. 

Contact Water Recreation. Includes uses of water for recreational activities involving 
body contact with water, where ingestion of water is reasonably possible. These uses 
include, but are not limited to, swimming, wading, water-skiing, skin and SCUBA diving, 
surfing, white water activities, fishing, or use of natural hot springs. 

Non-Contact Water Recreation. Includes the uses of water for recreational activities 
involving proximity to water, but not normally involving body contact with water, where 
ingestion of water is reasonably possible. These uses include, but are not limited to, 
picnicking, sunbathing, hiking, beachcombing, camping, boating, tidepool and marine 
life study, hunting, sightseeing, or aesthetic enjoyment in conjunction with the above 
activities. 

Commercial and Sport Fishing. Includes the uses of water for commercial or 
recreational collection of fish, shellfish, or other organisms including, but not limited to, 
uses involving organisms intended for human consumption or bait purposes. 

Aquaculture. Includes the uses of water for aquaculture or mariculture operations 
including, but not limited to, propagation, cultivation, maintenance, or harvesting of 
aquatic plants and animals for human consumption or bait purposes. 

Warm Freshwater Habitat. Includes uses of water that support warm water ecosystems 
including, but not limited to, preservation or enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, 
fish or wildlife, including invertebrates. 

Cold Freshwater Habitat. Includes uses of water that support cold-water ecosystems 
including, but not limited to, preservation or enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, 
fish or wildlife, including invertebrates. 

Inland Saline Water Habitat. Includes uses of water that support inland saline water 
ecosystems including, but not limited to, preservation or enhancement of aquatic saline 
habitats, vegetation, fish, or wildlife, including invertebrates. 
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Estuarine Habitat. Includes uses of water that support estuarine ecosystems including, 
but not limited to, preservation or enhancement of estuarine habitats, vegetation, fish, 
shellfish, or wildlife (e.g., estuarine mammals, waterfowl, shorebirds). 

Marine Habitat. Includes uses of water that support marine ecosystems including, but not 
limited to, preservation or enhancement of marine habitats, vegetation such as kelp, fish, 
shellfish, or wildlife (e.g., marine mammals, shorebirds). 

Wildlife Habitat. Includes uses of water that support terrestrial ecosystems including, but 
not limited to, preservation and enhancement of terrestrial habitats, vegetation, wildlife 
(e.g., mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, invertebrates), or wildlife water and food 
sources. 

Preservation of Biological Habitats of Special Significance. Includes uses of water that 
support designated areas or habitats, such as established refuges, parks, sanctuaries, 
ecological reserves, or Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS), where the 
preservation or enhancement of natural resources requires special protection. 

The tables below describe the beneficial uses for the project hydrologic subarea. 

Table 10:  Beneficial Uses of Downstream Inland Surface Waters (RWQCB, 1998). 

 Existing Beneficial Use 
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Table 11: Beneficial Uses of Downstream Coastal Waters (RWQCB, 1998). 
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7 Pollutants of Concern 

7.1 Potential Pollutants 

Table 13 identifies generally anticipated pollutants that might be generated from priority 
project categories, including commercial, redevelopment and surface parking which are 
categories representative of the proposed project. As the development is considered a priority 
project, the anticipated and potential pollutants listed in the San Diego County SUSMP are 
expected. A description of the pollutants has been included for reference. 

Table 13: Anticipated and Potential Pollutants by Project Type 
(City of San Diego Storm Water Standards, January 20, 2012) 

 Anticipated Pollutants 

P Potential Pollutants 
General Pollutant Categories 

Priority Project Categories 
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Detached Residential Housing 
Development 

         

Attached Residential Development      P(1) P(2) P  

Commercial Development P(1) P(1)  P(2)  P(5)  P(3) P(5) 

Industrial Development          

Automotive Repair Shops    (4)(5)      

Restaurants         P(1) 

Steep Hillside Developments           

Parking Lots P(1) P(1)    P(1)   P(1) 

Streets, Highways, and Freeways  P(1)   (4)  P(5)   P(1) 

Retail Gasoline Outlets          

(1) A potential pollutant if landscaping exists on-site; (2) A potential pollutant if the project includes uncovered parking areas; (3) A potential pollutant if land 

use involved food or animal waste products; (4) Including petroleum hydrocarbons; (5) Including solvents. 
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7.2 Anticipated Project Pollutants 

The table below list the anticipated project pollutants based on project priority categories.  This table lists potential pollutants 
when it is anticipated that those potential pollutants will be present.   

Table 14: Anticipated Project Pollutants 

POLLUTANT OF 
CONCERN 

COURSE 
SEDIMENT 

AND 
TRASH 

POLLUTANTS 
THAT TEND 

TO 
ASSOCIATE 
WITH FINE 

PARTICLES 
DURING 

TREATMENT 

POLLUTANTS 
THAT TEND 

TO BE 
DISSOLVED 
FOLLOWING 
TREATMENT 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

POLLUTANTS 
ASSOCIATED 

WITH PRIORITY 
DEVELOPMENT 

PROJECT 
(Check If 

Identified in 15) 

POLLUTANTS 
ASSOCIATED 
WITH TMDLs 

(Check If 
Identified) 

POLLUTANTS 
ASSOCIATED 
WITH 303(d) 

LIST 
(Check If 
Identified) 

PRIMARY 
POLLUTANT 

OF 
CONCERN 
(Check if 

Columns A 
and B or A 
and C are 
checked) 

SECONDARY 
POLLUTANT 

OF 
CONCERN 
(Check if 

Column A is 
checked and 
Column D is 

not) 

Sediment X X       

Nutrients  X X      

Heavy Metals  X       

Organic 
Compounds 

 X       

Trash & Debris X        

Oxygen 
Demanding 
Substances 

 X       

Oil & Grease  X       

Bacteria & Viruses  X       

Pesticides  X       

Other         

Other         
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7.3 Pollutants 

The following discussion briefly describes the pollutants listed in Table 13. 

7.3.1 Sediment 

Sediments are soils or other surface materials eroded and then transported or deposited by the 
action of wind, water, ice, or gravity. Sediments can increase turbidity, clog fish gills, reduce 
spawning habitat, lower young aquatic organisms survival rates, smother bottom dwelling 
organisms, and suppress aquatic vegetation growth.   

7.3.2 Nutrients 

Nutrients are inorganic substances, such as nitrogen and phosphorus. They commonly exist 
in the form of mineral salts that are either dissolved or suspended in water. Primary sources 
of nutrients in urban runoff are fertilizers and eroded soils. Excessive discharge of nutrients 
to water bodies and streams can cause excessive aquatic algae and plant growth. Such 
excessive production, referred to as cultural eutrophication, may lead to excessive decay of 
organic matter in the water body, loss of oxygen in the water, release of toxins in sediment, 
and the eventual death of aquatic organisms.   

7.3.3 Heavy Metals 

Metals are raw material components in non-metal products such as fuels, adhesives, paints, 
and other coatings. The primary sources of metal pollution in storm water are typically 
commercially available metals and metal products. Metals of concern include cadmium, 
chromium, copper, lead, mercury, and zinc. Lead and chromium have been used as corrosion 
inhibitors in primer coatings and cooling tower systems. At low concentrations naturally 
occurring in soil, metals are not toxic. However, at higher concentrations, certain metals can 
be toxic to aquatic life. Humans can be impacted from contaminated groundwater resources, 
and bioaccumulation of metals in fish and shellfish. Environmental concerns, regarding the 
potential for release of metals to the environment, have already led to restricted metal usage 
in certain applications.   

7.3.4 Organic Compounds 

Organic compounds are carbon-based (commercially available or naturally occurring) 
substances found in pesticides, solvents, and hydrocarbons. Organic compounds can, at 
certain concentrations, indirectly or directly constitute a hazard to life or health. When 
rinsing off objects, toxic levels of solvents and cleaning compounds can be discharged to 
storm drains. Dirt, grease, and grime retained in the cleaning fluid or rinse water may also 
adsorb levels of organic compounds that are harmful or hazardous to aquatic life.   
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7.3.5 Trash and Debris 

Trash (such as paper, plastic, polystyrene packing foam, and aluminum materials) and 
biodegradable organic matter (such as leaves, grass cuttings, and food waste) are general 
waste products on the landscape. The presence of trash and debris may have a significant 
impact on the recreational value of a water body and aquatic habitat. Excess organic matter 
can create a high biochemical oxygen demand in a stream and thereby lower its water 
quality. Also, in areas where stagnant water exists, the presence of excess organic matter can 
promote septic conditions resulting in the growth of undesirable organisms and the release of 
odorous and hazardous compounds such as hydrogen sulfide.   

7.3.6 Oxygen-Demanding Substances 

This category includes biodegradable organic material as well as chemicals that react with 
dissolved oxygen in water to form other compounds. Proteins, carbohydrates, and fats are 
examples of biodegradable organic compounds. Compounds such as ammonia and hydrogen 
sulfide are examples of oxygen-demanding compounds. The oxygen demand of a substance 
can lead to depletion of dissolved oxygen in a water body and possibly the development of 
septic conditions.   

7.3.7 Oils and Grease 

Oil and grease are characterized as high-molecular weight organic compounds. The primary 
sources of oil and grease are petroleum hydrocarbon products, motor products from leaking 
vehicles, esters, oils, fats, waxes, and high molecular-weight fatty acids. Introduction of these 
pollutants to the water bodies are very possible due to the wide uses and applications of some 
of these products in municipal, residential, commercial, industrial, and construction areas. 
Elevated oil and grease content can decrease the aesthetic value of the water body, as well as 
the water quality.   

7.3.8 Bacteria and Viruses 

Bacteria and viruses are ubiquitous microorganisms that thrive under certain environmental 
conditions. Their proliferation is typically caused by the transport of animal or human fecal 
wastes from the watershed. Water containing excessive bacteria and viruses can alter the 
aquatic habitat and create a harmful environment for humans and aquatic life. Also, the 
decomposition of excess organic waste causes increased growth of undesirable organisms in 
the water.   

7.3.9 Pesticides 

Pesticides (including herbicides) are chemical compounds commonly used to control 
nuisance growth of organisms. Excessive application of a pesticide may result in runoff 
containing toxic levels of its active component.   
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8 Construction BMPs 

Because the project site is larger than one acre in size, and pursuant to the requirements for 
the Construction General Permit, a full Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for 
Construction Activities (SWPPP) will be developed for the project under separate cover from 
this WQTR. Please reference the SWPPP and erosion control plans for additional 
construction-phase BMP information. 
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9 Design Criteria 

This section summarizes the design criteria and methodology applied during drainage 
analysis of the project site. 

9.1 Volume-Based Water Quality Numeric Sizing Criteria 

Volume-based BMPs are designed to capture and treat the most frequent storm events. 
Volume-based BMPs can include infiltration trenches, extended detention basins, wet 
detention basins, and water quality treatment wetlands. 

The water quality capture volume may be included as part of the configuration of the 
detention basins (for example, in a forebay or as initial storage in the basin), or as a stand-
alone water quality basin. The water quality volumes should be provided in addition to the 
flood-control detention volume and debris volumes allocated for each basin. 

The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB Region 9) has defined the 
sizing criteria for volume-based Best Management Practices as: 

The volume of runoff produced from each and every storm event up to and including a 
historical record-based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion for treatment (0.6 inch 

approximate average for the San Diego County area) that achieves approximately the same 

reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the 85th percentile 24-hour event. 

A 24-hour, 0.6-inch rainfall has a return frequency of less than one year. The 85th percentile 
24-hour event criterion was used for sizing the volume-based water quality treatment controls 
within the project site. 

9.2 Flow-Based Water Quality Numeric Sizing Criteria 

Flow-based BMPs are sized to filter or otherwise treat the peak flow of runoff from a 
stormwater quality storm event. Flow-based BMPs include vegetated filter strips and swales. 

The San Diego RWQCB has defined the design discharge for flow-based BMPs as the runoff 
generated from a storm with a rainfall intensity of 0.2 inch/hour.  
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10 Source Control BMPs 

Source-control BMPs are activities, practices, and procedures (primarily non-structural) that 
are designed to prevent urban runoff pollution. These measures either reduce the amount of 
runoff from the site or prevent contact between potential pollutants and storm water. Also, 
source-control BMPs are often the best method to address non-storm (dry-weather) flows. 
The following table lists source-control BMP alternatives and indicates the practices that will 
be applied at the project site. 

Table 15: Source Control BMP Selection Matrix  

(Per section 3.1 of the City of San Diego Stormwater Standards dated January 20, 2012) 

 SOURCE CONTROL BMP OPTION YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

1. Maintenance Bays: 

Shall include one of the following 

    

 1. a. Repairs/maintenance bays 
shall be indoors 

   No repair or maintenance bays. 

 1. b.  Drainage system shall be 
designed to preclude urban 

run-on and run-off. 

   No repair or maintenance bays. 

2. Vehicle and Equipment Wash 

Areas: 

Areas for washing/steam cleaning of 

vehicles and areas for outdoor 
equipment/accessory washing and 
steam cleaning shall be: 

    

 2. a.  Self-contained to preclude 
run-on and run-off, covered 

with a roof or overhang, and 
equipped 

 with a clarifier or other 

pretreatment facility; and 

   No vehicle or equipment washing 
areas. 

 2. b.  Properly connected to sanitary 

sewer. 

   No vehicle or equipment washing 

areas. 

3. Outdoor Processing Areas: 

Shall be 

    

 3.a Cover or enclose areas that 
would be the most significant 

source of pollutants; 

   No outdoor processing areas. 
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 SOURCE CONTROL BMP OPTION YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

 3. b.  Slope the area towards a dead 

end sump; 

   No outdoor processing areas. 

 3.c.     Discharge to the sanitary 

sewer system. 

   No outdoor processing areas. 

4. Retail and Non-retail Fueling Areas 

Retail and non-retail fueling areas 
shall be: 

    

 4. a  Paved with Portland cement 
concrete or equivalent smooth 

impervious surface (asphalt 
concrete is prohibited.) 

   No fueling areas. 

 4. b.  Designed to extend 6.5 feet 
(2.0 meters) from the corner of 

each fuel dispenser, or the 
length at which the hose and 
nozzle assembly may be 
operated plus 1 foot (0.3 

meter), whichever is less; 

   No fueling areas. 

 4. c.  Sloped to prevent ponding;    No fueling areas. 

 4. d.  Separated from the rest of the 

site by a grade break that 
prevents run-on of adjacent 
urban runoff; 

   No fueling areas. 

 4. e.  Designed to drain to the 
project's treatment control 

BMP(s) prior to discharging to 
the storm water conveyance 
system. 

   No fueling areas. 

 4.f.  The overhanging roof 
structure or canopy shall be 

equal to or greater than the 
area within the fuel dispensing 
area's grade break; 

   No fueling areas. 

 4.g. The overhanging roof 
structure or canopy shall be: 

Designed to drain away from 
the fuel dispensing area. 

   No fueling areas. 
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 SOURCE CONTROL BMP OPTION YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

5. Steep Hillside Landscaping     

 5. a.  Steep hillside areas disturbed 
by project development shall 

be landscaped with deep-
rooted, drought tolerant and/or 
native plant species selected 

for erosion control, in 
accordance with the 
Landscape Technical Manual. 

   Development is on the existing graded 
portion of the site. 

6. Efficient Irrigation Systems & 
Landscaping Design 

    

 6. a.  Implement rain shutoff devices 
to prevent irrigation during and 

after precipitation events in 
accordance with Section 2.3-4 
of the City of San Diego’s 

Landscape Standards 

   See irrigation plans. 

 6. b.  Reduce irrigation contribution 

to dry-weather runoff by 
avoiding spray irrigation 
patterns where overspray to 

paved surfaces or drain inlets 
will occur. 

   See irrigation plans. 

 6. c.  To avoid over watering and 
potential irrigation runoff, 
design irrigation systems to 

each landscape area's specific 
water requirement.. 

   See irrigation plans. 

 6.d. Implement flow reducers or 
shutoff valves triggered by a 
pressure drop to control water 

loss in the event of broken 
sprinkler heads or lines. 

   See irrigation plans. 
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 SOURCE CONTROL BMP OPTION YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

 6.e. Avoid locating drain inlets in 

lawn areas, since such inlets 
tend to be sources or irrigation 
runoff and the transport 
mechanism for lawn care 

products. Design the grading 
and drainage systems such 
that drain inlets can be located 

outside of the lawn area, or 
include a non-turf buffer 
around the inlet. 

   Impervious areas are disconnected 

from storm drains by draining to 
landscaping.  Other measures are 
used to reduce dry weather flows. 

7. Trash Storage Areas 

Design trash storage areas to reduce 
pollution contribution, trash storage 
areas shall: 

    

 7. a.  Be paved with an impervious 
surface designed to prevent 

run on from adjoining areas 
and screened or walled to 
prevent off-site transport of 

trash. 

    All trash areas are paved. 

 7. b.  Contain attached lids on all 

trash containers to prevent 
rainfall intrusion. 

   All trash bins have attached lids. 

 7. c.  Contain a roof or awning, at 
the discretion of the City, for 
high usage trash areas such 

as those for fast food 
establishments, convenience 
stores, and high-density 

residential developments.. 

   Not a high usage trash area. 

8. Outdoor Material Storage Areas 

Materials with the potential to 
contaminate urban runoff shall be: 

    

 8. a Placed in an enclosure such 
as a cabinet, shed, or other 

structure that prevents contact 
with rainfall or runoff and 
prevents spillage to the storm 

water conveyance system. 

   No outdoor storage areas. 
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 SOURCE CONTROL BMP OPTION YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

 8. b.  Protected by secondary 

containment structures such 
as berms, dikes, or curbs 
when the material storage 
area includes hazardous 

materials. The storage area 
shall be paved and sufficiently 
impervious to contain  leaks 

and spills and be covered by a 
roof or awning to minimize 
 direct precipitation within the 

secondary containment area.. 

   No outdoor storage areas. 

9. Loading docks 

Loading dock areas shall be: 

    

 9. a.  Provide overhead cover where 

appropriate to prevent 
precipitation contact with 

debris and potential spills. 

   No loading docks. 

 9. b.  Isolate drainage in the loading 

dock area through the use of 
paved berms and/or grade 
breaks to prevent adjacent 

runoff from entering the 
loading area and to prevent 
liquid spills from discharging 

from the loading area. 

   No loading docks. 

 9. c.  Include an acceptable method 

of spill containment such as a 
shut-off valve and containment 
areas. 

   No loading docks. 

10. Employ Integrated Pest 
Management Principles 

Integrated pest management (IPM) is 
an ecosystem-based pollution 

prevention strategy that focuses on 
long-term prevention of pests or their 
damage through a combination of 
techniques such as: 

    

 10.a. Biological Control    Biological control will be used to 
control pest as a first line of defense. 
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 SOURCE CONTROL BMP OPTION YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

 10.b.  Habitat manipulation    This project will implement habitat 
manipulation as part of the pest 

management on this project.  Habitat 
manipulation that  manipulates the 

landscape 

area and surrounding environment with 
the aim of conserving or 

augmenting population of natural 
enemies will be implemented. 

 10.c.  Use of resistant plant 
varieties 

   Species that are resistant to pest will 
be implemented.   

 10.d  Pesticides shall be used only 

after monitoring indicates they 
are needed according to 
established guidelines. Pest 
control materials shall be 

selected and applied in a 
manner that minimizes risks to 
human health, beneficial and 

non-target organisms, and the 
surrounding environment. 

   The use of pesticides is not 
anticipated.  All species of planting are 
resistant to pest.  Pesticides will only 
be used as a last resort and according 
to established guidelines.. 

 10.e. To eliminate or reduce the 

need for pesticide use, the 
following strategies can be 

used:  

 Plant pest-resistant or well-
adapted plant varieties 

 Discourage pests by modifying 
the site and landscaping 

design 

    As stated above, this project will 
implement habitat manipulation as part 
of the pest management on this 
project.  Habitat manipulation that  
manipulates the landscape 
area and surrounding environment with 
the aim of conserving or 
augmenting population of natural 
enemies will be implemented.  In 
addition, species that are resistant to 
pest will be implemented.   

 10.f. IPM educational materials 

should be distributed to future 
site residents and tenants. 
These educational materials 

should address the following: 

 Use of barriers, screens, and 
caulking to keep pests out of 

buildings and landscaping 

 Physical pest elimination 

techniques, such as weeding, 
washing , or trapping pests 

 Relying on natural enemies to 

eliminate pests 

 Proper use of pesticides as a 

last line of defense 

   See landscape and irrigation plans. 
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 SOURCE CONTROL BMP OPTION YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

11. Storm Water Conveyance System 

Stamping and Signage 

Provide storm water conveyance 
system stamping and signage. 

    

 11. a.  Concrete stamping, or 

approved equivalent method, 
shall be provided for all storm 
water conveyance system 
inlets and catch basins within 

the project area. 

   To be installed on all concrete inlets. 

 11. b.  Language associated with the 

stamping (e.g., “No Dumping – 
I Live in San Diego Bay”) must 
be satisfactory to the City 

Engineer. Stamping may also 
be required in Spanish. 

   To be installed on all concrete inlets. 

 11. c.  Post signs and prohibitive 
language (with graphical 
icons) which prohibit illegal 

dumping at trailheads, parks, 
building entrances and public 
access points along channels 

and creeks within the project 
area. 

   No creeks or channels exist within 
project area. Prohibitive language to be 
provided at inlets to storm drain system 

12. Manage Fire Sprinkler Discharges 

For new buildings with fire sprinkler 

systems, design fire sprinkler systems 
as follows”. 

    

 12. a.  Contain discharges from 

sprinkler systems’ operational 
maintenance and testing and 

convey discharges to the 
sanitary sewer system. 

   See fire sprinkler plans. 
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 SOURCE CONTROL BMP OPTION YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

13. Manage Air Conditioning 

Condensate 

Air conditioning condensate is a 
source of dry-weather runoff and 

elevated copper levels. Include 
design features to manage this 
pollutant source, such as the 

following:.  

    

 13. a.  Direct air conditioning 

condensate to the sanitary 
sewer system 

   Air conditioning condensate will be 
directed to the landscaping. 

 13. b.  Direct air conditioning 
condensate to landscaping 
areas. 

   Air conditioning condensate will be 
directed to the landscaping. 

14. Use Non-Toxic Roofing Materials 

Where Feasible: 

    

 14 a.   Avoid the use of galvanized 

steel or copper for roofs, 
gutters, and downspouts. 

    

 14.b.  If using such materials, reduce 
the potential for leaching of 
metals by applying a coating 

or patina 

    

 14.c.  Avoid composite roofing 

materials that contain copper 

    

15. Other Source Control 

Requirements 

    

 15 a.  Require implementation of 
post-construction soil 
stabilization practices, such as 

the re-vegetation of 
construction sites, in 
conformance with the 

approved Landscaping Plan 
and Grading Plans. 

    

 15.b.  Provide for pet waste 

collection dispensers where 
applicable. 

   Low potential for pets to be in the area. 
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 SOURCE CONTROL BMP OPTION YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

 15.c.  Provide trash receptacles in 

areas of high pedestrian traffic 
and in front of retail 
convenience stores 

   Trash receptacles will be spread 

around the site. 
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11 Priority Project Site Development LID 
Requirements 

Priority Development Projects are to include Low Impact Development, which will include 
features that attempt to mimic natural hydrologic conditions for the water quality design 
storm.  Although this development is not a Priority Project, Low Impact Development 
measures such as retention will be implemented on the site.  

Table 16: Priority Development Project LID BMP Selection Matrix 

(Per section 3.2 of the City of San Diego Stormwater Standards dated January 20, 2012) 

 LID BMP OPTION YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

1. Optimize Site Layout.  To minimize 
storm water related impacts, apply the 

following design principles to the layout 
of newly developed and redeveloped 
sites. 

    

 Utilize topography to optimize the site 
layout and reduce the need for grading. 

Development envelopes should be 
focused in the upper elevations of a site 
to promote sheet flow and natural 

surface drainage to BMPs or Integrated 
Management Practices (IMPs) located at 
lower elevations of the site (IMPs are 
discussed in detail in Appendix I of this 

manual). 

X   Previously disturbed and graded portions 
of the site are being used for the majority 

of development. 

 Where possible, conform the site layout 

along natural landforms, avoid excessive 
grading and disturbance of vegetation 
and soils, and replicate the site’s natural 

drainage patterns. Set development 
sufficiently away from creeks, wetlands, 
and riparian habitats. 

X   Previously disturbed and graded portions 

of the site are being used for the majority 
of development. 

 Hillside areas should be considered more 
sensitive to development practices than 

flatter areas. 

X   Impacts to hillsides have been minimized 
by using the flatter portions of the site. 

 Identify soils with high infiltration capacity 

and, if possible, locate storm water 
treatment facilities in these locations. 
Concentrate development on portions of 

the site with less permeable soils. 

 X  Type ‘D’ soils cover the entire project. 
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 LID BMP OPTION YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

 Areas of the site where the erosive 
potential of the soil is high should be 

considered more sensitive to 
development and areas that should be 
left undisturbed. Areas devoid of 

vegetation, including previously graded 
areas and agricultural fields, and areas of 
non-native vegetation where receiving 

waters are not present are typically 
suitable for development. Conversely, 
areas of occupied habitat of sensitive 
species and wetlands areas are typically 

unsuitable for development. 

X   Previously disturbed and graded portions 
of the site are being used for the majority 

of development. 

 Preserve significant trees, especially 

native trees and shrubs, and identify 
locations for planting additional native or 
drought tolerant and large shrubs. 

X   To the maximum extent practicable. 

2. Minimize Impervious Footprint.  For all 

types of development, limit the overall 
coverage of paving and roofs. Examine 
the site layout and circulation patterns to 
identify areas where landscaping areas 

can replace areas of proposed 
pavement. 

    

 Increase building density (number of 
stories above or below ground) through 
design of compact and taller structures. 

X   The building proposed is a multi-story 
building designed to minimize the 

impervious footprint. 

 Construct walkways, trails, patios, 

overflow parking lots, alleys and other 
low-traffic areas with permeable 
surfaces. Such permeable surfaces could 

include pervious concrete, porous 
asphalt, unit pavers, etc. 

X   No overflow parking or other low traffic 

areas due to nature of project (School). 

 Construct streets, sidewalks and parking 

lot aisles to the minimum widths 
necessary, provided that public safety 

and a walkable environment for 
pedestrians are not compromised. 

X   All driveways have been constructed to 

the minimum per fire department 
requirements and municipal code 

requirements. 

 Promote the implementation of shared 

driveways where possible. 

X   Shared driveway for the northerly and 

southerly portion of the site is proposed. 

 Design of smaller parking lots with fewer 
stalls, smaller stalls, more efficient lanes. 

X   Minimum code stalls and aisles are 
proposed. 
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 LID BMP OPTION YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

 Design of indoor or underground parking. X   Underground parking is proposed. 

 Minimize the use of impervious surfaces 

in the landscape design. 

X    

3. Disperse Runoff to Adjacent 

Landscaping.  Project designs should 
direct runoff from impervious areas to 
adjacent landscaping areas. The design, 

including consideration of slopes and 
soils, must reflect a reasonable 
expectation that an inch of rainfall will 

soak into the soil and produce no runoff. 
Minimize directly connected impervious 
areas as follows: 

    

 Drain rooftops into adjacent landscaping 
areas. 

X   All roof drains drain to the landscaping.. 

 Drain impervious parking lots, sidewalks, 
walkways, trails, and patios into adjacent 

landscaping areas. 

 X  This is performed where possible.  Due 
to minimal grading of the site, not all 

areas are possible. 

 Reduce or eliminate curb and gutters 

from roadway sections, thus allowing 
roadway runoff to drain to adjacent 
pervious areas. 

 X  Surface parking is merely a 

reconfiguration of the existing parking.  In 
the event that a structure is constructed 

on surface parking, this will become 

negligible. 

 Detain and retain runoff through the site. 

On flatter sites, landscaped areas and 
IMPs can be interspersed among the 
buildings and pavement areas. On 

hillside sites, drainage from upper areas 
may be collected in conventional catch 
basins and conveyed to landscaped 

areas and IMPs in lower areas of the 
site. 

X   Hardscape is drained to landscape 

where possible. 

 Use depressed landscaping areas (also 
known as Self-Retaining Areas—see 
Appendix I), vegetated buffers, and 

bioretention areas as amenities and focal 
points within the site and landscaping 
design. 

X   Hardscape is drained to landscape 
where possible. 
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 LID BMP OPTION YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

4. Design and Implementation of 
Impervious Surfaces 

    

 Consider the implementation of 

permeable pavements into the site 
design. Identify locations where 
permeable pavements, such as turf 
block, unit pavers, pervious concrete, or 

pervious asphalt could be substituted for 
impervious concrete or asphalt paving. 
The Operations and 

Maintenance Plan of the site must 
ensure that permeable pavements will 

not be sealed in the future. 

 X  Permeable pavements are not 

appropriate for the high traffic areas on 
this project.  The engineer of work has 

found that the use of permeable 
pavements in high traffic areas tend to 

break down, leading to increased 
sediment load. 

 Potential benefits of vegetated or green 

roofs include lower heating and cooling 
costs and better sound insulation, in 
addition to air quality and water quality 

benefits. For SUSMP compliance 
purposes, runoff from vegetated roofs 
requires no further treatment or 
detention. For more information on 

vegetated roofs, see 
www.greenroofs.org. 

 X  Costs of green roofs prohibitive on this 

type of building construction. 

5. Construction Considerations:     

 Minimize soil compaction (see discussion 
in Countywide Model SUSMP) for 

landscaped areas of the project site 
designated for storm water treatment. 

X   Landscaped areas will be compacted to 
a maximum of 85% relative compaction 

to provide optimum landscape growth 
and water absorption. 

 Implement soil amendments. Landscape 
topsoil improvements play a significant 
role in maintaining plant and lawn health. 

Such soil amendments also improve the 
soil’s capacity to retain moisture, which 
will reduce runoff from the water quality 

design storm and improve water quality. 

X   Prior to planting, the site soils will be 
tested.  Once the soil has been tested, it 
will be amended to provide an optimum 

balance of nutrients. 

6. Additional Considerations     

 Stabilize the site. Vegetate disturbed 

soils and slopes with drought tolerant 
vegetation and stabilize permanent 

channel crossings. 

X   All disturbed areas will be re-vegetated.  

Those areas not landscaped will be 
hydroseeded, 
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 LID BMP OPTION YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

 Convey runoff safely away from the tops 
of slopes (to prevent slope instability 

caused by infiltrated runoff) 

X   All slopes will be bermed at the top to 
prevent runoff from flowing over the top 

of the slope. 

 Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, 

at the outlets of new storm drains, 
culverts, or channels that discharge to 
unlined channels in accordance with 

applicable specifications to reduce the 
potential for erosion and minimize 
impacts to receiving waters. 

  X No channels in project. 
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12 Buffer Measures 

Table 17: Buffer Measures 

 

(Per section 3.3 of the City of San Diego Stormwater Standards dated January 20, 2012) 

 Buffer Measures YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

1. Buffer Measures.  According to the 

Municipal Permit, buffer zones 
surrounding natural water bodies should 
be utilized where feasible. Buffer areas, 

which can include bioretention areas, 
provide for reduced site imperviousness 
and opportunities to incorporate LID 
facilities into the site and landscape 

design.. 

    

 Buffer zones should be provided 

between the edge of the proposed 
development and the limits of the 100-
year floodplain for a distance to be 

determined by the City. Where buffer 
zones are infeasible, other buffers such 
as trees, access restrictions, etc., should 

be used. Bioretention facilities may be 
placed in buffer zones, provided that the 
diffused incoming flow velocity is less 

than 3 feet per second. 

 X  Not adjacent to100-year floodplain. 
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13 Structural Treatment Control BMPs 

Post-construction “treatment control” storm water management BMPs provide treatment for 
storm water emanating from the project site. Implementation of Regional MS4 Permit 
requirements entails the use of post-construction BMPs that will remain in service to protect 
water quality throughout the life of the project. Structural BMPs are an integral element of 
post-construction storm water management and include storage, filtration, and infiltration 
practices. BMPs have varying degrees of effectiveness versus different pollutants of concern 
as identified in Table 18. 

13.1 Selection of Treatment Control BMPs 

The selection, design, and siting of structural BMPs within a project depend largely on the 
project-wide drainage plan. BMP alternatives were evaluated for their relative effectiveness 
for treating potential pollutants from the project site; technical feasibility; relative costs and 
benefits; and applicable legal, institutional, and other constraints. Table 19 lists treatment-
control BMP alternatives and identifies the BMPs selected for the project site. 

The Treatment Control BMPs have been chosen based on the Selection Matrix, presented in 
Table 18 comparing the list of pollutants for which the downstream receiving waters are 
impaired (if any) with the pollutants anticipated to be generated by the project (identified by 
Table 13) 

Any pollutants identified by Table 7 that correspond to a Clean Water Act section 303(d) 
impairment of the receiving waters of the project, are considered primary pollutants of 
concern. 

13.1.1 When There Are Primary Pollutants of Concern 

Priority projects that are anticipated to generate primary pollutants of concern shall select a 
single or combination of stormwater BMPs from Table 18 which maximizes pollutant 

removal for the particular primary pollutant(s) of concern. Maximizing pollutant removal 
generally implies the selection of a BMP with a high removal efficiency for the pollutant(s) 
of concern, or a “treatment train” of BMPs with low or medium removal efficiencies  for the 
pollutant(s) of concern that will maximize the removal of primary pollutant(s) of concern. As 
previously noted in Section X, there are several primary pollutants of concerns for the project 
site. 

13.1.2 When There Are No Primary Pollutants of Concern 

Priority projects that are not anticipated to generate a pollutant for which the receiving water 
is Clean Water Act Section 303(d) impaired shall select a single or combination of 
stormwater BMPs from Table 18: Structural BMP Treatment Control Selection Matrix which 
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are effective for pollutant removal of the identified secondary pollutants of concern, 
consistent with the “maximum extent practicable” standard. 

Table 18: Structural BMP Treatment Control Selection Matrix 

BMP LID 
HMP 

Control Sediment Nutrients Trash Metals Bacteria 

Oils 
and 

Grease Organics 

Infiltration 

Basin 

Y Y H H H H H H H 

Bioretention 

Basin 

Y Y H M H H H H H 

Cistern Plus 

Bioretention 

Y Y H M H H H H H 

Vault plus 

Bioretention 

Y Y H M H H H H H 

Self-

retaining 
area 

Y Y H H H H H H H 

Dry Wells Y Y H H H H H H H 

Constructed 
Wetlands 

Y Y H M H H H H H 

Extended 
Detention 

Basin 

Y Y M L H M H M M 

Vegetated 

Swale 

Y N M L L M L M M 

Vegetated 

Buffer 
Strips 

Y N H L M H L H M 

Flow-

Through 
Planter 
Boxes 

Y Y H M H H H H H 

Vortex 
Separator 

or Wet 
Vault 

N N M L M L L L L 

Media Filter N N H L H H M H H 

H = High removal efficiency M = Medium removal efficiency L = Low removal efficiency 
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13.2 Treatment Control BMP Selection 

Table 4 describes the treatment control BMPs for the project and explains why they were (or 
were not) selected. An explanation and justification is provided if a low performing BMP 
was selected. 

 

Table 19: Treatment Control BMP Selection Summary 

 TREATMENT CONTROL BMP 
OPTION 

YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

1. Biofilters     

 1.a. Grass Swale(s)    See 1(d) below 

 1. b.  Grass Strip(s)    See 1(d) below 

 1. c.  Wetland Vegetation Swale(s)    See 1(d) below 

 1. d.  Bio-retention Area(s)    More effective BMP chosen 

 1. e Flow Through Planters    See 1(d) above 

2. Detention Basins     

 2. a.  Extended Dry Detention w/ Grass 

Lining 
   Existing site does not have room for this 

type of facility.  

 2. b.  Extended Dry Detention Basin(s) 

w/ Impervious Lining 
   Existing site does not have room for this 

type of facility. 

3. Infiltration Measures     

 3.a Infiltration Basin(s)    The project hydrologic soil type is D. 
Therefore, infiltration is not 

recommended or proposed.  

 3. b.  Infiltration Trench(es)    See above 3(a) 

 3.c Porous Asphalt    See above 3(a) 

 3. d.  Porous Concrete    See above 3(a) 

 3.e Porous Modular Concrete Block     See above 3(a) 

4. Wet Ponds or Wetlands     

 4.a  Wet Detention Pond or Basin w/ 

Permanent Pool 
   Not practical or recommended due to the 

dry climate at the project area. 

 4. b.  Constructed Wetland    Modular Wetland System proposed. 

5. Drainage Inserts*     

 5. a.  Oil/Water Separator(s)    More effective BMPs chosen. 
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 TREATMENT CONTROL BMP 
OPTION 

YES NO N/A EXPLANATION 

 5.b Catch Basin Insert(s)    See above (5a) 

 5.c. Storm Drain Inserts    See above (5a) 

 5. d.  Catch Basin Screens    See above (5a) 

6. Filtration Practices     

 6. a.  Media Filtration    More effective BMPs chosen. 

 6. b.  Sand Filtration    See above (6a) 

7. Hydrodynamic Separator(s)     

 7. a.  Swirl Concentrator(s)    More effective BMPs chosen. 

 7. b.  Cyclone Separator(s)    See above (7a) 

 7. c.  Baffle Separators    See above (7a) 

 7. d.  Gross Solids Removal Devices 

(GSRDs) 
   See above (7a) 

 7. e.  Linear Radial Device    See above (7a) 
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13.3 Treatment Control BMP Design 

The treated areas of the project have been broken into 2 separate DMA’s.   

13.4 Treatment Control BMP Descriptions by DMA 
DMA 1 – DMA 1 consists of the parking lot, hardscape and building drainage.  Drainage 
from this DMA is collected in a series of catch basins throughout the site, as well as a catch 
basin and curb inlet located within the parking lot.  Drainage is conveyed into two 8’ x 16’ 
modular wetlands systems located at the top of the slope, at the southwest corner of the 
project.  Each of the two modular wetland systems feeds together before leaving the site to 
the southwest. 
DMA 2 – DMA-2 consists of the field, field house, and bleachers.  Drainage from this area is 
collected in a series of storm drains and through sub-drains below the turf.  Drainage is 
conveyed to the west where it enters a modular wetland system that is located just to the west 
of the batting cages.  This Modular Wetland, an 8’ x 16’ unit treats the storm water before 
directing it down the slope to combine with the rest of the storm water from the project. 
 
All drainage from the project area is treated prior to it being discharged into the canyon, and 
to the MS-4 system. 
 

13.5 DMA Calculation Summary 

The following tables present the Drainage Management Areas and the proposed BMP/LID’s 
for the project: 

Table 20: Self-retaining Areas 

DMA 
Area 

SqFt DMA Draining to SRA* 

none   

   

   

   

   

*For DMA’s draining to self-retaining areas (SRA), see  

 

Table 21 below. 



Water Quality Technical Report (WQTR)  
Francis Parker School 

 144571 Page 61 

 

 
Table 21: Areas Draining to Self-Retaining Areas 

DMA 
DMA Area 

SqFt 
Area of SRA 

SqFt Is DMA > 2 * SRA  
Additional 

Treatment Needed 

none     

     

     

     

 

Table 22: Self treating Areas 

DMA DMA Area SqFt 

none  

  

  

  

 

Table 23: Bioretention Areas 

DMA 

DMA 
Area 
SqFt 

Imp. 
Area 
SqFt 

Perv. 
Area 
SqFt 

Effective 
Area(Perv*0.1 

+ Imp*1.0) 
SqFt Factor 

IMP 
Area 

Needed 
SqFt 

IMP 
Area 

provided 
SqFt 

Additional 
Treatment 
Required 

none         
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Table 24: Treatment Control  

DMA 

DMA 
Area 
SqFt 

DMA 
‘C’ 

Value 

Water 
Quality 

Intensity 
‘I’ 

Water 
Quality 
Flow 

Treatment 
Control BMP 

Type 

Treatment 
Control 

BMP 
Capacity* 

Additional 
Treatment 

Needed 

1 52,982 0.85 0.2 0.21 8’ x 8’ Modular 

Wetland 
System 

0.23 No 

2 128,748 0.85 0.2 0.50 Dual 4’ x 21’ 
Modular 

Wetland 
System 

0.54  

3 169,884 0.50 0.2 0.39 8’ x 16’ 

Modular 
Wetland 

System 

0.46 No 

        

*See Appendix  

LID area needed is the sum of the impervious area + 10% or the pervious area multiplied by 
the treatment factor of 0.04, per the City of San Diego Storm Water Standards. 
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14 Operation and Maintenance 

14.1 Responsible Parties and Funding 

The Municipal Permit requires that a mechanism be in place to ensure maintenance of post-
construction BMPs.  The maintenance mechanisms listed by the Ordinance include: 
maintenance by another public entity; maintenance by subsequent owner(s); a Special 
Assessment District; provisions of a lease; provisions of a conditional use permit; or other 
mechanisms as acceptable to the City. 

The owners and subsequent owners of the development will accomplish maintenance of the 
BMPs.  The owners will enter into stormwater maintenance agreement with the City of San 
Diego to ensure the maintenance of the BMP facilities. 

14.2 Construction and Maintenance Cost 

This section provides a cost estimate for the construction and maintenance of the post-
construction BMPs proposed for the project site. 

14.2.1 Construction Cost 

Based on the project parameters, the table below describes the approximate costs for the 
construction of stormwater treatment facilities for the project. 

14.2.1.1 Modular Wetland System 

The costs of the Modular Wetland System have been based on estimates from the engineer of 
work.  Because they require no outside power source, there is no cost directly associated with 
operation of the Modular Wetland System areas.  

Table 25:  Preliminary BMP Construction Cost Estimate. 

BMP Description Unit Cost Number Total Cost 

Modular Wetland System $35,000 3 $105,000 

TOTAL   $105,000 

14.2.2 Annual Maintenance Cost 

Table 26 presents an estimate of the maintenance costs associated with a bioretention area. 
Cost savings can be realized by developing a schedule where the inspector and/or cleaning 
crew can attend to several bioretention areas on a single convenient route. 
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Table 26:  Estimated Annual Maintenance Cost for Modular Wetland System BMPs 

Activity Unit Cost Frequency Annual Cost 

Routine Bi-Monthly Inspections $200 1st year  (After 1st year, inspections 

will vary due to project conditions.)  

600 

Cleaning  $1400 Semi-Annually 8400 

TOTAL   $9000 

See Maintenance and Repair in Appendix for full Maintenance and Operation requirements. 

14.3 BMP Inspection 

The owner of the property shall perform maintenance in accordance with the Maintenance 
and Repair Schedule shown in the appendix of this report.  In addition, the property owners 
shall allow City staff access for inspection of BMPs by City staff. 

14.4 Waste Disposal 

All sediment or other pollutants removed from treatment control BMPs shall be properly 
disposed of in a landfill or by another appropriate disposal method as approved by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board.  All construction waste shall be disposed of off-site 
in accordance with local, state, and Federal regulations.  Interim storage and disposal of these 
wastes shall also be in accordance with the best management practices outlined in the Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan for Construction Activities developed for the project site. 

14.5 Best Management Practices for Maintenance Activities 

Maintenance of the BMPs often requires activities like grading and the use of equipment that 
can present a potential pollutant source.  The BMPs required to address these potential 
pollutant sources are similar to those found in Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans for 
Construction Activities (SWPPPs).  Table 27 summarizes the BMPs that may be 
implemented during typical BMP maintenance activities, which usually include minor 
grading and other construction activities over a short duration of time outside of the rainy 
season. 

Additional BMPs may be added for major repairs of longer duration or as appropriate to 
particular site conditions at the time of maintenance.  For instance, if a particular BMP 
required repair of a concrete inlet structure, BMP measures for Paving and Grinding 
Operations (NS-3) and Concrete Waste Management (WM-8) may become applicable.  If 
BMP repair must take place during the rainy season, sediment control BMPs would be 
mandatory. 
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Table 27:  Typical BMPs for BMP Maintenance Activities 

Soil Stabilization BMPs Waste Management BMPs 

Scheduling (SS-1) Material Delivery and Storage (WM-1) 

Preservation of Existing Vegetation (SS-2) Material Use (WM-2) 

Tracking Control BMPs Stockpile Management (WM-3) 

Stabilized Construction Access (TC-1) Spill Prevention and Control (WM-4) 

Non-Storm Water Management BMPs Solid Waste Management (WM-5) 

Illicit Connection/Discharge Detection/Reporting (NS-6) Hazardous Waste Management (WM-6) 

Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning (NS-8) Contaminated Soil Management (WM-7) 

Vehicle and Equipment Fueling (NS-9) Sanitary Waste Management (WM-9) 

Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance (NS-10)  

14.6 Record-Keeping 

Maintenance and inspection records for BMPs must be kept for a minimum of five years.  

14.7 Qualifications of Maintenance Personnel 

Maintenance personnel must be trained in the proper procedures to inspect treatment and 
source control BMPs, to determine if maintenance on the BMPs is required, and to perform 
such maintenance.  Training for maintenance personnel will be provided by the contractors 
retained for storm water facility maintenance by the project owner, and would likely include 
attendance at training sessions such as those provided by the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) and/or the City of San Diego.   
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15 Flow Control BMPs 

15.1 Hydromodification Determination 

Using the Hydromodification flow chart, it was determined that the project was not subject to 
hydromodification.   
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16 Summary 

During construction of the project, a Water Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) for Construction 
Activities will ensure proper storm water control, minimizing or eliminating storm water 
contact with potential pollutants and the discharge of polluted storm water from the site.  

After construction, activities on the project site will not involve the discharge of municipal or 
sanitary waste to surface waters, and the project does not propose non-storm water discharges 
that might require authorization by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  

The project represents a reduction in the source of polluted runoff. The project includes site 
design and source control BMPs to reduce the generation of potential pollutants and to 
reduce exposure of storm water to pollutants. In addition, the project includes LID strategies 
and treatment control BMPs to treat polluted storm water runoff to the maximum extent 
practicable before it exits the site.  As stated previously, based on the project geotechnical 
evaluation, infiltration is not recommended or proposed as part of this development.  
Although significant dry weather flow are not anticipated, in the event that it does occur, the 
selected treatment BMPs would provide some level of treatment for the dry weather runoff.  
In addition, the selected BMP’s would help reduce the amount of dry weather flows.  
Therefore, the project will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or 
groundwater receiving water quality objectives or degradation of beneficial uses.  
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Section 1 Project Description and Scope 

1.1. Project Data 

Project Owner: Francis Parker School 
  
Project Site Address: 6501 Linda Vista Road 

Planning Area/ 
Community Area/ 
Development Name: Linda Vista 

APN Number(s): 437-020-12 

Project Location: Latitude: 32.772241° 

Longitude: -117.175861° 

Project Site Area: 8.21 acres 

Adjacent Streets:  
North: Linda Vista Road 
South: River Glen Row 
East: Northrim Court 
West: Via Los Cumbres 

Adjacent Land Uses:  
North: Residential 
South: Residential 
East: Residential 
West: Commercial 

 

1.2. Scope of Report 

This report addresses the Hydrologic and Hydraulic aspects of the project.  This 

report does not discuss required water quality measures to be implemented on 

a permanent basis, nor does it address construction storm water issues.  Post 

construction storm water issue discussions can be found under separate cover 

in the project “Water Quality Technical Report.” 

In addition, because this project proposes to disturb just over one acre, a Storm 

Water Pollution Protection Plan for construction activities has been prepared 

and an NOI will be filed with the State of California prior to the start of 

construction. 
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1.3. Project Site Information 

1.3.1 Project Location 

The project is located in the Linda Vista area of the City of San Diego.  

The project is located south of Linda Vista Drive, in a near fully 

urbanized area, consisting of residential uses.  The projects south 

boundary borders some open space, but most of the area is fully 

developed.  Then project is located about 0.25 miles north of the San 

Diego River, and about 4.5 miles east of the Pacific Ocean.   Please see 

below for a Vicinity Map. 

 

Figure 1: Vicinity Map 

 

1.3.2 Project Description 

The amendment to PDP No. 84875/SDP No. 215276 would authorize the 

changes shown on the updated Master Plan. The updated Master Plan 

illustrates the building program for the Linda Vista Campus and identifies, 

among other things, buildings to be demolished, existing buildings and facilities 

to remain, and proposed buildings and facilities.   
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Building numbers shown on the updated Master Plan correspond to the 

School’s current building identification system, however, previously used 

building numbers are included for easy reference and comparison to the most 

recent Master Plan approval (i.e., SCR No. 2 to PDP No. 84875/SDP No. 215276). 

The majority of buildings on the Linda Vista Campus will remain.  Several of 

these buildings were constructed within the last decade and reflect the School’s 

commitment to sustainable and environmentally sensitive design, incorporating 

two-story stacked classrooms that maximize use of natural light and breezes 

while minimizing the land footprint.  Other features include operable windows, 

overhangs, and sunshades.  A network of courtyards, walkways, and quads 

connect the indoor spaces to the outdoor environment.  These elements are 

further unified by a landscape design that emphasizes drought-tolerant species, 

as well as providing demonstration gardens for the students.  The buildings that 

will remain comprise 133,753 square feet. 

Continuing this program of sustainable and environmentally sensitive design, 

three buildings will be demolished to make way for updated facilities.  The 

buildings to be demolished, Buildings 001, 002, and 003, include the Field 

House, Middle School gymnasium and locker rooms, and the cafeteria.  The 

Field House includes an assembly area, additional locker rooms, restrooms, 

three classrooms and offices for the athletics staff.  Built decades ago, these 

buildings have been significantly modified over the years. As documented in the 

historical assessment prepared by Marie Burke Lia, included with the Project 

documents, these three buildings are not historically significant. The three 

buildings to be demolished comprise 41,307 square feet. 

All of the proposed buildings and facilities will be contained within the existing 

development footprint.  No encroachment is proposed into the perimeter 

Environmentally Sensitive Lands.   The architectural style of the proposed 

buildings will match the modern contemporary lines of the existing Campus 

facilities by using compatible finish materials and repeating elements such as 

overhangs, sunshades, and divided windows, where appropriate and most 

functional.  The buildings will incorporate sustainable design features, and will 

reinforce the strong indoor space-outdoor space connection found throughout 

of the Campus by expanding the network of outdoor walkways, spaces, and 

unified landscape palette.  A summary description of the proposed buildings and 

facilities is provided below; however, the updated Master Plan should be 

consulted for more detailed information.  Proposed buildings comprise 102,109 

square feet. 

The proposed Dining/Athletic Complex, to be located in the easterly portion of 

the Linda Vista Campus, comprises several components, the base of which is a 
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284-space underground parking structure.  A portion of the first floor and 

second floor over the parking structure will house a kitchen/dining hall area 

with outdoor terraces (Building No. 900).  The remaining first floor level over the 

underground parking structure will house a gymnasium for indoor sports, along 

with ancillary support spaces, such as meeting rooms, locker rooms, restrooms, 

and classrooms (Building No. 200).  Building No. 201 is a covered lobby area 

connecting the gymnasium to Building Nos. 201A and 201B.  Building Nos. 201A 

and 201B will house athletic offices, a multi-purpose room, press box, locker 

rooms, training rooms, laundry and restrooms. These two building also will 

provide rooftop bleacher seating overlooking the track and field.   Building No. 

202 will provide field storage and a ticketing office for field events.  Visitor 

Services for field events will be provided in Building No. 203.  Visitor bleachers 

will be located southwesterly of Visitor Services. 

As part of the Dining/Athletic Complex, the existing play field will be reoriented 

and fitted with a regulation 8-lane track on its perimeter. An outdoor aquatic 

center with pool and bleachers will round out the athletic facilities.    

Three other buildings are proposed, to be located in the western portion of the 

Linda Vista Campus.  Building No. 106 will be a two-story building providing a 

Student Center for the Upper School.  Building No. 303 will be a two-story 

building providing multi-purpose space for the Middle School for activities such 

as student club meetings or other collaborations.  Building No. 401 will be a 

single-story building providing a Maker’s Space, an area for students to design 

and fabricate projects using different types of equipment and tools, such as a 3-

D printer.  These three buildings are slated for construction at a future date.  

The proposed amendment will result in: 

 Demolishing 41,307 square feet of existing building; 

 Retaining 133,753 square feet of existing building; and  

 Adding 102,109 square feet of proposed building. 

 

The proposed amendment results in a total Gross Floor Area (GFA) of 235,862 

square feet.  Per the Municipal Code, phantom floor area is required to be 

included in the total GFA (Muni. Code Sections 113.0103 and 113.0234(b)(4)(A)). 

A phantom floor is the space between actual floors.  The GFA of the amended 

project includes 20,856 square feet of phantom floor area in Building 200 

(Gymnasium) and 1,163 square feet of phantom floor area in Building 201 

(Lancer Lobby), for a total of 22,019 square feet of phantom floor area.  Actual 

floor area totals 213,843 square feet.  The current PDP No. 84875/SDP No. 

215276 authorizes a total GFA of 160,201 square feet, resulting in a difference 
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of 66,661 square feet of total GFA between the current entitlement and the 

amendment. 

1.3.3 Site Topography 

The project site is a relatively flat, previously graded site.  The main 

campus has slopes in the 1 to 5% range.  The southerly border of the 

campus is the only sloped portion of the project.  Although this portion 

of the site has slopes over 30 feet in height, the only work proposed for 

this area is storm drain replacement. 

1.3.4 Land Use and Vegetation 

The site is a fully developed urban school campus.  The site consists of 

about 50% hardscape and 50% pervious areas.  Pervious areas include a 

combination of the sports fields and non-native plants.  The slopes 

along the southerly portion of the site are fully covered with native type 

vegetation.   

1.3.5 FEMA Information 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has mapped the 

floodplain of the San Diego River.  The project does not lie within any 

mapped floodplain (FIRM Panel 06073C1618G). The project lies within 

Zone X which is outside the limits of the 500-year flood. 

a) Flood Zone Definitions 

Zone A -- Areas subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance 

flood event generally determined using approximate methodologies. 

Because detailed hydraulic analyses have not been performed, no Base 

Flood Elevations (BFEs) or flood depths are shown. Mandatory flood 

insurance purchase requirements and floodplain management 

standards apply. 

Zone AE -- Areas subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance 

flood event determined by detailed methods. Base Flood Elevations 

(BFEs) are shown. Mandatory flood insurance purchase requirements 

and floodplain management standards apply. 

Zone X (Shaded) – Areas between the limits of the base flood and the 

0.2-percent-annual-chance (or 500-year) flood. 

Zone X (Unshaded) Areas of minimal flood hazard, which are the areas 

outside the SFHA and higher than the elevation of the 0.2-percent-

annual-chance flood. 
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Figure 2: FEMA Firmette 

 

1.3.6 Existing Drainage Improvements 

The existing site drains from the north to the south.  Drainage collects in 

a series of storm drain pipes throughout the site.  Drainage is collect in 

these pipes before being directed to the southwest.  At the south corner 

of the site, at the crotch of the canyon, 2 storm drains discharge from 

the site.  The first, a 24” storm drain runs from the main portion of the 

site, including the parking areas, main buildings and the hardscape.  The 

second storm drain collects drainage from the fields.  Both storm drains 

collect and discharge to the same storm drain system located in the 

crotch of the canyon before flowing off site. 

1.3.7 Proposed Improvements 

Drainage from the site will continue to flow within the same patterns.  

Drainage from the parking lot, buildings, hardscape and field will 

continue to flow to the crotch of the canyon.  Drainage from the parking 

lot and the hardscape will flow to the 24” storm drain, while the field 

will flow to the existing 12” storm drain as per the existing condition.  
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Drainage patterns in both the existing and proposed condition will be 

unchanged.  Prior to discharge from the site, the project proposes 4 

modular wetland systems.   
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Section 2 Study Objectives 
The specific objectives of this study are as follows: 

 To provide hydrologic analysis of the project site for the 100-year, 6-

hour storm event under existing and proposed conditions,  

 To provide a hydraulic analysis of the project to ensure that the correct 

sizes of pipes and inlets have been chosen, 

 And to ensure that no additional runoff or downstream impacts occur 

due to this project.   
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Section 3 Methodology 

3.1. Hydrology 

Hydrologic analysis has been completed using the Rational Method (Q = CIA).  

Whereas, 

 Q = rate of flow in cubic feet per second 

 C = Coefficient of runoff,  

I = intensity of rainfall based on the time of concentration and the 6-

hour, 100-year precipitation 

 

A=Area of the basin. 

 

Runoff from the project was calculated using the modified rational method.  The 

modified rational method was performed using the AES Software computer 

program. 

The following software packages were used in the analysis of the project: 

 Microsoft Excel (Rational Method Hydrology) 

 AutoCAD Civil 3d Hydraflow Hydragraph Extension 2013 (Storm Routing) 

 RatHydro (Rational Method Hydragraphs) 

 Flowmaster (Hydraulic Analysis for Open Channels and Pipes for Storm 

Routing) 

3.2. Hydraulics 

Proposed improvements include new grated storm drain inlets in paved areas, 

and a new underground storm drain system.  Private underground storm drain 

will consist of PVC or HDPE pipe with watertight joints.  Public storm drain, if 

applicable, will consist of reinforced concrete pipe, with a minimum strength of 

2000-D. 

Capacity calculations for the inlets have been performed using the standard 

weir and orifice equations.  Grate perimeter and open area values have been 

reduced to account for the bars, and an additional 50-percent to account for 

potential clogging.        

Runoff will ultimately be discharged from the project site at the same location 

as the existing condition, to the existing cleanout at the southwest corner of the 

project site.  
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Proposed improvements will not increase the total peak flow runoff, as 

compared to existing conditions, through the removal of pavement and 

installation of vegetation.   

Manning’s equation was used to calculate the depth of flow being conveyed 

through proposed pipes and for existing pipes which experience additional flows 

as a result of the proposed improvements.   Proposed pipes with diameters of 

less than 12 inches were not individually calculated for depth and velocity, 

however, the capacity was verified against tables showing the maximum flow in 

the smaller pipes.   

The following software packages were used in the analysis of the project: 

 Hydraflow Hydragraph Extension for AutoCAD Civil 3d 2013 (Storm 

Routing) 

 Hydraflow Storm Sewer Extension for AutoCAD Civil 3d 2013 (Hydraulic 

and Energy Grade Lines) 

 Hydraflow Express Extensions Extension for AutoCAD Civil 3d 2013 

(Storm Routing) 

 RatHydro (Rational Method Hydrographs) 

 Bentley Flowmaster (Hydraulic Analysis for Open Channels and Pipes for 

Storm Routing) 

 

3.3. Hydromodification  

Using the Hydromodification Flow chart is was determined that the project is 

exempt from Hydromodification.  A copy of the Hydromodification Flow Chart is 

shown below.  This project proposes a reduction in both pre-project to post 

project flows, as well as a reduction in the proposed impervious areas.  
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Section 4 Results  

4.1. Hydrologic Results 

The following tables summarize the hydrologic analysis of the project.   

 Table 1, summarizes the existing hydrologic properties of the project 

site.  Table 2Error! Reference source not found. (Unmitigated), 

summarizes the proposed condition hydrology of the site in the 

unmitigated condition.  

 Table 3:  Comparison of Proposed/Existing Condition 100-Year Flows 

(Unmitigated), compares existing flows to the proposed. 

Pre-project Condition Acres Percentage 

Impervious 4.16 50% 

Pervious 4.24 50% 

Total 8.40 100% 

 

Proposed Condition Acres Percentage 

Impervious 3.85 47% 

Pervious 4.36 53% 

Total 8.21 100% 
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Table 1:  Existing Condition 100-Year Hydrology Results 

Sub Basin No. Runoff Coefficient Basin Intensity Basin Area (acres) Runoff (cfs) 

A-1 0.85 4.28 1.22 4.44 

A-2 0.85 3.47 3.47 11.76 

B-1 0.55 2.77 2.77 4.22 

B-2 0.55 2.77 0.94 1.39 

TOTALS   8.40 19.99 

 

Table 2:  Proposed Condition 100-Year Hydrology Results (Unmitigated) 

Sub Basin No. Runoff Coefficient Basin Intensity Basin Area (acres) Runoff (cfs) 

A-1 0.85 4.28 1.10 4.44 

A-2 0.85 3.98 3.11 10.52 

B-1 0.55 2.77 3.05 4.65 

B-2 0.55 2.77 1.13 1.68 

TOTALS   8.40 16.33 

 

Table 3:  Comparison of Proposed/Existing Condition 100-Year Flows (Unmitigated) 

Sub Basin No. Existing Condition (cfs) Proposed Condition 
(cfs) 

Difference 

Basin A+B 19.99 16.33 -2.66 

TOTALS 19.99 16.33 -2.66 

 

4.2. Hydraulic Results 

Hydraulic calculations will be performed at the final engineering phase of the 

project. 
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Section 5. Conclusions 

As indicated in the Table of Hydrologic Results, the proposed improvements will 

not increase the total 100-year, 6-hour peak flow rate. Because flow has been 

decreased, no downstream effects are anticipated. 

Proposed private grated inlets, all of which are in a sump condition, shall 

capture the generated flows without significant ponding. In the unlikely event 

that grated inlets become completely clogged, the proposed site grades shall 

provide overland release to adjacent drainage areas. 

There is not a significant concern for erosion as the site is previously developed. 

Potential for erosion for the proposed condition shall be minimized by following 

items listed in the Erosion Control Plan (part of the Rough Grading Plans).  

Runoff shall flow over relatively flat areas where scour is not a concern. Runoff 

is not proposed over any sloped areas. 
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Section 5 Certification 
This Hydrology and Hydraulics report has been prepared under the direction of 

the following Registered Civil Engineer. The Registered Civil Engineer attests to 

the technical information contained herein and the engineering data upon 

which recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are based. The plans and 

specifications in this Hydrology and Hydraulics report are not for construction 

purposes; the contractor shall refer to final approved construction documents 

for plans and specifications. 

    

 

Richard S. Tomlinson, Jr.     RCE 59276  June 25, 2015  
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 ____________________________________________________________________________ 

 **************************************************************************** 

 

             RATIONAL METHOD HYDROLOGY COMPUTER PROGRAM PACKAGE 

             Reference: SAN DIEGO COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 

                          2003,1985,1981 HYDROLOGY MANUAL 

          (c) Copyright 1982-2013 Advanced Engineering Software (aes) 

              Ver. 20.0 Release Date: 06/01/2013  License ID 1264 

 

                            Analysis prepared by: 

 

            RBF Consulting, A Michael Baker International Company             

                          9755 Clairemont Mesa Blvd.                          

                             San Diego, CA 92124                              

                                                                              

 

  ************************** DESCRIPTION OF STUDY ************************** 

 * FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL                                                    * 

 * 100-YEAR FLOWS                                                           * 

 * JUNE 25, 2015                                                            * 

  ************************************************************************** 

 

   FILE NAME: C:\FP\EX.DAT                                       

   TIME/DATE OF STUDY: 07:45 06/25/2015 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   USER SPECIFIED HYDROLOGY AND HYDRAULIC MODEL INFORMATION: 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   1985 SAN DIEGO MANUAL CRITERIA 

 

   USER SPECIFIED STORM EVENT(YEAR) = 100.00 

   6-HOUR DURATION PRECIPITATION (INCHES) =   2.200 

   SPECIFIED MINIMUM PIPE SIZE(INCH) =  18.00 

   SPECIFIED PERCENT OF GRADIENTS(DECIMAL) TO USE FOR FRICTION SLOPE = 1.00 

   SAN DIEGO HYDROLOGY MANUAL "C"-VALUES USED FOR RATIONAL METHOD 

   NOTE: CONSIDER ALL CONFLUENCE STREAM COMBINATIONS 

         FOR ALL DOWNSTREAM ANALYSES 

   *USER-DEFINED STREET-SECTIONS FOR COUPLED PIPEFLOW AND STREETFLOW MODEL* 

      HALF-  CROWN TO   STREET-CROSSFALL:   CURB  GUTTER-GEOMETRIES:  MANNING 

      WIDTH  CROSSFALL  IN-  / OUT-/PARK-  HEIGHT  WIDTH  LIP   HIKE  FACTOR 

 NO.   (FT)     (FT)    SIDE / SIDE/ WAY    (FT)    (FT)  (FT)  (FT)    (n) 

 ===  =====  =========  =================  ======  ===== ====== ===== ======= 

   1   30.0     20.0    0.018/0.018/0.020   0.67    2.00 0.0313 0.167 0.0150 

 

   GLOBAL STREET FLOW-DEPTH CONSTRAINTS: 

     1. Relative Flow-Depth =  0.00 FEET 

        as (Maximum Allowable Street Flow Depth) - (Top-of-Curb) 

     2. (Depth)*(Velocity) Constraint =  6.0 (FT*FT/S) 

   *SIZE PIPE WITH A FLOW CAPACITY GREATER THAN 

    OR EQUAL TO THE UPSTREAM TRIBUTARY PIPE.* 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     14.00 TO NODE     12.00 IS CODE =  21 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>RATIONAL METHOD INITIAL SUBAREA ANALYSIS<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .8500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  92 

   INITIAL SUBAREA FLOW-LENGTH(FEET) =   409.00 

   UPSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    288.00 



   DOWNSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    282.00 

   ELEVATION DIFFERENCE(FEET) =      6.00 

   URBAN SUBAREA OVERLAND TIME OF FLOW(MIN.) =    8.009 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  4.277 

   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.44 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =      1.22   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.44 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     12.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  41 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>COMPUTE PIPE-FLOW TRAVEL TIME THRU SUBAREA<<<<< 

   >>>>>USING USER-SPECIFIED PIPESIZE (EXISTING ELEMENT)<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   ELEVATION DATA: UPSTREAM(FEET) =   282.00  DOWNSTREAM(FEET) =   251.00 

   FLOW LENGTH(FEET) =   566.00   MANNING'S N =  0.013 

   DEPTH OF FLOW IN  24.0 INCH PIPE IS   4.7 INCHES 

   PIPE-FLOW VELOCITY(FEET/SEC.) =  10.23 

   GIVEN PIPE DIAMETER(INCH) =  24.00    NUMBER OF PIPES =   1 

   PIPE-FLOW(CFS) =       4.44 

   PIPE TRAVEL TIME(MIN.) =   0.92    Tc(MIN.) =    8.93 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     14.00 TO NODE     10.00 =     975.00 FEET. 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     10.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  81 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  3.987 

   COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .8500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  92 

   SUBAREA AREA(ACRES) =    3.47   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =   11.76 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =        4.7   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =      16.20 

   TC(MIN.) =    8.93 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     10.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  10 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>MAIN-STREAM MEMORY COPIED ONTO MEMORY BANK # 1 <<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     15.00 TO NODE     13.00 IS CODE =  21 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>RATIONAL METHOD INITIAL SUBAREA ANALYSIS<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   SINGLE FAMILY DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .5500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  88 

   NATURAL WATERSHED NOMOGRAPH TIME OF CONCENTRATION (APPENDIX X-A) 

   WITH 10-MIN. ADDED =  15.70(MIN.) 

   INITIAL SUBAREA FLOW-LENGTH(FEET) =   478.00 

   UPSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    286.50 

   DOWNSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    282.50 

   ELEVATION DIFFERENCE(FEET) =      4.00 

   NATURAL WATERSHED TIME OF CONCENTRATION =  15.70 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  2.771 

   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.22 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =      2.77   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.22 

 



 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     13.00 TO NODE     11.00 IS CODE =  41 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>COMPUTE PIPE-FLOW TRAVEL TIME THRU SUBAREA<<<<< 

   >>>>>USING USER-SPECIFIED PIPESIZE (EXISTING ELEMENT)<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   ELEVATION DATA: UPSTREAM(FEET) =   282.50  DOWNSTREAM(FEET) =   280.00 

   FLOW LENGTH(FEET) =   225.00   MANNING'S N =  0.013 

   ASSUME FULL-FLOWING PIPELINE 

   PIPE-FLOW VELOCITY(FEET/SEC.) =   5.38 

   PIPE FLOW VELOCITY = (TOTAL FLOW)/(PIPE CROSS SECTION AREA) 

   GIVEN PIPE DIAMETER(INCH) =  12.00    NUMBER OF PIPES =   1 

   PIPE-FLOW(CFS) =       4.22 

   PIPE TRAVEL TIME(MIN.) =   0.70    Tc(MIN.) =   16.39 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     15.00 TO NODE     11.00 =     703.00 FEET. 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     11.00 TO NODE     11.00 IS CODE =  81 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  2.695 

   SINGLE FAMILY DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .5500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  88 

   SUBAREA AREA(ACRES) =    0.94   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =    1.39 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =        3.7   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =       5.62 

   TC(MIN.) =   16.39 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     11.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  11 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>CONFLUENCE MEMORY BANK # 1 WITH THE MAIN-STREAM MEMORY<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

 

   ** MAIN STREAM CONFLUENCE DATA ** 

   STREAM     RUNOFF      Tc      INTENSITY     AREA 

   NUMBER      (CFS)    (MIN.)   (INCH/HOUR)   (ACRE) 

       1        5.62    16.39       2.695        3.71 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     15.00 TO NODE     10.00 =     703.00 FEET. 

 

   ** MEMORY BANK #  1 CONFLUENCE DATA ** 

   STREAM     RUNOFF      Tc      INTENSITY     AREA 

   NUMBER      (CFS)    (MIN.)   (INCH/HOUR)   (ACRE) 

       1       16.20     8.93       3.987        4.69 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     14.00 TO NODE     10.00 =     975.00 FEET. 

 

   ** PEAK FLOW RATE TABLE ** 

   STREAM    RUNOFF       Tc      INTENSITY 

   NUMBER     (CFS)     (MIN.)   (INCH/HOUR) 

       1      19.99       8.93        3.987 

       2      16.56      16.39        2.695 

 

   COMPUTED CONFLUENCE ESTIMATES ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

   PEAK FLOW RATE(CFS) =      19.99   Tc(MIN.) =    8.93 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =        8.4 

 ============================================================================ 

   END OF STUDY SUMMARY: 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES)     =        8.4  TC(MIN.) =      8.93 

   PEAK FLOW RATE(CFS)   =      19.99 



   *** PEAK FLOW RATE TABLE *** 

          Q(CFS)   Tc(MIN.) 

   1       19.99       8.93 

   2       16.56      16.39 

 ============================================================================ 

 ============================================================================ 

   END OF RATIONAL METHOD ANALYSIS 
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             RATIONAL METHOD HYDROLOGY COMPUTER PROGRAM PACKAGE 

             Reference: SAN DIEGO COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 

                          2003,1985,1981 HYDROLOGY MANUAL 

          (c) Copyright 1982-2013 Advanced Engineering Software (aes) 

              Ver. 20.0 Release Date: 06/01/2013  License ID 1264 

 

                            Analysis prepared by: 

 

            RBF Consulting, A Michael Baker International Company             

                          9755 Clairemont Mesa Blvd.                          

                             San Diego, CA 92124                              

                                                                              

 

  ************************** DESCRIPTION OF STUDY ************************** 

 * FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL                                                    * 

 * 100-YEAR FLOWS                                                           * 

 * JUNE 25, 2015                                                            * 

  ************************************************************************** 

 

   FILE NAME: C:\FP\PR.DAT                                       

   TIME/DATE OF STUDY: 07:47 06/25/2015 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   USER SPECIFIED HYDROLOGY AND HYDRAULIC MODEL INFORMATION: 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   1985 SAN DIEGO MANUAL CRITERIA 

 

   USER SPECIFIED STORM EVENT(YEAR) = 100.00 

   6-HOUR DURATION PRECIPITATION (INCHES) =   2.200 

   SPECIFIED MINIMUM PIPE SIZE(INCH) =  18.00 

   SPECIFIED PERCENT OF GRADIENTS(DECIMAL) TO USE FOR FRICTION SLOPE = 1.00 

   SAN DIEGO HYDROLOGY MANUAL "C"-VALUES USED FOR RATIONAL METHOD 

   NOTE: CONSIDER ALL CONFLUENCE STREAM COMBINATIONS 

         FOR ALL DOWNSTREAM ANALYSES 

   *USER-DEFINED STREET-SECTIONS FOR COUPLED PIPEFLOW AND STREETFLOW MODEL* 

      HALF-  CROWN TO   STREET-CROSSFALL:   CURB  GUTTER-GEOMETRIES:  MANNING 

      WIDTH  CROSSFALL  IN-  / OUT-/PARK-  HEIGHT  WIDTH  LIP   HIKE  FACTOR 

 NO.   (FT)     (FT)    SIDE / SIDE/ WAY    (FT)    (FT)  (FT)  (FT)    (n) 

 ===  =====  =========  =================  ======  ===== ====== ===== ======= 

   1   30.0     20.0    0.018/0.018/0.020   0.67    2.00 0.0313 0.167 0.0150 

 

   GLOBAL STREET FLOW-DEPTH CONSTRAINTS: 

     1. Relative Flow-Depth =  0.00 FEET 

        as (Maximum Allowable Street Flow Depth) - (Top-of-Curb) 

     2. (Depth)*(Velocity) Constraint =  6.0 (FT*FT/S) 

   *SIZE PIPE WITH A FLOW CAPACITY GREATER THAN 

    OR EQUAL TO THE UPSTREAM TRIBUTARY PIPE.* 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     14.00 TO NODE     12.00 IS CODE =  21 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>RATIONAL METHOD INITIAL SUBAREA ANALYSIS<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .8500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  92 

   INITIAL SUBAREA FLOW-LENGTH(FEET) =   409.00 

   UPSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    288.00 



   DOWNSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    282.00 

   ELEVATION DIFFERENCE(FEET) =      6.00 

   URBAN SUBAREA OVERLAND TIME OF FLOW(MIN.) =    8.009 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  4.277 

   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.00 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =      1.10   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.00 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     12.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  41 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>COMPUTE PIPE-FLOW TRAVEL TIME THRU SUBAREA<<<<< 

   >>>>>USING USER-SPECIFIED PIPESIZE (EXISTING ELEMENT)<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   ELEVATION DATA: UPSTREAM(FEET) =   282.00  DOWNSTREAM(FEET) =   251.00 

   FLOW LENGTH(FEET) =   566.00   MANNING'S N =  0.013 

   DEPTH OF FLOW IN  24.0 INCH PIPE IS   4.5 INCHES 

   PIPE-FLOW VELOCITY(FEET/SEC.) =   9.92 

   GIVEN PIPE DIAMETER(INCH) =  24.00    NUMBER OF PIPES =   1 

   PIPE-FLOW(CFS) =       4.00 

   PIPE TRAVEL TIME(MIN.) =   0.95    Tc(MIN.) =    8.96 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     14.00 TO NODE     10.00 =     975.00 FEET. 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     10.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  81 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  3.979 

   COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .8500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  92 

   SUBAREA AREA(ACRES) =    3.11   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =   10.52 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =        4.2   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =      14.52 

   TC(MIN.) =    8.96 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     10.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  10 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>MAIN-STREAM MEMORY COPIED ONTO MEMORY BANK # 1 <<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     15.00 TO NODE     13.00 IS CODE =  21 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>RATIONAL METHOD INITIAL SUBAREA ANALYSIS<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   SINGLE FAMILY DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .5500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  88 

   NATURAL WATERSHED NOMOGRAPH TIME OF CONCENTRATION (APPENDIX X-A) 

   WITH 10-MIN. ADDED =  15.70(MIN.) 

   INITIAL SUBAREA FLOW-LENGTH(FEET) =   478.00 

   UPSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    286.50 

   DOWNSTREAM ELEVATION(FEET) =    282.50 

   ELEVATION DIFFERENCE(FEET) =      4.00 

   NATURAL WATERSHED TIME OF CONCENTRATION =  15.70 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  2.771 

   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.65 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =      3.05   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =      4.65 

 



 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     13.00 TO NODE     11.00 IS CODE =  41 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>COMPUTE PIPE-FLOW TRAVEL TIME THRU SUBAREA<<<<< 

   >>>>>USING USER-SPECIFIED PIPESIZE (EXISTING ELEMENT)<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

   ELEVATION DATA: UPSTREAM(FEET) =   282.50  DOWNSTREAM(FEET) =   280.00 

   FLOW LENGTH(FEET) =   225.00   MANNING'S N =  0.013 

   ASSUME FULL-FLOWING PIPELINE 

   PIPE-FLOW VELOCITY(FEET/SEC.) =   5.92 

   PIPE FLOW VELOCITY = (TOTAL FLOW)/(PIPE CROSS SECTION AREA) 

   GIVEN PIPE DIAMETER(INCH) =  12.00    NUMBER OF PIPES =   1 

   PIPE-FLOW(CFS) =       4.65 

   PIPE TRAVEL TIME(MIN.) =   0.63    Tc(MIN.) =   16.33 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     15.00 TO NODE     11.00 =     703.00 FEET. 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     11.00 TO NODE     11.00 IS CODE =  81 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

    100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) =  2.702 

   SINGLE FAMILY DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .5500 

   SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" 

   S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) =  88 

   SUBAREA AREA(ACRES) =    1.13   SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =    1.68 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =        4.2   TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) =       6.33 

   TC(MIN.) =   16.33 

 

 **************************************************************************** 

   FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE     11.00 TO NODE     10.00 IS CODE =  11 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   >>>>>CONFLUENCE MEMORY BANK # 1 WITH THE MAIN-STREAM MEMORY<<<<< 

 ============================================================================ 

 

   ** MAIN STREAM CONFLUENCE DATA ** 

   STREAM     RUNOFF      Tc      INTENSITY     AREA 

   NUMBER      (CFS)    (MIN.)   (INCH/HOUR)   (ACRE) 

       1        6.33    16.33       2.702        4.18 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     15.00 TO NODE     10.00 =     703.00 FEET. 

 

   ** MEMORY BANK #  1 CONFLUENCE DATA ** 

   STREAM     RUNOFF      Tc      INTENSITY     AREA 

   NUMBER      (CFS)    (MIN.)   (INCH/HOUR)   (ACRE) 

       1       14.52     8.96       3.979        4.21 

   LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE     14.00 TO NODE     10.00 =     975.00 FEET. 

 

   ** PEAK FLOW RATE TABLE ** 

   STREAM    RUNOFF       Tc      INTENSITY 

   NUMBER     (CFS)     (MIN.)   (INCH/HOUR) 

       1      18.81       8.96        3.979 

       2      16.19      16.33        2.702 

 

   COMPUTED CONFLUENCE ESTIMATES ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

   PEAK FLOW RATE(CFS) =      18.81   Tc(MIN.) =    8.96 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES) =        8.4 

 ============================================================================ 

   END OF STUDY SUMMARY: 

   TOTAL AREA(ACRES)     =        8.4  TC(MIN.) =      8.96 

   PEAK FLOW RATE(CFS)   =      18.81 



   *** PEAK FLOW RATE TABLE *** 

          Q(CFS)   Tc(MIN.) 

   1       18.81       8.96 

   2       16.19      16.33 

 ============================================================================ 

 ============================================================================ 

   END OF RATIONAL METHOD ANALYSIS 
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                                                              MWS – Linear 

                              Hybrid Stormwater Filtration System

                                        SPECIFICATIONS

                              
Modular Wetland Systems, Inc.                                                                 www.modularwetlands.com
P.O. Box 869                                                                                                                            P 760-433-7640
Oceanside, CA  92049                                                                                                          F 760-433-3179



 

MWS – Linear  
Hybrid Stormwater Filtration System 

 
     Save valuable space with small 

otprint for urban sites. 

 
d tropical 

ndscape plants. 

er and 
ss expensive maintenance 

ystem 

unoff is 

 in 

d 

ischarge chamber the rate of discharge is controlled by valves set to a desired rate”. 

ested Pollutant Removal Efficiencies: 

 

fo
 
Improve BMP aesthetics with
attractive native an
la
 
Reduce lifetime costs with saf
le
 
“The MWS – Linear hybrid stormwater 

treatment system is described as a self contained treatment train. This system utilizes an 
innovative combination of l treatment processes. Stormwater runoff flows into the s
via pipe or curb/grate type catch basin opening. Polluted runoff first encounters a 
screening device to remove larger pollutants and then enters a hydrodynamic separation 
chamber which settles out the sediments and larger suspended solids. Next the r
treated by a revolutionary filter media, BioMediaGREEN that removes fines and 
associated pollutants, including bacteria. From there runoff enters of bioretention filter
the form of a subsurface flow vegetated gravel wetland. Within the wetland physical, 
chemical, and biological mechanisms remove the remaining particulate and dissolve
pollutants. The purified runoff leaves the system via the discharge chamber. In the 
d
 
T  
 

Removal 

Di d 

Removal 

D  

Removal 
TPH Removal Removal 

TSS ssolve
Lead 

issolved
Copper E. coli Turbidity 

98% 81% 92% 99% 60.2% 92% 

 
  
 

“Nature and Harmony Working Together in Perfect Harmony” 
 



 

SPECIFICATIONS – MWS- LINEAR 

gaged in the engineering design and 
roduction of treatment systems for stormwater.  

 

 treat the entire water quality 
olume when used with pre-storage and properly sized.  

ls. 
g 

 ¾” x 1 

nels are 

g 
 

ted of UV protected/marine grade 
berglass and stainless steel hinge and mount.   

uires 
tails of this are provided in the installation section of the 

WS-Linear Design Kit.  
 

 
Track Record:   The MWS- Linear Hybrid Stormwater Treatment System is 
manufactured by a company whom is regularly en
p
 
Coverage:  The MWS- Linear is designed to treat the water quality volume or water
quality flow. For flow based design, high flow bypass is internal, for volume based 
design, high flow bypass is external and prior to pre-detention system.  For offline 
volume based designs the MWS - Linear has the ability to
v
 
Non-Corrosive Materials:  The MWS – Linear is designed with non-corrosive materia
All internal piping is SD35 PVC. Catch basin filter components, including mountin
hardware, fasteners, support brackets, filtration material, and support frame are 
constructed of non-corrosive materials (316 stainless steel, and UV protected/marine 
grade fiberglass). Fasteners are stainless steel. Primary filter mesh is 316 stainless steel 
welded screens. Filtration basket screens for coarse, medium and fine filtration is
¾“expanded, 10 x 10 mesh, and 35 x 35 mesh, respectively. No polypropylene, 
monofilament netting or fabrics shall be used in this system. Media Protective Pa
constructed of UV protected/marine grade fiberglass. Mounts are constructed of 
stainless steel. BioMediaGREEN is an inert rock substrate and is non-corrosive. 
Perimeter filter structure is constructed of lightweight injection molded plastic. Mountin
brackets are constructed of SD40 PVC and are mounted with 3/8” diameter stainless
steel redheads. Drain down filter cover is construc
fi
 
Weight: Each complete unit weighs approximately 29,000 to 40,000 pounds and req
a boom crane to install. De
M



 
Transportation: The Modular Wetland System – Linear is designed to be transported
a standard flat bed t

 on 
ruck. The unit easily fits on a flat bed truck without the need of 

pecial permitting.  

 
d 

noff can enter the system through a pipe, and/or a 
uilt in curb or grate type opening. 

etland System – Linear is completely passive and 
quires no external energy sources.  

he 

tation. As a precaution a footing can 
lso be built into the systems concrete structure. 

re 

 

o slippage, breaking, or tearing. All filters are warranted for a minimum of five (5) years. 

e 

hydrocarbon removal abilities. Within the wetland filter biological processes capture and 

s
 
Alternative Technology Configurations: The Modular Wetland System – Linear is 
modular is design. Each module will be up to 22 feet long and 5 feet wide. The system 
can be made in lengths varying from 13 to 100s of feet long. For lengths longer than 22
feet the system will shipped in modules and assembled on site. The Modular Wetlan
System – Linear has many alternative configurations. This allows the system to be 
adapted to many site conditions. Ru
b
 
Energy Requirements: The Modular W
re
 
Buoyancy Issues: Buoyancy is only a an issue when ground water levels rise above t
bottom of the Modular Wetland System – Linear’s concrete structure. With 8.5 cubic 
yards of wetland media there is no concern of floa
a
 
Durability: The structure of the box will be precast concrete. The concrete will be 28 day 
compressive strength fc = 5,000 psi. Steel reinforcing will be ASTM A – C857. Structu
will support an H20 loading as indicted by AASHTO.  The joint between the concrete 
sections will ship lap and joint sealed with ram-nek. Filter (excluding oil absorbent media)
and support structures are of proven durability. The filter and mounting structures are of 
sufficient strength to support water, sediment, and debris loads when the filter is full, with 
n
 
Oil Absorbent Media: The MWS – Linear utilizes both physical and biological 
mechanisms to capture and filter oil and grease. A skimmer and boom system will b
positioned on the internal perimeter of the catch basin insert.  The primary filtration 
media, BioMediaGreen, utilized in the perimeter and drain down filters, has excellent 



 
break down oil and grease. Much of the breakdown and transformation of oil and grease 

 performed by natural occurring bacteria. 

n system. For 
eak flows that exceed internal bypass capacity, external bypass is use.  

 for internally bypassed flows. External bypass will bypass of 
eatment processes.  

ze. Annual 

een and quarter-scale 
boratory tests on the MWS – Linear flow based system.   

 

POLLUTANT 
FICIENCY 
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Overflow Protection:  The grate and curb type MWS – Linear are designed with an 
internal bypass consisting of two SD PVC pipes which direct high flows around the 
perimeter and wetland filter, directly into the discharge chamber.  For the volume based 
vault type configuration, bypass should be located prior to the pre-detentio
p
 
Filter Bypass: Runoff will bypass filtration (BioMediaGREEN and wetland filter) 
components of the MWS - Linear. The system will still provide screening and settling 
during higher flow rates
tr
 
Pollutant Removal Efficiency: The MWS - Linear is capable of removing over 90% of the 
net annual total suspended solids (TSS) load based on a 20-micron particle si
TSS removal efficiency models are based on documented removal efficiency 
performance from full-scale laboratory tests on BioMediaGr
la

REMOVAL 
EF

Trash & Litter  99% 

TPH (mg/L) 99% 

TSS (mg/L) 98% 

E. Coli (MPN/100ml) 60% 

Turbidity (NTU) 92% 

Dissolved Metals (mg/L) 76% 

 
Non-Scouring:   During heavy storm events the runoff bypasses perimeter and wetland 
lter components.  The system will not re-suspend solids at design flows.  

 

rticle 
diameter = 19 microns 
Sil-Co-Sil 106. Mean pa

fi



 
Uniqueness: The Modular Wetland System – Linear is a complete self contain
treatment train that incorporates capture, screening, sedimentation, filtration, 
bioretention, high flow bypass, and flow control into a single modular structure. This
system provides four stages of treatment making it the only 4 stage treatment train 
stormwater filtration system, therefore making it unique to the industry. Other s
not incorporate all the necessary attributes to make it a complete stormwater 
management device as

ed 

 

ystems do 

 with the Modular Wetland System – Linear. Therefore, no equal 
xists for this system.  

ter management system no external 
retreatment of preconditioning is necessary. 

 

PECIFICATIONS – BioMediaGREEN 

 
se 

nd is also biodegradable. It is stable with no 
nown adverse environmental effects. 

injection) studies have 
hown that the products disappear very rapidly from the lung. 

dies that show no relation between inhalation exposure 
nd the development of tumors. 

 

e
 
Pretreatment & Preconditioning: Since the Modular Wetland System – Linear is a 
complete capture and treatment train stormwa
p
 

 

S
 
BioMediaGREEN is a proprietary engineered filter media. Made of a unique combination
of the inert naturally occurring material this product is non-combustible and do not po
a fire hazard, stable and non-reactive, a
k
 
This product has been tested in long-term carcinogenicity studies [inhalation and 
intraperitoneal injection (i.p.)] with no significant increase in lung tumors or abdominal 
tumors. Short-term biopersistent (inhalation and intra-tracheal 
s
 
In October 2001, IARC classified this product as Group 3, "not classifiable as to its 
carcinogenicity to humans". The 2001 decision was based on the latest epidemiological 
studies and animal inhalation stu
a



 
The product can typically be disposed of in an ordinary landfill (local regulations may 
apply). If you are unsure of the regulations, contact your local Public Health Department 

r the local office of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

nt 
REEN 

ut 
ut filters, catch basin inserts, 

ater polishing units, and hydrodynamic separators.  

ve Materials:   The BioMediaGreen material is made of non-corrosive 
aterials.   

 

MediaGREEN material has been tested through 
gorous flow and loading conditions.  

has been proven to capture and 
tain hydrocarbons.   

and 
liage, sediments, TSS, particulate and dissolved 

etals, nutrients, and bacteria.  

le 

o
 
Coverage:  When properly installed BioMediaGREEN Filter Blocks provide sufficie
contact time, at rated flows, of passing contaminate water. The BioMediaG
material will capture and retain most pollutants that pass through it.  The 
BioMediaGREEN material is made of a proprietary blend of inert substances. The 
BioMediaGREEN Filter Blocks can be used in different treatment devices, including b
not limited to flume filters, trench drain filters, downspo
w
 
Non-Corrosi
m
 
Durability:  The BioMediaGREEN material has been chosen for its proven durability, with 
an expected life of 2 plus years. The BioMediaGREEN material is of sufficient strength to
support water, sediment, and debris loads when the media is at maximum flow; with no 
slippage, breaking, or tearing. The Bio
ri
 
Oil Absorbent Media:   The BioMediaGREEN material 
re
 
Pollutant Removal Efficiency:   The BioMediaGREEN Filter Blocks are designed to 
capture high levels of Hydrocarbons including but not limited to oils & grease, gasoline, 
diesel, and PAHs. BioMediaGREEN Filter Blocks have the physical ability to block 
filter trash and litter, grass and fo
m
 
BioMediaGREEN technology is based on a proprietary blend of synthetic inert natural 
substances aimed at removal of various stormwater pollutants. BioMediaGREEN was 
created to have a very porous structure capable of selectively removing pollutants whi



 
allowing high flow through rates for water. As pollutants are captured by its structure, 

ioMediaGREEN captures most pollutants and maintains porosity and filtering 

rge percentage of TSS, hydrocarbons, nutrients, and heavy metals. Microbial reduction 
ary depending on colony size, flow rates and site specific conditions. 

 

REMOVAL 
EFFICIENCY 

B
capabilities. 
 
Field and laboratory tests have confirmed the BioMediaGREEN capability to capture 
la
efficiency will v

POLLUTANT 

Oil & Grease (mg/L) 90% 

TPH (mg/L) 99% 

TSS (mg/L) 85% 

Turbidity  (NTU) 99% 

Total Phosphorus (mg/L) 69.6% 

Dissolved Metals (mg/L) 75.6% 

 
Replacement:  Removal and replacement of the blocks is simple. Remove blocks from 
ltration system. Replace with new block of equal size. 
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Design  
 
The MWS – Linear is a state of the art structural/LID hybrid stormwater treatment 
system. It contains a bio-retention filter component in the form of a 4th generation 
subsurface flow enhanced gravel wetland. MWS – Linear system can work with existing 
drainage and landscaping design to become a major design element of a site plan. The 
MWS – Linear can capture runoff, detain or retain surface water, attenuate peak runoff 
rates, improve water quality and convey stormwater. Site plans that apply the MWS – 
Linear maintain existing drainage design while using the existing landscape areas to 
filter and attenuate runoff while generating an aesthetically pleasing urban form 
integrated with the natural features of the site.  
 
The MWS – Linear Hybrid Stormwater Treatment System is modular in design. In the 
last section volume or flow based design was determined, and the associated 
calculations were completed to determine the water quality volume and/or water quality 
flow. This information was entered into the MWS – Linear Flow and Volume Based 
Sizing Template to determine the number of units needed. The next step is to determine 
the appropriate configuration. The curb and grate configurations are designed for flow 
based sizing. Each unit can treat, at high levels, flow rates between 90 to 120 gpm. This 
equates to approximately one unit per acre. Each unit also has an internal bypass of 
2.01 CFS for the curb type and 4.28 CFS for the grate type and therefore can be 
installed as an online system. Configurations allowing for higher internal bypass flow 
rates are available upon request. 
 
The grate type configuration can be installed at or below grade. The curb type 
configuration can only be installed at grade. Installing units at grade along the perimeter 
of a project’s impervious area or as part of a vegetated island of a parking lot is the 
preferable setup. This allows the system’s enhanced sub-surface flow wetland to be 
vegetated with various plants and integrated into the landscape area. In this 
configuration the system’s natural filtration component is utilized to its full potential, and 
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is a true natural type treatment system. The plants will also provide an aesthetic 
enhancement to the project’s landscaping. 
 
MWS Linear – Grate Type Architectural Rendering 
 

 
 
MWS Linear - Curb Type Architectural Rendering  
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If the above configurations are deemed impractical considering site constraints, the unit 
can be installed under sidewalks, landscaping and paved areas. For this configuration 
three risers or a concrete lid will be needed to provide access to the inflow, wetland and 
discharge chambers. The risers will usually consist of a manhole access over the inflow 
and discharge chambers and a set of larger hatch doors over the wetland chamber. This 
will ensure simple and easy access to the system. Units installed below grade will lose 
the vegetation, which may have a minor effect on the removal efficiencies of some 
pollutants. Following are visuals of these different configurations.  
 
A general rule of thumb is the MWS – Linear can be utilized in a similar fashion as 
traditional catch basins and therefore has little impact on the drainage system design. 
Design the elevations of the MWS – Linear curb or grate openings in the fashion as 
traditional curb or grate inlets. 
 
The vault type configuration MWS - Linear is slightly modified for volume based design. 
In this configuration runoff is not conveyed directly to the system. Volume based design 
requires a pre-storage/detention of the water quality volume. The storage of this volume 
is usually accomplished with above ground detention basins or underground detention 
facilities. The MWS – Linear vault type system will be located on the effluent end of the 
detention facility. In this configuration the MWS – Linear will provide both treatment and 
flow control of the water quality volume. The vault type configuration can also be 
installed at or below grade. As explained on the previous page, systems installed below 
grade will lose the vegetative component of the enhanced sub-surface flow wetland. 
 
The MWS – Linear can be used as space saving alternative to grass/vegetated swales, 
turf block paving areas, and bio-retention areas. The bio-treatment component to this 
system makes use of the project’s existing landscape area and utilizes that area to 
provide natural treatment of stormwater. These areas therefore act as a BMP, and no 
additional BMPs to treat the quality of runoff should be required. Site drainage designs 
must only direct runoff to the MWS - Linear from other areas of the site that require 
treatment of runoff. 
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Configuration 
 
In regard to appropriate elevation, the MWS Linear should be installed in the same 
manner as standard catch basins. For the Grate Type, the top of the grate should be at 
an elevation equal to that of the flow line, which in most designs is the elevation of the 
bottom of the gutter, channel, flume or culvert. For the Curb Type the bottom of the curb 
opening should be at an elevation equal to that of the flow line, which in most designs is 
the elevation of the bottom of the gutter and curb or culvert. 
 
The MWS –Linear Grate Type should be installed in the landscape (including islands) or 
perimeter area of the project. Curb and gutter should be built around the exterior of the 
system. At minimum, the backside of the curb can set within an inch of the outside 
perimeter of the top of the MWS –Linear’s concrete structure. An architectural cap will be 
installed on top of the MWS –Linear’s outer perimeter concrete structure. This will bring 
the top of the MWS – Linear’s outer perimeter up to the height of the top of the curb. This 
architectural cap will provide a barrier between the MWS – Linear’s vegetated wetland 
chamber and the surrounding landscape and vegetation. The grate opening can be 
positioned to receive water from drain channels or gutters. Curbs can be built around on 
top of the catch basin chamber surrounding the grate opening on sides that are not 
receiving runoff. 
 
The MWS – Linear Curb Type should also be installed in the landscape (including 
islands) or perimeter area of the project. Curb and gutter should be built against the 
exterior of the system. At minimum, the backside of the curb can butt up to the outside 
perimeter wall of the MWS –Linear’s concrete structure. No architectural cap will be 
needed since the top of the MWS –Linear’s outer perimeter will already be at an 
elevation equal to the top of the curb. The curb opening can be positioned to receive 
water from gutters along the curb. The curb will be built to convey water to the MWS – 
Linear’s curb opening.  
 
The MWS – Linear requires minimum of 3.57 feet (curb type) or 4.13 feet (grate type) of 
fall between the surface flow line and the MWS – Linear’s discharge pipe invert. This 
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amount of fall will ensure that the MWS – Linear has no standing water. For projects 
where this amount of fall is not available, an alternate configuration may be possible. 
Please consultant a Modular Wetland System, Inc. compliance and design specialist for 
assistance.  
 
The standard pipe size out of the MWS – Linear is 12” diameter. The system can easily 
be configured to accept larger or smaller pipe size. This standard size has been 
determined to process a flow rate equal to or greater than the maximum internal bypass 
flow rate of MWS – Linear (which is equal to 2.01 CFS curb type and 4.28 CFS grate 
type at peak operating head) plus the sum of the primary and secondary treatment peak 
flow rates. 
 
A Modular Wetland System, Inc. compliance and design specialist is always available to 
provide assistance. Call 760-433-7640 or email info@modularwetlands.com. 
 
Following are illustrations detailing appropriate integration of the MWS – Linear Curb, 
Grate and Vault Type units. Also included at the end of this section is a design process 
flow chart and a pollutant of concern land use matrix that can be submitted as part of 
your water quality management plan to justify what pollutants of concern are expected 
and anticipated. 
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Grate Type (Flow Based) – 
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Curb Opening 

Manhole Access 

Access Hatch 

Curb Type (Flow Based) – 

MODULAR WETLAND SYSTEM—LINEAR 
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Curb and Gutter 

Landscape Area 

Landscape Area 
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Vault Type (Volume Based) – 

Pre Storage 

MWS – Linear Vault Type 

Manhole Access 

Access Hatch 
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Gather Project Information and Fill out 
Project Prelim Sheet (include the following) 

Determine Treatment Flow 
& Volume Storm Intensities

Project Percent Impervious 

Type of Development 

Total Project Area (in acres) 

Pollutants of Concern 
& TMDLs 

Hydromodification    
Requirements?  

Soil Type & Infiltration 

Determine Treatment 
Flow & Volume 

Flow Based or  
Volume Based  

Design 

DESIGN FLOW CHART 

Flow Design Volume Design 

Use MWS - Linear Sizing Template 
to Determine Number of Units 

Use MWS - Linear Sizing Template to 
Determine Number of Units and       

Pre-Storage Needed

Determine Placing and 
Configuration of Units

Determine Storage Method 
and Configuration

Incorporate Units into    
Project Drainage Details 

and Include Drawings  

Submit Information as 
Part of Water Quality 

Management Plant 

Water Quality 
Management 
Approved? 

Complete 

Consult MWS, Inc. 
Representative for 
Compliance Assistance  

Yes 

No 
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Table 1- Anticipated and Potential Pollutants Generated by Land Use Type 

                  

Priority Project Categories Pathogen
s 

Heavy 
Metals Nutrients Pesticides Organic 

Compounds Sediment Trash & 
Debris 

Oxygen 
Demanding 
Substances 

Oil &  
Grease  

Detached Residential Development X   X X   X X X X 

Attached Residential Development P    X X   X X P(1) P(2) 

Commercial/Industiral Development  
>100,000 ft2 P(3)    P(1)  P(5)  P(2)  P(1)  X P(5)  X 

Automotive Repair Shop   X     X(4)(5)   X   X 

Restaurants X           X X X 

Hillside Development >5,000 ft2 In 
SDRWQCB     X X   X X X X 

Hillside Development >100,000 ft2 
In SARWQCB     X X   X X X X 

Parking Lots   X P(1)  P(2)    P(1)  X P(s)  X 

Streets, Highways & Freeways   X P(1)    X(4)  X X P(5)  X 

                    

     X = anticipated     
   (3)    A potential pollutant if land use involves food or animal waste 
products. 

     P = potential        (4)    Including petroleum hydrocarbons. 

     (1)     A potential pollutant if landscaping exists on-site        (5)    Including solvents. 

     (2)    A potential pollutant if the project includes uncovered parking areas   

 



are investing in the future.  For all of us.

Washington State
DOE Approved

VOLUME SIZING

The Modular Wetland System is the only biofilter that 
can be installed downstream of detention systems.

MWS–LINEAR TESTED REMOVAL EFFICIENCIES

SIZING

Nitrate

74%

Copper

>53% - 93%

Zinc

79% - 81%

Oils &
Grease

84% - 99%

Bacteria

60% - 89%

Turbidity

>90%

Model # Dimensions (ft)

3 x 6
4 x 8
4 x 13
4 x 15
4 x 17
4 x 19
4 x 21

WetlandMedia
Surface Area (sq ft)

34
50
63
76
90
103
117

Treatment Flow
Rate (cfs)

0.076
0.116
0.144
0.175
0.206
0.236
0.267

CURB TYPEGRATE TYPE

™

TSS 

82% - 98%

T 760.433.7640 E info@modularwetlands.com www.modularwetlands.com

The need for a new stormwater treatment system is evident.

Federal and state requirements on cities and indus-

try to reduce stormwater runoff increase every

year as our population explodes.  The EPA is now

reporting that stormwater runoff represents the

nation's number one water quality problem, and

is the reason why nearly half of our rivers and

lakes are not even clean enough to support fishing

or swimming.  Nearly half.

To combat this catastrophe, we turned to the expert in

         this field: Nature. By developing technology that

imitates the processes found in nature, we've cre-

ated the most advanced stormwater filtration

system available.  Years ahead of current EPA

requirements, our clients understand that

when they invest in our new technology, they

MWS-L-3-6
MWS-L-4-8
MWS-L-4-13
MWS-L-4-15
MWS-L-4-17
MWS-L-4-19
MWS-L-4-21

Zack
Typewritten text
  



PRE-TREATMENT CHAMBER
Captures incoming runoff and contains the first three stages of treatment.
GRATE TYPE CATCH BASIN INLET
A standard 41” x 24” grate type traffic rated catch basin opening directs stormwater into the system.
CATCH BASIN INSERT FILTER
Provides the first stage of treatment by capturing trash & litter, gross solids, and sediment.
SETTLING CHAMBER
Provides the second stage of treatment by separating out larger suspended solids.
PRE-FILTER CARTRIDGE
Provides the third stage of treatment by physically and chemically capturing fine TSS, metals, nutrients, and bacteria.
WETLAND CHAMBER
Provides the final stage of treatment through a combination of physical, chemical and biological processes.
DISCHARGE CHAMBER
Contains flow control, high flow bypass and optional drain down filter.
MULTI-LEVEL FLOW CONTROL
Orifice plates and/or valves are used to control the flow through the treatment stages.

1
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3

4

5

6

7

© 2012, Modular Wetlands Systems, Inc. All rights reserved.  All names, tradenames and system renderings are property of Modular Wetlands Systems, Inc.

35 sq ft surface area per cartridge
ensures higher effectiveness and lower

maintenance requirements.

This pre-filter eliminates maintenance in
the Wetland Chamber.

Outflow Pipe

Pre-Filter Cartridge

™

Inflow Pipe

Perimeter Wetland Chamber
Pre-filtered runoff entering the wetland chamber flows into
a peripheral void area, maximizing the media surface area.

Over 2x to 3x more surface area than traditional downward
flow bioretention systems.

TOP VIEW

SECTION VIEW

INTERNAL HIGH
FLOW BYPASS 

CONFIGURATION
AVAILABLE
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Preface
Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. They
highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information about
the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for many
different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban planners,
community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers. Also,
conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste disposal,
and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand, protect, or enhance
the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil properties
that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. The information
is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of soil limitations on
various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for identifying and complying
with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some cases.
Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/
nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering applications. For
more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center (http://
offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as septic
tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to basements or
underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States Department
of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the Agricultural
Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National Cooperative Soil
Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs
and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where
applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual
orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a part of an
individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited
bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means
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for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should
contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). To file a
complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400
Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or call (800) 795-3272
(voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and
employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made
Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous areas
in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous areas and
their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and limitations
affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length, and shape of
the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and native plants; and
the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil profiles. A soil profile is
the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The profile extends from the
surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the soil formed or from the
surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is devoid of roots and other
living organisms and has not been changed by other biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource areas
(MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that share
common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water resources,
soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey areas typically
consist of parts of one or more MLRA.

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that is
related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the area.
Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind of
landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and miscellaneous
areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific segments of the
landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they were formed. Thus,
during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict with a considerable
degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a specific location on the
landscape.

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented by
an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to verify
predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them to
identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units).
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soil
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character of
soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil
scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the
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individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that have
similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a unique
combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components of
the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes
the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such landforms and
landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the development of
resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite investigation is
needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map.
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape, and
experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the soil-
landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at specific
locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller number of
measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded. These
measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color, depth to
bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for content of
sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soil typically vary from
one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists interpret
the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed characteristics
and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the soils under different
uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through observation of the soils
in different uses and under different levels of management. Some interpretations are
modified to fit local conditions, and some new interpretations are developed to meet
local needs. Data are assembled from other sources, such as research information,
production records, and field experience of specialists. For example, data on crop
yields under defined levels of management are assembled from farm records and from
field or plot experiments on the same kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on such
variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over long
periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example, soil
scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will have
a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict that a
high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and
identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings, fields,
roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Soil Map
The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of soil
map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Unit Polygons

Soil Map Unit Lines

Soil Map Unit Points

Special Point Features
Blowout

Borrow Pit

Clay Spot

Closed Depression

Gravel Pit

Gravelly Spot

Landfill

Lava Flow

Marsh or swamp

Mine or Quarry

Miscellaneous Water

Perennial Water

Rock Outcrop

Saline Spot

Sandy Spot

Severely Eroded Spot

Sinkhole

Slide or Slip

Sodic Spot

Spoil Area

Stony Spot

Very Stony Spot

Wet Spot

Other

Special Line Features

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil line
placement. The maps do not show the small areas of contrasting
soils that could have been shown at a more detailed scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:  http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more accurate
calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  San Diego County Area, California
Survey Area Data:  Version 8, Sep 17, 2014

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 1:50,000
or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  Dec 7, 2014—Jan 4,
2015

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Custom Soil Resource Report

9



Map Unit Legend

San Diego County Area, California (CA638)

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

CcC Carlsbad-Urban land complex, 2
to 9 percent slopes

2.0 20.1%

OhF Olivenhain cobbly loam, 30 to 50
percent slopes

1.6 16.4%

RhC Redding-Urban land complex, 2
to 9 percent slopes

6.2 63.5%

Totals for Area of Interest 9.7 100.0%

Map Unit Descriptions
The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the soils
or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along with the
maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the landscape,
however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the characteristic variability
of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some observed properties may extend
beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class. Areas of soils of a single taxonomic
class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without including areas of other taxonomic
classes. Consequently, every map unit is made up of the soils or miscellaneous areas
for which it is named and some minor components that belong to taxonomic classes
other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They generally
are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the scale used.
Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas are identified
by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a given area, the
contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit descriptions along with
some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor components may not have been
observed, and consequently they are not mentioned in the descriptions, especially
where the pattern was so complex that it was impractical to make enough observations
to identify all the soils and miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the usefulness
or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate pure taxonomic
classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that
have similar use and management requirements. The delineation of such segments

Custom Soil Resource Report
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on the map provides sufficient information for the development of resource plans. If
intensive use of small areas is planned, however, onsite investigation is needed to
define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions. Each
description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil properties
and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major horizons
that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness, salinity,
degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the basis of such
differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas shown on the
detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase commonly
indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha silt loam, 0
to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps. The
pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar in all
areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present or
anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered practical
or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The pattern and
relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar. Alpha-
Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas that
could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion of
the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can be
made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made up
of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil material
and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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San Diego County Area, California

CcC—Carlsbad-Urban land complex, 2 to 9 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hb9d
Elevation: 30 to 300 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 10 to 16 inches
Frost-free period: 330 to 350 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Carlsbad and similar soils: 50 percent
Urban land: 30 percent
Minor components: 10 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Carlsbad

Setting
Landform: Hillslopes
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Ferruginous sandstone

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 21 inches: gravelly loamy sand
H2 - 21 to 39 inches: loamy sand
H3 - 39 to 50 inches: indurated

Properties and qualities
Slope: 2 to 9 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 24 to 40 inches to duripan
Natural drainage class: Moderately well drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (1.98 to 5.95 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 2.7 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 4e
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: B

Description of Urban Land

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 6 inches: variable

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 8

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Minor Components

Tujunga
Percent of map unit: 10 percent

OhF—Olivenhain cobbly loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hbfd
Elevation: 100 to 600 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 14 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 63 degrees F
Frost-free period: 290 to 330 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Olivenhain and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Olivenhain

Setting
Landform: Marine terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Riser
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Parent material: Gravelly alluvium derived from mixed sources

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 10 inches: cobbly loam
H2 - 10 to 27 inches: very cobbly clay, very cobbly clay loam
H2 - 10 to 27 inches: cobbly loam, cobbly clay loam
H3 - 27 to 45 inches:
H3 - 27 to 45 inches:

Properties and qualities
Slope: 30 to 50 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Very high
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately

low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 7.3 inches)

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 7e
Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Ecological site: CLAYPAN (1975) (R019XD061CA)

Minor Components

Linne
Percent of map unit: 5 percent

Huerhuero
Percent of map unit: 5 percent

Diablo
Percent of map unit: 5 percent

RhC—Redding-Urban land complex, 2 to 9 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hbg1
Elevation: 100 to 1,500 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 14 to 25 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 61 to 63 degrees F
Frost-free period: 230 to 320 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Redding and similar soils: 50 percent
Urban land: 30 percent
Minor components: 5 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Redding

Setting
Landform: Marine terraces
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium derived from mixed sources

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 15 inches: gravelly loam
H2 - 15 to 30 inches: gravelly clay loam, gravelly clay
H2 - 15 to 30 inches: indurated
H3 - 30 to 45 inches:

Properties and qualities
Slope: 2 to 9 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 20 to 45 inches to duripan
Natural drainage class: Well drained

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Runoff class: Very high
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately

low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 3.3 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 6e
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6e
Hydrologic Soil Group: D

Description of Urban Land

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 6 inches: variable

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 8

Minor Components

Oliventain
Percent of map unit: 5 percent

Custom Soil Resource Report
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BMP Maintenance Program 

The following inspection and maintenance activities shall be performed and completed as 
indicated.  

Maintenance Program for Inlet Stenciling 
Inspection Frequency/Indications: Regular Maintenance Inspections  

 Before wet season begins (September); 

 After wet season (April). 

Maintenance Indications Maintenance Activities 

 Inlet stenciling/signage begins to weather or fade  Re-stamp signage 

 Broken or damaged structure  Repair or replace signage structure 
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                              Hybrid Stormwater Filtration System
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MAINTENANCE  
 
 
 
Maintenance Summary –  
 
o Clean Bio Clean® Catch Basin Filter – average maintenance interval is 3 to 6 

months.  
  (15 minute service time). 
 

o Clean Separation (sediment) Chamber – average maintenance interval is 6 to 18 
months. 

 (30 minute service time).  
 

o Replace Cartridge Filter Media (BioMediaGREEN™) – average maintenance 
interval 6 – 12 months. 

  (45 minute service time).  
 
o Replace Drain Down Filter Media (BioMediaGREEN™) – average maintenance 

interval is 6 to 12 months. 
 (5 minute service time).  
 

o Trim Vegetations – average maintenance interval is 3 to 6 months. 
  (15 minute service time).  
 

o Evaluate Wetland Media Flow Hydraulic Conductivity – average inspection 
interval is once per year. 

  (5 minute inspection time). 
 

 
o Wetland Media Replacement – average maintenance interval is 5 to 20 years. 

  (6 hours).  
 
 
 
 
For more information on maintenance procedures, to order replacement media or 
find an authorized service company please contact: 
 

Modular Wetland Systems, Inc  
2972 San Luis Rey Road 
Oceanside, CA  92058 
 
Phone: 760-433-7640 
Fax: 760-433-3176 
Email: info@modularwetlands.com 

 
 
 
 



 
 
System Diagram –  
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Maintenance Overview –  
 
A. Every installed MWS – Linear unit is to be maintained by the Supplier, or a 
Supplier approved contractor. The cost of this service varies among providers.  
 
B. The MWS – Linear is a multi-stage self-contained treatment train for stormwater 
treatment. Each stage protects subsequent stages from clogging. Stages include: 
screening, separation, cartridge media filtration, and biofiltration. The biofiltration stage 
contains various types of vegetation which will require annual evaluation and trimming.  
 

1. Clean Bio Clean® Catch Basin Filter – Screening is provided by well proven 
catch basin filter.  The filter has a trash and sediment capacity of 2 (curb type) 
and 4 (grate type) cubic feet.  The filter removes gross solids, including litter, and 
sediments greater than 200 microns. This procedure is easily done by hand or 
with a small industrial vacuum device. This filter is located directly under the 
manhole or grate access cover. 

 
2. Clean Separation (sediment) Chamber – separation occurs in the pre-
treatment chamber located directly under the curb or grated inlet. This chamber 
has a capacity of approximately 21 cubic feet for trash, debris and sediments. 
This chamber targets TSS, and particulate metals and nutrients. This procedure 
can be performed with a standard vacuum truck. This chamber is located directly 
under the manhole or grate access cover. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
3. Replace Cartridge Filter Media (BioMediaGREEN™) – Primary filtration is 
provided by a horizontal flow cartridge filter utilizing BioMediaGREEN blocks. 
Each cartridge has a media surface area of 35 square feet. The large surface 
area will insure long term operation without clogging. The cartridge filter with 
BioMediaGREEN targets fine TSS, metals, nutrients, hydrocarbons, turbidity and 
bacteria. Media life depends on local loading conditions and can easily be 
replaced and disposed of without any equipment.  The filters are located in the 
pre-treatment chamber. Entry into chamber required to replace BioMediaGREEN 
blocks. Each cartridge contain 14 pieces of 20” tall BioMediaGREEN. 
 
4. Replace Drain Down Filter Media (BioMediaGREEN™) – A drain down filter, 
similar in function to the perimeter filter is located in the discharge chamber. This 
filter allows standing water to be drained and filtered out of the separation 
chamber. This addresses any vector issues, by eliminating all standing water 
within this system. Replacement of media takes approximately 5 minutes and is 
performed without any equipment. 
 
5. Trim Vegetations – The system utilizes multiple plants in the biofiltration 
chamber to provide enhanced treatment for dissolved pollutants including 
nutrients and metals. The vegetation will need to be maintained (trimmed) as 
needed. This can be done as part of the project normal landscape maintenance. 
NO FERTILIZER SHALL BE USED IN THIS CHAMBER. 
 
6. Evaluate Wetland Media Flow Hydraulic Conductivity – The systems flow 
can be assessed from the discharge chamber. This should be done during a rain 
event. By viewing into the discharge chamber the flow out of the system can be 
observed. If little to know flow is observed from the lower valve or orifice plate this 
is a sign of potential wetland media (biofiltration) maintenance needs.  
 
7. Wetland Media Replacement – biofiltration is provided by an advance 
horizontal flow vegetated wetland.  This natural filter contains a mix of sorptive 
media that supports abundant plant life. This biofilter targets the finest TSS, 
dissolved nutrients, dissolved metals, organics, pesticides, oxygen demanding 
substances and bacteria. This filter provides the final polishing step of treatment. 
If prior treatment stages are properly maintained, the life of this media can be up 
to 20 years. Replacement of the media is simple. Removal of spent media can be 
done with a shovel of a vacuum truck.    

 
C. The MWS – Linear catch basin filter, separation chamber, cartridge filter media and 
wetland media are designed to allow for the use of vacuum removal of captured 
pollutants and spent filter media by centrifugal compressor vacuum units without causing 
damage to the filter or during normal cleaning and maintenance. Filter and chambers 
can be cleaned from finish surface through standard manhole or grate access.  
 
 
 
 



 
 
Maintenance Procedures –   
 
 
1. Clean Bio Clean® Catch Basin Filter – Modular Wetland Systems, Inc. recommends 
the catch basin filter be inspected and cleaned a minimum of once every six months 
and replacement of hydrocarbon booms once a year.  The procedure is easily done with 
the use of any standard vacuum truck. This procedure takes approximately 15 minutes. 
 

1. Remove grate or manhole to gain access to catch basin filter insert.  Remove 
the deflector shield (grate type only) with the hydrocarbon boom attached.  
Where possible the maintenance should be performed from the ground 
surface.  Note: entry into an underground stormwater vault such as an inlet 
vault requires certification in confined space training. 

2. Remove all trash, debris, organics, and sediments collected by the inlet filter 
insert.  Removal of the trash and debris can be done manually or with the use 
of a vacuum truck.  The hose of the vacuum truck will not damage the screen 
of the filter.   

3. Evaluation of the hydrocarbon boom shall be performed at each cleaning.  If 
the boom is filled with hydrocarbons and oils it should be replaced.  Attach 
new boom to basket with plastic ties through pre-drilled holes in basket. Place 
the deflector shield (grate type only) back into the filter. 

4. Transport all debris, trash, organics and sediments to approved facility for 
disposal in accordance with local and state requirements. 

5. The hydrocarbon boom may be classified as hazardous material and will have 
to be picked up and disposed of as hazardous waste.  Hazardous material can 
only be handled by a certified hazardous waste trained person (minimum 24-
hour hazwoper). 

 
2. Clean Separation (sediment) Chamber – Modular Wetland Systems, Inc. 
recommends the separation chamber be inspected and cleaned a minimum of once a 
year. The procedure is easily done with the use of any standard vacuum truck. This 
procedure takes approximately 30 minutes. 
 

1. Remove grate or manhole to gain access to the catch basin filter. 
2. Remove catch basin filter. Where possible the maintenance should be 

performed from the ground surface.  Note: entry into an underground 
stormwater vault such as an inlet vault requires certification in confined space 
training. 

3. With a pressure washer spray down pollutants accumulated on walls and 
cartridge filters.  

4. Vacuum out separation chamber and remove all accumulated debris and 
sediments.  

5. Replace catch basin filter, replace grate or manhole cover. 
6. Transport all debris, trash, organics and sediments to approved facility for 

disposal in accordance with local and state requirements.  
 
 
 



3. Replace Cartridge Filter Media (BioMediaGREEN™) – Modular Wetland Systems, 
Inc. recommends the cartridge filters media be inspected and cleaned a minimum of 
once a year. The procedure will require prior maintenance of separation chamber. 
Replacement of media takes approximately 45 minutes. 
 

1. Remove grate or manhole to gain access to the catch basin filter. 
2. Remove catch basin filter. Where possible the maintenance should be 

performed from the ground surface.  Note: entry into an underground 
stormwater vault such as an inlet vault requires certification in confined space 
training. 

3. Enter separation chamber. 
4. Unscrew the two ½” diameter bolts holding the lid on each cartridge filter and 

remove lid and place outside of unit.  
5. Remove each of the 14 BioMediaGREEN filter blocks in each cartridge and 

remove from chamber for disposal.  
6. Spray down the outside and inside of the cartridge filter to remove any 

accumulated sediments.  
7. Replace with new BioMediaGREEN filter blocks insuring the blocks are 

properly lined up and seated in the bottom.  
8. Replace the lid and tighten down bolts.  
9. Replace catch basin filter, replace grate or manhole cover. 
10. Transport all debris, trash, organics, spent media and sediments to approved 

facility for disposal in accordance with local and state requirements.  
 
4. Replace Drain Down Filter Media (BioMediaGREEN™) – Modular Wetland 
Systems, Inc. recommends the drain down filter be inspected and maintained a 
minimum of once a year. Replacement of media takes approximately 5 minutes. 
 

1. Open hatch of discharge chamber 
2. Enter chamber, unlatch drain down filter cover. 
3. Remove BioMediaGREEN filter block 
4. Replace with new block, replace and latch cover.   
5. Exit chamber, close and lock down the hatch.  
6. Transport spent media to approved facility for disposal in accordance with 

local and state requirements.  
 
5. Trim Vegetations – Modular Wetland Systems, Inc. recommends the 
plants/vegetation be inspected and maintained a minimum of once a year. It is also 
recommended that the plants receive the same care as other landscaped areas. Note: 
No fertilizer is to be used on this area.  Trimming of vegetation takes approximately 
15 minutes. 
 
6. Evaluate Wetland Media Flow Hydraulic Conductivity – Modular Wetland Systems, 
Inc. recommends system flow be inspected and observed a minimum of once a year. 
This needs to be done during a rain event. Inspection and Observation takes 
approximately 5 minutes. 
 

1. Open hatch of discharge chamber 
2. Observe the level of flow from the bottom valve or orifice plate.  
3. If flow is steady and high the system is operating normally. 



4. If little or no flow is observed exiting the valve possible maintenance to the 
biofiltration wetland chamber may be needed. Contact Modular Wetlands for 
further assistance.  

5. Exit chamber, close and lock down the hatch.  
 
7. Wetland Media Replacement – Modular Wetland Systems, Inc. recommends the 
wetland media be replaced a minimum of one every 20 years. Inspection takes 
approximately 15 minutes. Replacement of rock media takes approximately 6 hours and 
requires a vacuum truck. 
 

1. Remove plants from the wetland chamber.  
2. Use a vacuum truck or shovel to remove all wetland media.  
3. Spray down the walls and floor of the chamber and vacuum out any 

accumulated pollutants.  
4. Spray down perforated piping and netting of flow matrix and the inflow and 

outflow end to remove any accumulated pollutants.  
5. Vacuum out any standing water from the media removal and insure the 

chamber is cleaning.  
6. Use a small backhoe to fill chamber with new media. Call Modular Wetland 

Systems, Inc. for media delivery information.  
7. Install BioMediaGREEN filter blocks across over the entire filter bed. Fill with 

media until 9” from top. The install filter blocks which are 3” thick. Fill the top 6” 
inches with wetland media.  

8. Plant new vegetation in the same configuration and quantity as old vegetation. 
Dig down until the BioMediaGREEN is exposed. Cut out a small circle of the 
BioMediaGREEN. Remove plant from container including soil ball and place in 
the whole cut out of the BioMediaGREEN. Cover up with wetland media.  

9. Spray down the plants and media with water to saturate.  
10. Continue supplemental irrigation (spray or drip) for at lest 90 days.  

 
7. Other Maintenance Notes – 
 

1. Following maintenance and/or inspection, the maintenance operator shall 
prepare a maintenance/inspection record.  The record shall include any 
maintenance activities performed, amount and description of debris collected, 
and condition of the system and its various filter mechanism. . 

2. The owner shall retain the maintenance/inspection record for a minimum of 
five years from the date of maintenance.  These records shall be made 
available to the governing municipality for inspection upon request at any time. 

3. Any person performing maintenance activities must have completed a 
minimum of OSHA 24-hour hazardous waste worker (hazwoper) training. 

4. Remove access manhole lid or grate to gain access to filter screens and 
sediment chambers.  Where possible the maintenance should be performed 
from the ground surface.  Note: entry into an underground stormwater vault 
such as an inlet vault requires certification in confined space training. 

5. Transport all debris, trash, organics and sediments to approved facility for 
disposal in accordance with local and state requirements. 

6. The hydrocarbon boom is classified as hazardous material and will have to be 
picked up and disposed of as hazardous waste.  Hazardous material can only 
be handled by a certified hazardous waste trained person (minimum 24-hour 
hazwoper). 



Maintenance Sequence – 
 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Access Pre-Treatment Chamber by Removing 

Manhole or Grate Cover 
Assess Pollutant Loading in Catch Basin Filter 

and Sediment Chamber 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Vacuum Catch Basin Filter Remove Catch Basin Filter

 
 
  
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Vacuum out the Sediment Chamber Enter Chamber Remove Lids of Cartridge Filters

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
  

Remove Spent BioMediaGREEN Filter Blocks Spray Down and Clean Cartridge Filter Housing

Replace with New BioMediaGREEN Filter Blocks 
and Replace Lid, then Catch Basin Filter and 

Replace Manhole or Grate 

Open Discharge Chamber Lid to Asses Wetland 
Media Flow Rate and Replace Drain Down Filter 

Near Bottom 

Please Contact Modular Wetland Systems, Inc. for 
More Information: 

 
760-433-7640 

 
info@modularwetlands.com 

Evaluate Vegetation and Trim if Needed. 
Maintenance Complete.  
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ATTACHMENT H 
WATER QUALITY 

 MONITORING DATA 
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Water Quality Monitoring Data 

There is no relevant water quality monitoring data available for the project 
site. 
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City of San Diego
Development Services
1222 First Ave., MS-302
San Diego, CA  92101
(619) 446-5000

            Printed on recycled paper. Visit our web site at www.sandiego.gov/development-services.    

Upon request, this information is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities.
DS-560 (01-25-11) 

Storm Water Requirements  
Applicability Checklist

fORM

DS-560
January 2011

SECTION 1.  Permanent Storm Water BMP Requirements:
Additional information for determining the requirements is found in the Storm Water Standards Manual. 

Part A: Determine if Exempt from Permanent Storm Water BMP Requirements.    
Projects that are considered maintenance, or are otherwise not categorized as “development projects” or “redevelop-
ment projects” according to the Storm Water Standards manual are not required to install permanent storm water BMPs.  
If “Yes” is checked for any line in Part A, proceed to Part C and check the box labeled “Exempt Project.” If “No” is 
checked for all of the lines, continue to Part B.

1. The project is not a Development Project as defined in the Storm Water Standards Manual:  
 for example habitat restoration projects, and construction inside an existing building.    ❏ Yes   ❏ No

2. The project is only the construction of underground or overhead linear utilities.    ❏ Yes   ❏ No

3. The project qualifies as routine maintenance (replaces or renews existing surface materials 
 because of failed or deteriorating condition). This includes roof replacement, pavement spot 
 repairs and resurfacing treatments such as asphalt overlay or slurry seal, and replacement  
 of damaged pavement.          ❏ Yes   ❏ No

4. The project only installs sidewalks, bike lanes, or pedestrian ramps on an existing road, 
 and does not change sheet flow condition to a concentrated flow condition.     ❏ Yes   ❏ No

Part B: Determine if Subject to Priority Development Project Requirements.
Projects that match one of the definitions below are subject to additional requirements including preparation of a Water Quality 
Technical Report. 
If “Yes” is checked for any line in Part B, proceed to Part C and check the box labeled “Priority Development 
Project.” If “No” is checked for all of the lines, continue to Part C and check the box labeled “Standard Development 
Project.”

1. Residential development of 10 or more units.         ❏ Yes   ❏ No

2. Commercial development and similar non-residential development greater than one acre. 
 Hospitals; laboratories and other medical facilities; educational institutions; recreational facilities; 
 municipal facilities; commercial nurseries; multi-apartment buildings; car wash facilities; mini-malls 
 and other business complexes; shopping malls; hotels; office buildings; public warehouses; automotive 
 dealerships; and other light industrial facilities.       ❏ Yes   ❏ No

3. Heavy industrial development greater than one acre.  Manufacturing plants, 
 food processing plants, metal working facilities, printing plants, and fleet storage areas.   ❏ Yes   ❏ No

4. Automotive repair shop.  Facilities categorized in any one of Standard Industrial 
 Classification (SIC) codes 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539.     ❏ Yes   ❏ No

5. Restaurant.  Facilities that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including stationary 
 lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for immediate consumption 
 (SIC code 5812), and where the land area for development is greater than 5,000 square feet.  ❏ Yes   ❏ No

6. Hillside development greater than 5,000 square feet.  Development that creates 5,000 square 
 feet of impervious surface and is located in an area with known erosive soil conditions and where 
 the development will grade on any natural slope that is twenty-five percent or greater.   ❏ Yes   ❏ No

7. Water Quality Sensitive Area.  Development located within, directly adjacent to, or discharging 
 directly to a Water Quality Sensitive Area (as depicted in Appendix C) in which the project either 
 creates 2,500 square feet of impervious surface on a proposed project site or increases the area of 
 imperviousness of a proposed project site to 10% or more of its naturally occurring condition. “Directly 
 adjacent” is defined as being situated within 200 feet of the Water Quality Sensitive Area. “Discharging 
 directly to” is defined as outflow from a drainage conveyance system that is composed entirely of flows 
 from the subject development or redevelopment site, and not commingled with flows from adjacent lands. ❏ Yes   ❏ No

8. Parking lot with a minimum area of 5,000 square feet or a minimum of 15 parking spaces  
 and potential exposure to urban runoff (unless it meets the exclusion for parking lot reconfiguration 
 on line 11).           ❏ Yes   ❏ No

Project Address:    Project Number (for City Use Only):

http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services
http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/news/pdf/stormwatermanual.pdf
http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/news/pdf/stormwatermanual.pdf


Page � of �        City of San Diego • Development Services Department • Storm Water Requirements Applicability Checklist

 
9. Street, road, highway, or freeway.  New paved surface in excess of 5,000 square feet 
 used for the transportation of automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, and other vehicles 
 (unless it meets the exclusion for road reconfiguration on line 11).     ❏ Yes   ❏ No

10. Retail Gasoline Outlet (RGO) that is: (a) 5,000 square feet or more or (b) has 
 a projected Average Daily Traffic (ADT) of 100 or more vehicles per day.     ❏ Yes   ❏ No

11. Significant Redevelopment; project installs and/or replaces 5,000 square feet or more of 
 impervious surface and the existing site meets at least one of the categories above. The project 
 is not considered Significant Redevelopment if reconfiguring an existing road or parking lot 
 without a change to the footprint of an existing developed road or parking lot. The existing 
 footprint is defined as the outside curb or the outside edge of pavement when there is no curb.  ❏ Yes   ❏ No

12. Other Pollutant Generating Project. Any other project not covered in the categories 
 above, that disturbs one acre or more and is not excluded by the criteria below.     ❏ Yes   ❏ No  
Projects creating less than 5,000 sf of impervious surface and where added landscaping does not require regular use of pesticides 
and fertilizers, such as slope stabilization using native plants. Calculation of the square footage of impervious surface need not in-
clude linear pathways that are for infrequent vehicle use, such as emergency maintenance access or bicycle pedestrian use, if they 
are built with pervious surfaces or if they sheet flow to surrounding pervious surfaces.

Part C: Select the appropriate category based on the outcome of Parts A & B.
1. If “Yes” is checked for any line in Part A, then check this box. Continue to Section 2. ❏ Exempt Project

2. If “No” is checked for all lines in Part A, and Part B, then check this box. 
 Continue to Section 2.        ❏ Standard Development Project

3. If “No” is checked for all lines in Part A, and “Yes” is checked for at least one of the 
 lines in Part B, then check this box. Continue to Section 2. See the Storm Water 
 Standards Manual for guidance on determining if Hydromodification Management 
 Plan requirements apply.        ❏ Priority Development Project

 
SECTION 2.  Construction Storm Water BMP Requirements: 
For all projects, complete Part D.  If “Yes” is checked for any line in Part D, then continue to Part E.  

Part D:  Determine Construction Phase Storm Water Requirements.
1. Is the project subject to California’s statewide General NPDES Permit for Storm Water  
 Discharges Associated with Construction Activities? (See State Water Resources Control 
 Board Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ for rules on enrollment)      ❏ Yes   ❏ No

2. Does the project propose grading or soil disturbance?       ❏ Yes   ❏ No
3. Would storm water or urban runoff have the potential to contact any portion of the 
 construction area, including washing and staging areas?      ❏ Yes   ❏ No

4. Would the project use any construction materials that could negatively affect water 
 quality if discharged from the site (such as, paints, solvents, concrete, and stucco)?   ❏ Yes   ❏ No

5. Check this box if “Yes” is checked for line 1. Continue to Part E.   ❏ SWPPP Required

6. Check this box if “No” is checked for line 1, and “Yes is checked for any line 2-4. 
 Continue to Part E.         ❏ WPCP Required

7. Check this box if “No” is checked for all lines 1-4. Part E does not apply.   ❏ No Document Required

Part E:  Determine Construction Site Priority 
This prioritization must be completed with this form, noted on the plans, and included in the SWPPP or WPCP.  The City re-
serves the right to adjust the priority of the projects both before and during construction. [Note:  The construction priority does 
NOT change construction BMP requirements that apply to projects; rather, it determines the frequency of inspections that will 
be conducted by City staff.] 

❏ 1. High Priority 
 a)  Projects where the site is 50 acres or more and grading will occur during the wet season   
 b)  Projects 1 acre or more and tributary to an impaired water body for sediment (e.g., Peñasquitos watershed) 
 c)  Projects 1 acre  or more within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to a coastal lagoon or other receiving water  
  within a Water Quality Sensitive Area. 
 d)  Projects subject to phased grading or advanced treatment requirements.

❏ 2 Medium Priority. Projects 1 acre or more but not subject to a high priority designation.

❏ 3 Low Priority. Projects requiring a Water Pollution Control Plan but not subject to a medium or high priority designation.

Name of Owner or Agent  (Please Print):     Title:

Signature:        Date:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/construction.shtml
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THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
RECORDING	REQUESTED	BY:	
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
AND	WHEN	RECORDED	MAIL	TO:

This agreement is made by and between the City of San Diego, a municipal corporation [City] and ____________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________,

the owner or duly authorized representative of the owner [Property Owner] of property located at 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

and more particularly described as: ________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California.

Property Owner is required pursuant to the City of San Diego Municipal Code, Chapter 4, Article 3, Division 3, 

Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 2, and the Land Development Manual, Storm Water Standards to enter into a Storm 

Water Management and Discharge Control Maintenance Agreement [Maintenance Agreement] for the installation 

and maintenance of Permanent Storm Water Best Management Practices [Permanent Storm Water BMP’s] prior 

to the issuance of construction permits. The Maintenance Agreement is intended to ensure the establishment and 

maintenance of Permanent Storm Water BMP’s onsite, as described in the attached exhibit(s), the project’s Water 

Quality Technical Report [WQTR] and Grading and/or Improvement Plan Drawing No(s), or Building Plan Project 

No(s): __________________________.

Property Owner wishes to obtain a building or engineering permit according to the Grading and/or Improvement 

Plan Drawing No(s) or Building Plan Project No(s): _________________________.

      APPROVAL NUMBER:   ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER:      PROJECT NUMBER:

____________________________  ________________________________  _________________________

(LegaL Description of property) 

          (property aDDress) 

(THIS SPACE IS FOR RECORDER’S USE ONLY)

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT AND DISCHARGE CONTROL MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT

Continued on Page 2

http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services
http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services
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NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1. Property Owner shall have prepared, or if qualified, shall prepare an Operation and Maintenance Procedure 

[OMP] for Permanent Storm Water BMP’s, satisfactory to the City, according to the attached exhibit(s), consis-

tent with the Grading and/or Improvement Plan Drawing No(s), or Building Plan Project No(s): __________.

2. Property Owner shall install, maintain and repair or replace all Permanent Storm Water BMP’s within their 

property, according to the OMP guidelines as described in the attached exhibit(s), the project’s WQTR and Grad-

ing and/or Improvement Plan Drawing No(s), or Building Plan Project No(s) ___________.

3. Property Owner shall maintain operation and maintenance records for at least five (5) years. These records shall 

be made available to the City for inspection upon request at any time.

This Maintenance Agreement shall commence upon execution of this document by all parties named hereon, and 

shall run with the land.

Executed by the City of San Diego and by Property Owner in San Diego, California.

  ________________________________
                        (Owner Signature)

   ______________________________________
                   (Print Name and Title)

   ______________________________________
           (Company/Organization Name)

   ______________________________________
                               (Date)

NOTE: ALL SIGNATURES MUST INCLUDE NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENTS PER CIVIL CODE SEC. 1180 ET.SEQ.

See Attached Exhibit(s): ___________________________

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO

APPROVED:

_________________________________________
                (City Control Engineer Signature)

_________________________________________
                             (Print Name)

     _________________________________________
                                    (Date)
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