FINAL
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Land Development Review
Division
(619) 446-5460

1.

V.

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/SDP), 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/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 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

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study.
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study.

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.

DOCUMENTATION: The attached Initial Study documents support the above Determination.



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-related
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.shtmi

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 Il 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 from The City of San Diego Local
Enforcement Agency (LEA) and a 40-hour Hazwoper-trained environmental professional
experienced in the identification 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.



CONTACT INFORMATION:

a) The PRIMARY POINT OF CONTACT is the RE 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

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.

3i

OTHER AGENCY REQUIREMENTS: Evidence of compliance with all other agency
requirements or permits shall be submitted to the RE and MMC for review and acceptance
prior to the beginning of work or within one week of the 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

MONITORING EXHIBITS

All consultants are required to submit, to RE and MMC, a monitoring exhibit on a 11x17
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:



DOCUMENT SUBMITTAL/INSPECTION CHECKLIST
Issue Area Document Submittal Associated Inspection/Approvals/Notes

General Constitant Qualitication Prior to Preconstruction Meeting
Letters
Consultant Construction ; ; 3

General —_ s Prior to or at Preconstruction Meeting
Monitoring Exhibits

Paleontology Paleontology Report Paleontology Site Observation

€ SPECIFIC MMRP ISSUE AREA CONDITIONS/REQUIREMENTS

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES MITIGATION

Paleo-1

l. 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 Pl 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.
1. Prior to Start of Construction

A. Verification of Records Search

1.

The Pl 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 Pl stating that the search was completed.
The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.

B. PIShall 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 (Bl), if appropriate, and MMC.
The qualified paleontologist shall attend any grading/excavation related Precon



Meetings to make comments and/or suggestions concerning the Paleontological

Monitoring program with the Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.

a. Ifthe Plis unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a
focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or B, if appropriate, prior to
the start of any work that requires monitoring.

Identify Areas to be Monitored

Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the Pl shall submit a

Paleontological Monitoring Exhibit (PME) based on the appropriate construction

documents (reduced to 11x17) 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 Pl shall also submit a construction schedule to
MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur.

b. The Pl 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.

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

1.

The monitor shall be present full-time 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.

The Pl 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.

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 BI, as appropriate.

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

The Pl 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



resource in context, if possible.
C. Determination of Significance
1. The Pl 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 PI.

If the resource is significant, the Pl 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.

If resource is not significant (e.g., small pieces of broken common shell
fragments or other scattered common fossils) the Pl 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.

The Pl 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.

V. 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 Pl shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC via fax
by 8AM on the next business day.

Discoveries

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

Potentially Significant Discoveries

If the Pl determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the
procedures detailed under Section Il - During Construction shall be followed.
The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM on the next business day to
report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section IlI-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 the RE, or Bl, as appropriate, a minimum of 24
hours before the work is to begin.
2. The RE, or BI, 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 Pl shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative),



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 Pl for revision or, for
preparation of the Final Report.

The Pl shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval.
MMC shall provide written verification to the Pl of the approved report.

5. MMC shall notify the RE or B, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring
Report submittals and approvals.

B. Handling of Fossil Remains

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

2. The Pl shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains are analyzed to
identify function and chronology as they relate to the geologic history of the 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 Pl 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 Pl shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in the
Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or Bl and MMC.

D. Final Monitoring Report(s)

1. The Pl 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.

ol

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
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.



Hazards and Hazar Material

Haz Mat-1

Prior to Start of Construction/Preconstruction Meeting

Prior to the issuance of the grading permit, the applicant shall provide verification, in letter
form, to the Mitigation Monitoring and Coordination Section (MMC) that the City of San
Diego LEA has reviewed and approved the proposed Health and Safety Work Plan as
required in the approved Burn Ash Management Plan (AECOM, December 2015). The safety
plan is for the treatment and disposal of hazardous materials or contaminated soils that
may be encountered within the project site.

The work plan would contain specific procedures for encountering both expected and
unexpected contaminants. The plan would prescribe sa fe work practices, contaminant
monitoring, personal protective equipment, emergency response procedures, and safety
training requirements for the protection of construction workers and third parties. The
health and safety plan would meet the requirements of 29 CFR 1910 and 1926 and all other
applicable federal, state, and local requirements.

During Construction
A. Monitoring
1. 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 the
community health and safety plan will be immediately implemented.

2. If burn ash-containing soil is encountered it will be managed in accordance with the site
specific burn ash management plan and the elements of the community health and
safety plan, including air monitoring, will be implemented as long as burn ash-
containing soil is exposed. If burn ash is encountered during grading that cannot be
managed in place an appropriate regulator-approved cap, as defined in the burn ash
management plan, it will be profiled and disposed of under manifest, at an
appropriately licensed offsite facility.

End of Construction
A. Final Clearance
1. Following the completion of grading, a report will be submitted to the LEA, detailing the
results of the on-site observations and corrective action measures implemented with
regard to observed burn ash materials.



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 (81a)
Linda Vista Branch Library (81m)
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)



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.

March 9, 2016
Date of Draft Report

July 5, 2016
Date of Final Report

Analyst: Jeff Szymanski

Attachments Initial Study Checklist
Figure 1 -Project Location Map
Figure 2 - Site Plan
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LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
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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.

Tyler McLaughlin
Gail A. Laughlin
Judy Millin
Thomas Sekreta
Lou Lipschultz
Ruth Oram
Kathleen Day
Janet Gambrell
Andrew Feraco
Lisa Newby
Robin Hughes
Donna Mills
Joan LoMonico
Joan LoMonico
Betsy A. Blakely

Demi Brown,

Executive Director

Carrie Beinert

tjimclaug91@gmail.com
glaughlin@ucsd.edu
jmillin@san.rr.com
tsekreta@yahoo.com
lou-lip@hotmail.com
roram@san.rr.com
kday619@gmail.com
janet.gambrell@gmail.com
aaferaco@gmail.com
lisajnewbyl@gmail.com
rocknrobin57@icloud.com
djmills09@sbcglobal.net
joanlo48@aol.com
joanlo48@aol.com

bblakely@san.rr.com
dbrown@empowercharter.org

carrie500@email.com

INDIVIDUALS
March 22, 2016
March 22, 2016
March 22, 2016
March 22, 2016
March 22, 2016
March 22, 2016
March 22, 2016
March 22, 2016
March 22, 2016
March 22,2016
March 23, 2016
March 23, 2016
March 23, 2016
March 23, 2016
March 23, 2016

March 23, 2016

March 24, 2016

Self
Self
Self
Self
Self
Self
Self
Self
Self
Self
Self
Self
Self
Self
Self

EMPOWER Charter School

Self

11
12
13
14
15
18
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

29

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update

Mitigated Negative Declaration

Response to Letters of Comment - Page 1

Draft
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LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter

AA
BB
cc
DD
EE
FF

GG

HH

1
KK

Author

Darlene R. Newcomb

Corresponding Secretary

Lori Walker
Elaine Medosch
Patricia Whitelaw

Todd Hooker and Amie
Wong-Hooker

Patricia Whitelaw

G.T. Kaye and Janet C.
Kaye

Carole Melidonian
Craig A. Sherman
Joan LoMonico
Sharon Barcelona
Ana Estrada, Ph.D.
Jacquelyn Landis
Marjorie Patrick, Ph.D
Patricia Whitelaw

Debbie Collins, AICP
Senior Environmental
Specialist

Lisa Rivera-Serra
Susan Lindgren
Beverly F. Ryan

Leticia D. Fernandez

Address

secretariat@sandiegobahai.org

jahman.1@netzero.com
emedosch299@gmail.com

pwhitelaw@att.net
thooker@san.rr.com

pwhitelaw@att.net
jkaye703@gmail.com

jinxy222 @yahoo.com
craigshermanapc@gmail.com
joanlo48@aol.com
sbarcelona@ymail.com
estradaa@sandiego.edu
jackielandis@gmail.com
mpatrick@sandiego.edu

pwhitelaw@att.net

dcollins@semprautilities.com

lisa.rivera-serra@ge.com
sdsusanl@aol.com
bshanti7@gmail.com

lety92111@yahoo.com

Date
March 24, 2016

March 25, 2016
March 25, 2016
March 25, 2016

March 25, 2016
March 25, 2016
March 25, 2016

March 26, 2016
March 28, 2016
March 28, 2016
March 27, 2016
March 28, 2016
March 28, 2016
March 28, 2016
March 28, 2016

March 28, 2016

March 28, 2016
March 29, 2016
March 29, 2016
March 29, 2016

Representing

Local Spiritual Assembly
of the Baha'is of San Diego

Self
Self
Self

Self
Self
Self

Self
North Rim Homeowners Association
Self
Self
Self
Self
Self
Self

San Diego Gas & Electric

Self
Self
Self
Self

Page Number of Letter
30

31
33
37

38
39
40

41
44
62
63
64
65
67
68

72

74
79
80
81

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update

Mitigated Negative Declaration

Response to Letters of Comment - Page 2

Draft
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LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter Author
LL Sofia Ferndndez
MM Gervy Alota
NN Axel Probst
00 Seth & Paula Mayer
PP Ron Goins

Address Representing
sof_fernandez@ymail.com March 29, 2016 Self
bernicealota@gmail.com March 29, 2016 Self
aprobst@fpbarch.com March 29, 2016 Self

COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER THE CLOSE OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

INDIVIDUALS
paula@mayerstudios.com March 30, 2016 Self
Dclimeybrit@aol.com April 18, 2016 Self

Page Number of Letter
83

85
86

91
92

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update
Mitigated Negative Declaration

Response to Letters of Comment - Page 3
Draft
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LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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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COMMENT

From: Tyler McLaughlin [mailto:timclaug91@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 10:16 AM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

Hi Jefirey,

My name is Tyler McLaughlin and I am a current North Rim community resident. It has been brought to my attention that the Francis Parker School plans to expand parking
capacity and add a driveway entrance at the top of Northrim Ct.

At face value, this may not seem like much of an issue. However, upon my carcful consideration, I am strongly opposed to this plan

1) Pedestrian Safety: There are many children, middle schoolers, pets and seniors that utilize the area which this expansion is planned. I myself walk from my unit at the bottom of
the street, down to USD and back on a regular basis. Cars exiting the Francis Parker lots onto Linda Vista, do so with limited caution and regard for people on the sidewalks and
crossing the driveways they use to enter and exit. I've had several close calls where individuals are looking west for traffic, and start to pull out almost hitting myself or my dog. I
fear this will be the case, or even more so if an additional driveway is added on Northrim Ct.

2) Health Concerns: The Francis Parker site used to be part of Camp Keamy, used for military operations and testing. The hill on the West side of Northrim Ct. is covered with
“Bummn Ash" which is toxic and would be disrupted during removal of the dirt for the underground parking structure. The potential for this material to blow directly onto the North
Rim residents, possibly causing health issues, is high.

3) Iraffic/Congestion: One of, 1f not IHE mam reason | purchased property in North Rim, 1s duc to the fact that it resides on a quiet street with NO through traffic (due to the fact
that it is a cul-de-sac). This reduces crime, parking congestion and Titter, amongst other things. The residents pay hefty monthly dues to ensure these things remain a non-issue.
Having hundreds (thousands?) of cars a week redirected onto a small, quiet, dead end, residential street is a poor way to overcome whatever traffic concems they are attempting to
alleviate.

As 429 year old professional who travels a lot for recreation and business, I don't typically concemn myself with meaningless day to day issues facing our HOA (Someone installed
a window that's the wrong color, this person left their trash cans out, this modification costs $100 more than this other one, ete cte). In addition, I don't plan to live at North Rim
forever like some of my neighbors. So, when I chime in on things like this, its because I truly care about the cause, and feel strongly about the impact the project would have on
myself and thosc around me. To put it simply, this plan is a bad idea for everyone that isn't a student or parent at Francis Parker. I fail to see how these changes would positively
affect more people than those it harms.

Please consider these concerns carefully before allowing the projeet to progress to the next level.

Best regards

Tyler MeLaughlin
tmclaug9l@gmail.com

A-2

A-3

RESPONSE

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 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.

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
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COMMENT RESPONSE
project in the Existing and Near Term conditions and also the future (Year 2035)
conditions.

A4 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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COMMENT RESPONSE
B-1 See Response to Comment A-3.
From: Gail Laughlin [mailto:alaughlin@ucsd.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 10:17 AM
To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

Dear Jeffrey Szymanski,

I am writing to offer my strongest opposition to the section of the Francis Parker Master Plan that deals with
impact. The proposed emptying of all moming and afternoon Francis Parker drop off and pick up traffic onto
North Rim Court will have a tremendous negative effect on the residents of North Rim condominiums. All 300

B-1 townhouses and their residents (up to 600 vehicles) have ONLY ONE EXIT from the North Rim complex and
that is via North Rim Court. Our exit to work in the morning and arrival home in the evening will be slowed by
a major degree to the high level of traffic into and out of Francis Parker school. That impact is already felt on
Linda Vista Road during the moming commute and will be MUCH worse if Francis Parker is allowed to go
through with their plans.

It also presents a safety hazard in that this is again the ONLY exit from North Rim and several members of the
community are in their elder years.

I urge rejection of this portion of the FP Master Plan.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Gail Laughlin

Gail A, Laughlin, PhD, FAHA
Associate Professor of Epidemiology
Family Medicine & Public Health
University of California San Diego
Co-Director Epidemiology Track

Joint Doctoral Program in Public Health
Ph: 858-822-2416 | Fax: 858-534-4642
Office: MTF 264| Mailcode: 0725
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C-1

C-2

C-3

COMMENT

From: Judy Millin [mailto:imillin@san.rr.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 10:21 AM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master plan Amendment, 412987 OPPOSE PROJECT

This Amendment might not impact the “environment” except for the planned driveway to empty on North Rim

Court. The increase in cars (as many as 300 2 times per day) will cause those of us who live here to sit in Francis Parker
traffic & lose as many as 18 parking spaces on N. Rim Court. In addition, | have a back problem that pinches a nerve
when | sit too long. The thought of trying to leave My North Rim Development & starting my day with a muscle spasm is
unacceptable.

What is Francis Parker going to do to mitigate my pain? | have lived here for almost 20 years & bought in North Rim
because of the accessibility of freeways & the LACK of traffic on Linda Vista Road. What do you think this unnecessary

driveway will do to my property value? What is Francis Parker going to do to mitigate the loss of property value?

The traffic consultant for Francis Parker has admitted that Francis Parker does NOT need the driveway proposed for
North Rim Court & that traffic for Francis Parker can be re-routed ON THE CAMPUS.

| OPPOPSE this unnecessary encroachment by Francis Parker on this street.

Judy Millin, #90, North Rim
858-505-8155

C-1
C-2

C-3

RESPONSE

See General Response #4 and Response to Comment A-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.

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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COMMENT RESPONSE
D-1 See General Response #1 & 2 and Response to Comment A-3.
From: tsekreta@yahoo.com [mailto:tsekr hoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 10:37 AM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987
Hi,
1 am writing to you to express my opposition to the driveway. I believe the driveway will negatively impact
D-l North Rim Court The intersection of North Rim and Linda Vista Road will become even more dangerous, a real
safety issue. I noticed that the driveway has not been mitigated. Why is this not included when it poses such
an impact to the area?
Thank you,
Thomas
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COMMENT RESPONSE

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.

From: Lou Lip [mailto:lou-lip@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 10:51 AM
To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

Dear Mr. Szymanski
| am writing to tell you that | am strongly opposed to Francis Parker's planned driveway improvements on Northrim Court.

And for good reason....| own a unit at 1565 Northrim Court. My common access driveway is situated directly across

E-1 from the proposed driveway improvements. Me and perhaps 25 other families will not be unable to turn right
from our driveways and onto Northrim Court to leave the complex in the morning. Further, turning onto
Northrim Court in the morning and evening peak hours will be dangerous, as cars will be turning left, across
traffic from the planned driveway.

It is quite obvious to me that vehicles exiting out of Francis Parker and onto Northrim Court would create
severe and prolonged traffic jams at least three times daily and on weekends - during school sporting
events. This situation will be worsened by general vehicular traffic in and out of the 7-11 convenience store,
and peak-hour general traffic on Linda Vista Road.

Please come and visit the proposed driveway location in person during peak morning and evening hours. You
will quickly conclude that adding another source of heavy traffic via the proposed driveway to a confined area
would create general chaos, undo hardship, and danger to an already volatile situation.

Sincerely,
Lou Lipschultz

1565 Northrim Court
Mobile: 619/890-5235
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COMMENT RESPONSE

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.

From: RORAM [mailto:roram@san.rr.com] F-2 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
R RAR R environmental analysis in the draft MND. To clarify the record, the following are
Subject: FW: Objection o Francis Parker: Master Plan Amendmient Broject #412067 the Linda Vista Planning Group’s approved minutes for action taken on the project
Dear Jeffrey Szymanski, (or to whomever applicable in Environmental Department) on Februal’y 22; 2016: i‘MOtion by Ma.rgal'ita CaStrq to a'CCG‘pt the Francis Parker

I understand that this project is in a public comment period, so I am writing to express my opposition. My Maste_r Plan Update' Wlth the stlpulatlon_ that the Clty wil ad.dress the concerns of
name is Ruth Oram and T am a home owner at the North Rim Condominiums in Linda Vista. the driveway and traffic flow on North Rim Court with Francis Parker. Second by

Doug Beckham. Vote 7-1-0. Motion carried.”

F-1  Regarding page 44 of North Rim/Traffic, we find that there has been no mitigation of the traffic and safety

concerns that were expressed by North Rim residents at the Linda Vista Planning Board Group in _ H : :
February. The committee voted in favor of the plan, but asked Francis Parker to re-consider the drive way F-3 See General Response #4 regardlng the loss Of parkmg on Northrim Court and
F-2  proposal on North Rim because of the many concerns of the residents North Rim and its neighbors. North Rim Response to Comment A-1 regardmg pedestnan safety.

residents are highly opposed to this plan.

Apparently, no such concessions were made but consider this: Francis Parker already has three large driveway
F-3  access points on Linda Vista road. This highly unnecessary driveway will wreak havoc on North Rim. It will

endanger runners, drivers, dog walkers as well as taking significant parking spaces from the residents and

guests. Itis a bad idea from any angle you look.

Thank you for your time.
Ruth Oram

I am forwarding an email that I sent to Scott Sherman regarding the Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment
Project No 412987, please read that as well. Thank you.

From: RORAM [mailto:roram@san.rr.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 16, 2016 9:34 AM

To: 'Zemen, Sheldon'

Subject: RE: Objection to Francis Parker Master Plan Update Project #412987

Thank you, Sheldon.
Ruth

From: Zemen, Sheldon [mailto:SZemen@sandiego.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2016 4:47 PM

To: roram@san.rr.com
Subject: RE: Objection to Francis Parker Master Plan Update Project #412987

Ruth,
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COMMENT RESPONSE
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
I :ave noted your Opposition to the Project. L|nda V|Sta Road / NOI’thI’Im COUI’t
Thanks,
Hedon 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
Sheldon Zemen prOVIdEd'
Council Representative

District 7 - Councilmember Scott Sherman
619.236.6677

szemen@sandiego.gov

From: Powell, Jeff On Behalf Of Councilmember Scott Sherman
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2016 3:44 PM

To: Zemen, Sheldon <SZemen@sandiego.gov>
Subject: FW: Objection to Francis Parker Master Plan Update Project #412987

From: RORAM [mailto:roram@san.rr.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2016 1:12 PM

To: Councilmember Scott Sherman <ScottSherman@sandiego.gov>
Subject: Objection to Francis Parker Master Plan Update Project #412987

Dear Mr. Sherman,

My name is Ruth Oram and I am a resident and home owner at the North Rim Condominiums in Linda Vista.
I am writing to express my opposition to the driveway part of the Master plan. This intended driveway will
negatively impact property values and create traffic pandemonium. Our residents (286 units with at least one or
F-4 more occupants) are extremely opposed to this driveway because they know the chaos it will create. Francis
Parker has two-four other exit points already in place that could be utilized instead of North Rim Court.
North Rim Court has limited parking and the featured plan will extract 8-9 spaces. There is no other place to
park nearby. There is no parking on Linda Vista and there is no other street in close proximity. How would
handicap people have close access to their homes if no close parking exits? The configuration of the
condominium is a one or two car garage, and if a person cannot easily climb stairs, he or she can park on the
street close by in the present environment. If these spaces are gone, everyone suffers. The traffic problems are
guaranteed in this plan. While our residents will be going to work they will have to battle traffic going to the
school and cutting across North Rim Ct. And, driving home from work the same problem exists. This cannot be
wise in anyone’s estimation and the traffic engineer we spoke to agreed.

This plan’s only purpose is to convenience the parents dropping their kids at Francis Parker whilst

F-5  inconveniencing the community it purports to be serving. Most of these we learned, do not live in this 92111
zip. 32 zip codes attend this school.
Only 20 kids out of 800+ live in Linda Vista.
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COMMENT RESPONSE
Please help us, the community you serve, get this plan amended. We are circulating a petition to demonstrate
our fervor on this issue. Please support this cause Mr. Sherman.
Thank you kindly,
Ruth Oram
1545 North Rim Ct # 271
SD,CA 92111
Francis Parker School Master Plan Update Response to Letters of Comment - Page 17
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COMMENT RESPONSE

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

From: Kathleen Day [mailto:kday619@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 11:33 AM

To: DSD EAS

Cc: Councilmember Scott Sherman

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

ATTN: Jeffrey Szymanski, Environmental Planner, City of San Diego Development Services Center

I am writing in regards to the proposed above referenced Master Plan Amendment by Francis Parker with
specific comment regarding Section XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.

(-1  Frankly, I am shocked that the analysis by the City denotes less than significant and no impact by the closing of
one driveway on Linda Vista and the creation of a driveway on Northrim Court.

My unit is directly across from the Francis Parker athletic field and I work from home. As a result, [ have a
bird's eye view of the street and foot and auto traffic.
Northrim residents have only Northrim Ct as their access in/out of the community.

In the early morning and late afternoon/evening hours, there is a lot of traffic associated with residents on their
way to and from work. There is also a HUGE amount of traffic at the 7/11 on the corner of Linda Vista Rd and
Northrim Ct.continuously throughout the day, most notably, students on foot.

Creating a driveway and placing a light at Northrim Ct will significantly increase the queuing of traffic in and
out of Francis Parker markedly increasing the safety hazard of traffic, foot and auto, on Northrim Ct.

With the addition of an apartment building next to the 7/11, auto and foot traffic will increase at this comer and
overflow onto Northrim Ct.

Francis Parker currently has four driveways in and out of their parking lot. Two can used for traffic circulation
for the middle school and two for the high school without negatively impacting the safety of Northrim residents,
7/11 patrons, and most importantly, students on foot.

As a Northrim resident, I fully realize I live across the street from a school and there will be necessary
changes. I welcome many of the features included in the Master Plan Amendment, however, I am vehemently
opposed to introduction of the driveway in our community. Their lack of any type of compromise does not
promote goodwill to the community and basic "good neighbor" practices. They clearly have talented and
experienced staff advising on the project. Surely they have more than one way to design traffic patterns.

The driveway presents a MAJOR impact to safety in our neighborhood. Those who do not think so should
spend one day in my office to see the traffic.

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update Response to Letters of Comment - Page 18
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COMMENT RESPONSE

We only have one street in and out of our community. Francis Parker already has four driveways into their
parking lot and can definitely improve their traffic flow with the existing infrastructure.

I implore you to consider the voices of long-time, stable, caring citizens of this area and make the right decision
to NOT introduce hazardous conditions to the Linda Vista community.

Thank you,
Kathleen Day

Response to Letters of Comment - Page 19
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COMMENT RESPONSE

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

From: Janet Gambrell [mailto:janet.gambrell@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 12:08 PM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project #412987

Mr Szymanski,

The proposed traffic flow change to the North Rim Court entrance from the Francis Parker Project will have a
H-1 significant effect on our housing complex. It will be detrimental to all of the tenants of North Rim and have a

negative impact on the traffic and safety of our neighborhood.

I strongly object to this project

Janet Gambrell
Property Owner

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update Response to Letters of Comment - Page 20
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COMMENT RESPONSE

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

From: Andrew Feraco [mailto:aaferaco@gmail.com

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 2:13 PM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment,Project No. 412987

I am a resident at the North Rim community and would like to express my concern over part of the Francis
Parker Plan. I reside on North Rim Crt. and very concerned over the plan Francis Parker has pertaining to their
underground parking facility specifically the exit onto North Rim Crt. We have approximately 291 condo units
with only one way in and out, that being North Rim Crt. This garage exit will create dangerous traffic

|-1  congestion involving the flow of vehicles on Linda Vista Ave. entering North Rim Crt. as well as the 7 Eleven
store at this corner location. There is a large flow of vehicle's leaving our community on North Rim Crt.at the
same time vehicles will be exiting from this garage. Also there are a number of vehicles entering the 7 Eleven
for breakfast, all of this traffic at the corner of Linda Vista Ave. and North Rim Crt. Aside from vehicle's going
to the 7 Eleven there are number of students that walk to the 7 Eleven crossing this intersection. Other then the
traffic issue the creation of this garage exit will cause the loss of approximately eighteen parking places on
North Rim Crt. Presently there are a number of people residing at the apartments on Linda Vista Ave. that park
their vehicles on North Rim Crt. along with an unknown amount of vehicles from apartments currently under
construction at this location It has been noted that student's as well as people attending sporting events park at
this location. There are a number of condo's in our community that have one car garage's, in most cases the
occupants have more then one car and use North Rim Crt. for parking.

Presently Francis Parker has an adequate exit and entrance to the school with a traffic light on Linda Vista Ave.
It should be noted the school has two other driveways on Linda Vista Ave. It appears this is a convenience and
not a necessity for Francis Parker where as this will be a major inconvenience and potential hazard for the
resident's of North Rim along with people using the 7 Eleven store.

Due to these circumstances it is requested that you not approve this garage exit plan.
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COMMENT RESPONSE

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.

From: Newby lisa [mailto:lisajnewbyl @gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 6:33 PM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

To Whom It May Concern,
As a 20 year resident of Northrim , | am concerned about the proposed driveway that Francis Parker will have on our
tranquil community. | already have my quality of life impacted by their lights that illuminate my home which i was told
would not. | also have to hear the sounds of many events, even exceeding the amount granted by their CUP and all days
J_l on weekends. Since we do not have AC, our doors are often open, so there is little relief from the noise. Now Francis
Parker wants to take up valuable parking spots, increase the noise, traffic and congestion on our street and decrease the
value of our homes. They have yet to conduct any business with honesty and integrity saying it's for the community yet
less than 10% of the students are from the community. They say they would only increase students to 880 now it’s over
900. They say they need to get the cars from parking on alcala knolls across the street because it is a safety issue yet
there have been no accidents/incidents. While | support the Master Plan, | vehemently oppose the driveway on
Northrim Court. They already have enough driveways/entrances on Linda Vista that can be re-configured so that itis a
win-win for everyone in the community.

Lisa Newby
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COMMENT RESPONSE

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

From: Robin Hughes [mailto:rocknrobin57 @icloud.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2016 8:57 AM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

Dear Mr. Jeffrey Szymanski,
K-1 [ wholeheartedly support Francis Parker’s new parking garage. I am grateful that the school decided to build it
: underground so our community doesn’t have a huge eyesore. I can’t wait to be able to park in front of my house
again without competing with student parking.
Sincerely,
Robin Hughes
6560 Alcala Knolls Dr.

San Diego, CA 92111

Sent from my iPad
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COMMENT RESPONSE

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

From: Donna Mills [mailto:djmills0O9@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2016 12:22 AM

To: DSD EAS

Cc: Landis Jacquelyn

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

| am a Northrim condo owner and | would like you to know | am VERY opposed to the Francis Parker school expansion
plan, specifically the proposed gatehouse with traffic exit onto Northrim court. Northrim Court is the only entrance for

L'l 300 homeowners. It is a dead end street.....only one way in & out of the complex. If the Francis Parker school traffic is
allowed to flow onto Northrim, | know it will bottleneck residents ability to get in & out of the complex; could impact
access for emergency & service vehicles and created an overall unsafe situation. The neighboring 7-11 store traffic also
flows onto Northrim.

Please take a close look at this plan & deny it. It is NOT in the best interest of the people who live in this community.
Francis Parker school's traffic issues should not be shifted to....dumped on....the Northrim residents.

Thank you. Donna Mills. 760-586-7125. Unit 270.

Sent from my iPhone
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COMMENT RESPONSE

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

From: Joanlo48@aol.com [mailto:Joanlo48@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2016 1:02 PM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: FRANCIS PARKER

Dear Mr.
1 am opposed the Master Plan update proposed by Francis Parker School. | have lived/owned my home at North Rim
condos since 1982. Francis Parker wants to create a driveway on North Rim Court and a traffic light at the only
ingress/egress to the North Rim Community condos.

M- 1 North Rim is very much sought after and the community is beautiful and has a calm atmosphere.
The traffic on North Rim Court will negatively affect our tranquil community of North Rim. We do not want
anything negative to change what makes North Rim great.
Francis Parker should use their existing driveways (they don't use one of them), instead of encroaching onto North Rim's
entry and parking spaces.
They proposed a consolation of a new entry monument and enhanced landscaping. It is not an option.
North Rim Court is the only ingress/egress for the entire community of 296 townhomes. The new driveway will create a
traffic line of cars on North Rim Court, twice a day during high traffic times and special events. In addition, it will take
away several spaces of parking that our homeowners need and have relied on for over 30 years. Think about 200 cars
lined up on North Rim Court every morning going to work.

North Rim Court is already noisy and lit up for ball games at the school. We don't need any other obstacles to down
grade North Rim and degrade property values.

There is also a serious safety issue should there be a fire.

Mr. , please do not approve Francis Parker's plan.
Thank you,

Joan LoMonico
North Rim Homeowner/Resident of 33 years.

Go Green - Recycle CONGRESS!!
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COMMENT RESPONSE

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

From: Joanlo48@aol.com [mailto:Joanlo48@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2016 1:06 PM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: FRANCIS PARKER MASTER PLAN UPDATE

Dear Mr. Szymanski,

| am opposed the Master Plan update proposed by Francis Parker School. | have lived/owned my home at North
Rim condos since 1982. Francis Parker wants to create a driveway on North Rim Court and a traffic light at the
only ingress/egress to the North Rim Community condos.

North Rim is very much sought after and the community is beautiful and has a calm atmosphere.

The traffic on North Rim Court will negatively affect our tranquil community of North Rim. We do not want
anything negative to change what makes North Rim great.

Francis Parker should use their existing driveways (they don't use one of them), instead of encroaching onto
North Rim's entry and parking spaces.

N-1

They proposed a consolation of a new entry monument and enhanced landscaping. It is not an option.

North Rim Court is the only ingress/egress for the entire community of 296 townhomes. The new driveway will
create a traffic line of cars on North Rim Court, twice a day during high traffic times and special events. In
addition, it will take away several spaces of parking that our homeowners need and have relied on for over 30
years. Think about 200 cars lined up on North Rim Court every morning going to work.

| There is also a serious safety issue should there be a fire.

North Rim Court is already noisy and lit up for ball games at the school. We don't need any other obstacles to
down grade North Rim and degrade property values.

Mr. Szymanski, please do not approve Francis Parker's plan.
Thank you,

Joan LoMonico
North Rim Homeowner/Resident of 33 years.

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update
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COMMENT RESPONSE

0-1 See General Responses #1 and 2.

From: Betsy Blakely [mailto:bblakely@san.rr.com

Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2016 3:34 PM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Frances Parker Master Plan Amendment Project Number 412987

Dear Jeffrey Szymanski,

I’m an original owner at North Rim Condominiums. | am opposed to Frances Parker making an
entrance to their school on North Rim Court. It is the only outlet for the residents. O feel it
would cause major traffic problems.

Sincerely,

Betsy A. Blakely
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COMMENT RESPONSE
j "'$ Empowering healthy global leaders & creative thinkers . . .
EMPOWER P-1 Comments noted. As these comments do not raise any issues with respect to the
2230 East Jewett Street, San Diego CA 92111 ifi i I
Charter School ewet Sireet San Dicgo CA 92111 adequacy of the Draft MND, no specific response is provided.
Tel 858.292.1304
Fax 8582021328
March 23, 2016
RE: Francis Parker School Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987
Dear Mr. Jeffrey Szymanski,
I am a Linda Vista community member and | would like to write in support of Francis Parker School's proposed Master
P-1
Plan Update.
The school has done a good job of familiarizing neighbors with their plans through mailers and, by offering community
briefings and campus tours.
= | am very much in favor of the plans to building a parking structure on the Parker campus.
= The on-campus circulation plan identified in the negative declaration is going to be a tremendous improvement to
the traffic flow and safety on Linda Vista Road.
« The traffic light proposed for the intersection of Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court will help regulate the
merging of traffic onto Linda Vista Road and create a safer envireonment for motorists and pedestrians.
« The improvements proposed with the Master Plan Update will significantly improve the quality of life for the
greater Linda Vista community.
In short, | am pleased to offer my support for Parker's construction plans.
Sincerely,
e~
Demi Brown
Executive Director
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COMMENT RESPONSE

Q-1 See Response to Comment F-1.

From: Carrie Beinert [mailto:carrie500@email.com
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2016 9:37 PM

To: DSD EAS
Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

TO: Jeffrey Szymanski
Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Development Services Center

RE: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987
Linda Vista Community Plan, Council District 7

Q'l I oppose the driveway and in my opinion impact on North Rim Court will be significant and has not been mitigated.
Carrie Beinert

1262 River Glen Row, Unit 18
San Diego, CA. 92111
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COMMENT RESPONSE
Local Spiritual Assembly of the Bahdfs of San Diego R-1 Comments noted. As these comments do not raise any issues with respect to the
6545 Alcala Knolls Dr. San Diego, CA 92111 858-268-3999, secretariat@sandiegobahai.org adequacy Of the Draft MND, no SpeC|f|C response IS prOVIded

March 24, 2016

Mr. Jeffrey Szymanski
dsdeas@sandiego.gov

SUBJECT LINE: Francis Parker School Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987
Dear Mr. Jeffrey Szymanski,

R-1 Greetings from the Local Spiritual Assembly of the Baha’i Faith Community of San Diego. We
are residents of Linda Vista writing in support of Francis Parker School's proposed Master Plan
Update.

The Baha'i Center in San Diego is opposite Francis Parker along Linda Vista Road, the entrance
to our building is on Alcala Knolls Drive and we have enjoyed and nurtured a long standing reciprocal
relationship with Francis Parker for more 12 years. Francis Parker has supported our spiritual
education programs by providing space for our growing childrens classes, space for spring and
summer junior youth camps, youth gatherings, and other community events when our own facility
has been insufficient to serve these purposes. We have hosted Francis Parker activities including
cooking classes, annual testing, and overflow parking for Francis Parker staff during the school day
and sports and other events after school.

The school has done a good job of familiarizing neighbors with their plans through mailers
and, by offering community briefings and campus tours.

+ OQur Faith Community is very much in favor of the plans to building a parking structure on the
Parker campus.

¢ The on-campus circulation plan identified in the negative declaration is going to be a
tremendous improvement to the traffic flow and safety on Linda Vista Road.

* The traffic light proposed for the intersection of Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court will help
regulate the merging of traffic onto Linda Vista Road and create a safer environment for
motorists and pedestrians.

* The improvements proposed with the Master Plan Update will significantly improve the quality
of life for the greater Linda Vista community.

In short, we are pleased to offer our community support for Parker's construction plans.
Warmest regards,
Local Spiritual Assembly of the Bah4'is of San Diego

Darlene R. Newcomb,
Corresponding Secretary
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COMMENT RESPONSE

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.
From: gareth walker [mailto:jiahman.1@netzero.com]

el S-3 As this comment does not raise any issues with respect to the adequacy of the

Subject: Francis Parker School Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987 Draft MND’ no Specmc response |S pr0V|ded

Dear Mr. Jeffrey Szymanski,

. —— . _ i S-4 As this comment does not raise any issues with respect to the adequacy of the
| have been a resident of Linda Vista since 1965, and | am writing to express my support for Francis Parker School's

proposed Master Plan Update. The school has done a good job of familiarizing neighbors with their plans through mailers Draft MN D, no SpECiﬁC response is provided.
and by offering community briefings and campus tours.

S- 1 « | am very much in favor of the plans to building a parking structure on the Parker campus. | have three children
who graduated from Francis Parker. As a mother, | was concerned when my teenage drivers had to park off
campus due to the lack of parking on campus. They had to park across the street, around the corner, and
sometimes down a hill if they arrived either at 8:00 am or slightly later. Any time that you have children walking
alone in any neighborhood, it exposes them to unnecessary risks from unsavory people who just by chance might
be in the area. The students of Francis Parker who drive to school should be guaranteed a parking space on
campus to ensure that they are safe once they arrive at school.

« The on-campus circulation plan identified in the negative declaration is going to be a tremendous improvement to

S'2 the traffic flow and safety on Linda Vista Road. The upper school students will be heading south on Northrim
Court in the mornings to enter the proposed parking structure. The residents will be heading north in the direction
of Linda Vista Road in the mornings. There will be some parents who drop off their high school students in the
morning and will need to exit on Northrim Court, but most of the cars entering the school at that proposed location
will be parking and will not add significantly to the traffic flow of the residents exiting their neighborhood. At the
end of the school day, the students will be leaving the campus and driving north on Northrim Court, which will be
opposite of the traffic flow for residents who may be returning home. Francis Parker has committed to having
traffic guards to monitor the traffic flow during peak hours to help the vehicles flow smoothly into and out of the
proposed driveway on Northrim court, while making sure that the residents are able to drive along Northrim court
without being negatively impacted by the additional cars entering and leaving the campus.

S 3 « The traffic light proposed for the intersection of Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court will help regulate the

- merging of traffic onto Linda Vista Road and create a safer environment for motorists and pedestrians. Currently,
during peak traffic hours, it is often difficult to safely make a left turn from Northrim Court to Linda Vista
Road. The traffic light will reduce the need for drivers to take the risk of entering the intersection while other
motorists are approaching at sometimes high speeds. It will also help pedestrians who may be walking to the
nearby 7/11 Store along the north side of Linda Vista Road, since they will be able to cross at a traffic light instead
of running across the street to avoid being hit by an approaching vehicle. With the traffic light installation, the risks
will be reduced, and the safety will be increased for all drivers and pedestrians.

S 4 « The improvements proposed with the Master Plan Update will significantly improve the quality of life for the

- greater Linda Vista community. It will help to reduce the number of students parking in the surrounding
neighborhood streets, the traffic light will improve the safety for motorists and pedestrians, and the cars backed
up on Linda Vista Road to enter the current entrance to the school will be reduced and help to make the traffic
flow smoother for the Linda Vista residents.

In short, | am pleased to offer my support for Parker's construction plans.

Thank you,
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COMMENT RESPONSE

Lori Walker

6618 Preece Court
San Diego, CA 92111
(858) 213-5706
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T-1

T-2

COMMENT

From: Elaine Medosch <emedosch299 @gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, March 25, 2016 11:38 AM

To: DSD EAS; Szymanski, Jeffrey; Tetlow, Barrett

Subject: Francis Parker School mitigated negative declaration

March 25,2016

Dear Mr. Jeff Syzmanski,

My name is Elaine Medosch. My husband and | moved into 1565 Northrim Court #290 on Jan 12, 2016. We
knew nothing about the Francis Parker School (FPS) Master Plan. But we attended an invitation by Francis
Parker representatives for dinner and a "Q and A on the Master Plan" meeting on March 1.

There were more unanswered questions at that meeting than answered. We were appalled by the rudeness
shown to the Northrim neighbors by FPS representatives. Afterwards, we spoke with our new neighbors and
saw the site plan FPS has submitted to the city for upcoming construction of new facilities, complete with
traffic adjustments that affect all the residents of Northrim Court.

So we have a few questions to ask and | thank you in advance for your response.

1.The site plan map we were given shows key yellow areas designated as "Near Term Construction." One such
yellow area is for traffic construction at the intersection of Northrim Court and Linda Vista Road.

But one area that is NOT marked in yellow is a tiny blank space on the property line which is to become the
driveway we're all most concerned about.

Is the driveway intended as "near term construction"?

Our understanding from other sources is that FPS plans to do the driveway work immediately beginning in
June so that construction trucks and vehicles can enter on our street instead of Linda Vista Road.

2. | visited three other sites on the sandiego.gov site that include the Linda Vista Community Plan, the Linda
Vista amended land use community plan and the existing conditional use permit for FPS.

Each of those three documents state explicitly that "The growth of Francis Parker School should be regulated
to ensure that impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods, ESPECIALLY TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION IMPACTS,
are minimized." (From LVCP - but the caps are mine.)

T-1

T-2

RESPONSE

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.

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.

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update
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T-3

T-4

T-5

T-6

COMMENT

The lindavistaalucp/amendment/11510b.pdf also calls for "regulating the growth and operation of educational
institutions so that impacts to the community are minimized."

And the Linda Vista Planning Group at their Feb.22, 2016 meeting specifically called for a reconsideration of
the driveway element and withheld approval on that particular feature.

My question here is - since there's no action by the city or Linda Vista Planning Group that seem to supercede
these community- and City Council-approved agreements specifically regarding FPS, how can that
documentation simply be ignored by a mitigated negative declaration?

It's as if the community and local governing bodies were not to be taken seriously.

3. Finally, the FPS Mitigated Negative Declaration claims that which there IS a direct impact to traffic and
parking at Northrim Court but that installing a traffic light at that intersection reduces that impact to "less

than significant." - a very serious understatement indeed.

| know the FPS facts, figures and projections (which show no significant impacts in horizon year 2035) were
prepared by their own experts.

But given that there is a direct impact (which FPS itself states), then where are the alternatives to these plans
that wreak such havoc on our community? Couldn't FPS have included information showing how the project
will proceed using the two existing entrances and two exits the school already has on its property?

Finally, there's the issue of noise. Talk about loud. Complete with very bright lights. It's like living on the 50
yard line at Qualcomm Stadium. Had we known about the intensity of lights and noise from FPS, we wouldn't
be living here.

But we are. Hence this letter.

I'm attaching two photos of the site plan.

And please know that this letter is respectfully submitted,

Elaine Medosch
562-243-4893

T-3
T-4

T-5

T-6

RESPONSE

See Response to Comment F-2.

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-I-
1 and OR-I -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.

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.

Much of this comment concerns an existing condition. Also see General
Responses #5 and 6.
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U-10

U-11
u-12

COMMENT

From: pwhitelaw@att.net [mailto:pwhitelaw@att.net

Sent: Friday, March 25, 2016 3:40 PM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment Project No. 412987

Dear Mr. Szymanski,

| am a North Rim Condominium Complex homeowner and resident. | strongly OPPOSE the construction of a driveway from the Francis
Parker parking lot onto North Rim Court, our only exit.

Francis Parker's (FP) plan fails to mitigate these areas of concern regarding the proposed North Rim Court Driveway:

- How will the cars exiting the driveway be able to see cars coming up North Rim Court (NRC) to their left due to the curvature of the
road and steepness of the hill in order to make a safe left turn?

- How will FP replace the parking that their master plan will take away from NR residents and local businesses on NRC? They allege
that not more than six spots will be removed. However, it appears that several on the east side of NRC would need to be removed as
well. Please note that there is no on-street parking on Linda Vista Road for residents.

- Diagonal parking on NRC would not mitigate damages, but only increase safety hazards for the following reasons: Cars leaving the
diagonal parking will have zero visibility of traffic coming down NRC; will tend to back out and then make a U-turn in the middle of NRC;
will mash on the gas pedal to get momentum to back out uphill quickly, thus increasing the possibility of impact with downhill traffic.

- FP says that there would be an average of 850 extra cars a day on NRC if the driveway is constructed. What would be the high
usage rate? If you have 400 or more NR homeowners/guests coming in and out of NRC per day (800 cars) and add that to the 850 and
perhaps another 300 or more cars using the NRC driveway, won't that well exceed the 1500 car per day usage for NRC?

- What redress will NR residents have when FP fails to provide a monitor for traffic using the proposed driveway? Will there be any
meaningful sanctions against FP when they fail to follow the permit requirements?

- Will the NRC driveway by used by construction traffic? If so, will there be a traffic monitor to give right of way to the NR residents or
will residents need to leave an extra 10 minutes early for their work commute in case they have to wait for construction traffic?

- Will the proposed driveway and signal really help FP traffic flow when the cars will have to give right of way to traffic entering NRC
from Linda Vista Road, traffic leaving NRC driveways and traffic coming up the NRC hill?

- FP seeks to increase their student population by 140 students. This would increase traffic on NRC if a driveway is constructed. Keep
their student population at the current level to mitigate this damage.

- FP seeks to rent out their facilities to third parties, which would increase noise and light pollution as well as traffic safety hazards on
NRC. FP would be making a profit at the expense of NR homeowners as increased field usage would increase NRC traffic.

- In case of an emergency, will NR residents and emergency personnel be blocked from entering/exiting NRC by a mass exodus of FP
traffic?

- How will FP compensate the NR homeowners for loss of value of their property for the noise, light and traffic pollution that their
master plan will cause?

- FP defines "events" for purposes of field lighting as only those times when outside parties are using the field. However, lighting
pollution for NR residents includes anytime the lights are on past 8:00 o'clock p.m.

The term event needs to defined as whenever the lights are on past 8:00 p.m.

u-7

U-9

U-10
U-11

u-12

RESPONSE

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

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

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

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 General Response #1.

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.

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.

See General Response #2 regarding emergency access.

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.

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

From: Todd Hooker [mailto:thooker@san.rr.com

Sent: Friday, March 25, 2016 3:51 PM

To: DSD EAS

Cc: Todd Hooker; Amie Wong-Hooker

Subject: Francis Parker School Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

Dear Mr. Jeffrey Szymanski,

My name is Todd Hooker and my wife Amie and | and our daughters are residents of the Linda Vista area. Our daughters
have attended Francis Parker since Junior Kindergarten. My daughter Kiley is a sophomore in high school and my
daughter Chloe is in 6th grade both of which attend Francis Parker School’s Linda Vista campus. | am writing to you
today in support of Francis Parker School’s proposed Master Plan Update and offer my support for the construction of
Francis Parker’s proposed parking structure, traffic light installation at the intersection of Linda Vista Road and Northrim
Court, and for the implementation of overall traffic flow improvements.

Francis Parker has been our extended family for the past 12 years and it has had a wonderfully positive impact on our
daughters. Francis Parker not only seeks to help out local organizations within its reach through community service such
as the Linda Vista Boys and Girls club, but it has also greatly helped my local family keep our daughters enrolled during
very difficult financial times for our family by providing very generous financial aid towards the cost of tuition.

Not only am | resident of the Linda Vista area and parent of Francis Parker students, I’'m also the father of a teen driver
in training. With all of these roles in mind, | have read some of the Francis Parker Master Plan Update documents and
attended two public review meetings for area residents and | strongly believe the new parking structure, new traffic light
at Northrim Court, and redesigned traffic flow should reduce the traffic and parking impact on the immediate
neighborhood and increase safety for all drivers and pedestrians in the area.

V-1 As | understand it, the redesigned traffic flow should enable a more orderly entry and departure of vehicles coming to
school from both East and West directions on Linda Vista Road and eliminate some of the traffic moving through and
across Alcala Knolls Drive. The new parking structure will enable more students to park on school grounds, eliminate
some of the traffic flow in the immediate neighborhoods and free up parking for neighborhood residents. These
changes should also make it safer for students by allowing more students to park on school grounds eliminating the
need to walk across a busy intersection to reach their vehicles.

In summary, | pledge my full support of the Francis Parker Master Plan updates and construction plans and respectfully
request the City of San Diego support the plan as well. Thank you for your time!
Sincerely,
Todd Hooker and Amie Wong-Hooker
3823 Mount Albertine Avenue
San Diego, CA 92111
858-278-8211 Home Phone
619-316-4398 Mobile Phone
thooker@san.rr.com
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From: pwhitelaw@att.net [mailto:pwhitelaw@att.net

Sent: Friday, March 25, 2016 4:05 PM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Earlier email regarding Francis Parker Project No. 412987

Hello, Mr. Szymanski,

W-l | accidentally hit "send” on my unfinished email regarding Francis Parker Master Plan mitigation of damages. Final, easier-to-read

email to follow.
Thanks!
Sincerely,

Patricia Whitelaw
North Rim Homeowner

W-1

RESPONSE

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

COMMENT

Tom Kaye & Associates, Inc.

TK&A

itant
Defense Technology Consultants March 25, 2016

Mr. Jeffrey Szymanski
City of San Diego

202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987
Mr. Szymanski,

The Francis Parker Master Plan continues to be updated. This educational institution continues
as a “Good Neighbor” in the Linda Vista community. Our single family housing development is directly
across the street from the school and we will most likely be affected by future development on campus.
We look forward to working with the City and Francis Parker to best serve those affected.

The positive aspects are the planned on-campus parking structure, improved traffic flow on Linda
Vista Road and a proposed traffic signal at Northrim Court. Presently, traffic backups occur on Northrim
Court, a Stop-sign-controlled T-intersection with Linda Vista Road. This generally occurs during
morning and afternoon hours. The current plan will likely improve the quality of life for the surrounding
neighbors, as well as Francis Parker. We support the Mitigated Declaration.

Thank you for the opportunity to express our opinion on this important project.

Sincerely,
ST = fi — (
7 Pro— s
bz / / ’i . 1 =adh e vy £
G.T. Kaye 4 Tanet C. Kaye )

cc: S. Sherman

6414 Corsica Way * San Dicgo CA 92111-6906

X-1

RESPONSE

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

COMMENT

----- Original Message--——-

From: Carole Melidonian [mailto:jinxy222@yahoo.com]

Sent: Saturday, March 26, 2016 6:37 PM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

Dear Mr. Szymanski,

| am writing to you as a concerned citizen and resident of the Northrim Condominiums regarding the proposed driveway
by Francis Parker School onto Northrim Court near Linda Vista Road. It is very unsettling to imagine the increased traffic
hazard this would create for both Francis Parker attendees and Northrim residents. It is overwhelming to consider the
cumulative intersection impact on everyone involved. Realizing that Francis Parker has nearly 1,000 (800 current plus
140 proposed) students, most of whom need to dropped off/picked up, the traffic congestion problem is astounding.

In close proximity to Francis Parker School stands the University of California, San Diego with over 8,000 students. It is
noted that college students are of legal age to drive and many have and use automobiles unlike Francis Parker students,
most of whom need a driver to be dropped off/picked up from school. The traffic on Linda Vista Road has recently had a
severe impact with the construction and opening of the Carmel Pacific Ridge Apartments. On top of which, currently
next to the 7-11 store on the corner of Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court construction of an apartment complex is
taking place which will create more traffic to the immediate area of concern. Are we to have a traffic light on every
block just to move around in the area? Is this fair to the current residents?

The Northrim Condominium complex which houses 296 units is a lovely, quiet complex with compliant, concerned
residents of whom have many concerns about an additional driveway onto Northrim Court proposed by Francis Parker

School. I have lived here for 17 years. Some of my fellow residents are concerned about the following:

How will | get to work in the morning with all the cars from Francis Parker attendees being dropped off and using
Northrim Court as an exit?

How long will it take me to get home from work in the afternoon with all the cars from Francis Parker attendees being
picked up and exiting onto Northrim Court?

How will a driveway from Francis Parker School onto Northrim court impact my daily life? Will | be frustrated? How
long will | have to wait to get onto my block? Isn't there another solution?

What about the traffic jam from construction of the driveway trying to leave my home from Northrim Court or trying to
get home onto Northrim Court?

Are there pollutants from construction of the proposal from Francis Parker School for this driveway? What are the noise
factors?

Will | have to wait for a traffic light just to get onto Linda Vista Road?

Y-1

Y-2

Y-3

Y-5

RESPONSE

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.

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.

See General Responses #1 and 2.
See General Responses #1 and 2.

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.

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 I, 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 demoalition of existing structures and will avoid the concerns
identified.

Y-7 See General Responses #1 and 2.
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Y'8 How much traffic delay will | experience if Francis Parker has a special event after the driveway onto Northrim court is in
place?

These are just a few of the concerns. My fellow residents and | implore you to consider our concerns and block this
proposal of a driveway onto Northrim Court from Francis Parker School. | appreciate your consideration.

Sincerely,

Carole Melidonian

6626 Canyon Rim Row # 89
San Diego, CA 92111
Jinxy222@yahoo.com

Sent from my iPad

Y-8

RESPONSE

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-4

COMMENT
Craly A. Sherfiian

A Professional Law Corporation

1901 FIRST AVENUE, SUITE 219
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
TELEPHONE FACSIMILE
(619) 702-7892 [619) 7029291
March 28, 2016

Via Email

DSDEAS{@sandiego.gov

Jeffrey Szymanski, Environmental Planner
CITY OF SAN DIEGO

Development Services Center

1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: MND Comments — Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

This office has been retained and represents the North Rim Homeowners Association and hereby
provides comments on the proposal and project described as an Amendment to Planned Development
Permit No. 84875 and Site Development Permit No. 215276 (PDP/SDP), approved by the City of San
Diego Planning Commission on May 12, 2003, to authorize changes to Francis Parker's Master Plan
for its Linda Vista campus, as more fully set forth in the PUBLIC NOTICE OF A DRAFT
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION dated March 9, 2016 (hereafter, the “Project™).

On behalf of my client and other similarly situated members of the public, this office contends there
are multiple defects and deficiencies in the circulated MND for the Project and that disclosures,
corrections, clarifications, and findings of significant adverse impacts need to be made on the
following subjects and points:

1. [s the addition of a driveway to Northrim Court within the existing campus footprint as
considered and approved under any of the prior permits? If so (and if not) please explain so the public
and decision-makers can evaluate appropriate originally intended, baseline, and current conditions.

2. Planned Development Permit No. 84875 and Site Development Permit No. 215276
(PDP/SDP) were approved in 2005 (Hereafter, “Master Plan™). Has the draft MND analyzed the prior
adopted or amended SDPs and PDPs and whether the proposed development Project has significantly
changed or is in substantial conformance with these original permits when analyzing the proposed
amendments to said permits?

3. The MND for the proposed Project must analyze all potential adverse impacts arising
under the Master Plan (including both near-term and future construction) and not the just currently
proposed incremental adjustment/amendments. Please advise exactly how this was done for all
potential impact subject areas, including but not limited to the impact issues of off-site traffic,
community character, internal traffic circulation, on- and off-site parking, traffic circulation,
greenhouse gases, athletic field amplified sound and lighting uses, and all other noise sources
including construction, and school-related athletic and other facility visitor and/or potential third party
uses.

Z-1

Z-2

Z-3

-4

RESPONSE

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.

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.

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.

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 .
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-8

Z-9

Z-10

COMMENT

C_r-'fflﬁg A. Sherﬁa n

A Professional Law Corporation

Page Two
March 28, 2016
MND Comments — Francis Parker MPA, Project No, 412987

4. The MND fails to identify and describe any and all prior mitigation measures and/or
conditions that have been or are required to be imposed by the City of San Diego, other CEQA
responsible agencies, or other regulatory agencies pertaining to development and operation of the past,
present, and future Francis Parker Master Plan facilities since January 1, 2005 to the present proposed
Project. The MND fails as an informational document by not clearly listing and stating why one or
more of those measures are not (or are) being continued or required as part of the proposed Project.

5. Since the time applicant Francis Parker (or its predecessor in interest) sold the land where
the North Rim Homeowners Association residential development was created, the MND fails to
identify and describe any and all prior written and/or verbal agreements that were made or entered into
between Francis Parker, North Rim HOA (or any of their other predecessor, successor or related
entities) for the protection, mitigation, abatement, or avoidance of adverse environmental or other
potential impacts arising from the construction andfor operation of the Francis Parker School.

6. The impact of emissions from cars idling at the intersection of Linda Vista Road and
Northrim Court was not adequately reviewed. Please identify all variables considered as part of the
analysis and study for potential air quality in the MND related to potential queuing and wait times.

7. Please identify and explain if (or why not) emissions from vehicles from the anticipated
parking garage element of the Project, including idling cars from potential congestion caused by the
construction of a driveway at the intersection of Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court, were
considered as part of the greenhouse gas impact analysis. (I/S at p. 3)

8. Please elaborate on the applicant’s suggested number or amount of Project lighted and
activity/team participatory athletic field uses that may result from the Project, whether being a limit (or
use amount) of “x™ events per year that either or both overhead lighting or amplified sound use may be
part of the proposed Project construction, maintenance, or operation. Also, the MND fails to define
the term “events,” as used within the above context and as said term is used within the MND for both
applicant (school) and non-school or third party events.

9. The MND does not adequately describe sufficient material details of the track and field
sound and lighting systems, or locations of the lights and speakers so that the public and decision-
makers can assess the power, strength, direction and other objective factors and standards used to
determine whether there will, or will not, be any potential adverse environmental affect arising from
any near or long-term development or use of the these aspects of the proposed Project. The MND also
fails to identify and describe all such details and potential impacts arising from the same, as well as
mitigation measures or objective and enforceable project design features that you contend can or will
mitigate and/or avoid any and all potential adverse environmental impacts. To the extent project
design features (location, wattage, decibels, manner of use, types of difference uses or events, number
of events, etc.) are intended to reduce or avoid impacts, please list and identify the same so the public
and decision-makers can evaluate and understand the bases and reasoning for the MND’s analyses and
findings.

Z-5

Z-6

Z-7

Z-8

Z-9

RESPONSE

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.

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.

Refer to Initial Study Section Il (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.

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.

See Response to Comment Y-8 and General Responses #5, 6, and 8.
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Z-10

RESPONSE

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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MND Comments — Francis Parker MPA, Project No. 412987

7Z-11 10. The MND does not adequately describe or evaluate all details of intended or potential
third party (non-applicant) athletic facilities or field uses - during evening, weekend or other non-
school uses - such that potential adverse noise, lighting, and traffic impacts can be appropriately
vetted, analyzed, disclosed and mitigated as a part of the proposed Project. To be a legally sufficient
and informative document, MND must identify and describe all such details and potential impacts
arising from the same, as well as identify and describe mitigation measures or objective and
enforceable project design features that the City and applicant contend can or will mitigate and/or
avoid any and all potential adverse environmental impacts.

2_12 1 In addition to the objections anq defects posed in No. 8 above, please explain why [he_
Traffic Study only analyzes four yearly “special events” (p. 14-2) when the Greenhouse Gas Analysis
(GGA) estimates 60 nighttime events per year (GGA at p. 3)? The MND must reconcile this
discrepancy and confusing information, and explain related analyses, including but not limited to
providing a clear and understandable definition of “event™ and “special event” so that the public,
decision-makers and reviewing experts can appropriately understand the potential impacts arising
therefrom the Project, the conclusions and findings of the MND, and the supporting reasons for the
same.

7-13 12 The MND is deficient because it does not explain how ordinary school student use,
. school events, and non-school events may utilize street parking outside the Frances Parker campus
under conditions and scenarios whether or not campus parking has reached capacity.

13. Please explain how a new parking garage, with its proposed 283 spaces, was selected
Z-14 and what other alternatives were considered. Please explain the efforts of the applicant to include
local, regional, public, and private transportation providers, facilities, and services that would or could
reduce or obviate the potential parking and/or transportation impacts arising from the Project.

14. Related to the above query, please explain the need for the requested Project increase to
Z-15 283 spaces when the current student and staff increase is expected to be 153 persons, as included in
the Traffic Study performed for the MND (p. 3-1).

Z-16 15. The MND fails to explain how a new traffic signal at the intersection of Linda Vista
Road and Northrim Court will impact current traffic a.m., p.m. and midday wait and traffic flow
patterns at said intersection during peak and non-peak hours? In layman’s terms, the MND needs to
explain the current best-case and worst-case scenarios for all users (including the applicant queuing
within the campus property).

2_17 16. The MND and related traffic studies have not sufficiently identified and explained all
potential impacts arising from a new two-way driveway at the east end of the property at Northrim
Court. Nor has the MND and related traffic studies sufficiently identified and explained all potential
impacts arising from a new traffic signal at the intersection of Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court.
The design and planned Project configuration is in conflict with the City"s and SANDAG s traffic and
street design manuals by, including but not limited

Z-11

Z-12

Z-13

Z-14

RESPONSE

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.

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.

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.

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 #3.
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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

COMMENT

C_r-'fflﬁg A. Sherﬁa n

A Professional Law Corporation

Page Four
March 28, 2016
MND Comments — Francis Parker MPA, Project No. 412987

to, (1) having too many lighted signals serving the same property within a close proximity, (2) having
too many signals on Linda Vista Road in the immediate and localized vicinity of the Project, (3) the
Project’s proposed new Northrim Court driveway is too close to the proposed new signalized
intersection at Northrim Court and Linda Vista Road, and (4) the proposed new Northrim Court
driveway is not properly designed, nor has it been properly evaluated, as to how it will handle
expected peak a.m. and peak p.m. school hour entries and exits. Ordinary peak a.m. and p.m. travel
and trip computer modeling calculations are not appropriate for this uniquely located and narrow
window of school rush hour exits and entries.

i The MND is deficient due to failing to identify and describe the construction and dirt-
hauling circulation plan related to any or all of the planned Project construction. The MND needs to
include a description and map for said construction traffic and dirt-hauling, along with the dates and
length of time that these activities are expected to commence, continue, and be completed.

18. The Traffic Study and all its related transportation-related impact findings and
conclusions are deficient and incorrect because they do not take into account both long- and short-term
impacts arising from the construction of the parking garage element of the Project. Please explain
how and where the construction analyses were conducted and set forth so that the public and decision-
makers can be fully apprised of all potential impacts arising from said developments and occurrences.

19. Page 3-9 of the Traffic Study indicates that the trip rate for the applicant school is higher
than San Diego published rates (3.4 versus 1.8). Did the Traffic Study consider higher frip rates for
every aspect of the proposed Project, and/or were there any other assumptions made by the Traffic
Study — using data from the City of San Diego or otherwise — where the actual existing or future
conditions at the project site were taken into consideration whereby standards for CEQA review or
other impact thresholds were altered.

20. The MND is deficient because it states, in an unsupported and conclusory manner, that
there will nor be an increase in U-turns resulting from the inclusion of a median on Linda Vista Road
to prevent left hand turns into Driveway No. 2. In any event, the behavior and frequency and
likelihood of teenagers and others not following the proposed Project “no u-turn™ street signs needs to
be included and discussed to better understand the likelihood of circulation plan failure and other
calamity.

21, The land use section of the MND is substantially flawed because it fails to describe
existing road designations and how Northrim Court is substantially intended and used as a residential
street serving homeowners on Northrim Court. The MND also fails to discuss the potential impacts to
the residents, owners and neighborhood of the North Rim HOA for each of the reasons and purposes
that the City’s SDP and PDP municipal code provision are designed to protect.

22 Omitted from the Traffic Study, please describe any and all potential vehicle delays at
the location that Project vehicles (during any and/or all hours of the day) will exit the new driveway at
Northrim Court and seek to merge onto the road or into traffic.

Z-18

Z-19
Z-20

Z-21

Z-22

Z-23

RESPONSE

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.

See Response to Comment Z-18.

The trip generation in Table 3-1 assumed a higher trip generation rate than the
San Diego published rates for the entire increase in enroliment 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.

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.

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.

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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cods & Shoill Z-24 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
Le2ig A. SherTian environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or
provided.

Page Five

March 28, 2016

MND Comments — Francis Parker MPA, Project No. 412987

7-24 23. Incorporated and attached hereto are additional comments on the proposed Project and

MND that were prepared by RK Engineering Group to be submitted on behalf of my client — the North

Rim HOA.

Thank you for your timely consideration and responses to the above comment and concerns.

Sincerely,

Craig A. Sherman

Enclosure: RK Engineering Group ltrs. dated Mar. 23, 2016 and Feb. 29, 2016 appendix

(10 pp. total)
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m :'r'glil'l""i':"é“ﬂ koo il s o Z-25  Asstated on page 12-1 of the TIA, 95th percentile queues of 131 ft. in the AM
i air quality & greenhouse gas analysis 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

IR # 4 ing sight dist king.
Morch 23, 2016 General Responses #3 and 4 regarding sight distance and parking

Ms. Jackie Landis
NORTHRIM HOA

1555 Northrim Court Suite
San Diego, CA 92111

Subject: Francis Parker School - Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
No. 24005672

Dear Ms. Landis:
Introduction

RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC. (RK) has reviewed the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
No. 24005672 dated 03/09/16 for the expansion of the Francis Parker School, in the City of
San Diego. The project would accommodate 140 additional students to the existing
population of 800 students at the school. Additionally, the project will provide a
subterranean parking structure to increase the available parking within the school along
with other building additions and a new full service driveway on Northrim Court for
the upper school. RK previously reviewed the Francis Parker School Master Plan Traffic
Impact Analysis, dated February 12", 2016 prepared by Urban Systems Associates, Inc. Our
comments on that traffic study are included in the attached February 29", 2016 letter
report (Appendix A).

RK has reviewed Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 24005672 and many of our
comments were previously identified in our previous review of the traffic impact analysis. It
was previously noted that the primary RK concern was the addition of the proposed new

Z-25 full service access at the school's driveway on Northrim Court. This driveway is proposed to
be located approximately 130 feet south of Linda Vista Road and would be a full service
access serving the upper school (High School). Our concerns that have been identified for
this new driveway include limitations of sight distance as a result of on-street parking,
elimination of on-street parking capacity and queuing from the driveway back to and from
Linda Vista Road.

4000 westerly place, suite 280
newport beach, california 92660
tel 949.474.0809 fax 949.474.0902
www.rkengineer.com
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Z-26

Z-27

Z-28

Z-29

Z-30

COMMENT

Comments on the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration

1.

Public Notice - In the subject description, it should be identified that the project
would add a new full service driveway along Northrim Court located in close
proximity of Linda Vista Road and would also provide for a new traffic signal at the
intersection of Northrim Court at Linda Vista Road. The impact of the driveway has
not been evaluated and would have a significant impact to safety traffic operations
as a result of sight distance limitations, loss of on-street parking and potential
queuing during peak ingress/egress periods of the school.

. Specific MMRP Issue Area Conditions/Requirements - Page 7 Transportation/

Traffic Trans-1: There is a need to review the sight distance limitations, impact to
on-street parking and queuing as a result of the new Northrim Court driveway.
There is no evaluation of the impacts of the proposed full service driveway on
Northrim Court and its affect on sight distance, loss of parking and queuing during
the peak 15-minute period entering the school during the AM peak hour and
exiting during the PM peak hour. It has to be evaluated and solutions to it would be
necessary to accommodate the proposed driveway.

. Location Map - Figure #1: The proposed new driveway should be identified on

this site plan. It is a critical element of the proposed project and has not been fully
evaluated in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Initial Study Checklist - Page 33: Under Item, “Substantially increase hazards due
to a design feature (e.g. sharp curves are dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g. farm equipment, etc.)”. The proposed new driveway on Northrim Court
would cause significant sight distance issues and would adversely affect the
availability of on-street parking and could result in substantial queuing during the
peak 15-minute period prior to school starting and the release of students. A full
evaluation of these impacts has not been completed, therefore, the "No Impact” in
the check list is not appropriate

. Initial Study - Page 40 XVII Transportation/Circulation: There needs to be further

documentation regarding the impact of the proposed driveway on Northrim Court
as it affects sight distance, loss of parking and queuing along Northrim Court. The
traffic impact analysis prepared by Urban Systems Associates, Inc., February 2016
does not properly address these significant issues

RK:dt/RK11618.doc 2
IN:2535-2015-01

Z-26

Z-27

Z-28

Z-29
Z-30

RESPONSE

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.

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

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.

See General Response #4 regarding sight distance.

See General Responses #3 and 4 regarding sight distance, parking, and queuing.
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Conclusion

RK has reviewed the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 24005672 for the expansion
of the Francis Parker School. In addition to our previous comments on the traffic impact
analysis dated February 29", 2016 (Appendix A). RK has also identified similar issues in the
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, as noted above. If you have any questions or need
further review, please give me a call at (949) 434-0809/

Sincerely,
RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC.
(Rvon ks e

Robert Kahn, P.E.
Principal

Registered Civil Engineer 20285
Registered Traffic Engineer 0555

Attachments

RK:dt/RK11618.doc 3
IN:2535-2015-01
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Appendix A

Review of the Francis Parker School
Traffic Impact Analysis (02/29/16)
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m engineering P A——— Z-31  See General Responses #3 and 4 regarding sight distance, parking, and queuing.
i acoustical engineering = parki di
groun, inc. e pialty et s arale

February 29, 2016

Mes. Jackie Landis
NORTHRIM HOA

1555 Northrim Court Suite
San Diego, CA 92111

Subject: Francis Parker School Traffic Impact Analysis Review for Northrim HOA
Dear Ms. Landis:
Introduction

RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC. (RK) has reviewed the traffic impact analysis for Francis
Parker School Master Plan Update dated February 12", 2016 prepared by Urban Systems
Associates, Inc. The traffic study has evaluated the potential transportation impacts and the
appropriate mitigation measures for the proposed addition of 140 students to the existing
population of 800 students at the school. Additionally, the project will provide for a
subterranean parking structure to increase the available parking within the school along
with other building additions, and a new full service driveway on Northrim Court for the
upper school.

The traffic study has evaluated a number of intersections and roadway segments within the
study area for existing, existing plus project, near-term without/with the project and Year
2035 without project and with project conditions. The traffic study concludes that there
are limited significant impacts as a result of the project with the exception of the need to
include a traffic signal at Northrim Court at Linda Vista Road as a design feature of the
project, modifications to the internal circulation, the development of a traffic management
plan for the operation of the school with the additional students and some modifications
to the existing access.

The primary concern that RK has identified is the addition of the proposed access at the
school’s new driveway at Northrim Court. This driveway is proposed to be located
7-31 approximately 130 feet south of Linda Vista Road and would be a full service access,
serving the upper school (high school). RK has identified that this proposed driveway will
impact the loss of parking on the west side of Northrim Court which is caused by the
driveway itself (30 feet wide) and the need to restrict parking as the result of limited sight
distance both north and south of the proposed driveway as a result of the existing on-
street parking. Northrim Court is a multi-family collector roadway with a design speed of at
least 30 mph. This will require a limited use area in both north and south of the driveway
of at least 200 feet in each direction which would conflict with existing on-street parking

4000 westerly place, suite 280

newport beach, california 92660

tel 949.474.0809 fax 949.474.0902
www.rkengineer.com
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that occurs on the west side of Northrim Court. No evaluation of the loss of parking along
the west side of Northrim Court has been included in the traffic impact study. This is
significant, since on-street parking occurs along Northrim Court as a result of the various
commercial/residential uses in the area and because of new projects that are anticipated to
utilize parking at this location. This would create a significant impact with respect to
existing parking demand which could then overflow into other areas.

The other concern with this driveway is its proximity to Linda Vista Road. The traffic study
indicates that only 130 feet is necessary for queuing for northbound left turns at the
proposed signalized intersection of Northrim Court and Linda Vista Road. The queuing
analysis assumed a peak hour factor (phf) of 0.92 for both the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.

Z-32 Although this may be appropriate for traffic at some study area intersections, it may not be
appropriate for this intersection as a result of the high peaking created by the school's
traffic. A much lower peak hour factor would be appropriate which would greatly increase
the queue length at the signalized intersection and would potentially block the driveway
along with other driveways located on the east side of Northrim Court. This would have a
substantial significant impact to traffic operations along Northrim Court and has not been
analyzed in the traffic study.

As noted above, the primary concern with respect to traffic impacts from the proposed
expansion of the Francis Parker School is the new driveway along Northrim Court. There are
some other comments that we have identified for the traffic study that should be
addressed in further evaluating the proposed project. These are discussed in the following
section

Comments

7-33 Page1-9 (last paragraph): As noted “the project would route the majority of upper school
traffic of the intersection of Linda Vista Road at Northrim to access the site via the new
Northrim Court driveway”. Based upon my discussion with the HOA it was indicated that
this driveway would not serve as a major ingress/egress for all school traffic. This seems to
be a counter to what was presented to the HOA and is not what is included in the traffic
study.

7-34 Page 3-6 (Figure 3-3): The project only has average daily traffic on Northrim Court between
intersections 9 and 12 should be shown, since the project has a significant traffic
contribution to this roadway.

7-35 Page 3-9 (first paragraph): It is indicated that the trip generation rates were determined
: based upon driveway counts and utilizing the 800 student capacity of the school. While
the counts were taken, what was the actual attendance of students during the count

RK.dt/RK 11558.doc 2
JN:2535-2015-01

Z-32

Z-33

Z-34

Z-35

RESPONSE

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.

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.

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.

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

COMMENT

period? If a significantly less than 800 students were in attendance during the count days,
then the trip rates would be potentially significantly higher.

Page 4-2 (paragraph 1): The traffic study indicates that the most current HCM is HCM
2010. However, much of the LOS (Level of Service) analysis included in Appendix C,
Appendix D, Appendix F, Appendix G, Appendix | and Appendix J was with the HCM 2000
software. Please clanfy why the HCM 2010 was not utilized.

Pages 5-1 through 5-2: The Northrim Court roadway should be identified and discussed as
an existing roadway facility in the area. The project proposes to implement a “new"”
driveway which currently does not exist on this roadway and the study indicates that a
majority of the upper school traffic would utilize this roadway, therefore, it should be
discussed with respect to its design standards, existing traffic, roadway capacity and
existing parking along this roadway. In fact, as a result of the elimination of the significant
amount of parking as a result of the location of the driveway and the need to provide
adequate sight distance, a parking survey should be taken to evaluate the impacts upon
this roadway. Any other uses proposed in the area that could utilize this roadway for
parking will also need to be evaluated.

Page 5-3 (Figure 5-1): Existing ADT (Average Daily Traffic) counts should be taken on
Northrim Court south of Linda Vista Road while school is in session. This is a critical
roadway that serves both commercial and residential development in the area and the
amount of traffic should be analyzed based upon actual average daily traffic counts with
existing school in session.

Page 5-5 (Table 5-1): Northrim Court should be added to the existing segment level of
service standards and existing traffic and for counts capacity this roadway should be
included in this evaluation.

Page 6-3 (Figure 6-1): Existing with project ADT should be added to Northrim Court
between intersections 9 and 12. This critical location will be impacted by upper school
traffic and should be included in the analysis of ADT,

Page 6-4 (Table 6-1): Existing with project ADT should be to Northrim Court between
intersection 9 and 12. This critical location will be impacted by upper school traffic and
should be included in the analysis of ADT

Page 8-1; Near-term Without Project: Traffic volumes have been estimated based upon
existing traffic counts plus the addition of three related projects in the area. Long term
projections do not include any “ambient growth factor” which would occur along Linda
Vista Road as a result of city wide growth outside of the cumulative projects. As a result of

RK.dt/RK11558.doc 3
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Z-36

Z-37

Z-38

Z-39

Z-40

Z-41

Z-42

RESPONSE

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.

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

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

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

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

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

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

7-47

Z-48
Z-49

Z-50

Z-51

Z-52

Z-53

COMMENT

this, the near-term without project traffic volumes may be underestimated by not
considering ambient growth throughout the City

Page 8-2 (Figure 8-1): Average Daily Traffic Volumes on Northrim Court south of
intersection 9 should be included in this Figure.

Page 8-3 (Table 8-1): Level of Service and traffic volumes on Northrim Court south of
intersection 9 should be included in this evaluation.

Page 9-2 (Figure 9-1): Traffic volumes on Northrim Court between intersections 9 and 12
should be indicated on this Figure.

Page 9-3 (Table 9-1): An evaluation of Average Daily Traffic volumes and Level of Service
for Northrim Court between intersections 9 and 12 should be included in this evaluation

Page 9-7 (Table 9-2): The need to have Northrim Court evaluated is currently justified based
upon the projected peak hour LOS without a traffic signal at this location

Page 10-2 (Figure 10-1): Year 2035 traffic volumes on Northrim Court should be provided
as a result of proposed driveway access to the upper school parking lot

Page 10-3 (Table 10-1): An evaluation of Northrim Court south of intersection 9 should be
included in this evaluation

Page 11-3 (Figure 11-1): Projected Year 2035 With project traffic should be included along
Northrim Court between intersections 9 and 12 as a result of the proposed driveway

Page 11-4 (11-1): An evaluation of the traffic volume and level of service for Northrim
Court between intersections 9 and 12 should be included in this evaluation.

Page 12-1 (Access and Circulation Plan): The proposed driveway on Northrim Court would
cause substantial impacts with respect to existing on-street parking. The impact of parked
vehicles upon sight distance with the 30-foot wide driveway plus the required sight
distance with a design speed of 30 mph would eliminate a significant amount of existing
parking both north and south of the proposed driveway. No evaluation of existing on-
street parking demand have been included in the traffic study which is currently utilized
substantially. Also, future development in the area will also contribute to on-street parking
which could not occur with the proposed driveway.

The queuing analysis for the intersection of Northrim Court at Linda Vista Road may
underestimate the 95% percentile queues for this movement. This has been calculated
assuming a peak hour factor of 0.92. The actual peak hour factor based upon school traffic

RK :dt/RK 11558.doc 4
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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

RESPONSE

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.

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

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

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

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.

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

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

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

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

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

See Responses to Comments A-3 and Z-32 and Attachment Y.
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COMMENT RESPONSE

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

would be lower than this value as a result of peaking of school traffic. Typically, school campus, See General Response #3 regarding sight distance on Northrim Court.
traffic peaks within a 15 to 30 minute period, therefore, a substantially lower peak hour The new apartment pl’OjECt on Linda Vista Road to the east of the 7-Eleven store
factor would occur which would then result in substantially longer queues than the 130 . . . .
foot mentioned during the A.M. peak hour and 73 feet during the P.M. peak hour. This has on-site pafklng and no direct vehicular access to the 7-Eleven store.
would result in traffic queuing south on Northrim Court blocking the driveway and also . L. . . L
effecting other driveways along this roadway. A more detailed evaluation with potential Z-56 A Traffic Management Program is included in Appendix K to the TIA, which is
queuing at both the proposed driveway and other driveways is necessary. available by Contacting the City’s Development Services Department.

_ This would cause traffic to backup to the HOA driveways and could cause southbound : : f .

Z-54 queuing all the way up to Linda Vista Road. The pr);)posed circulation plan (traffic Z-57 See General Responses #3and 4 regardmg Slght distance and parklng on

management plan) discussed on page 12-5 through 12-6 would require trained traffic Northrim Court. See also Exhibit X.

control personnel to insure that school traffic would not back up to the adjacent roadways
particularly on Northrim Court. Traffic controllers would have to be reactive to any
potential queuing back onto the adjacent roadways.

Z-55 Page 12-7 through 12-8; Parking Analysis: The study has evaluated internal parking within
the site itself with the proposed expansion of 140 students and the construction of the
additional parking spaces on site. One area of parking that has not been discussed is
existing on-street parking demand along Northrim Court. This parking occurs on a daily
basis and with the proposed driveway access a significant portion of this parking will have
to eliminate to provide for the driveway and adequate sight distance from a both
northbound and southbound directions. Furthermore, an additional new development in
the area without onsite parking may also cause increases in on-street parking demand. A
full evaluation of existing parking demand along Northrim Court is required to assess the
impacts of the proposed driveway.

7-56 Page 14-1; Special Events: the traffic study indicated a traffic management program will be
needed to accommodate special events occurring during at the school. In order for the
traffic study to be complete, an actual traffic management plan program is necessary in
advance to assess the impacts of such a program.

7-57 Page 15-4; Project Access: As previously discussed, no assessment of the potential impacts
of the proposed Northrim Court driveway has been provided in the traffic study as a result
of parked vehicles on Northrim Court. No sight distance evaluation or impact to parking
has been assessed on Northrim Court as a result of the new driveway. This must be
evaluated to determine whether a significant impact would occur at this location.

RK:dt/RK11558.doc 5
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COMMENT RESPONSE
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.

Conclusions

Z-58 RK has reviewed the traffic impact analysis for the Francis Parker School plan update dated
February 12", 2016. The primary concerns identified in the review of the traffic impact
analysis is the potential impact of the proposed Northrim Court driveway on existing
conditions and future conditions in the area. The driveway itself and restrictions as a result
of limited sight distance both north and south of the driveway need to be considered and
the impact to existing on-street parking needs to be evaluated. The queuing both
northbound and southbound on Northrim Court south of intersection 9 with Linda Vista
Road needs to be assessed with more realistic peak hour factors than has been considered
in the traffic study. Queuing in both direction could affect traffic operations on Linda Vista
Road and would also block the driveway at the proposed school location and other existing
driveways for the Northrim HOA during the peak entering/exiting periods of school.
RK appreciated this opportunity to work with the Northrim HOA and if you have any
questions, please give me a call at 949-474-0809
Sincerely,
RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC.
(oW ¥ Leuo——
Robert Kahn, P.E.
Principal
Registered Civil Engineer 20285
Registered Traffic Engineer 0555
RKdt/RK11558.doc 6
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COMMENT RESPONSE
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.
From: Joanlo48@aol.com [mailto:Joanlo48@aol.com] Also see General Response #1.
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2016 7:13 PM . . . . . .
To: DSD EAS AA-3  The school has provided contact information for Mike Rinehart, Head of Finance
Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987 and Operations: office telephone number: 858-427-1739; mobile phone number:
; 858-361-5383 in the event that construction activities occur outside of allowable
Mr. Jeffrey Szymanski, h
ours.
I am opposed to the Master Plan Amendment referenced above. AA-4  Per the applicant, traffic monitors will be trained by licensed traffic engineers
AA-1  How much dirt will be hauled away? familiar with traffic control for schools and events. Training will be consistent with
AA-2  Will the trucks be entering and exiting the driveway? CA State guidelines and National guidelines.
AA-3  Who do we call if construction happens outside the allowable hours? . e . .
AA-4  What kind of training will the traffic monitor have? AA-5  All required mitigation measures are enumerated in draft MND Section V MMRP.
AA-5 Please describe the mitigation for the following:

All items with "Less than significant with mitigation incorporated".

Thank you for a prompt response to my questions,

J. LoMonico
North Rim Owner/Resident since 1982
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COMMENT RESPONSE

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.

From: Sharon Barcelona <sbarcelona@ymail.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 27, 2016 10:34 AM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

3/27/16
Dear Mr. Jeffrey Szymanski,

| have recently learned that Francis Parker School is making a plan to alleviate the

congestion at Linda Vista Rd & Alcala Knolls by creating an alternate pick up/drop off
BB-1 area.|am excited to see this plan move forward. The congestion during the AM/PM is

aggravating to say the least. | will keep my fingers crossed that a second site is approved

for easing traffic and parking. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Sharon Barcelona
1605 Via Madrina St.
San Diego, CA
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CC-1

COMMENT

From: Ana Estrada [mailto:estradaa@sandieqgo.edu]

Sent: Monday, March 28, 2016 10:26 AM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker School Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Szymanski,

| am writing in strong support of the proposed Master Plan Update proposed by Francis Parker School. | have lived in
Linda Vista just west of the school for about 15 years. | have attended 2 meetings with Parker in which they apprised me
and my Linda Vista neighbors about the plans. | think Parker has done due diligence in informing neighbors about the
changes via email and in offering important and informative community meetings.

| believe the new plans will improve traffic flow and safety for both drivers and pedestrians on Linda Vista Road, and |
welcome the traffic light proposed for the intersection of Linda Vista Road and Northrim Court. These changes will
elevate the quality of life we enjoy in our Linda Vista neighborhood.

Again, | offer my strong support for Parker's construction plans. Please contact me if | can provide additional information.

Sincerely,

Ana Estrada, Ph.D.
1528 Alcala Court, San Diego, CA 92111

Ana Ulloa Estrada, Ph.D.

Department of Counseling & Marital and Family Therapy

School of Leadership and Education Sciences | University of San Diego

5998 Alcala Park, MRH 2158, San Diego, CA 92110-2492 | P: (619) 260-7547 | F: (619) 849-8125
www.sandiego.edu/soles

CC-1

RESPONSE

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

COMMENT

From: Jackie Landis [mailto:jackielandis@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, March 28, 2016 11:29 AM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

Dear Mr. Szymanski,
| am writing to question several elements of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for the above-mentioned project.

1. Section 1, Subsection IV. Night and/or Weekend Work: If night or weekend work becomes necessary, is there a
system in place to notify the surrounding neighborhoods in advance? If specified construction hours are not
adhered to, is there a person or entity available for surrounding neighborhoods to notify?

2. Transportation/Traffic: Why has the application not addressed the necessary removal of parking spaces on the
east side of Northrim Court to provide room for the dedicated left and right turn lanes?

3. Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Will the excavated soil (hazardous burn ash) be trucked out of the proposed
driveway on Northrim Court?

4. Section XII, Noise: The decibel-level of noise created by Francis Parker post-construction will probably not
increase significantly, but the school’s desire to increase the number of its activities as a result of an aquatic
center, track and field facilities, and a request for an increased number of nighttime events will create a vastly
greater number of noise activities. This in turn will have a significant negative effect on the surrounding
neighborhood. Has this been taken into consideration? How, exactly, has the potential for increased noise been
mitigated?

S. Section XVI, Transportation: The proposed driveway on Northrim Court will have a massive, negative impact on
the surrounding neighborhood, creating a safety hazard as well as the loss of up to 18 desperately needed
parking spaces. With traffic entering and exiting the proposed driveway, entering and exiting the existing
driveway at 7-Eleven (opposite the proposed driveway), and entering and exiting the neighborhood, the
potential for chaos and accidents is huge. How does a traffic signal mitigate this? It appears that it will only
increase queuing on Linda Vista Road as well as Northrim Court, blocking emergency vehicle traffic and
neighborhood traffic. How is this an improvement?

Also, will people attending nighttime events use the proposed driveway for ingress and egress? How will that be
managed?

Who will control traffic entering and exiting the proposed driveway? Will it be Francis Parker employees with
only rudimentary training, or will it be trained professionals?

One final note. A new apartment building is under construction next door to 7-Eleven, very close to Northrim Court. As
the developer has included four low-income units, fewer-than-normal parking spaces are being built, and those will be
tandem spaces, which are not particularly useful. Since Northrim Court is the nearest public street, it’s natural to assume
that overflow and visitor parking from this new apartment building will find its way to Northrim Court. We need more

DD-1

DD-2

DD-3

DD-4
DD-5

DD-6

DD-7

RESPONSE

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.

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.

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 1-8 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.

See General Response #5.

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

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.

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.
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COMMENT RESPONSE

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

parking spaces, not fewer. The proposed driveway and its concomitant removal of up to 18 parking spaces will create
permanent damage to the North Rim community. How has that been addressed?

Sincerely,

Jacquelyn Landis

Jacquelyn Landis

Writer/Editor

http:/fjackielandis wordpress.com
(858) 503-1271

Cell: (619) 405-9682
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COMMENT

From: Marjorie Patrick [mailto:mpatrick@sandiego.edu]

Sent: Monday, March 28, 2016 2:05 PM

To: DSD EAS

Cc: Fisher, John; DSD PlanningCommission; Councilmember Scott Sherman
Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

Dear Councilman, Environmental Planner and Planning Commission,

1am a resident of Northrim Court (1565, Unit 296) and I am relaying my concerns regarding the Francis Parker Master Plan Project 412987, specifically their plan to build an exit onto
Northrim Court and request for a stoplight at the intersection of Northrim Court and Linda Vista Road. My husband and I have owned our townhome directly across from the Frandis
Parker for 12 years. My detailed concerns are listed below.

1. Northrim Court is NOT a thruway street. It is the only entrance/exit of our community of 296 townhomes. The addition of cars (200+ in both the am and pm) exiting Francis Parker

EE'l onto Northrim Court during morning and late afternoon traffic would simply shift Linda Vista Rd traffic woes due to Francis Parker onto a smaller non-thruway road. In

addition to the resident traffic, we also have a great deal of traffic entering/exiting the 7-11 at the corner of Northrim Court and Linda Vista Rd throughout the day. The proposed exit and
stoplight would exacerbate this issue.

E E_2 2. I have not seen justification for Francis Parker to require 2 sets of stops lights with turn lanes to deal with their traffic issues and potentially larger one if they

increase enroliment. They already have a stop light and turn lanes at their main entrance. Their proposed stop light at Northrim /LVR would not solve their issue to any extent but
more importantly, it would negatively impact Northrim Court residents' access and parking.

EE'3 3. The school already has multiple exit/entrance driveways along Linda Vista Road, why would an additional one, onto a non-thru way street, improve their

issue? Considering the size of their parking lot and their proposed parking garage, it seems that they should be capable of re-configuring traffic flow within their property so as to reduce
impacted traffic on Linda Vista Road.

EE_4 4. In our neighborhood, there are 4 stop lights at 6 of the street intersections blocks of Linda Vista Road. Between Via Los Cumbres (1 block west of Francis Parker) to

Kramer Street. Adding a 6th at Northrim Court would greatly impact traffic flow along this portion of the road. This would negatively impact our community as the existing street lights
are rarely synchronized to keep traffic flow going during morning/evening commutes along Linda Vista Road.

1 hope that you will take into consideration all of the Northrim Court residents’ concerns about the impact the Francis Parker School master plan will have on our neighborhood.

jards,
Dr. Marjorie Patrick

Marjorie Patrick, Ph.D

Associate Professor

Department of Biology

University of San Diego

5998 Alcala Park, San Diego, 92110
office: 619.260.8863, ST430

lab: 619.260.8601, ST364

fax: 619.260.6804

email: mpatrick@sandiego.edu

webpage: http://sites.sandiego.edu/mpatrick/

EE-1

EE-2
EE-3

EE-4

RESPONSE

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.

See General Responses #1 and 2.

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.

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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COMMENT

From: pwhitelaw@att.net [mailto:pwhitelaw@att.net

Sent: Monday, March 28, 2016 2:38 PM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment Project No. 412987

March 28, 2016
Dear Mr. Szymanski,

I am a North Rim Condominium Complex homeowner and resident. | strongly OPPOSE the construction of a driveway from the Francis
Parker parking lot onto North Rim Court, our only entrance/exit.

Francis Parker's (FP) Master Plan fails to mitigate these areas of concern regarding the proposed North Rim Court Driveway:

FF-l - How will the cars exiting the driveway be able to see cars coming up North Rim Court (NRC) to their left, due to the curvature of the
road and steepness of the hill, in order to make a safe left tum?

FF'2 - How will FP replace the parking that their master plan will take away from NR residents and local businesses on NRC? They allege
that not more than six spots will be removed. However, it appears that several on the east side of NRC may need to be removed as
well. Please note that there is no on-street parking on Linda Vista Road for residents.

FF 3 - Diagonal parking on NRC would increase safety hazards for the following reasons: Cars leaving the diagonal parking will have zero
~9 visibility of traffic coming down NRC; will tend to back out and then make a U-turn in the middle of NRC; will press hard on the gas
pedal to get momentum to back out uphill quickly, thus increasing the possibility of impact with downhill traffic.

| currently give a wide berth to cars that are parked passenger side to the curb on NRC to avoid doors opening onto traffic. If diagonal
parking were installed, | would likewise and even more want to give these cars a large space to keep them from backing into my
car. However, were | to do this on the narrowed NRC, | would be pulling into the oncoming traffic lane, thus creating a further traffic
hazard.

FF'4 - FP says that there would be an average of 850 extra cars a day on NRC if the driveway is constructed. What would be the high
usage rate? If you have 400 or more NR homeowners/guests coming in and out of NRC per day (800+ cars) and add that to the 850
and perhaps another 300 or more cars using the NRC driveway for an afterschool event, won't that well exceed the 1500 car-per-day
usage that FP has stated NRC is zoned for?

FF_5 - What redress will NR residents have when FP fails to provide a traffic monitor using the proposed driveway? Will there be any
meaningful sanctions against FP for failing to comply with giving right-of-way to NRC traffic? Who would enforce these sanctions?

FF 6 - Will the NRC driveway by used by construction traffic? If so, will there be a traffic monitor to give right-of-way to the NR residents or
~U will residents need to leave an extra 10 minutes early for their work commute in case they have to wait for construction traffic?

FF'7 - Will the proposed driveway and signal really help FP traffic flow when the cars will have to give right-of-way to traffic entering NRC
from Linda Vista Road, traffic leaving NRC driveways, and traffic coming up the NRC hill, then wait at the signal to turn left onto Linda
Vista Road? At the Alcala Knolls and Linda Vista Road signal, FP traffic has direct entrance/exit on/off Linda Vista Road.

FF_8 - The University of San Diego has only two driveways onto Linda Vista Road for a much larger campus. FP, a small high school/
middle school actually has four driveways.

- How will FP mitigate the traffic concerns created by cars exiting the NRC driveway and then getting into the far right lane to enter the
FF'9 7-11 Driveway? Would their plan take away more parking spots on the east side of NRC for partial mitigation?

FF_lO - FP seeks to increase their student population by 140 students. This would increase traffic on NRC if a driveway is constructed. Keep
their student population at the current level to mitigate this damage.

FF-1
FF-2

FF-3
FF-4

FF-5
FF-6

FF-7

RESPONSE

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

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.

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

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.

See General Response #7 regarding enforcement of operational conditions.

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.

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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COMMENT

FF-8

FF-9

FF-10

RESPONSE

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.

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.

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.
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COMMENT

FF_]_]_ - FP seeks to rent out their facilities to third parties, which would increase noise and light pollution as well as traffic safety hazards on
NRC. FP would be making a profit at the expense of NR homeowners who would suffer more from the added safety hazards and light
and noise pollution.

Deny added events after 8:00 p.m. to mitigate this damage
FF-12 - Would FP require a trained traffic monitor to be paid for by rental groups?

FF-13 - In case of an emergency, will NR residents and emergency vehicles be blocked from entering/exiting NRC by a mass exodus of FP
traffic?

FF_l 4 - There are far too many traffic lights on this area of Linda Vista Road. Linda Vista does not need another light. If the lights on Linda
Vista Road are synchronized as the FP traffic expert described, then NR residents as well as FP traffic would have to wait at the NRC
light for the cycle to end. This would slow down, not speed up the outflow of FP and NR traffic on NRC, thus obviating the need for the
driveway and signal in the first place.

FF_ 15 - When FP is not in session Linda Vista Road drivers must stop and wait for the signal at Alcala Knolls Road when there is no reason to
do so. How can FP mitigate this damage to the current signal? Would this purposeless wait also occur at NRC and Linda Vista Road
for NR residents if a signal were installed?

FF-16 - How will FP keep extra traffic from turning left into the NR complex, especially from going the wrong way on our one-way cul-de-sac?
Other concerns related to FP Master Plan:

FF_17 - How will FP compensate the NR homeowners for loss of value of their property and loss of enjoyment for the noise, light and traffic
pollution that their master plan will cause?

FF-18 - FP defines "events" for purposes of field lighting as solely those times when outside parties are using the field. However, lighting
pollution for NR residents includes any time the lights are on past 8:00 o'clock p.m.

Mitigate this damage by defining the term "event" as whenever the lights are on past 8:00 p.m. regardless of who is using the facilities.

Mitigate this damage by keeping their past 8:00 p.m. light usage (regardless of who uses the facilities) to the number of currents FP is
currently permitted for.

Establish enforceable sanctions for FP's failure to comply with the lighting permit.

In summary, | do not believe that the FP Master plan addresses these concerns. FP has outgrown their facilities and seeks to transfer
their overgrowth problems on the Linda Vista residents surrounding their school. FP specifically admitted at a public meeting that they
can go ahead with their Master Plan without the construction of the NRC driveway. So let's not construct this driveway!

The best way to mitigate damages is to limit the FP Master Plan permit by denying construction of a driveway on NRC, denying an
increase in student population, and denying added events after 8:00 p.m. The current restrictions were put in place to show
consideration to the residential area surrounding this school. Let's keep that current permit as is!

| request that these concerns be addressed before this matter goes to vote at the Planning Commission and/or the City Council.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Patricia Whitelaw
North Rim Resident and Homeowner

FF-11
FF-12

FF-13
FF-14

FF-15

FF-16

RESPONSE

See response to Comment Z-11.

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.

See General Response #2 regarding emergency access.

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.

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.

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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COMMENT RESPONSE

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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COMMENT

Debbie Collins, AICP

Senior Environmental Specialist
8315 Century Park Court, CP21E
San Diego, CA 92123-1548
858-654-1239
deollins@semprautilities.com

.4
SD%

)
A g Sempra Energy utility®

March 28, 2016

Jeffrey Szymanski, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego

Development Services Center

1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Francis Parker Linda Vista Campus Master Plan - Draft MND (Project No.
24005672)

Dear Mr. Szymanski:

San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the above referenced project. The proposed
project would authorize changes to Francis Parker's Master Plan for its Linda Vista campus.

GG-1 SDG&E has an existing access road along the western edge of the Francis Parker Linda Vista
campus, as identified in the attached exhibit, that provides access to our transmission corridor
facilities located to the south. SDG&E needs to ensure that access is maintained to our
transmission facilities at all times both during and after construction of the proposed phased
improvements at the Francis Parker Linda Vista campus.

SDG&E appreciates the opportunity to comment on this Draft MND. Sean Quinn is SDG&E's Land
Management Representative who deals with access road issues for the Francis Parker school
property. Sean can be reached at squinn@semprautilities.com or 619-200-0610.

Sincerely,

Debbie Collins, AICP
Senior Environmental Specialist

Attachment — Map showing SDG&E’s existing access road

Cc:  Sean Quinn, Land Management Representative
Tom Acuna, Environmental Planning

GG-1

RESPONSE

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

COMMENT

From: Rivera-serra, Lisa (GE Healthcare) [mailto:lisa.rivera-serra@ge.com]
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2016 6:59 PM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Szymanski
Regarding: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

| writing you regarding the Francis Parker Master Plan Agreement, Project No. 412987 with questions and concerns. |
am a Northrim Ct. Homeowner who lives on Northrim Ct. We have been to many community meetings where Francis
Parker representatives presented their plan. They listened to some of our objections, but will not compromise on
anything. | am asking you to look at my questions/objections.

Garage/Driveway on Northrim

One of the main concern is the proposed new garage/ driveway with the main entrance/exit on our dead end street on
Northrim Court.

1. My bigissue is the parking spaces lost on Northrim Ct. Their traffic report say 6, our’s say 10. If you come
between the hours of 9pm- 6am (which | implore you to do), the entire street is full. Usually not one parking
spot available the whole length of Northrim Court. Losing any parking spots would have a great impact on our
lives. Where are we supposed to park our cars at night? There is also a multiple family complex being built next
to the 7 Eleven parking lot, and the closest street in Northrim, so in addition to our Northrim Community vying
for parking spots, now we will have the addition of the multiple family complex looking for parking spots also.

How does Francis Parker plan to address/justify this?

HH-2 2. Stated that traffic report done- did they take into account the 7 Eleven exit on Northrim Court. There will be a

HH-3

left or right turn lane on Northrim at the propose light (on Northrim & Linda Vista Rd). If 7 Eleven customer want
to go west on Linda Vista, and there is a line of cars a peak hours leaving, their option is to try pull out to get in
turn line (blocking traffic), or the other option is to try and to turn left on with a 7 Eleven exit on Linda Vista
Road, but remember there will be vehicles going east from Northrim, so high potential for increased traffic
accident.
There will be a potential risk of increased accidents, because of this traffic flow would be high, how do
they answer this question?
3. The Synchronization of the lights with other lights on road. Currently they are not.
Who is responsible to ensure that these lights are synchronized?

HH-1

HH-2

HH-3

RESPONSE

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.

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.

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-5

HH-6

HH-7

HH-8

COMMENT

4. Northrim is a dead end street. | am concerned people will turn south on Northrim Ct only to have to do a U-turn
at the end of the street.

How will traffic will be mitigated coming out of the Francis Parker Driveway on Northrim to prevent
increase traffic going south on Northrim Ct which is a dead end street ?

5. Francis Parker stated, they will have a traffic monitors. Is this requirement addressed in the report or just
something Francis Parker may or may not elect to do? It has been seen many times at the main entrance of
Francis Parker when the school is let out that a monitor is there pushing the walk signal to change the light on
Linda Vista light to turn red and let traffic out of Francis Parker.

What detail plan do they have how the traffic monitor manage the traffic, and if a monitor is not there
every time, what penalty would they have?

6. Non-school event-

How will those events be monitored regarding traffic?

Francis Parker currently has 4 driveways (one being a main entrance/exit) already to access the campus
Did their traffic study do an analysis on creating a traffic flow within the confines of the campus on
the peak times to alleviate the need to spill their traffic into all aspects of the community, just to
make it more convenient for Francis Parker?

Francis Parker talks about creating a safer environment regarding reducing accidents. There hasn’t
been an increase in that regarding people leaving Francis Parker campus turning West on to Linda
Vista Road. If so where is that in the traffic report and evidence of such?

Construction

HH-9

HH-10

HH-11
HH-12
HH-13

1. During Construction- where will construction workers park? Also, where will school staff, teachers
and students park since a majority of the existing parking will be torn up for the new
construction?

2. How many additional parking spots will be taking away during construction for equipment, and
how will that be mitigated to not disrupt the residence need for parking, and having a place for us
to park our cars at night?

3. What is the timeframe for construction, if they go past it, what penalties will there be for prolong
disruption?

4. What is the time that constructions can start and stop? What days of the weeks can construction
happen?

5. If construction start or stop outside the allotted allowable time, who do we call to report it?

Other Master Plan issues

HH-14

1. With the plan for an elevated sports deck, the setback is 10 feet instead of the required 25 feet,
when 25 feet is the city requirements. How can this be approved given the city requirements?

Events at Francis Parker

HH-4

HH-5

HH-6
HH-7

HH-8

HH-9

HH-10
HH-11

RESPONSE

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

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.

See Response to Comment FF-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
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.

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.

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.

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

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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COMMENT RESPONSE

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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COMMENT

In the previous expansion, promises were made from Francis Parker regarding the neighbors’ concerns, and put at ease
our concerns once it was built. Because of history we have some issue what Francis Parker promises without it being
written in a contract. Examples below:
HH-15 They said they would never rent out facility? They do now, when brought up at the meeting, they said that
person was no longer there who promised that.
They stated that they would only have 60 school events a year to not to disrupt the neighborhood. One year
HH-16 a neighbor counted way over 100 events that the PA/lights on. How Francis Parker gets around the allotted
number is they say it not an official school event. They allow others (whether it be rented, parents ect) to
be the sponsor. So they can say the school only has 60 events, now they want to increase that.
The event numbers should be all inclusive no matter who sponsor the event, once number is reached,
not more events should be allowed without penalties.
How will this be monitored, and available for audit to the communities?

Lighting/Noise on Francis Parker Field

HH-17 1. How will higher then allowed lighting poles mitigate the already intrusive lighting already into homes on
Northrim which is well past Francis Parker property line?

HH-18 2. Should they not have an allowable decibel for PA system? If they do have them out lowballed decibel level,
how will it be monitored so they will not exceed the allowable limit? Are there penalties in place if they do go
past the allowable limit?

Aquatic Center
HH-19 1. Will this be an open or closed-in facility?
HH-20 2. Will the community have access to it?
HH-21 3 Has Francis Parker address how they will manage the noise from any events at the aquatic center?

Other comments:

HH-22 Francis Parker has said they have community support. 1 would ask them to break down the support. The
ones in favor of this expansion, many are Francis Parker Families who currently go to school there, and
alumni, all of which I really do not live in the area. Only a very small percentage of the Francis Parker
community, whether current or past, actually live in the surrounding community. To make their lives
more enhanced, they are asking us to bear all the brunt and accept all the changes, that will impact our
lives well past the school hour times.

HH-23 Have you received the Northrim Homeowners petition against the Driveway access on Northrim?

HH-24 Many from our community came together to oppose many aspects of the Master Plan at the Linda Vista
community meeting. Except for the Francis Parker collation, no one voiced support for their plan, but had
the biggest objection from the audience is for the driveway proposal on Northrim.

In Conclusion:

HH-15

HH-16

HH-17

HH-18

HH-19

HH-20

HH-21
HH-22

HH-23

HH-24

RESPONSE

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.

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.

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

See General Response #5.

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.

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.

See General Response #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.

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.

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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COMMENT RESPONSE

I thank you in advance for reading my email about the concerns and questions regarding Francis Parker Master Plan
expansion. | am looking forward to receiving your responses to my questions. | am hoping that you will take in
consideration our concerns when reviewing their Master Plans before any approvals are done.

We are especially concerned on the impact of the entrance/exit of the proposed garage on Northrim. We are proud
of our community, and it is exciting to watch Northrim come together on this.

Thank you for your time and consideration of my questions/concerns.

Sincerely,

Lisa Rivera-Serra
1525 Northrim CT
Lisa.Rivera-Serra@ge.com
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-1
-2

-3
-4

[1-5
-6

-7

-8
1-9
11-10
I-11

COMMENT

From: Susan Lindgren <sdsusanl@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 9:11 AM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Comments: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project #412987

Dear Mr. Szymanski,

As an affected homeowner and resident of North Rim, | am concerned about the reasonably foreseeable negative impact
on our North Rim community if the Francis Parker plan comes to fruition. More specifically, the impact results from the
proposed new driveway from FP (Francis Parker School) onto Northrim Court, as well as the proposed new traffic signal
at Northrim Court and Linda Vista Road. (See section XVI, Transportation/Traffic, on page 44 of the MND.) The addition of
a new traffic signal on a stretch of Linda Vista Road already burdened with too many will impact not only North Rim
residents, but also the entire local community who use the road on a regular basis.

Why is FP closing two of their four direct entrances/exits onto Linda Vista Road?

Must local residents, business people, and college students (USD) face daily congestion and delays waiting at yet
another red light on Linda Vista Road?

Are planners aware that Northrim Court is essentially a driveway into the North Rim residential community of
townhomes? It is in fact the one and only method of entry and exit to our complex.

100% of vehicles exiting the new driveway will (should) be turning left onto Northrim Court, cutting across
homeowner traffic, and proceeding uphill to Linda Vista Road. What is being done to mitigate the interference with
and delay to homeowners?

What will be done to prevent student traffic from turning right, downhill, and diverting into the North Rim dead-end,
cul-de-sac, private road?

Noise from FP is already a significant nuisance for some North Rim residents. To understand the impact, it is
helpful to understand how the two properties are situated in relation to each other. FP perches at the top of a
steep slope overlooking the North Rim residential complex. At times FP seems to be shouting down at us with
their PA system, and blinding us with the bright, towering lights of the athletic field. What recourse and complaint
process will residents have for anticipated future violations?

How does Francis Parker define a special event? This label has been used to excuse noise and lighting violations
in the past.

Will Francis Parker facilities be used only for FP student activities, or marketed as a "venue" to outsiders for
profit?

More events would translate to more noise, more traffic.

Will construction of the new parking garage lead to future demolition of existing parking lots?

Will (potential) demolished parking lots be replaced with new school buildings, leading to increased traffic and a
new shortage of parking?

Mr. Szymanski, | urge you to reject: 1) the FP driveway onto Northrim Court, and 2) the traffic signal at Northrim Court and
Linda Vista Road.

Sincerely,

Susan Lindgren

6635 Canyon Rim Row #186
858-560-0587

II-1

-2

-3

-4

I1-5
-6
-7

-8

-9
1I-10

I-11

RESPONSE

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.

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.

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.

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.

See Response to Comment FF-16.

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

See General Response #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.

See General Response #8.

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.

No new school buildings will be constructed on existing parking lots.
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J-1

JJ-2

JJ-3

JJ-4

COMMENT

From: B Ryan <bshanti7@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 9:25 AM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Re: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment Project No. 412987

Dear Jeffery Szymanski,

| am a North Rim resident of 22 years and have enjoyed living in the quiet neighborhood of North Rim complex
in Linda Vista.

This proposal from Francis Parker will change all that by adding congestion and traffic issues to my cul-de-sac.
There is one entrance to my complex and now Francis Parker wants to add a driveway that will cause traffic
concerns for all 296 residents. Also, in creating a driveway it will lessen the street parking that is

already limited for residents on the top of our hill.

| am not sure when this master plan was developed by Francis Parker but during the duration of all this a low
income housing complex on the corner of Linda Vista Road and North Rim (near 7-11) is being

constructed. This new development will house 14 units and will provide "tandem" parking for its

residents. I've lived in a house where | needed to do "tandem' parking and it was a nuisance. Having to wake
up earlier than a roommate or spouse to move your car isn't fun so what | would do is park out on the street. |
feel these new tennants will do the same which will further impact North Rim residents with the already
minimal parking availibility.

| feel that with a traffic light added at the corner it will cause congestion and back up of cars on our street
along with cars trying to access the 7-11 store on the corner. | think a new scenerio will be to use 7-11 as a
thoroughfare to avoid waiting for the proposed traffic light. This will further add congestion and traffic
problems especially when huge gas tanker trucks are refilling gas along with grocery truck deliveries.

As a neighbor of Francis Parker school | happily agreed to the installation of their football field to in order

to help update of their Sports Facilities to benefit their students. We as a community were all onboard as we
were promised certain restrictions regarding noise levels and lighting. Many of these promises have been
abused and as far as I'm concerned my property value has decreased as a result and Francis Parkers' profits
have increased. The old saying, "Give them an inch and they'll take a mile" applies to Francis Parker now as
they are still taking advantage of our neighborly relationship. Francis Parker has 3 driveways already and now
they want another....... whereas we have only one way in and out of our community.

Please review this carefully as it will impact many NEGATIVELY . Thank you for your time and concern.
Sincerely,

Beverly F. Ryan
bshanti7 @gmail.com

JJ-1
JJ-2

JJ-3
JJ-4

RESPONSE

See General Responses #2 and 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. However, see General Responses #3 and 4.

See General Response #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.
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KK-1

KK-2

KK-3

KK-4

KK-5

KK-6

COMMENT

From: Leticia Fernandez <lety92111@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 10:06 PM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment Project #412987

Mr. Szymanski,

First of all let me Thank you for taking the time to take our input on this Project that Francis Parker has
initiated.

My name is Leticia Fernandez, my husband and I own a condo in Northrim Ct. with my daughter. We
purchased it in 2006.

We have been quiet happy with it and hoped to keep it for our grand children. I am in Real Estate so I have a
good eye for Real Estate. We were very intrigued with the Location, the complex and most of all (believe it or
not) the parking.

We strongly OPPOSE the Construction for Francis Parker. As, it is very evident that they have OUT GROWN
their parcel for the need that it started off with. We feel that they are over flowing the parcel and now want to
occupy public property, which belongs to all Tax payers.

The street parking, the addition of more street lights. The LOUD SPEAKER NOISE. Not to say, the new
rented events that they want to broaden up to more LARGER EVENTS, which truly do not belong in a quiet
neighborhood with there is families with young children and elderly people as well.

PLEASE, PLEASE take into consideration that the Northrim Residents were there before the school decided to
expand, so at one point it was fine. Except now it has gotten carried away. Us Owners have been paying
property taxes for a very long time.......this project will definitely decrease values dramatically. As no one
wants to live in such a hoop la of a mess.

Also, all people who live or rent homes have the RIGHT TO QUIET ENJOYMENT AND SOME
REASONABLE AMOUNT OF PEACE. This would become a sort of harrassment with all the activities and
noise and trash. Last of all the 15 through 18 year olds driving erratically in the area were there is no space for
such a large school.

Does the City allow for people or Corporations to over build for the size of their parcel? 1 feel if the City allows
this it will be PRECEDENT for any other Entity to follow suit and it will turn our Beautiful Cities into a
congested mess.

PLEASE KEEP IN MIND WE ARE FIGHTING FOR OUR HOMES, THEY ARE FIGHTING FOR THE
PROFITS.

KK-1

KK-2
KK-3

KK-4

KK-5

KK-6

RESPONSE

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.

See General Responses #4 and 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.

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.

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.

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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Thank you kindly,

Leticia D. Fernandez

CA BRE #00900556
Professional Real Estate Services
Cell: (619) 889-1393

Email: lety92111@yahoo.com
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LL-1

LL-2

LL-3

COMMENT

From: Sofia Fernandez <sof fernandez@ymail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 10:09 PM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 41287

Dear Mr. Szymanski,

I am writing to you as I am deeply saddened that this is even an issue that has to be
addressed.

I am a new homeowner at Northrim Court and I love my home very much. My sister has
also lived at Northrim for over 10 years and so I have fallen in love with the development
and the community. The biggest appeal was that Northrim was a little gem and had a
characteristic driveway into a beautiful complex.

The master plan proposed by Francis Parker poses many threats to the homeowners and
residents of Northrim Court. Needless to state the obvious that it will ruin the private
entrance, it will cause permanent chaos.

The plan lures you to believe that this is for the student's best interest and will enhance
their education. However, the only relief it is creating is for their drop off and pick up
rotation. They don't want to inconvenience the parents that have to wait. Rather, they want
to disrupt city property and their neighbors, not only Northrim, but 7-11 and the residents
near by. By granting a light to be installed at the Northrim intersection poses two concerns;
1.) strange drivers - there will be no doubt that there will be confusion. Northrim only has
one entrance and exit. This will be a nightmare to leave for work and come home. Further,
if a driver is confused they are going to make a right turn and go all the way down to our
complex. This just brings strangers to our home area. Northrim residents pay high HOA
fees to keep a nice complex. There will no doubt be more trash and fendbenders. There will
be drivers not familiar with the area and young drivers. There will be a lot going on at the
intersection. Apparently, there will be a traffic monitor and a light. If Francis parker states
this will reduce traffic, why is a monitor needed? How much experience will they have? Will
they only be there during the week? What about the weekends when the school is rented
out to other vendors, will there be monitors to assist stranger drivers and help them ease
the awkwardness? The street is not that wide to have two exits coming from 7-11 and
Francis Parker, plus from Northrim. We pay taxes as well and we are losing our parking
and are not given another option. There is not just one resident per unit. We have families
and visitors on weekends. We are going to have to essentially fight for parking to have
visitors because with less parking spots, people will also want to come park on our street
instead of the parking structure. It is true, it will happen.

2.) Weekend rental - the school intends to rent the parking lot and school premises out on
weekends. They already rent it out to a church. So in REALITY the intersection will always

LL-1

LL-2
LL-3

RESPONSE

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.

See General Responses #1, 2 and 4.

See General Response #8 regarding special events.
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be busy everyday 7 days a week. The students and their parents and the staff get to go
home and not be bothered by someone blocking their driveways and taking their parking.
But we will still have to live with the situation 24 hours a day.

Again, this has NOTHING to do with furthering the student's education at Francis Parker.
This is hurting the community entirely. Plus, I am not even talking about the construction
impacts.

I would hope the city would take in consideration the homeowners reality.

thank you for your time in reading my concern,

Sofia Fernandez
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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
Fof BaTRIcE Alote i eal B el oo, environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 3:16 PM provided.

To: DSD EAS; gervy alota
Subject: Francis Parker School Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

Dear Mr. Jeffrey Szymanski,
| am writing to support the proposed Master Plan Update for Francis Parker School.

| am a San Diego native and am now raising my family in Linda Vista. As a long time resident, I'm very
interested in preserving a good quality of life for my community. | am familiar with Parker's plans for their
property. | attended the Linda Vista Town Council hearing on the project and have reviewed the available
background on the project.

MM-1 Linda Vista is my home and I'm very much in favor of Parker's plans to build a parking structure on their
campus. | believe the project will bring safety improvements not only for the school but for the community.
Traffic on Linda Vista Road will be better controlled with the addition of the signal planned for Northrim Court.
Adding a median on Linda Vista Road in front of Francis Parker School will also prevent cars leaving the school
from pulling into traffic in a dangerous left hand turn. The parking structure will not only provide added safety
for students who will now be able to park on the school grounds instead of the neighborhood streets, but will
also free-up street parking in the surrounding neighborhood.

MM-2 All motorists will benefit from having fewer pedestrians crossing Linda Vista Road on the way to and from the
school. The separation of the Middle and Upper School student drop-off/pick-up traffic into two streams will
improve the flow of cars in and off campus to reduce the line of traffic that backs up on Linda Vista Road on
school mornings.

Because of these tangible benefits of the proposed project, | am happy to endorse Parker's Master Plan
Update.

Sincerely,

Gervy Alota
CDR, USN
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COMMENT

Axel Probst
aprobst@fpbarch.com
Northrim Resident
San Diego, CA 92111
March 29, 2016

Jeftrey Szymanski

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

Dear Jeffrey Szymanski:

[ am a long-time resident of our city, including the Northrim neighborhood, and I am writing to
express my concern about recent discussions and the pending decision to allow changes to the
Francis School Campus. I understand that the decision is being considered to approve/authorize
changes to Francis Parker’s Master Plan for its Linda Vista campus.

Northrim resisdents have been to many of the community meetings where Francis Parker
representatives presented their plans. They listened to some of our objections, but will not
compromise on anything. Below are my questions and concerns.

Proposed New Driveway on Northrim

One of my main concerns is the proposed new driveway proposed on our dead end street on
Northrim Court.

1. Francis Parker had their consultant complete a traffic report.

NN-1 a. Did they take into account the existing 7 Eleven driveway exiting onto
Northrim Court in the traffic study?

NN-2 b. There will be a potential risk of increased accidents, because of this traffic
flow would be high, how do they answer this question?

NN-3 2. Adding a new traffic signal and synchronization of the traffic signals with other

traffic signals nearby on Linda Vista Road. Currently they are not or do not appear to
be synchronized.

NN-1

NN-2

NN-3

RESPONSE

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.

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.

See General Response #1.
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COMMENT

Jeffrey Szymanski
March 29, 2016

Page 2

NN-4

NN-4

NN-5

NN-6

NN-7

NN-8
NN-9

NN-10

NN-11

6.

NN-12

a. Since Northrim is a dead-end street and there could be no further
development in our area for the future, the traffic generated and the need for
a traffic signal is only for the additional traffic Francis Parker is creating,
How is this acceptable?

b. Why do they need the driveway on Northrim? This will impact our property
values, is this not considered an impact?

¢. Who is responsible to ensure that these lights are synchronized?

Northrim is a dead end street, I am concerned people will turn south on Northrim Ct,

only to have to do a U-turn at the end of the street.

a. How will traffic will be mitigated coming out of the Francis Parker Driveway
on Northrim to prevent increase traffic going south on Northrim Ct which is
a dead end street ?

A big issue here is the parking spaces lost on Northrim Ct. Their traffic report say 6,

but it’s probably more like 8-10 spaces. If you come between the hours of 9pm-

6am), the entire street is full. Usually not one parking spot available the whole length
of Northrim Court. Losing any parking spots would have a great impact on our lives,

Where are we supposed to park our cars at night? There is also a multiple family

complex being built next to the 7 Eleven parking lot, and the closest street in

Northrim, so in addition to our Northrim Community vying for parking spots, now we

will have the addition of the multiple family complex looking for parking spots also.

a. How does Francis Parker plan to address/justify this?

b. Was there a parking analysis/study done for Northrim Ct? If not, shouldn’t
there have been a parking study done?

c. If we lose parking spots on Northrim, is this not considered an impact?

Francis Parker stated, they will have a traffic monitors. Is this requirement addressed

in the report or just something Francis Parker may or may not elect to do? It has been

seen many times at the main entrance of Francis Parker when the school is let out that

a monitor is there pushing the walk signal to change the light on Linda Vista light to

turn red and let traffic out of Francis Parker.

a. What detail plan do they have how the traffic monitor/manage the traffic,
and if a monitor is not there every time, what penalty would they have? It
reall should not be up to the residents to have to monitor these situations.

b. Non-school event-How will those events be monitored regarding traffic?

Francis Parker currently has 4 driveways (one being a main entrance/exit) already to

access the campus.

a. Did Francis Parker’s traffic study do an analysis on creating a traffic flow
within the confines of the campus on the peak times using their existing

NN-4

NN-5

NN-6
NN-7
NN-8

NN-9
NN-10

NN-11
NN-12

RESPONSE

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.

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.

See Response to Comment FF-16.
See General Response #4.

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.

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

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.

See Response to Comment FF-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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COMMENT

Jeffrey Szymanski
March 29, 2016
Page 3

driveways to alleviate the need to spill their traffic into all aspects of the
community, just to make it more convenient for them?

NN-13 b. Francis Parker talks about creating a safer environment regarding reducing
accidents. There hasn’t been an increase in that regarding people leaving
Francis Parker campus turning West on to Linda Vista Road. If so where is
that in the traffic report and evidence of such?

Construction

7. Construction questions:

NN-14 a. During Construction- where will construction workers park? Also, where
will school staff, teachers and students park since a majority of the existing
parking will be torn up for the new construction?

NN-15 b. How many additional parking spots will be taking away during construction
for equipment, and how will that be mitigated to not disrupt the residence
need for parking, and having a place for us to park our cars at night?

¢. What is the timeframe for construction, if they go past it, what penalties will
NN-16 ygop p
there be for prolong disruption?
- d. What is the time that constructions can start and stop?
P
- e, What days of the weeks can construction happen?
Y pp
f. If construction start or stop outside the allotted allowable time, who do we
NN-19 P

call to report it?
NN-2 g. They plan to demo existing buildings, do these building have ashestos? If, so,
-20 how will this be handled?

Other Master Plan issues

8. With the plan for an elevated sports deck, the setback is 10 feet instead of the required 25
feet, when 25 feet is the city requirements.

NN-21 a. How can this be approved given the city requirements?
NN-22 b. How will lighting the sports deck be addressed so it doesn’t impact the
- neighborhood?

¢. The noise from these activities will now be closer to family dwellings, how
NN-23 - .
will this be mitigated?

Events at Francis Parker

9. Inthe previous expansion, promises were made from Francis Parker regarding the
neighbors” concerns, and put at ease our concerns once it was built. Because of history

NN-13

NN-14

NN-15
NN-16
NN-17
NN-18
NN-19
NN-20

NN-21
NN-22

RESPONSE

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.

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.

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.

See Response to Comment NN-14 and General Response #1.
See General Response #7.
See General Response #7.
See General Response #7.
See General Response #7.

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 ashestos-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 ashestos- 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 ashestos or lead-
containing materials would be less than significant.

Please see response to Comment HH-14.

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

COMMENT

Jeffrey Szymanski
March 29, 2016
Page 4

we have some issue what Francis Parker promises without it being written in a contract.
Examples below:

a. They said they would never rent out facility? They do now, when brought up at
the meeting, they said that person was no longer there who promised that.

b. They stated that they would only have 60 school events a year to not to disrupt the
neighborhood. One year a neighbor counted way over 100 events that the
PA/lights on. How Francis Parker gets around the allotted number is they say it
not an official school event. They allow others (whether it be rented, parents etc.)
to be the sponsor. So they can say the school only has 60 events, now they want to
increase that?

c. The event numbers should be all inclusive no matter who sponsor the event, once
number is reached, no more events should be allowed without penalties,

d. How will events be monitored, and available for audit/review to our
community?

Lighting/Noise on Francis Parker Field

10. How will higher then allowed lighting poles mitigate the already intrusive lighting
already into homes on Northrim which is well past Francis Parker property line?

11. Should they not have an allowable decibel limit for PA system? If they do have a
limit, how will it be monitored so they will not exceed the allowable limit? Are there
penalties in place if they do go past the allowable limit?

Aquatic Center

12. Will this be an open or closed-in facility?

13. Will the community have access to it?

14. Has Francis Parker address how they will manage the noise from any events at the
aquatic center?

Other comments:

Francis Parker has said they have community support. I would ask them to break down the
support. The ones in favor of this expansion, many are Francis Parker Families who currently go
to school there, and alumni, all of which [ really do not live in the area. Only a very small
percentage of the Francis Parker community, whether current or past, actually live in the
surrounding community. To make their lives more enhanced, they are asking us to bear all the
brunt and accept all the changes, that will impact our lives well past the school hour times.

NN-23
NN-24

NN-25

NN-26

NN-27
NN-28
NN-29
NN-30

NN-31

NN-32
NN-33

RESPONSE

See Response to Comment HH-14.

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.

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.

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.

See General Response #7.
See General Responses #1, 2, 5 and 6.
See General Response #5 and 7.

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.

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.

Refer to response to Comment HH-21.

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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LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

COMMENT RESPONSE
Teffrey Szymanski NN-34  The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
March 29,2016 environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or
Page 3 provided.
15. Have you received the Northrim Homeowners petition against the Driveway access NN-35 The comment does not raise SpECiﬁC issues related to the adequacy of the
on Northrim? environmental analysis in the draft MND; therefore, no response is required or
NN-34 Many from our community came together to oppose many aspects of the Master Plan at the pl’OVIdEd.

Linda Vista community meeting. Except for the Francis Parker collation, no one voiced support
for their plan, but had the biggest objection from the audience is for the driveway proposal on
Northrim.

NN-35 16. This will impact our property values so why has this impact not beed addressed?

In conclusion, I thank you in advance for reading my email about the concerns and questions
regarding Francis Parker Master Plan expansion. I am looking forward to receiving your
responses to my questions. I am hoping that you will take in consideration our concerns when
reviewing their Master Plans before any approvals are done.

We are especially concerned on the impact of the entrance/exit of the proposed driveway on
Northrim. We are proud of our community, and it is exciting to watch Northrim come together
on this.

Thank you for your time and consideration of my questions/concerns.

Sincerely,

Axel Probst
Axel Probst
aprobst@fpbarch.com

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update Response to Letters of Comment - Page 90
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LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

00-1

00-2

COMMENT

From: Paula Mayer <paula@mayerstudios.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 3:48 PM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project No. 412987

Hello,

My name is Paula Mayer. My husband, Seth and | have lived in the North Rim Community for more than 15 years and
enjoy the peaceful tranquility of the area while still being very centrally located. It has been brought to our attention
that Francis Parker school would like to make modifications which would encroach on our community. We oppose their
plan to create a driveway on Northrim court as this would significantly disrupt our commute time, make it more
dangerous entering and leaving the property and reduce what is already rather limited parking. If they have other
options we would ask that they exercise those and leave North Rim intact. They already negatively impact our area with
loudspeakers when they host games and we would ask for no further expansion into our community . We also are
fearful that more trees will be lost due to their project.

Thanks for your time and consideration.
Best regards,

Seth & Paula Mayer

1275 River Vista Row #137
San Diego, CA 92111
858-279-5007

No threats detected. www.avast.com

00-1
00-2

RESPONSE

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

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.

Francis Parker School Master Plan Update
Mitigated Negative Declaration

Response to Letters of Comment - Page 91
Draft



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

PP-1

COMMENT

From: Dclimeybrit@aol.com [mailto:Dclimeybrit@aol.com]

Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:50 AM

To: DSD EAS

Cc: jmillin@san.rr.com

Subject: Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment, Project #412987

Dear Mr. Szymanski:

With regards to the proposed projects for Francis Parker school, | have a concern about traffic flow, but a possible
alternate plan for that traffic that would satisfy all parties. This is with regards to the cars being directed on to North Rim
Court. | was quite surprised to see Francis Parker automobile traffic directed to a neighborhood street as opposed to a
major thorough fare, Linda Vista Rd. | propose that the signal planned at North Rim Ct. be placed at an exit in front of the
500 car parking garage discussed at one of the meetings. This signal could be synchronized with the existing signal from
Francis Parker exiting to Linda Vista Rd., moving cars much faster on a major thorough fare than funneling traffic into the
bottle neck of North Rim Ct. and eliminate congestion and additional pollution in our neighborhood. Please consider this
option.

Sincerely,
Ron Goins
North Rim Resident

PP-1

RESPONSE

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.
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ATTACHMENT Y
Northrim Court Street Segment Levels of Service

Road | Segment | Class. | Cap. | Volume | VIC | LOS
Existing
Northrim Court Linda Vista Road to Project Driveway 2-Cd 8,000 973 0.12 A
Existing With Project™®
Northrim Court Linda Vista Road to Project Driveway 2-Cd 8,000 1,831 0.23 A
Near Term Without Project
Northrim Court Linda Vista Road to Project Driveway 2-Cd 8,000 973 0.12 A
Near Term With Project
Northrim Court Linda Vista Road to Project Driveway 2-Cd 8,000 1,831 0.23 A
Year 2035 Without Project
Northrim Court Linda Vista Road to Project Driveway 2-Cd 8,000 1,000 0.13 A
Year 2035 With Project
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)

* 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)




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

Existing With Project Queue Near Term With Project Year 2035 With Project
Peak Hour Factor* Length (ft) Queue Length (ft) Queue Length (ft)
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




Attachment Y
Francis Parker School Driveway Level of Service

Existing With Project Near Term With Project Year 2035 With Project
# Intersection AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour | AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour | AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
b |os| p [tos| b [Los| b [Los| o [Los| b | 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
A = Change

S = Significant

D= Delay
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Initial Study Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment / 412987

Initial Study Checklist

1.
2

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

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

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

Project location: The project is located at 6501 Linda Vista Road, east of Via Las Cumbres, San
Diego, within 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)

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

General Plan designation: Institutional and Public and Semi-Public Facilities
Zoning: RM-1-1 within the area of development; OR-1-1 on the perimeter slopes

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 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 (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 120" 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 10’ or 10% of the premises
width, whichever is greater.
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9‘

10.

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.

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-Eleven) 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).

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.

O

O OO0 O

Biological Resources
Cultural Resources

Geology/Soils

Land Use / Planning Transportation / Traffic

Aesthetics Greenhouse Gas Emissions [ Population / Housing
25;:3,[-?9? and Forestry ;a;zte;?asls& Hazardous O Public Services
Air Quality Hydrology / Water Quality [0 Recreation

X

O

Mineral Resources Utilities / Service

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

B O 853 M 0O

<

Noise

DETERMINATION
(To be completed by Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

O

X

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 will be prepared.

The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

The proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant
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.

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 required.
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Less Than
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Potentially with Less Than
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AESTHETICS

Would the project:

a)

b)

@)

h!ave a substantial adverse effect on a scenic ] 0 0 54
vista?
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.

Substantially damage scenic resources,

including but not limited to, trees, rock

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a o o O D¢
state scenic highway?

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.

Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its ] ] ] 4
surroundings?

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 building planes of the proposed facilities serve to
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d)

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with 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.

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

All 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 CIF-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.

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 California 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 O O N X
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and

Monitoring Program of the California
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d)
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Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

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.

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use, or a Williamson Act Contract? D D D E

Please see Il.a. The project would not conflict with the Williamson Act Contract.

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 ] L] ] X
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland

Production (as defined by Government Code

section 51104(g))?

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

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion D [:l D

v
of forest land to non-forest use? X

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.

Involve other changes in the existing

environment, which, due to their location or

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland ] ] ] X
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest

land to non-forest use?

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

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:

a)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of -
the applicable air quality plan? ] Ol X Ol

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 Assaociation 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 pollutants 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.

Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air ] ] [l
quality violation?

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

Result in a cumulatively considerable net

increase of any criteria pollutant for which the

project region is non-attainment under an

applicable federal or state ambient air quality ] O ] X
standard (including releasing emissions which

exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors)?

Please see llla. 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 -
substantial number of people? D D D X

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

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

a)

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 ] ] ] X
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by

the California 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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d)
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species of plants or animals.

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 o [ O X
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service?

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

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.) o D D X
through direct removal, filling, hydrological

interruption, or other means?

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

Interfere substantially with the movement of

any native resident or migratory fish or

wildlife species or with established native 0 O ]
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or

impede the use of native wildlife nursery

sites?

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.

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree I ] ] X
preservation policy or ordinance?

Please see IVa. no significant impacts would occur.

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted

Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural

Community Conservation Plan, or other O O 1 X
approved local, regional, or state habitat

conservation plan?

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.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

a)

b)

10

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

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 21084.1). 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.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource O O ] X
pursuant to 815064.5?

Please see V.a., the project would not cause a substantial adverse on an archaeological
resource.



Initial Study Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment / 412987

C)

d)

VI.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issue Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique D X D D

geologic feature?

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 excavate 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.

Disturb any human remains, including those ] ] n

N
X . : 4
interred outside of formal cemeteries? .

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.

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 O o O
evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

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? O | | X

1
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o)

d)

e)
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issue Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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? o u O X

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? O ] ] X

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.

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of D D L__| E
topsoil?

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.

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 O O | X
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,

subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

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.

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in

Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 0 0 0
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or

property?

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.

X

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

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting H i ] X
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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?

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.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either

directly or indirectly, that may have a ] B X O
significant impact on the environment?

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 CO;, N,0, and CHy4, 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 CO,; N,O, and CH; emissions of the proposed project. CalEEMod outputs are
contained within Attachment A of the studly.

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

13
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operational emissions.' As seen in Table 2, the proposed project would result in 121.77
MTCO,eq/yr from direct construction-related sources of GHG emissions.

= Area Source. Area source emissions were calculated using CalEEMod 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. CalEEMod 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 would directly result in 359.29 MTCO,eq/yr of mobile
source-generated GHG emissions.

Table 2 from the Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Cco, CH, N,O Total
Metric
Source Metric | Metric | Mt | Metric | Metric
Tons/yr' | Tons/yr' Tongof Tons/yr' Tone of Toons.ofq
i — |
Direct Emissions
e Construction
(amortized over 30 years) 121.27 0.02 0.50 0.00 0.00 121.77
e 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
Divect Emissions 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
e 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 Emissions’ | >*%* age | 28 | Geo 18 | dblee
Total Unmitigated
Project-Related Emissions’ SIS 12 MIEDY
900 MTCO,eq N
Screening Threshold Exceeded?

Notes:

1.  Emissions calculated using CalEEMod.

2. CO, 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

' 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.

14
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* 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 MTCO,eqg/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 MTCO,eq/yr; refer to Table 2.

= Solid Waste. Solid waste associated with operations of the proposed project would
result in 25.91 MTCO,eq/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 MTCO,eq/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.’ 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 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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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;

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 the Greenhouse Gas Analysis:
Greenhouse Gas Emissions With Project Design Features

Co, CH, N0 Total

Metric Metric | Metric

Tons/yr' | Tons/yr cOseq’ Tons/yr' cOzeq® | COseq

ea———
Direct Emissions

e 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 Emissions’ | 480.23 0.04 0.90 0.00 0.00 481.07
Indirect Emissions

« Energy | 17434 | o001 | o016 | 000 | 051 | 175.00
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o 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 2591
Total Unmitigated
Indirect Emissions® 228.45 0.82 20.56 0.00 1.53 247.28
Total Unmitigated
Project-Related Emissions’ 72835 IC0LGNE
900 MTCOeq No
Screening Threshold Exceeded?

Notes:
1.
24

3.

Emissions calculated using CalEEMod.

CO; Equivalent values calculated using the EPA Website, Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies Calculator,
http://www.epa.gov/energy/greenhouse-gas-equivalencies-calculator, accessed January 2016.
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.

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

17



Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment / 412987 Initial Study

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issue Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

75,000 kWh annually, which would result in a GHG emissions reduction of 32 MTCO,eq/yr.?

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.

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 ] ] | X
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
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.
Vill. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through routine transport, use, |:] l_—_l |:| 1<
or disposal of hazardous materials?
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 ] 0 5 <
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the

3
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Based on the following San Diego Gas and Electric GHG intensity factors from CalEEMod version 2013.2.2:
720.49 pounds per megawatt hour (Ib/MWh) for CO,, 0.029 Ib/MWh for CHy, and 0.006 Ib/MWh for N,0.
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environment?

Please see Vllla.

Emit hazardous emissions or handle

hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, O] E H D
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile

of an existing or proposed school?

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 would 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

20

of hazardous materials sites compiled

pursuant to Government Code Section H 0] ] 52
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a

significant hazard to the public or the

environment?

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.

For a project located within an airport land

use plan or, where such a plan has not been

adopted, within two mile of a public airport or

public use airport, would the project result in o . o 2
a safety hazard for people residing or working

in the project area?

The project is located in the Airport Influence Area (AIA) 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 AIA 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.

For a project within the vicinity of a private

airstrip, would the project result in a safety n O] O] X
hazard for people residing or working in the

project area?

No private airstrips are located in the immediate vicinity.
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Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency O [l ] X

response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

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.

Expose people or structures to a significant

risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland

fires, including where wildlands are adjacent | O i X
to urbanized areas or where residences are

intermixed with wildlands?

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.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Would the project:

a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste —
discharge requirements? 0 O] ] X

A Water Quality Technical Report (Baker International, June 2015) 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-
2015-0001 and R9-2015-0100, 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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SWRCB.

= 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.

Substantially 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 il ] J X
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)?

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.

Substantially alter the existing drainage

pattern of the site or area, including through

the alteration of the course of a stream or ] ] ] X
river, in a manner, which would result in

substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

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 flow to the 24" storm drain, while the field will flow to the existing 12" storm
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drain as per the existing condition. Drainage patterns in both the existing and proposed
condition will be unchanged.

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.

Substantially alter the existing drainage

pattern of the site or area, including through

the alteration of the course of a stream or D D L__l 52
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.

Create or contribute runoff water, which

would exceed the capacity of existing or

planned stormwater drainage systems or D [:] O E
provide substantial additional sources of

polluted runoff?

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.

Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality? 0 O u X

See IX. €)

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard

area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 0 0 n
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or

other flood hazard delineation map?

The project does not propose construction of any new housing in the 100-year flood hazard
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area and impacts in this category would not occur.
Place within a 100-year flood hazard area,
structures that would impede or redirect flood ] | J X

flows?

The project does not propose construction of any features that would impede or redirect flows
and is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

Would the project:

a)

b)

24

Physically divide an established community? ] ] O |E

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.

Conflict with any applicable land use plan,

policy, or regulation of an agency with

jurisdiction over the project (including but not

limited to the general plan, specific plan, local O ] ] X
coastal program, or zoning ordinance)

adopted for the purpose of avoiding or

mitigating an environmental effect?

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 SDP No. 215276 and would
include the following three deviations from development regulations: (1) a deviation of 18" 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
10" 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 (AIA) 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. 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.

Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community J ] ] X
conservation plan?

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.

MINERAL RESOURCES

Would the project?

a)

b)

XII.

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

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
resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral resource.

Result in the loss of availability of a locally

important mineral resource recovery site ] n n 2
delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?

See Xl a.

NOISE

Would the project result in:

a)

Generation of, noise levels in excess of

stand.ards es?tabllshed in thle local general plan ] 0 54 0

or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of

other agencies?
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 7:00 p.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 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.

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 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. 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? . . X L]

Project construction can generate varying degrees of groundborne vibration, depending on
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c)

d)

e)

28

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 XIl a.

A substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels D D X D
existing without the project?

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

A substantial temporary or periodic increase
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity O ] X Ll
above existing without the project?

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

For a project located within an airport land

use plan, or, where such a plan has not been

adopted, within two miles of a public airport 0 0] ] X
or public use airport would the project expose

people residing or working in the area to

excessive noise levels?

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 AIA 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.

For a project within the vicinity of a private

airstrip, would the project expose people

residing or working in the project area to [ O] O X
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.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

Would the project:

a)

b)

c)

Induce substantial population growth in an

area, either directly (for example, by

proposing new homes and businesses) or O ] ] X
indirectly (for example, through extension of

roads or other infrastructure)?

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(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 15126.2(d) further states that “[iJt 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.

Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of O] O O X
replacement housing elsewhere?

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

Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement O] O O X
housing elsewhere?

See XIII.
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PUBLIC SERVICES

Would the project result in substantial 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 ] J Il X

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 [l O [l X
See XIV i)
iii) Schools ] O O X

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 ] ] ] E

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 facilities O O ] X

The scope of the project would not substantially increase the demand for electricity, gas, or
other public facilities.

RECREATION

Would the project increase the use of existing

neighborhood and regional parks or other

recreational facilities such that substantial O | O X
physical deterioration of the facility would

occur or be accelerated?

The proposed project would not require any expansion of existing recreational 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.

Does the project include recreational facilities

or require the construction or expansion of 0 X ] O
recreational facilities, which might have an

adverse physical 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 . X 0 O
components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

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.

Intersections - The proposed project has one (1) significant direct project impact at
Linda Vista Road / 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 / Northrim Court in the horizon year 2035 since the signal will
be installed as mitigation in the near term.

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 /
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.

The following mitigation measure would reduce the impact to the intersection at Linda Vista
Road / 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.

Conflict with an applicable congestion

management program, including, but not

limited to level of service standards and travel

demand measures, or other standards ] X ] ]
established by the county congestion

management agency for designated roads or

highways?

See XVl a.

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, ] | ] X
£

including either an increase in traffic levels or
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a change in location that results in substantial
safety risks?

The project is located in the Airport Influence Area (AIA) 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
Above Mean Sea Level (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. 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 ] N ]
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

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) Resultin inadequate emergency access? [l O O X

See XVl a.

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or

programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or <7
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease L] U o X

the performance or safety of such facilities?

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 Il 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 AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements H ] ] X
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of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?

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.

Require or result in the construction of new

water or wastewater treatment facilities or

expansion of existing facilities, the ] ] ] X
construction of which could cause significant

environmental effects?

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.

Require or result in the construction of new

storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 0 0] 0
existing facilities, the construction of which

could cause significant environmental effects?

See XVII a.

Have sufficient water supplies available to

serve the project from existing entitlements 0 0 n
and resources, or are new or expanded

entitlements needed?

See XVI| a.

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 O o o DX

addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

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

Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the ] O ] X
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

The City of San Diego CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (January 2011) identifies the
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.

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes <
and regulation related to solid waste? [ U . X

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 u ¢ ] ]
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?

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

35



Francis Parker Master Plan Amendment / 412987 Initial Study

b)

C)
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
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history or prehistory.

Does the project have impacts that are

individually limited, but cumulatively

considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”

means that the incremental effects of a n X n 0
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)?

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.

Does the project have environmental effects,
which will cause substantial adverse effects on ] X O ]
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

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

l. AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

X City of San Diego General Plan.
= Community Plan.
O Local Coastal Plan.

II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES & FOREST RESOURCES

X City of San Diego General Plan.

X U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part | and I, 1973.
O California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)

0O Site Specific Report:

Il. AR QUALITY

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

X Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) - APCD.

O Site Specific Report:

IV. BioLoGY

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

® City of San Diego, MSCP, "Vegetation Communities with Sensitive Species and Vernal Pools"
Maps, 1996.

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

O Community Plan - Resource Element.

O California Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity Database, "State and
Federally-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California," January 2001.

O California Department of Fish & Game, California Natural Diversity Database, "State and
Federally-listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California," January 2001.

O City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines.

O Site Specific Report:

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES (INCLUDES HISTORICAL RESOURCES)
City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines.

City of San Diego Archaeology Library.
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VI,

VII.

X

Historical Resources Board List.
Community Historical Survey:

Site Specific Report:

GEOLOGY/SOILS

City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study.

U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part | and Il
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).

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Site Specific Report: Greenhouse Gas Analysis (Baker, January 2016)

VIIl. HAzarDs AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

X 0 000 X

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division

State Water Resources Control Board Geotracker

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use Authorized.
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.

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

IX. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY

X
O

X

X

K X X K

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM).

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Flood Insurance Program - Flood
Boundary and Floodway Map.

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

Site Specific Report: Water Quality Technical Report (Baker International, June 25, 2015) and
Hydrology Report (Baker International, June 2015)

LAND USE AND PLANNING

City of San Diego General Plan.

Community Plan.

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 2014 SDIA Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
City of San Diego Zoning Maps
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O FAA Determination

Xl. MINERAL RESOURCES

O California Department of Conservation - Division of Mines and Geology, Mineral Land
Classification.

] Division of Mines and Geology, Special Report 153 - Significant Resources Maps.
California Geological Survey - SMARA Mineral Land Classification Maps.

O Site Specific Report:

XIl. Noise

X

Community Plan

San Diego International Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps.
MCAS Miramar ALUCP

Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps.
Montgomery Field CNEL Maps.

0O X O O O

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

O

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

O

City of San Diego General Plan.

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

Xlll. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
X City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines.

O Deméré, Thomas A., and Stephen L. Walsh, "Paleontological Resources City of San Diego,"
Department of Paleontology San Diego Natural History Museum, 1996.

X 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.

O 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.

O Site Specific Report:

XIV. PopruLATION / HOUSING

X City of San Diego General Plan.
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X Community Plan.
O Series 11 Population Forecasts, SANDAG.
O Other:

XV. PuUBLIC SERVICES
X City of San Diego General Plan.

X Community Plan.

XVI. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES

DY City of San Diego General Plan.

Community Plan.

O Department of Park and Recreation

O City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map
O Additional Resources:

XVII. TRANSPORTATION / CIRCULATION

X City of San Diego General Plan.

Community Plan.

O San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG.
O San Diego Region Weekday Traffic Volumes, SANDAG.

X

XVIII. UTILITIES

X City of San Diego General Plan.

X Community Plan.

O Site Specific Report:

XIX. WATER CONSERVATION

Initial Study

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

X City of San Diego General Plan.

O Community Plan.

O Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book. Rev. ed. Menlo Park, CA: Sunset Magazine.
O Site Specific Report:
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SECTIONONE Introduction

SECTION1 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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SECTIONTWO Site Identification

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 %2-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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SECTIONTHREE Assessment Background and Summary

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:

e School students and staff workers,

e Visitors/trespassers crossing the eastern slope,

e Maintenance workers, and

o  Offsite residents.

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

o Metals, specifically antimony, arsenic, cadmium, and lead,;
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SECTIONTHREE Assessment Background and Summary

e Dioxin as 2,3,7,8 tetrachlorodibenzo p dioxin (TCDD) toxicity equivalent concentration (TEQ);
and

e 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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SECTIONFOUR Summary of Proposed Construction

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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SECTIONFIVE Burn Ash Management

SECTION5 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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SECTIONFIVE Burn Ash Management

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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SECTIONFIVE Burn Ash Management

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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SECTIONFIVE Burn Ash Management

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/m® for total particulates and 5 mg/m? for respirable dust. This standard, the OSHA PEL for lead in air
of 0.05 mg/m®, 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/m?®.

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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SECTIONFIVE Burn Ash Management

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 4°C) 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, PAHSs 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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SECTIONFIVE Burn Ash Management

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:

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

o U.S. DOT description of the waste being transported and any associated hazards
e Waste quantity

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

e U.S. EPA Hazardous Waste Generator Number

e  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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SECTIONFIVE Burn Ash Management

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 EIl 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 (nI;S?ISg) 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 (I\:Aotzl\éersz;\:i(t)hV\éelsg :]Oﬁiémple native/residual ash because random point was
FPC-35 314 (I;A()(:/\;erzd(ﬁ;\z(t)hvielz; :loﬁflémple native/residual ash because random point was
FPC-36 41.0 Native soil.
FPC-37 95.0 Base of excayation 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 (nI;S?ISg) Comment / Sample Description
FPC-39 667.0 Ss(s)seolf\l ((e)):tc;]an/rztiggu(:;/‘erlying significant pocket of ash exposed on east slope
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-45 421 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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APPENDIXA Community Health and Safety Plan

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.

Al  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.

A2  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.

A3 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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A5  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 pug/m3 over a five-minute
period, then additional dust control measures will be implemented. If total dust concentrations cannot be
maintained under 50 pug/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 pg/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.

A6 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 DusTt

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
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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.

A7 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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A8 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.

A9  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:

e 24-hour AECOM, construction contractor and school emergency contact names and phone
numbers

o Description of onsite activities to be conducted including dates and times, and that onsite
activities may include the disturbance of burn ash-containing waste

e Anticipated duration of onsite activities

e Proposition 65 warning
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Project Description and Scope

1.1. Project Data

Project Owner:

Project Site Address:

Planning Area/
Community Area/
Development Name:

APN Number(s):

Project Location:

Project Site Area:

Adjacent Streets:
North:
South:
East:
West:

Adjacent Land Uses:
North:
South:
East:
West:

Francis Parker School

6501 Linda Vista Road

Linda Vista
437-020-12

Latitude: 32.772241°
Longitude: -117.175861°

8.21 acres

Linda Vista Road
River Glen Row
Northrim Court
Via Los Cumbres

Residential
Residential
Residential
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:

e Demolishing 41,307 square feet of existing building;
e Retaining 133,753 square feet of existing building; and
e 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.

H:\PDATA\144571\Admin\Reports\Storm Water\Hydrology\20141105 Drainage Template City of San Diego.docx



Hydrology and Hydraulic Basis of Design
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL

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:

e To provide hydrologic analysis of the project site for the 100-year, 6-
hour storm event under existing and proposed conditions,

e To provide a hydraulic analysis of the project to ensure that the correct
sizes of pipes and inlets have been chosen,

e And to ensure that no additional runoff or downstream impacts occur
due to this project.
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Section3 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:

e Microsoft Excel (Rational Method Hydrology)

e AutoCAD Civil 3d Hydraflow Hydragraph Extension 2013 (Storm Routing)

e RatHydro (Rational Method Hydragraphs)

e 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:

e Hydraflow Hydragraph Extension for AutoCAD Civil 3d 2013 (Storm
Routing)

e Hydraflow Storm Sewer Extension for AutoCAD Civil 3d 2013 (Hydraulic
and Energy Grade Lines)

e Hydraflow Express Extensions Extension for AutoCAD Civil 3d 2013
(Storm Routing)

e RatHydro (Rational Method Hydrographs)

e 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.

e 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.

e 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
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Sub Basin No. Runoff Coefficient  BasinIntensity  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 2.177 2.77 4,22

B-2 0.55 2.177 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 3.1 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 Difference
(cfs)

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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Hydrology and Hydraulic Basis of Design
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL

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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Hydrology and Hydraulic Basis of Design
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL

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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Hydrology and Hydraulic Basis of Design
FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL

Section 6 References
San Diego Municipal Code, 2008. Land Development Manual (March 2008). Storm Water
Standards.

City of San Diego, 1984. Drainage Design Manual (April 1984)

FEMA, 1997. FEMA. (June 17, 1997). Flood Insurance Study, San Diego County.
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Appendix A
Rainfall Isopluvials
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FEMA Flood Plain Maps
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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

P I i b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b 4 DESCRIPTION OF STUDY P b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b
* FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL
* 100-YEAR FLOWS
* JUNE 25, 2015

R I R i A b S b b S db g d b S db b S db i A S S b b S 2 e A b S b b b 2 e S b S S b b b b S S b S I S S b R S b B b S S b S 2 A b dh b b i b

FILE NAME: C:\FP\EX.DAT
TIME/DATE OF STUDY: 07:45 06/25/2015

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.*

R A A i I b db b b I b b b db b b b A b b I b I b b 2 A b b b b b S I b b I I b b 2 I B b I b b b b A I b b A B 2 A b I S A I I 2 b i 4

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 14.00 TO NODE 12.00 IS CODE = 21

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

LR R i S b I b i b Sb b S b b Sb b b 2b b Sh b b db b e db e S b b db b b db b S b b b I S b S b S b e S b S S e S b S b I 2b b S 2 b S b i 2 b i 2 b O 4

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 12.00 TO NODE 10.00 IS CODE = 41

>>>>>COMPUTE PIPE-FLOW TRAVEL TIME THRU SUBAREA<<KLLKL
>>>>>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.
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FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 10.00 TO NODE 10.00 IS CODE = 81

>>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<K<K<L<LKL

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

AR AR A A A A AR AR A A A A AR A A A A A A A A A A A A A AR A A A A A AR AR A A A A A A A A A A A A AR AR A A A A A A A A A A A A A XA XKk

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 10.00 TO NODE 10.00 IS CODE = 10

>>>>>MATIN-STREAM MEMORY COPIED ONTO MEMORY BANK # 1 <<<<<

LRI R i S b I b S S b S S b S b b b 2b S b S b b S e S b I S e S 2 e S b S b R S b I S b S I b S I S b b S b b S b S b b b S db b S b i b b i 2 b4

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 15.00 TO NODE 13.00 IS CODE = 21

>>>>>RATIONAL METHOD INITIAL SUBAREA ANALYSIS<<KLLKL

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



KK AR AR A A AR AR A A A A AR AR A A A A A A A A A A A AR A AR A A A A AR AR A A A A A A AR A A A A A A A A A AR AR A A AR AR AR Rk K

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 13.00 TO NODE 11.00 IS CODE = 41

>>>>>COMPUTE PIPE-FLOW TRAVEL TIME THRU SUBAREA<<<LKL
>>>>>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.
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FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 11.00 TO NODE 11.00 IS CODE = 81

>>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<K<K<LKLKL

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

KK AR AR A A AR AR A A A A AR A A A A A AR A AR A A A AR A A A A A A A AR A A A AR A AR A A A A AR AR AR A AR A AR A AR A A A ARk K

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

P I i b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b 4 DESCRIPTION OF STUDY P b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b
* FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL
* 100-YEAR FLOWS
* JUNE 25, 2015
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FILE NAME: C:\FP\PR.DAT
TIME/DATE OF STUDY: 07:47 06/25/2015

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.*
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FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 14.00 TO NODE 12.00 IS CODE = 21

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
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FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 12.00 TO NODE 10.00 IS CODE = 41

>>>>>COMPUTE PIPE-FLOW TRAVEL TIME THRU SUBAREA<<KLLKL
>>>>>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.
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FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 10.00 TO NODE 10.00 IS CODE = 81

>>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<K<K<L<LKL

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
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FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 10.00 TO NODE 10.00 IS CODE = 10

>>>>>MATIN-STREAM MEMORY COPIED ONTO MEMORY BANK # 1 <<<<<
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FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 15.00 TO NODE 13.00 IS CODE = 21

>>>>>RATIONAL METHOD INITIAL SUBAREA ANALYSIS<<KLLKL

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
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FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 13.00 TO NODE 11.00 IS CODE = 41

>>>>>COMPUTE PIPE-FLOW TRAVEL TIME THRU SUBAREA<<<LKL
>>>>>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.
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FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 11.00 TO NODE 11.00 IS CODE = 81

>>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<K<K<LKLKL

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
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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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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

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:

e Review of readily available geologic reports and documents pertinent to the site area.

e Review of previous field explorations conducted by CTE.

e Review of the previous testing of selected soil samples by CTE to provide data for evaluation
of geotechnical characteristics of the site foundation soils.

e Assessment of site geologic conditions pertinent to the site.

e 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 fhg.

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 tol1 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
DISTANCE MAXIMUM
FAULT NAME FROM SITE EARTHQUAKE CLASSIFICATION
(KILOMETERS) MAGNITUDE
Rose Canyon Fault 13 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 L andsliding
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.

\\ESC_SERVER\PROJECTS\10-12361G\RPT_PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL RPT- 1-29-15 (REVISED 5-28-15).DOC



Preliminary Geotechnical Report Page 18
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

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 MAXIMUM HEIGHT
(Horizontal: Vertical)
B
(Quaternary Lindavista Formation 1:1 (MAXIMUM) 10 FEET
and Stadium Conglomerate)
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 ¥%-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, Sg 1211g Figure 1613.3.1 (1)

Mapped Spectral Response .

Acceleration Parameter, S; 0.4689 Figure 1613.3.1 (2)
Seismic Coefficient, F, 1.016 Table 1613.3.3 (1)
Seismic Coefficient, F, 1.532 Table 1613.3.3 (2)
MCE Spectral Response .

Acceleration Parameter, Sys 1.230g Section 1613.3.3
MCE Spectral Response 0.717g Section 1613.3.3

Acceleration Parameter, Sy,

Design Spectral Response 0.820g Section 1613.3.4

Acceleration, Parameter Spg

Design Spectral Response .

Acceleration, Parameter Sp; 04789 Section 1613.3.4

Peak Ground Acceleration PGAy, 0.54¢g 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 + APag
For non-yielding (or “restrained”) walls, the total lateral thrust may be similarly

calculated based on work by Wood (1973):

Pke = Pk + APke

Where P = Static Active Thrust (given previously Table 4)
Pk = Static Restrained Wall Thrust (given previously Table 4)
APae = Dynamic Active Thrust Increment = (3/8) ki, yH?
APke = Dynamic Restrained Thrust Increment = ky, yH?
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kn = % Peak Ground Acceleration = 2/3(PGAy)
H = Total Height of the Wall
y = 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
Principal Engineer

Martin E. Siem, CEG #2311
Certified Engineering Geologist

MES/DTM:nri
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Francis Parker School Redevelopment” CTE Job No.: 10-7275G, dated August 9, 2005.
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Parker School Redevelopment” CTE Job No.: 10-7275G, dated August 2, 2005.

CTE Inc. - 2005 “Addendum No. 02, Modified Grading Recommendations, Proposed
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Francis Parker School Redevelopment” CTE Job No.: 10-7275G, dated April 16, 2005.

CTE Inc. - 2005 “Response to RFI 01, Proposed Francis Parker School Redevelopment”
CTE Job No.: 10-7275G, dated February 21, 2005.
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BORING LOGS

CTE JOB NO. 10-8933G
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

CLEAR SQUARE SIEVE OPENING

PRIMARY DIVISIONS SYMBOLS SECONDARY DIVISIONS
GRAVELS CLEAN £§f‘ oW 28 WELL GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND MIXTURE:
R |3 S
MORE THAN GRAVELS |= g =g LITTLE OR NO FINES
z HALF OF <o FINES o T e Xy POORLY GRADED GRAVELS OR GRAVEL SAND MIXTURES
Q. % COARSE gy GP fope LITTLE OF NO FINES
56 F SILTY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-SILT MIXTURES
P w5 N FRACTION IS GRAVELS GM NON-PLASTIC FINES
[a)] n <
0IQw LARGER THAN | WITH FINES CLAYEY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-CLAY MIXTURES
zIZ>S NO. 4 SIEVE PLASTIC FINES
2 Z Juw N
xfod SANDS CLEAN WELL GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE OR NC
L MORE THAN SANDS FINES
D82S HALF OF < 5% FINES POORLY GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE OR
Tomz COARSE NO FINES
@) I 0 - N -
8- ¢ FRACTION IS SANDS SM SILTY SANDS, SAND-SILT MIXTURES, NON-PLASTIC FINE
SMALLER THAN WITH EINES b
CLAYEY SANDS, SAND-CLAY MIXTURES, PLASTIC FINE!
NO. 4 SIEVE /// SC //

T INORGANIC SILTS, VERY FINE SANDS, ROCK FLOUR, SILT®
wu EH SILTS AND CLAYS ML OR CLAYEY FINE SANDS, SLIGHTLY PLASTIC CLAYEY SILT
4040 LIQUID LIMIT IS INORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW TO MEDIUM PLASTICITY
24y | Sos THAN 50 CL 7/ GRAVELLY, SANDY, SILTS OR LEAN CLAY?
L 5 ORGANIC SILTS AND ORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW PLASTICIT'
Z2zZ2Lo !

R ' INORGANIC SILTS, MICACEOUS OR DIATOMACEOUS FINE

Fhzg SILTS AND CLAYS SANDY OR SILTY SOILS, ELASTIC SILT:

L

NiE LIQUID LIMIT IS INORGANIC CLAYS OF HIGH PLASTICITY, FAT CLAY

29213

L= GREATER THAN 50 ORGANIC CLAYS OF MEDIUM TO HIGH PLASTICITY

ORGANIC SILTY CLAYS
IGHLY ORGANIC SOILS PEAT AND OTHER HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS
GRAIN SIZES
GRAVEL SAND
BOULDERS COBBLES SILTS AND CLAYS
COARSE |  FINE COARSE | MEDIUM|  FINE
12" 3" 3/4" 4 10 40 200

U.S. STANDARD SIEVE SIZE

SE- Sand Equivalent
El- Expansion Index

COR - Corrosivity

MAX- Maximum Dry Density
GS- Grain Size Distribution

CHM- Sulfate and Chloride
Content , pH, Resistivity

SD- Sample Disturbed

ADDITIONAL TESTS
(OTHER THAN TEST PIT AND BORING LOG COLUMN HEADINGS)

PM- Permeability

SG- Specific Gravity

HA- Hydrometer Analysis
AL- Atterberg Limits

RV- R-Value

CN- Consolidation
CP- Collapse Potential
HC- Hydrocollapse
REM- Remolded

PP- Pocket Penetrometer
WA.- Wash Analysis

DS- Direct Shear

UC- Unconfined Compression
MD- Moisture/Density

M- Moisture

SC- Swell Compression

Ol- Organic Impurities

FIGURE]  BL1




PROJECT: DRILLER: SHEET: of

CTE JOB NO: DRILL METHOD: DRILLING DATE:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLE METHOD: ELEVATION:
= o - co [=2]
s518 = | 2 || 5 ¢ BORING LEGEND Labortory Tests
w [ = = 172} )
p s| @ A 2 IS =
SIZlgl 2] 2 |2 2 |8
o |m|a o [a) = D O
DESCRIPTION
-0
| - Block or Chunk Sample
] < Bulk Sample
| 5]
- ] I < Standard Penetration Test

Modified Split-Barrel Drive Sampler (Cal Sampler)

L T
|
A

1 @ - Thin Walled Army Corp. of Enaineers Sample

_] 5_

| - Groundwater Table

- ] h 4

[ ] \—— Soil Type or Classification Change

2 0

| ? ? ? ? ? ? ? —
| \— Formation Change [(Approximate boundaries queried (?)]
- ] "SM* Quotes are placed around classifications where the soils

) 5] exist in situ as bedrock

FIGURE: | BL2




PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING SHEET: 1 of 1

CTE JOB NO: 10-8933G DRILL METHOD: 8" HOLLOW STEM DRILLING DATE: 41412007
LOGGED BY: sC SAMPLE METHOD:  BULK, SPT, CAL ELEVATION:
2 g 2
~ |E]18 Z < o
g |5 & g 21| 3|5 BORING: B-1 Laboratory Tests
= 08 5] 5 n 2
Ellfl 2| 2 (2] 2 |8
0 |a|la|l @™ a = o) (O]
DESCRIPTION
-0 ASPHALT/BASE: 0-0.75".
R QUATERNARY UNDOCUMENTED FILL (Qudf):
0.75"-2.5": Dense, slightly moist, reddish brown, clayey SAND. MAX, El, REM,
| CHM
R QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (QIn):
3.0": Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.
| Refusal.
5| No groundwater. ) _
Backfilled with excavated soil and capped with cold patch.
.0
15—
20—
25—

[ B




PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING SHEET: 1 of 1

CTE JOB NO: 10-8933G DRILL METHOD: 8" HOLLOW STEM DRILLING DATE: 4/4/2007
LOGGED BY: SC SAMPLE METHOD:  BULK, SPT, CAL ELEVATION:
@ i) 5
~ | 8 = < £ o
g 3|7 8 g % f S BORING: B-2 Laboratory Tests
o |a|8| @ a = > &
DESCRIPTION
-0 GRAVEL AT SURFACE.
| QUATERNARY UNDOCUMENTED FILL (Qudf):
0.2-2.5": Dense, slighlty moist, dark brown clayey SAND.
| QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (QIn): RV, WA
3.0": Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.
| Refusal.
5 No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil.
40—
15—
20—
25—

[ B2




PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING SHEET: 1 of 1
CTE JOB NO: 10-8933G DRILL METHOD: 8" HOLLOW STEM DRILLING DATE: 41412007
LOGGED BY: sC SAMPLE METHOD:  BULK, SPT, CAL ELEVATION:
2 g 2
~ |E]18 Z < o
g |3 & ; 2 S cz)' 3 BORING: B-3 Laboratory Tests
A |3|5| @ a =| o |5
DESCRIPTION
-0 ASPHALT/BASE: 0-0.75".
] QUATERNARY UNDOCUMENTED FILL (Qudf):
0.75"-2.5": Dense, slightly moist, reddish brown, clayey SAND.
R QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (QIn):
3.0": Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.
| Refusal.
5| No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil and capped with cold patch.
.0
15—
20—
25—

[ B




PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING SHEET: 1 of 1

CTE JOB NO: 10-8933G DRILL METHOD: 8" HOLLOW STEM DRILLING DATE: 41412007
LOGGED BY: SC SAMPLE METHOD:  BULK, SPT, CAL ELEVATION:
@ S 5
glg Z |<| E
g 3|7 8 g % f g BORING: B4 Laboratory Tests
o [a|a] = a = > &
DESCRIPTION
-0 GRASS AT SURFACE.
| -4 —-——F—-——1-——1——- TOPSOIL/UNDOCUMENTED FILL.
\ [0.25 Medium dense, moist, dark brown, clayey SAND with roots.

] \\ 0.75": Hard, dry, light brown, silty SAND with gravel and trace

cobbles. __ _ _ __ ______ __ __ ____ _________/|
| QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (QIn):

1.5": Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.
| Refusal.
5 No groundwater.

Backfilled with excavated soil.
-0
15—
20—
25—

| B-4




PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING SHEET: 1 of 1
CTE JOB NO: 10-8933G DRILL METHOD: 8" HOLLOW STEM DRILLING DATE: 4/4/2007
LOGGED BY: SC SAMPLE METHOD:  BULK, SPT, CAL ELEVATION:
@ S 5
~ | 8 = < £ o
g 3|7 8 g % f S BORING: B-5 Laboratory Tests
o [a|a] = a = > &
DESCRIPTION
-0 QUATERNARY ENGINEERED FILL (Qef):
| 0": Denseg, slightly moist, orange brown, clayey SAND with gravel
to cobbles and debris; pvc pipe, bottle caps, etc. WA
| 2.5" No recovery; Hard, moist, dark brown, silty SAND with gravel.
* moved boring location four feet to NE.
| | ] s 3.0": Dense to hard, slightly moist, mottled dark brown and orange WA
7 15 clayey SAND with trace gravel. WA
18
- 1 V| 26 MD, CN
_5 —
| 20 6.5": No recovery.
18
] 18
15 8.0. Norecovery. _ _ ___ _ _____ ____ __________|
] 18 QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (QIn):
20 9.5" Very dense, slightly moist, orange brown, silty SAND w/ gravel.
10 Refusal.
] No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil.
15—
20—
25—

[ B5




TEST PIT LOGS

CTE JOB NO. 10-8182G
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

CLEAR SQUARE SIEVE OPENING

PRIMARY DIVISIONS SYMBOLS SECONDARY DIVISIONS
GRAVELS CLEAN £§f‘ oW 28 WELL GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND MIXTURE:
R |3 S
MORE THAN GRAVELS |= g =g LITTLE OR NO FINES
z HALF OF <o FINES o T e Xy POORLY GRADED GRAVELS OR GRAVEL SAND MIXTURES
Q. % COARSE gy GP fope LITTLE OF NO FINES
56 F SILTY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-SILT MIXTURES
P w5 N FRACTION IS GRAVELS GM NON-PLASTIC FINES
[a)] n <
0IQw LARGER THAN | WITH FINES CLAYEY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-CLAY MIXTURES
zIZ>S NO. 4 SIEVE PLASTIC FINES
2 Z Juw N
xfod SANDS CLEAN WELL GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE OR NC
L MORE THAN SANDS FINES
D82S HALF OF < 5% FINES POORLY GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE OR
Tomz COARSE NO FINES
@) I 0 - N -
8- ¢ FRACTION IS SANDS SM SILTY SANDS, SAND-SILT MIXTURES, NON-PLASTIC FINE
SMALLER THAN WITH EINES b
CLAYEY SANDS, SAND-CLAY MIXTURES, PLASTIC FINE!
NO. 4 SIEVE /// SC //

T INORGANIC SILTS, VERY FINE SANDS, ROCK FLOUR, SILT®
wu EH SILTS AND CLAYS ML OR CLAYEY FINE SANDS, SLIGHTLY PLASTIC CLAYEY SILT
4040 LIQUID LIMIT IS INORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW TO MEDIUM PLASTICITY
24y | Sos THAN 50 CL 7/ GRAVELLY, SANDY, SILTS OR LEAN CLAY?
L 5 ORGANIC SILTS AND ORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW PLASTICIT'
Z2zZ2Lo !

R ' INORGANIC SILTS, MICACEOUS OR DIATOMACEOUS FINE

Fhzg SILTS AND CLAYS SANDY OR SILTY SOILS, ELASTIC SILT:

L

NiE LIQUID LIMIT IS INORGANIC CLAYS OF HIGH PLASTICITY, FAT CLAY

29213

L= GREATER THAN 50 ORGANIC CLAYS OF MEDIUM TO HIGH PLASTICITY

ORGANIC SILTY CLAYS
IGHLY ORGANIC SOILS PEAT AND OTHER HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS
GRAIN SIZES
GRAVEL SAND
BOULDERS COBBLES SILTS AND CLAYS
COARSE |  FINE COARSE | MEDIUM|  FINE
12" 3" 3/4" 4 10 40 200

U.S. STANDARD SIEVE SIZE

SE- Sand Equivalent
El- Expansion Index

COR - Corrosivity

MAX- Maximum Dry Density
GS- Grain Size Distribution

CHM- Sulfate and Chloride
Content , pH, Resistivity

SD- Sample Disturbed

ADDITIONAL TESTS
(OTHER THAN TEST PIT AND BORING LOG COLUMN HEADINGS)

PM- Permeability

SG- Specific Gravity

HA- Hydrometer Analysis
AL- Atterberg Limits

RV- R-Value

CN- Consolidation
CP- Collapse Potential
HC- Hydrocollapse
REM- Remolded

PP- Pocket Penetrometer
WA.- Wash Analysis

DS- Direct Shear

UC- Unconfined Compression
MD- Moisture/Density

M- Moisture

SC- Swell Compression

Ol- Organic Impurities

FIGURE]  BL1




PROJECT: DRILLER: SHEET: of

CTE JOB NO: DRILL METHOD: DRILLING DATE:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLE METHOD: ELEVATION:
= o - co [=2]
s518 = | 2 || 5 ¢ BORING LEGEND Labortory Tests
w [ = = 172} )
p s| @ A 2 IS =
SIZlgl 2] 2 |2 2 |8
o |m|a o [a) = D O
DESCRIPTION
-0
| - Block or Chunk Sample
] < Bulk Sample
| 5]
- ] I < Standard Penetration Test

Modified Split-Barrel Drive Sampler (Cal Sampler)

L T
|
A

1 @ - Thin Walled Army Corp. of Enaineers Sample

_] 5_

| - Groundwater Table

- ] h 4

[ ] \—— Soil Type or Classification Change

2 0

| ? ? ? ? ? ? ? —
| \— Formation Change [(Approximate boundaries queried (?)]
- ] "SM* Quotes are placed around classifications where the soils

) 5] exist in situ as bedrock

FIGURE: | BL2




EXCAVATOR;: PC35

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOOL
CTE JOB NO: 10-8182G EXCAVATION METHOD: EXCAVATION DATE:  12/29/2006
LOGGED BY: STEVE H. SAMPLING METHOD: CHUNKS AND BULKS ELEVATION: -
g g 2
= < € =g &
21| & |58 g8/ TEST PIT LOG: TP-1 Laboratory Tests
s Sl v e ]E —
> 2] 2 | 3|55
a = o) O | o |alo
DESCRIPTION
0
smisc| oaf ARTIFICIAL FILL (Oaf)._ _
— Medium dense, moist, medium to dark brown silty clayey SAND
[ (SM/SC) with gravel.
Qaf
_5_
— LINDAVISTA (QIn):
SM | Oln L an / Very dense, slightly moist, medium reddish brown gravelly silty
™ ] SAND (SM) with some cobbles.
ey Refusal at 9'
157

FIGURE:] 1P-1




EXCAVATOR: PC35

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOOL
CTE JOB NO: 10-8182G EXCAVATION METHOD: EXCAVATION DATE:  12/29/2006
LOGGED BY: STEVE H. SAMPLING METHOD: CHUNKS AND BULKS ELEVATION: -
21| a |8 E:E? g & TEST PIT LOG: TP-2 Laboratory Tests
5 Sl v lg|s =
> 1E| 3 |B|5 22
[a) = =) O O |m|Ao
DESCRIPTION
0 ARTIFICIAL FILL (Qaf):
SM [Qaf ] Qaf Loose, slightly moist, medium brown silty SAND (SM) with some
gravel.
In
© i K QIn LINDAVISTA (QIn):
Very dense, slightly moist, medium reddish brown gravelly silty
- Refusal at 3' SAND (SM).
_5_
— 167
157

EIGURE]  TP-2




PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOOL EXCAVATOR: PC35

CTE JOB NO: 10-8182G EXCAVATION METHOD: EXCAVATION DATE:  12/29/2006
LOGGED BY: STEVE H. SAMPLING METHOD: CHUNKS AND BULKS ELEVATION: -
g 2 2
= < g o | = |E &
g1s| 2|98 8F TEST PIT LOG: TP-3 Laboratory Tests
8123 |2]s].]s
> |3 o | E|8I|3|2
[a)] = -] (O] O |m|lA
DESCRIPTION
0 ARTIFICIAL FILL (Qaf)
af):
SMIsc| Qafl. Medium dense, moist, medium to dark brown silty clayey SAND
(SM/SC) with gravel.
Qaf
_5_
— LINDAVISTA (Qln):
SsM |oIn K an J Very dense, slightly moist, medium reddish brown gravelly silty

- SAND (SM) with some cobbles.

— 167

—157

EIGURE]  TP-3




BUCKET AUGERS

CTE JOB NO. 10-7275G
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%CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

-
$
<
S
<
=
&

ENGINEERING,INC.

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING SHEET: 1 of 2
CTE JOB NO: 10-7275 DRILL METHOD: BUCKET AUGER DRILLING DATE: 10/29/04
LOGGED BY: MES SAMPLE METHOD: ~ BULK ELEVATION: 271
= SN S .
g13|F| B g1 f g BORING: BA-1 Laboratory Tests
=l lsl 2| 8 |2| S | £
Elzlgl 2| 2 |22 | B
O |o|la|l o [a) = D o
DESCRIPTION
-0 Aspahlt and gravel base 4"thick
| FILL: Dense, moist, brown silty SAND with gravel and concrete,
wood debre (SM).
[~ TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)
] GM Very dense, moist, orangish-gray conglomerate but
conglomeritic sandstone, matrix-supported, matrix consist of
& poorly graded sand with silt to silty SAND, cobbles well rounded WA,CHEM
coarse gravel to 0.6' diameter.
~167
] El
_1"
7 ¢ Matrix material becomes orange-brown.
~207
| Bedding orrentation: N/S; 16E on sandstone lense within
conglemerate.
- 257

Boring BA-1



ENGINEERING,INC.

%CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING,

INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDI

DO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING SHEET: 2 of 2
CTE JOB NO: 10-7275 DRILL METHOD: BUCKET AUGER DRILLING DATE: 10/29/04
LOGGED BY: MES SAMPLE METHOD:  BULK ELEVATION: 271
@ S S
2le s || E

= - S j=2]

gl32 2| 2 AR E BORING: BA-1 Laboratory Tests

=l.lsl 2| &8 2| & | £

slElEl 2| 2 |22 |8

O [a|la] o a b > o

DESCRIPTION
25 TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)
| ] Very dense, moist, orangish-gray pebble to cobble conglemerate
to conglomentic sandstone, with occassional sandstone lenses.
-30
_ ] Contact Dips 6" to East
- T Dense to very dense, moist, greenish-gray with orange staining,
| poorly graded SAND with silt (SP-SM) trace coarse gravel at 33",
Lamination within sandstone N75E; 14NW.

-357

Very dense, moist, orange-gray, pebble to cobble conglomerate.

Sandstone lense bedding orientation: N5E, 11INW

Total Depth at 50'
No Groundwater Observed During Dillings and Logging




;,CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING,

C
&

ENGINEERING.INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION

2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

INC.

IPROJECT:
CTE JOB NO:
LOGGED BY:

FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER:

10-7275
MES

DRILL METHOD: BUCKET AUGER-30"

LARUIE DRILLING SHEET:
DRILLING DATE: 11/1/04

1 of 4

SAMPLE METHOD: DRIVE/BULK ELEVATION: 273

Depth (Feet)

Bulk

Sample

Driven Type

Blows/Foot

Dry Density (pcf)

Moisture (%)

U.S.C.S. Symbol

Graphic Log

BORING: BA-2

DESCRIPTION

Laboratory Tests

1
o

5/12

6/12

GM

SM

Asphalt and road base, approx 3-4 inches.

FILL: Dense to medium dense, moist, red-brown clayey to silty
SAND with cobbles (SM), plus concrete and miscelleous debre.

QUATERNARY LINDA VISTA FORMATION (QIn):
Very dense, moist, orangish-brown, matrix-supported
conglomerate to conglomeratic sandstone, with pebble to
cobble size clasts.

(Easterly dip to contact)

TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)

Very dense, dry, yellow-brown, matrix to clast supported pebble
to cobble conglomerate, consisting of slightly weathered, very
strong, very hard quartzice and volcanic clasts, with trace
amounts of highly weathered, weak volcanic clasts.

silty sandstone, bedding orientation.
N70W; 255W/

Very dense, moist, orange-brown, locally moderately well cemented,

Very dense, moist, orange-brown, conglomeratic silty sandstone

silty sandstone.

Very dense, moist, orange-brown, locally moderately well cemented,

Very dense, moist, orange to gray, pebble to cobble matrix to
clast-supported conglemerate.

South dipping approximately 10° sandstone dense.

> Sandstone lense, N70E, 12NW laminations.

Dense to very dense, moist, white, medium-grained silty sandstone.

> Gravel lense N60OE; 22SE orientation.

El

GS

MD, DS




ENGINEERING.INC

CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING,

INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION

2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING SHEET: 2 of 4
CTE JOB NO: 10-7275 DRILL METHOD: BUCKET AUGER-30" DRILLING DATE: 11/1/04
LOGGED BY: MES SAMPLE METHOD:  DRIVE/BULK ELEVATION: 273
= 2 = S .
Eglel s | 2 |S|a|8 BORING: BA-2 Laboratory Tests
L L c =t n o
Sl 2| S |E| 5 |®
[<J S| = e j d —_
O |m|a| o [a) = D O]
DESCRIPTION
25 TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)
| ] Dense to very dense, moist, whited, medium-grained sandstone.
| > Lamination within sandstone orientation: E-W; 11N
~307
- > Gravel layer-irregular flat contact.
- ] Very dense, moist, light greenish gray, fine silty sandstone to
| sandy siltstone.
- 7 [T 128 WA

Flat-contact

Very dense, moist, brown, conglomeratic sandstone.

¢ Becomes greenish brown.

Very dense, moist, gray with orange staining silty sandstone,
flat to 6° westerly dipping.

Very dense, moist, brown conglomerate sandstone.




> CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

& GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

ENGINEERING,INC

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING SHEET: 3 of 4
CTE JOB NO: 10-7275 DRILL METHOD: BUCKET AUGER-30" DRILLING DATE: 11/1/04
LOGGED BY: MES SAMPLE METHOD:  DRIVE/BULK ELEVATION: 273

= o - o [=2) L]

glI8lel 8| £ S| 2 |3 BORING: BA-2 Laboratory Tests

w g < = %) o

o |a|la| o a = o) o

DESCRIPTION
750 Very dense, moist, brown conglomerate sandstone.
=557
" NOE; 20SE siltstone lense.
-60
—657
70
] N
- T s

- Very dense, moist, gray with orange staining, massive, poorly
|75 graded sandstone with silt. Lamination N60E, 25SE.




CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

ENGINEERING,INC

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING SHEET: 4 of 4
CTE JOB NO: 10-7275 DRILL METHOD: BUCKET AUGER-30" DRILLING DATE: 11/1/04
LOGGED BY: MES SAMPLE METHOD:  DRIVE/BULK ELEVATION: 273

= o - < > .

glI8lel 8| £ S| 2 |3 BORING: BA-2 Laboratory Tests

w g < = %) o

o |a|la| o a = o) o

DESCRIPTION
75 TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)
] Very dense, moist, brown to orange brown, matrix to clast supported
pebble to cobble conglomerate.

-80
-85

Total Depth at 86'
No Groundwater Observed During Drilling and Logging
Drilled 11/1/04 to 11/2/04




CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

ENGINEERING,INC

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING SHEET: 1 of 1
CTE JOB NO: 10-7275 DRILL METHOD: BUCKET AUGER DRILLING DATE: 11/3/04
LOGGED BY: MES SAMPLE METHOD:  DRIVE/BULK ELEVATION: 277
R 5| %i f %" BORING: BA-3 Laboratory Tests
El«E| 212 |23 |%
A |a|la| = a = > o
DESCRIPTION
-0 Asphalt and Road Base
] QUATERNARY LINDA VISTA FORMATION:
GM Very dense, moist, orange to brown, matrix-supported pebble
| to cobble conglomerate, with poorly graded SAND with silt
matrix.
_5_
] Contact orientation N20 to 45E; 65E
K SM Very dense, moist, orange, silty sandstone.
A GS
-1
7 I 4/12 [Very dense, moist, orange to yellow gray, cobble-pebble conglomeratdg
" TERTIARY STADIUM CONGLOMERATE: (Tst)
| Very dense, moist, gray with orange staining, pebble to cobble
conglmerate locally clast supported.
-157
_2n
| Total Depth at 20'
No Groundwater Observed During Drilling and Logging.
- 257




BORING LOGS

TESTING ENGINEERS JOB NO. 2003-0801, REPORT DATE MARCH 21, 2003
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GENERAL NOTES

SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION

The Unified Soil Classification System is used to identify the soil unless othervise noted.

SOIL PROPERTY SYMBOLS
N: Standard Penetration: Blows per foot of a 140 Ib hammer falling 30 " ona 2 " O.D. split-spoon,
Qu: Uncenfined compressive strength, tsf,
Qp: Penetrometer value, unconfined compressive strength, tsf.

Me: Water content, %,

LL: Liguid limit, %.

PL Plasticity index, %.

ad. Natural dry density, PCF.

v Apparent groundwater level at time noted afier completion.

DRILLING AND SAMPLING SYMBOLS

CAL:  Modified California Sampler - 2 5/8" LD, 3.0" O.D,, except where noted.
SS: Split-Spoon - 1 3/8" LD, 2" 0O.D,, except where noted.

ST: Shelby Tube - 3" O.D., except where noted.

DC: Drive Cylinder Sample.

BK: Large Bulk Sample.

SB: Small Bulk Sample.

SC: Sand Cone.

HD:  Hand Drive Sample.

Bulk: Bulk Bag Sample

Block: Undisturbed Block Sample,

RELATIVE DENSITY AND CONSISTENCY CLASSIFICATION

TERM (NON-COHESIVE SOILS} STANDARD PENETRATION RESISTANCE (SPT)

Very Loose Oto4
Loose 4to0 10
Medium Dense 11030
Dense 311050
Very Dense Over 50
TERM (COHESIVE SOILS) SPT QU - (TSH
Very Soft Qto2 0 -025
Soft 2tod (0.25-0.50
Medium Stiff 4108 0.50-1.00
Stiff 3tol6 1.00-2.00
Very Stiff 16 to 32 2.00-4.00
Hard Over 32 4.00+
PARTICLE SIZE
Boulders 12in, + Coarse Sand No. 4 - No. 30 Silt No. 200 - Hydrometer
Cobbles 12in-3.in Medium Sand ~ Ne. 30 - No.70 Clay = Hydrometer

Gravel 3in-No. 4 Fine Sand No. 70 - No. 200



Buik

LOGGEDBY CBM DRIVE WEIGHT

DESCRIPTION

. @ | & = | DATE DRILLED 2/18/03 BORING NO. B-1
w )
glslg/ €1 £ | | O Grounn ELEVATION /A SHEET __1_ OF _ )
Q| < L )
E|V % & % = 85 METHOD DRILLING  INGERSOLL-RAND A-300

TR
ZIEl 5 & |E|9g 1401bs.  DROP 30 inches
0|8l O 5 o 0|24 E—
1] [N 5
cEsEl=| g 3

@]

E
T DEPTH (feet)
| I—

/—.‘

. ASPHALT:
[ ['!-'I(GW 3.5 inches thick
I ) Gravelly SAND with Clay (Lindavista Formation)
Y Y
S Light Brovm, damp, loose to medium dense in upper 6-8 inches, becomes dense to very
o & P .
8 dense below. Fine to medium grained sand; contains approx. 50% - 60% rounded to
f . . subrounded gravel to cobble size crystalline rock. Becomes dry to damp at -18.
< , &
B 100 8
511.5

Refusal at - 3.0 feet

Total Depth = 3.0 feet

Groundwater not encountered

Backfilled on 2/18/2003
&
(1]
fa}
S
2
3
. 1513.0
& 15146
H
B
&
o
g
5
Q

BORING LOG BORING LOGS.GPJ TESD

BORING LOG

Testing Engineers - San Diego, Inc.

Francis Parker Middle School

7895 Convoy Court Suite 18 San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA 92111 PROJECT NO. REPORT DATE FIGURE
2003-0081 March 2003 A-l J




Reviewd Date:

ORING LOGS.GPJ TESD.GDT 3h4/03

BORING LOG B

Reviewd By:

ﬁ@ g —| DATE DRILLED 2/18/03 BORING NC. B-2 ]
] )
Tlals g < & | | 2| GROUNDELEVATION N/A SHEET _ 1 OF _ 1
L o< L 7]
TIEIBIEIE| £ |B]9S| METHOD DRILLNG INGERSOLL-RAND A30q
S
sl UZB] & % 3@| LOGGEDBY _CBM  DRIVEWEIGHT 140fbs. DROP 30 inches
S|LEEI o] 2 2
O @s o = E &
e DESCRIPTION
— 5\ ML 1 "Sandy SILT (Topsoil):
|« @(GW) |\ Datk Brown, moist, soft fine grained sand. /
I P Approximately 2 inches thick.
2 Sandy GRAVEL (Lindavista Formation) with clay:
. @_‘ Light orange-brown, damp, dense to very dense. Contains approximately 50% gravel to
L B f,@ cobble size subrounded to rounded crystalline rock.
»
Y
L 9._
<
100
5115
Refusal at - 3.0 feet
Total Depth = 3.0 feet
Groundwater not encountered
Backfilled on 2/18/2003
10 LB.O
1514.6
20 16.1
FEN : : . BORING LOG
-" Testing Engincers - San Diego, Inc. Francis Parker Middle School
7895 Convoy Court Suite 18 San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA 92111 PROJECT NG. REPCRT DATE FIGURE
2003-0081 Mareh 2003 A-2




Reviewd Date:

Reviewd By:

ORING LOGS.GPJ TESD.GDT 3/14/03

BORING LOG B

—_—

. _Lcﬁ lg —| DATE DRILLED 2/18/03 BORING NO. B-3
? E % ]g & L _' 8 GROUND ELEVATION N/A SHEET 1 OF 1
© [ < ] )
? Elw La,)‘: % % Qoa 85 METHOD DRILLING  INGERSOLL-RAND A-300 -
- L
EEIIEE] & % 3@| LOGGEDBY _CBM  DRIVEWEIGHT _140lbs,  DROP 30 inches
oo |zls 7] 2 - <
O (@5 = L?t_ 5
- DESCRIPTION
- ASPHALT:
o GW 3 inches thick. /_
GL | | Sandy GRAVEL:
Light gray, damp, medium dense (Class 10).
b TEGwY | ARDproximately 6 inches thick.
o Gravelly CLAY/ Clavey GRAVEL with Sang:
< '. Light orange-brown, damp, medium dense,
100 o Sandy GRAVEL (Lindavista Formation) with Clay:
a fi Tan to light brown, dry to slightly damp, dense to very dense.
Fine-grained sand contains approximately 50% gravel to cobble size crystalline rock. /_
1.5
Refusal at - 3.0 feet
Total Depth = 3.0 feet
Groundwater not encountered
Backfilled on 2/18/2003
3.0
4.6
o1l || |
TR Teting Ensinoecs . Sy BORING LOG
. . ) Testing Engineers - an Diego, Inc. Francis Parker Middle Schoo!
g 7895 Convoy Court Suite 18 San Diego, CA
‘:W San Diego, CA 92111 PROJECT NO. REPORT DATE FIGURE
2003-0081 March 2003 A-3




| | —| DATE DRILLED 2/18/03 BORING NO. B-4
=l ® =1 &
T|o|s Sl &/ 2y, || 2| GROUNDELEVATION N/A SHEET 1 OF
Lo w o )
T E9EI ] Eo (8]G3| METHOD DRILLNG  INGERSOLL-RAND A-300
Elx 212 £3 S|gL
o= = 5 é% > go“a LOGGEDBY CBM DRIVE WEIGHT 140 Ibs. DROP 30 inches
T Sl 3 S WD — —
o 8 m| = < 3
3
DESCRIPTION
ASPHALT:
P 2(GC) \Approximately 3.0 inches thick.
Clayey GRAVEL (Lindavista Formation) with fine sand,
Brown, damp, dense to very dense.
< NO
100 RECOVERY]
5115
Refusal at - 3.0 feat
Total Depth = 3.0 feet
l_ Groundwater not encountered
Backfilled on 2/18/2003
i
1]
o L
=
@
F
o= 1013.0
"
@15 {46
=
2
1
@
g
&
)
<
8
=]
'y
5]
8
2
o
=] " o -—
. Testing Engineers - San Diego, Inc. Eanesﬁa!lf;! r\c/[?dd:l;gg:ol
< ;
9 7895 Convoy Court Suite 18 San Diego, CA
g San Diego, CA 92111 PROJECT NG, REPORT DATE FIGURE
gl 2003-0081 March 2003 A4




. @ —| DATE DRILLED 2/18/03 BORING NO. B-5
|2 NS
:%," g % 8 & éw B E GROUND ELEVATION N/A SHEET | OF
Lol | O ]
T E|® % 2 Eg Q 85 METHOD DRILLING _ INGERSOLL-RAND A-300
2wk
elEJ21 G| 28 5|5@( LOGGEDBY _CBM  DRIVEWEIGHT _140lbs. DROP 30 inches
o ose 1) o ED: <
o@f o = o
L DESCRIPTION
I E {GC)|  Clayey GRAVEL (Lindavista Formation) with fine sand.
j Light brown to brown, damp to moist, loose at - 1.0 feet becomes medium dense, At-
] 5 ] 2.0 feet becomes slightly damp, dense to very dense. Sand becomes fine to medium
I‘ grained.
14 < NO
F 100 RECOVERY},/]
Total Depth = 3.0 feet
Groundwater not encountered
Backfilled on 2/18/2003
5115
@
]
fa)
£
0
3
“I| 10]3.0
&l 15146
E:
2
8
r

BORING LOG

Testing Engineers - San Diego, Inc.
7895 Convoy Court Suite 18

Francis Parker Middie School
Sen Diego, CA

San Diego, CA 92111

PROJECT NO. REPORT DATE
2003-0081 March 2003

FIGURE
A-5

BORING LOG BORING LOGS.GPJ TESD.GDT 3/14/03




APPENDIX C

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.

\\ESC_SERVER\PROJECTS\10-12361G\RPT_PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL RPT- 1-29-15 (REVISED 5-28-15).DOC



LABORATORY RESULTS

CTE JOB NO. 10-8933G
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200 WASH ANALYSIS

LOCATION DEPTH PERCENT PASSING CLASSIFICATION
(feet) #200 SIEVE
B-2 2.5-3.0 18.6 SM
B-5 1 24.5 sC
B-5 3 26.1 sSC
B-5 3-4 17.5 SM
EXPANSION INDEX TEST
LOCATION DEPTH EXPANSION INDEX EXPANSION
(feet) POTENTIAL
B-1 1-2 27 LOW
IN-PLACE MOISTURE AND DENSITY
LOCATION DEPTH % MOISTURE DRY DENSITY
(feet)
B-5 4 125 116.5
RESISTANCE "R"-VALUE
CALTEST 301
LOCATION DEPTH R-VALUE
(feet)
B-2 2.5-3.0 66
SULFATE
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) ppm
B-1 1-2 85.1
CHLORIDE
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) ppm
B-1 1-2 53.8
CONDUCTIVITY
CALIFORNIA TEST 424
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) uS/cm
B-1 1-2 190
LABORATORY SUMMARY CTE JOB NO. 10-8933G



RESISTIVITY
CALIFORNIA TEST 424

LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) ohms/cm
B-1 1-2 5260

MAXIMIMUM DENSITY AND OPTIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT
(MODIFIED PROCTOR)
LOCATION DEPTH OPTIMUM MOISTURE DRY DENSITY
(feet) *0) (pcf)

B-1 1-2 10.0/9.0 w/RC 128.5/131.0 w/RC

LABORATORY SUMMARY CTE JOB NO. 10-8933G
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PERCENT MOISTURE (%)
ASTM D1557 METHOD A8 [Oc
MODIFIED PROCTOR
RESULTS
MAXIMUM OPTIMUM
LAB SAMPLE DEPTH
NUMBER NUMBER (FEET) SOIL DESCRIPTION DRY(BE,E')SITY Cgﬁ;ﬁ{,ﬁ'@)
17224 B-1 1-2 light brown silty sand 128.5/131.0 w/RQ 10.0/9.0 w/RC
CTE JOB NO: CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC. | DATE:  5/07
10_8933G 1441 MONTIEL ROAD, STE 115 ESCONDIDO CA. 92026 (760) 746-4955 FI GURE: C_l




LABORATORY RESULTS

CTE JOB NO. 10-8182G
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200 WASH ANALYSIS

LOCATION DEPTH PERCENT PASSING CLASSIFICATION
(feet)
TP-2 2-3 16.7 SM
TP-3 1-4 23.9 SC-SM
SAND EQUIVALENT
LOCATION DEPTH SAND EQUIVALENT
(feet)
TP-2 2-3 25
TP-3 1-4 20
MODIFIED PROCTOR
LOCATION DEPTH MAXIUM DRY DENSITY OPTIMUM MOISTURE
(feet) (PSF) (%)
TP-3 1-4 131.0 9.0

LABORATORY SUMMARY

CTE JOB NO. 10-8182G
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FAILURE ENVELOPE
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®
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®
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o .3 mm./min |
0
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000
VERTICAL STRESS (psf)

SHEAR STRENGTH TEST

Sample Designation

Depth (ft) | Cohesion

Angle of Friction

Sample Description

Remolded @ 90% Clayey Silty Sand

Initial Moisture (%):

8.6% Initial Dry Density (pcf] 117.9

Final Moisture (%):

16.0% |Final Dry Denstiy (pcf)] 110.3

CTE JOB NO:  10-8182G

FIGURE No: C-1




LABORATORY RESULTS

CTE JOB NO. 10-7275G
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CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION

2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

200 WASH ANALYSIS

LOCATION DEPTH PERCENT PASSING CLASSIFICATION
(feet) #200 SIEVE
BA-1 5.0t06.0 20.9 SM
BA-2 34.0 41.9 SM
EXPANSION INDEX TEST
UBC 18-2
LOCATION DEPTH EXPANSION INDEX EXPANSION
(feet) POTENTIAL
BA-1 13.0t0 14.0 11 Very :Low
BA-2 7.5 7 Very Low
ATTERBERG LIMITS
LOCATION Elevation LIQUID LIMIT PLASTICITY INDEX CLASSIFICATION
(msl)
South Slope adj to Friars
Rd 42 ft msl. 42 66.2 47 CH
Hydrometer
CALIFORNIA TEST 424
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) (% Clay fraction)
South Slope adj to Friars
Rd 42 ft msl. 5.0t06.0 58
IN-PLACE MOISTURE AND DENSITY
LOCATION DEPTH % MOISTURE DRY DENSITY
(feet)
BA-2 24.0 6.1 111.9
SULFATE
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) ppm
BA-1 5.0t06.0 61
CHLORIDE
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) ppm
BA-1 5.0t06.0 19
CONDUCTIVITY
CALIFORNIA TEST 424
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) uS/cm
BA-1 5.0t06.0 109

LABORATORY SUMMARY

CTE JOB NO. 10-7160
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ENGINEERING,INC.

>, CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

RESISTIVITY
CALIFORNIA TEST 424
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) ohms/cm
BA-1 5.0t06.0 7790
pH
CALIFORNIA TEST 424
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet)
BA-1 5.0t06.0 8.13

LABORATORY SUMMARY

CTE JOB NO. 10-7160



U. S. STANDARD SIEVE SIZE

NS LS S8 " »3 93 8% B g§ g
100 —il—
m BN
90
80
70 \\
g 60 \
Q
P4
)
0
)
= \.\
i ~
O N
G 40 e
o \.\
\.\5\\
30
20 \-\\ik
TR
10
0
100 10 1 0.1 0.01 0.001
PARTICLE SIZE (mm)
PARTICLE SIZE ANALYSIS
& Sample Designation Sample Depth (feet) Symbol Liquid Limit (%) Plasticity Index Classification
ST, CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC. [ A2 1314 ° - - GM
54 GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
@, L 2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955 BA-3 10 | - - SM
e CTE JOB NUMBER: 10-7275 FIGURE: C-1
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Y N B S S
® a9 ® < © 3 8 8¢ B8 S S
100
\'__\\
90
80
70 \
S 60
% N
o) Ne
(9))]
< s0
'_
zZ
L
O
& 40
o
30
20
10
0
100 10 1 0.1 0.01 0.001
PARTICLE SIZE (mm)
PARTICLE SIZE ANALYSIS
3 Sample Designation Sample Depth (feet) Symbol Liquid Limit (%) Plasticity Index Classification
AN, CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.[ Siopeto ~
B GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
< 2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955 West 60 - - Claystone
ENGINEERING.INC.
0 0 | - - 0
CTE JOB NUMBER: 10-7275 FIGURE: C--2
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STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING



Appendix D Page D-1
Standard Specifications for Grading

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.

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS OF GRADING
Page 1 of 26



Appendix D Page D-2
Standard Specifications for Grading

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.

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS OF GRADING
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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

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS OF GRADING
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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.

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS OF GRADING
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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).

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS OF GRADING
Page 10 of 26



BENCHING FILL OVER NATURAL

SURFACE OF FIRM
EARTH MATERIAL

FILL SLOPE

—_—
/ /
L
) S MIN T OVE uNsSUL = 4' TYPICAL
R/
/
/ 2MIN| | 2% MIN 10
—= TYPICAL

x 15" MIN. (INCLINED 2% MIN. INTO SLOPE)

BENCHING FILL OVER CUT

SURFACE OF FIRM
EARTH MATERIAL

FINISH FILL SLOPE

FINISH CUT
SLOPE

E
sV =" 4' TYPICAL

10’
TYPICAL

A
\ 15" MIN OR STABILITY EQUIVALENT PER SOIL
ENGINEERING (INCLINED 2% MIN. INTO SLOPE)

NOT TO SCALE

BENCHING FOR COMPACTED FILL DETAIL

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING
Page 11 of 26




-

TOE OF SLOPE SHOWN
ON GRADING PLAN

10' TYPICAL BENCH
- WIDTH VARIES

- COMPETENT EARTH
MATERIAL

‘/
,/”2"]? 2% MIN

j TYPICAL BENCH
MINIMUM 15' MINIMUM BASE KEY WIDTH 7 HEIGHT

DOWNSLOPE
KEY DEPTH PROVIDE BACKDRAIN AS REQUIRED

PER RECOMMENDATIONS OF SOILS
ENGINEER DURING GRADING

WHERE NATURAL SLOPE GRADIENT IS 5:1 OR LESS,
BENCHING IS NOT NECESSARY. FILL IS NOT TO BE
PLACED ON COMPRESSIBLE OR UNSUITABLE MATERIAL.

NOT TO SCALE

4|

FILL SLOPE ABOVE NATURAL GROUND DETAIL

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING
Page 12 of 26




11V13d 3d0'1S 1LNI IA048V 34d071S 1114

37vOS OL 10N

1114 40 LNIJWIDV1d OL HOIdd IAvIN
39 dTNOHS NOILHOd 3d0O1S LND :ILON«

IVIY31LVIA NOILYANNOS

d3AOYddY HO %00da3g
WNWININ G}
TVOIdAL 0L
— - - Ll = -
-
- -
— 050 _ X~
IVOIdAL ¥ =00 )Mu\ -

+x3d0O1S 1ND

-

«171Ng-SV. NO

-

-

-

-

-

- - -
— -
T NIW%Z_ = - AHdVY¥90dOL
-

IVHNLVYN

NMOHS 1OVINOD T114/1ND

NV1d ONIAVdO NO

NMOHS 1OVINOD T1114/1ND

NOILISNVHL
NOYH TVIHd31VIN 43340 ANV

‘WNIANTIOD TI0SdOL 1TV IAON3YH

-

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING

Page 13 of 26




SURFACE OF
COMPETENT
MATERIAL

- ~ -
<~ =
N\ COMPACTEDFILL 7,
N\ 7/
\ \ /7 7/
N\ \\ 7/
\ /
TYPICAL BENCHING NN oy,
N %
A Z \— REMOVE UNSUITABLE
MATERIAL
SEE DETAIL BELOW
INCLINE TOWARD DRAIN
AT 2% GRADIENT MINIMUM
DETAIL
MINIMUM 9 FT® PER LINEAR FOOT |- MINIMUM 4" DIAMETER APPROVED
OF APPROVED FILTER MATERIAL —— /' PERFORATED PIPE (PERFORATIONS
DOWN)
6" FILTER MATERIAL BEDDING
14"
MINIMUM

CALTRANS CLASS 2 PERMEABLE MATERIAL
FILTER MATERIAL TO MEET FOLLOWING
SPECIFICATION OR APPROVED EQUAL:

SIEVE SIZE PERCENTAGE PASSING
1" 100
Yy 90-100
Y 40-100
NO. 4 25-40
NO. 8 18-33
NO. 30 5-15
NO. 50 0-7
NO. 200 0-3 NOT TO

APPROVED PIPE TO BE SCHEDULE 40
POLY-VINYL-CHLORIDE (P.V.C.) OR
APPROVED EQUAL. MINIMUM CRUSH
STRENGTH 1000 psi

PIPE DIAMETER TO MEET THE
FOLLOWING CRITERIA, SUBJECT TO
FIELD REVIEW BASED ON ACTUAL
GEOTECHNICAL CONDITIONS
ENCOUNTERED DURING GRADING

LENGTH OF RUN PIPE DIAMETER

INITIAL 500 4"

500' TO 1500 6"

> 1500' 8"
SCALE

TYPICAL CANYON SUBDRAIN DETAIL

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING
Page 14 of 26




CANYON SUBDRAIN DETAILS

SURFACE OF
COMPETENT
MATERIAL

\ \ /
N\ 7/

AV /
TYPICAL BENCHING NN\ / /\<\
N 7

—
AS zZ ¥ REMOVE UNSUITABLE
MATERIAL

SEE DETAILS BELOW
INCLINE TOWARD DRAIN
AT 2% GRADIENT MINIMUM

TRENCH DETAILS

6" MINIMUM OVERLAP

MINIMUM 9 FT® PER LINEAR FOOT
OF APPROVED DRAIN MATERIAL

OPTIONAL V-DITCH DETAIL

MIRAFI 140N FABRIC

OR APPROVED EQUAL MIRAFI 140N FABRIC

OR APPROVED EQUAL

6" MINIMUM OVERLAP

APPROVED PIPE TO BE
SCHEDULE 40 POLY-
VINYLCHLORIDE (P.V.C.)

A

MINIMUM OR APPROVED EQUAL.
MINIMUM CRUSH STRENGTH
24" MINIMUM 9 FT® PER LINEAR FOOT 1000 PSI.
MINIMUM OF APPROVED DRAIN MATERIAL
60° TO 90°
DRAIN MATERIAL TO MEET FOLLOWING PIPE DIAMETER TO MEET THE
SPECIFICATION OR APPROVED EQUAL: FOLLOWING CRITERIA, SUBJECT TO
FIELD REVIEW BASED ON ACTUAL
SIEVE SIZE PERCENTAGE PASSING GEOTECHNICAL CONDITIONS
ENCOUNTERED DURING GRADING
1/" -
17 88-100 LENGTH OF RUN PIPE DIAMETER
1" 5-40
INITIAL 500’ 4
3 n
74 0-17 500" TO 1500' 6"
3 "
& 0-7 > 1500' 8"
NO. 200 0-3

NOT TO SCALE

GEOFABRIC SUBDRAIN

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING
Page 15 of 26




FRONT VIEW

R ——— —

NN -
CONCRETE Y P LN ALY 6" Min.
CUT-OFFWALL— ™% =1, > T
2 L\"l 'A‘lh\';lh
SUBDRAIN PIPE RS SAPRASTI T YN Nt 6" Min.
— 24" Min. —
6" Min.

SIDE VIEW

—{12" Min. }— 6" Min.
CONCRETE —1T_
CUT-OFF WALL ——4psk - T 6" Min.

6 SOILD SUBDRAIN PIPE L &0 | PERFORATED SUBDRAIN PIPEQ

EEEE .S EEEE

NOT TO SCALE

RECOMMENDED SUBDRAIN CUT-OFF WALL

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING
Page 16 of 26




FRONT VIEW

SUBDRAIN OUTLET 24 Min.
PIPE (MINIMUM 4" DIAMETER)
T ‘
IA .L\ A .L\ S .L\ P
- - - - v ' 4 12"
'\'- ',\D- ',\D-' ',
A .L\ IA L\ A .L\ o ‘
24" Min.
SIDE VIEW
e | .
ALL BACKFILL SHOULD BE COMPACTED b o
IN CONFORMANCE WITH PROJECT >
SPECIFICATIONS. COMPACTION EFFORT :
SHOULD NOT DAMAGE STRUCTURE \-_6 o
CONCRETE -
HEADWALL SRE P
¥
1T 1T 1T 113 N ) N N N N
R NN N 12"
a (a
24" Min.

NOTE: HEADWALL SHOULD OUTLET AT TOE OF SLOPE
OR INTO CONTROLLED SURFACE DRAINAGE DEVICE

ALL DISCHARGE SHOULD BE CONTROLLED

THIS DETAIL IS A MINIMUM DESIGN AND MAY BE
MODIFIED DEPENDING UPON ENCOUNTERED
CONDITIONS AND LOCAL REQUIREMENTS

NOT TO SCALE

TYPICAL SUBDRAIN OUTLET HEADWALL DETAIL

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING
Page 17 of 26




15" MINIMUM

4" DIAMETER PERFORATED
PIPE BACKDRAIN

4" DIAMETER NON-PERFORATED
PIPE LATERAL DRAIN

SLOPE PER PLAN

FILTER MATERIAL BENCHING

e =
2MIN[ [ 2% MIN [

L AN ADDITIONAL BACKDRAIN
L AT MID-SLOPE WILL BE REQUIRED FOR
SLOPE IN EXCESS OF 40 FEET HIGH.

KEY-DIMENSION PER SOILS ENGINEER
(GENERALLY 1/2 SLOPE HEIGHT, 15" MINIMUM)

DIMENSIONS ARE MINIMUM RECOMMENDED

NOT TO SCALE

TYPICAL SLOPE STABILIZATION FILL DETAIL

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING
Page 18 of 26




15" MINIMUM

4" DIAMETER PERFORATED
PIPE BACKDRAIN

4" DIAMETER NON-PERFORATED

PIPE LATERAL DRAIN

SLOPE PER PLAN

FILTER MATERIAL BENCHING

L ADDITIONAL BACKDRAIN AT

\/ MID-SLOPE WILL BE REQUIRED
/||’ A FOR SLOPE IN EXCESS OF 40
FEET HIGH.

KEY-DIMENSION PER SOILS ENGINEER

DIMENSIONS ARE MINIMUM RECOMMENDED

NOT TO SCALE

TYPICAL BUTTRESS FILL DETAIL

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING
Page 19 of 26




FINAL LIMIT OF DAYLIGHT
EXCAVATION LINE

FINISH PAD

OVEREXCAVATE 3'
AND REPLACE WITH
COMPACTED FILL

OVEREXCAVATE

20' MAXIMUM
__\\ /1 | _—|
O | J

/ COMPETENT BEDROCK

2% MIN

|

2' MINIMUM TYPICAL BENCHING

OVERBURDEN
(CREEP-PRONE)

LOCATION OF BACKDRAIN AND
OUTLETS PER SOILS ENGINEER
AND/OR ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST
DURING GRADING. MINIMUM 2%
FLOW GRADIENT TO DISCHARGE
LOCATION.

EQUIPMENT WIDTH (MINIMUM 15')

NOT TO SCALE

DAYLIGHT SHEAR KEY DETAIL

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING
Page 20 of 26




NATURAL GROUND

PROPOSED GRADING

COMPACTED FILL

~ N PROVIDE BACKDRAIN, PER
BACKDRAIN DETAIL. AN
ADDITIONAL BACKDRAIN
AT MID-SLOPE WILL BE
REQUIRED FOR BACK
BASE WIDTH "W" DETERMINED SLOPES IN EXCESS OF
BY SOILS ENGINEER 40 FEET HIGH. LOCATIONS
OF BACKDRAINS AND OUTLETS
PER SOILS ENGINEER AND/OR
ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST
DURING GRADING. MINIMUM 2%
FLOW GRADIENT TO DISCHARGE
LOCATION.

NOT TO SCALE

TYPICAL SHEAR KEY DETAIL

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING
Page 21 of 26




FINISH SURFACE SLOPE

3 FT* MINIMUM PER LINEAR FOOT
APPROVED FILTER ROCK*

CONCRETE COLLAR

PLACED NEAT
COMPACTED FILL

A— pr—
A (O]
——— 2.0% MINIMUM[GRADIENT [ \— )
A= 4" MINIMUM APPROVED
4* MINIMUM DIAMETER PERFORATED PIPE
SOLID OUTLET PIPE (PERFORATIONS DOWN)
MINIMUM 2% GRADIENT
SPACED PER SOIL 10 OUTLET
ENGINEER REQUIREMENTS
DURING GRADING TYPICAL BENCH INCLINED

BENCHING TOWARD DRAIN

DETAIL A-A
— / TEMPORARY FILL LEVEL
MINIMUM ng’g@ﬁ{fD MINIMUM 4" DIAMETER APPROVED
12" COVER / SOLID OUTLET PIPE
Ar

12"
MINIMUM

*FILTER ROCK TO MEET FOLLOWING
+APPROVED PIPE TYPE: SPECIFICATIONS OR APPROVED EQUAL:

SCHEDULE 40 POLYVINYL CHLORIDE

SIEVE SIZE PERCENTAGE PASSING
(P.V.C.) OR APPROVED EQUAL.

1" 100
MINIMUM CRUSH STRENGTH 1000 PSI Yo 90-100
% 40-100
NO. 4 25-40
NO. 30 5-15
NO. 50 0-7
NO. 200 0-3

NOT TO SCALE

TYPICAL BACKDRAIN DETAIL

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING
Page 22 of 26




FINISH SURFACE SLOPE

MINIMUM 3 FT? PER LINEAR FOOT
OPEN GRADED AGGREGATE*

TAPE AND SEAL AT COVER

CONCRETE COLLAR

PLACED NEAT
COMPACTED FILL

MIRAFI 140N FABRIC OR

A

— 2.0% MINIMUM|GRADIENT |\ APPROVED EQUAL
A= 4" MINIMUM APPROVED
MINIMUM 4" DIAMETER PERFORATED PIPE
(PERFORATIONS DOWN)
SOLID OUTLET PIPE
MINIMUM 2% GRADIENT
SPACED PER SOIL T0 OUTLET
ENGINEER REQUIREMENTS
TYPICAL BENCH INCLINED

BENCHING TOWARD DRAIN

DETAIL A-A

/’ TEMPORARY FILL LEVEL

MINIMUM Cg%g@ﬁtED MINIMUM 4" DIAMETER APPROVED
12" COVER /’ SOLID OUTLET PIPE
Ar

12"
MINIMUM

*NOTE: AGGREGATE TO MEET FOLLOWING
SPECIFICATIONS OR APPROVED EQUAL:

SIEVE SIZE PERCENTAGE PASSING

1% 100

1" 5-40

A 0-17

%" 0-7
NOT TO SCALE

NO. 200 0-3

BACKDRAIN DETAIL (GEOFRABIC)

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING
Page 23 of 26




SOIL SHALL BE PUSHED OVER
ROCKS AND FLOODED INTO
VOIDS. COMPACT AROUND
AND OVER EACH WINDROW.

A

FILL SLOPE

CLEAR ZONE J
- /ﬁ

EQUIPMENT WIDTH —/

AL SN e ssosossasih oo Wy

STACK BOULDERS END TO END.
DO NOT PILE UPON EACH OTHER.

FILL SLOPE

) o (@) Q

6 o o ©
: STAGGER
10" MIN ROWS
o o

—
//

S

COMPETENT-MATERIAL

NOT TO SCALE

ROCK DISPOSAL DETAIL

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING

Page 24 of 26




FINISHED GRADE

‘\ BUILDING

NO OVERSIZE, AREA FORl

FOUNDATION, UTILITIES,
AND SWIMMING POOLS

(@] O

7;0 O
15' 4
7;
WINDROW ___/

: 5' MINIMUM OR BELOW

DEPTH OF DEEPEST
UTILITY TRENCH
(WHICHEVER GREATER)

TYPICAL WINDROW DETAIL (EDGE VIEW)

GRANULAR SOIL FLOODED
/ TO FILL VOIDS

HORIZONTALLY PLACED
COMPACTION FILL

'\'\J\\\\\\\\\\\J\\

PROFILE VIEW

NOT TO SCALE

ROCK DISPOSAL DETAIL

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING
Page 25 of 26




GENERAL GRADING RECOMMENDATIONS

CUT LOT

—_— GROUND
— -
—
— _ 1
TOPSOIL, COLLUVIUM AND -
WEATHERED BEDROCK

//
5‘ /

W/f?/// 7 W

— -
OVEREXCAVATE
UNWEATHERED BEDROCK AND REGRADE

-
/’
—_——
—
—

5'MIN

3'MIN

CUT/FILL LOT (TRANSITION)

—1

ORIGINAL
-~ GROUND

P
P

-
5'M

—

COMPACTED FILL

TR

3'MIN

—

——
TOPSOIL, COLLUVIUM
—AND WEATHERED
BEDROCK -~

-

P
-
P
-
-

UNWEATHERED BEDROCK

-
P

-
-~

NOT TO SCALE

OVEREXCAVATE
AND REGRADE

TRANSITION LOT DETAIL

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR GRADING
Page 26 of 26




c ' Eﬂv: :C‘ Construction Testing & Engineering, Inc.
\ _:_ : ,~° Inspection | Testing | Geotechnical | Environmental & Construction Engineering | Civil Engineering | Surveying

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.

1441 Montiel Road, Suite 115 | Escondido, CA 92026 | Ph (760) 746-4955 | Fax (760) 746-9806 | www.cte-inc.net



Response to City of San Diego Cycle Issues Page 2
Cycle Type: 3 - LDR Geology, Dated April 14, 2015

Parker LVC Master Plan Update

San Diego, California

City of San Diego Project No: 412987

June 6, 2015 CTE Job No: 10-12361G

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 lIssue # 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.

\\Esc_server\projects\10-12361G\Response to City Comments, dated 4-14-15.doc



Response to City of San Diego Cycle Issues Page 3
Cycle Type: 3 - LDR Geology, Dated April 14, 2015

Parker LVC Master Plan Update

San Diego, California

City of San Diego Project No: 412987

June 6, 2015 CTE Job No: 10-12361G

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.
g A

)
< //
= No.2311 -

Martin E. Siem CEG #2311 CERTFED % DanT. Matﬁ, GE #2665
. L . ENGINEERING . .
Senior Engineering Geologist Principal Engineer
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Response to City of San Diego Cycle Issues Page 4
Cycle Type: 3 - LDR Geology, Dated April 14, 2015

Parker LVC Master Plan Update

San Diego, California

City of San Diego Project No: 412987

June 6, 2015 CTE Job No: 10-12361G

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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ATTACHMENT 1

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



4/20/15 6:20 am

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO Page 15 of 20
Development Services

Cycle Issues DRAFT

L64A-003B 1222 First Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101-4154
Review Information
Cycle Type: 3 Submitted (Multi-Discipline) Submitted: 03/04/2015 Deemed Complete on 03/06/2015
Reviewing Discipline: LDR-Geology Cycle Distributed: 03/06/2015
Reviewer: Thomas, Patrick Assigned: 03/09/2015
(619) 446-5296 Started: 03/09/2015
pathomas@sandiego.gov Review Due: 04/14/2015
Hours of Review: 40 Completed: 04/14/2015
Next Review Method: Submitted (Multi-Discipline) Closed:

. 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
Cleared? Num Issue Text
O 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)

&7 Cvcle 3 References

Issue
Cleared? Num Issue Text
a 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)

Er Cvcle 3 Issues

Issue
Cleared? Nu Issue Text

O 3 The referenced plans indicate improvements beyond the area addressed by the referenced geotechnical report.
(New Issue)

O 4 Submit an addendum geotechnical report that addresses the referenced master plans and the following issues.
(New Issue)

O 5 The geotechnical consultant should clarify if the proposed development will be impacted by slope instability.
Provide updated slope stability analysis. (New Issue)

O 6 Provide details for the proposed new athletic fields. Indicate whether or not storm water infiltration is proposed.
(New Issue)

a 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




ATTACHMENT 3

ADDENDUMN 01 TO PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL REOPRT, FRANCIS PARKER
MIDDLE SCHOOLMASTER PLAN IMPROVEMENTS, 6501 LINDA VISTA ROAD,SAN
DIEGO, CALIFORNIA. PREPARED BY CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING,

INC.; DATED JANUARY 30, 2015 (REVISED MAY 28, 2105). PROJECT NUMBER 10-
12361T
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Addendum 01 to Preliminary Geotechnical Report Page 1
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

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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Addendum 01 to Preliminary Geotechnical Report Page 2
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

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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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

Our scope of services included:

e Review of readily available geologic reports and documents pertinent to the site area.

e Review of previous field explorations conducted by CTE.

e Review of the previous testing of selected soil samples by CTE to provide data for evaluation
of geotechnical characteristics of the site foundation soils.

e Assessment of site geologic conditions pertinent to the site.

e 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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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

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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6501 Linda Vista Road, San Diego, California

January 30, 2015 (Revised May 28, 2015) CTE Job No.: 10-12361G

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 fhg.

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 tol1 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
DISTANCE MAXIMUM
FAULT NAME FROM SITE EARTHQUAKE CLASSIFICATION
(KILOMETERS) MAGNITUDE
Rose Canyon Fault 13 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 L andsliding
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 MAXIMUM HEIGHT
(Horizontal: Vertical)
B
(Quaternary Lindavista Formation 1:1 (MAXIMUM) 10 FEET
and Stadium Conglomerate)
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 ¥%-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.

\\ESC_SERVER\PROJECTS\10-12361G\ADDENDUM 01 TO PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL RPT- 1-29-15 (REVISED 5-28-15).DOC



Addendum 01 to Preliminary Geotechnical Report Page 26

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
TABLE 3
SEISMIC GROUND MOTION VALUES
PARAMETER VALUE CBC REFERENCE (2013)
Site Class D ASCE 7, Chapter 20

Mapped Spectral Response .

Acceleration Parameter, Sg 1211g Figure 1613.3.1 (1)

Mapped Spectral Response .

Acceleration Parameter, S; 0.4689 Figure 1613.3.1 (2)
Seismic Coefficient, F, 1.016 Table 1613.3.3 (1)
Seismic Coefficient, F, 1.532 Table 1613.3.3 (2)
MCE Spectral Response .

Acceleration Parameter, Sys 1.230g Section 1613.3.3
MCE Spectral Response 0.717g Section 1613.3.3

Acceleration Parameter, Sy,

Design Spectral Response 0.820g Section 1613.3.4

Acceleration, Parameter Spg

Design Spectral Response .

Acceleration, Parameter Sp; 04789 Section 1613.3.4

Peak Ground Acceleration PGAy, 0.54¢g 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 + APag
For non-yielding (or “restrained”) walls, the total lateral thrust may be similarly

calculated based on work by Wood (1973):

Pke = Pk + APke

Where P = Static Active Thrust (given previously Table 4)
Pk = Static Restrained Wall Thrust (given previously Table 4)
APae = Dynamic Active Thrust Increment = (3/8) ki, yH?
APke = Dynamic Restrained Thrust Increment = ky, yH?
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kn = % Peak Ground Acceleration = 2/3(PGAy)
H = Total Height of the Wall
y = 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
Principal Engineer

Martin E. Siem, CEG #2311
Certified Engineering Geologist

MES/DTM:nri
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BORING LOGS

CTE JOB NO. 10-8933G
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CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL | CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
1441 MONTIEL ROAD, SUITE 115 | ESCONDIDO, CA 82026 | T60.745.4855

DEFINITION OF TERMS

CLEAR SQUARE SIEVE OPENING

PRIMARY DIVISIONS SYMBOLS SECONDARY DIVISIONS
GRAVELS CLEAN P=e CASVMV &y WELL GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND MIXTURE!
MORE THAN GRAVELS |28 2YY 189 LITTLE OR NO FINES
z oL it o POORLY GRADED GRAVELS OR GRAVEL SAND MIXTURES
HALF OF 9
g g pipibel <S%FINES [Sg¢ GP ‘upe LITTLE OF NO FINES
50F SILTY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-SILT MIXTURES
P w5 N FRACTION IS GRAVELS GM NON-PLASTIC FINES
[a) n N
0IQw LARGER THAN | WITH FINES CLAYEY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-CLAY MIXTURES
zI%>S NO. 4 SIEVE PLASTIC FINES
2 Z Juw N
xfod SANDS CLEAN WELL GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE OR NC
L MORE THAN SANDS FINES
28T HALF OF < 5% FINES p POORLY GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE OR
gz COARSE NO FINES
() 0 B B - N -
8~ ¢ FRACTION IS SANDS SM SILTY SANDS, SAND-SILT MIXTURES, NON-PLASTIC FINE
SMALLER THAN WITH EINES b
CLAYEY SANDS, SAND-CLAY MIXTURES, PLASTIC FINE!
NO. 4 SIEVE /// SC //
T INORGANIC SILTS, VERY FINE SANDS, ROCK FLOUR, SILTY
* N IVIL OR CLAYEY FINE SANDS, SLIGHTLY PLASTIC CLAYEY SILT
u &N SILTS AND CLAYS ML
20405 LIQUID LIMIT IS INORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW TO MEDIUM PLASTICITY
2%y | E5S THAN 50 CL 77 GRAVELLY, SANDY, SILTS OR LEAN CLAY:
n Sz T ORGANIC SILTS AND ORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW PLASTICIT'
z2z2g oL,
R e INORGANIC SILTS, MICACEOUS OR DIATOMACEOUS FINE
shzg SILTS AND CLAYS SANDY OR SILTY SOILS, ELASTIC SILT
L
LE LIQUID LIMIT IS INORGANIC CLAYS OF HIGH PLASTICITY, FAT CLAY
22«3
L=t GREATER THAN 50 ORGANIC CLAYS OF MEDIUM TO HIGH PLASTICITY
ORGANIC SILTY CLAYS
HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS PEAT AND OTHER HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS
GRAIN SIZES
GRAVEL SAND
BOULDERS COBBLES SILTS AND CLAYS
COARSE [  FINE COARSE [ MEDIUM|  FINE
12" 3" 3/4" 4 10 40 200

U.S. STANDARD SIEVE SIZE

SE- Sand Equivalent
El- Expansion Index

COR - Corrosivity

MAX- Maximum Dry Density
GS- Grain Size Distribution

CHM- Sulfate and Chloride
Content , pH, Resistivity

SD- Sample Disturbed

ADDITIONAL TESTS
(OTHER THAN TEST PIT AND BORING LOG COLUMN HEADINGS)

PM- Permeability

SG- Specific Gravity
HA- Hydrometer Analysis
AL- Atterberg Limits

RV- R-Value

CN- Consolidation
CP- Collapse Potential
HC- Hydrocollapse

REM- Remolded

PP- Pocket Penetrometer
WA.- Wash Analysis

DS- Direct Shear

UC- Unconfined Compression
MD- Moisture/Density

M- Moisture

SC- Swell Compression

Ol- Organic Impurities

FIGURE]  BL1




CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL | CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
1441 MONTIEL ROAD, SUITE 115 | ESCONDIDO, CA 92026 | TE0.745.4855

PROJECT: DRILLER: SHEET: of
CTE JOB NO: DRILL METHOD: DRILLING DATE:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLE METHOD: ELEVATION:
= gl = > g =g
g19Pl B 8|S if g BORING LEGEND Laboratory Tests
= s| @ & 2 G =
22| 2| 2 |E| 2 | 8
QO |m|la| o [a) = ) o
DESCRIPTION
-0
| - Block or Chunk Sample
[ ] - Bulk Sample
| 5]
[ ] I - Standard Penetration Test

Modified Split-Barrel Drive Sampler (Cal Sampler)

L T
|
A

1 @ - Thin Walled Army Corp. of Enaineers Sample

_] 5_

| - Groundwater Table

- ] h 4

[ ] \—— Soil Type or Classification Change

2 0

| ? ? ? ? ? ? ? —
| \— Formation Change [(Approximate boundaries queried (?)]
- ] "SM* Quotes are placed around classifications where the soils

) 5] exist in situ as bedrock

FIGURE: | BL2




CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL | CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
1441 MONTIEL ROAD, SUITE 115 | ESCONDIDO, CA 82026 | T60.745.4855

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING SHEET: 1 of 1
CTE JOB NO: 10-8933G DRILL METHOD: 8" HOLLOW STEM DRILLING DATE: 41412007
LOGGED BY: sC SAMPLE METHOD:  BULK, SPT, CAL ELEVATION:
2 g 2
~ |E]18 Z < o
g |5 & g 21| 3|5 BORING: B-1 Laboratory Tests
= 08 5] 5 n 2
Ellfl 2| 2 (2] 2 |8
0 |a|la|l @™ a = o) (O]
DESCRIPTION
-0 ASPHALT/BASE: 0-0.75".
R QUATERNARY UNDOCUMENTED FILL (Qudf):
0.75"-2.5": Dense, slightly moist, reddish brown, clayey SAND. MAX, El, REM,
| CHM
R QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (QIn):
3.0": Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.
| Refusal.
5| No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil and capped with cold patch.
.0
15—
20—
25—

[ B




CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL | CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
1441 MONTIEL ROAD, SUITE 115 | ESCONDIDO, CA 82026 | T60.745.4855

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING SHEET: 1 of 1
CTE JOB NO: 10-8933G DRILL METHOD: 8" HOLLOW STEM DRILLING DATE: 4/4/2007
LOGGED BY: SC SAMPLE METHOD:  BULK, SPT, CAL ELEVATION:
@ i) 5
~ | 8 = < £ o
g 3|7 8 g % f S BORING: B-2 Laboratory Tests
o |a|8| @ a = > &
DESCRIPTION
-0 GRAVEL AT SURFACE.
| QUATERNARY UNDOCUMENTED FILL (Qudf):
0.2-2.5": Dense, slighlty moist, dark brown clayey SAND.
| QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (QIn): RV, WA
3.0": Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.
| Refusal.
5 No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil.
40—
15—
20—
25—

[ B2




CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL | CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
1441 MONTIEL ROAD, SUITE 115 | ESCONDIDO, CA 82026 | T60.745.4855

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING SHEET: 1 of 1
CTE JOB NO: 10-8933G DRILL METHOD: 8" HOLLOW STEM DRILLING DATE: 41412007
LOGGED BY: sC SAMPLE METHOD:  BULK, SPT, CAL ELEVATION:
2 g 2
~ |E]18 Z < o
g |3 & ; 2 S cz)' 3 BORING: B-3 Laboratory Tests
A |3|5| @ a =| o |5
DESCRIPTION
-0 ASPHALT/BASE: 0-0.75".
] QUATERNARY UNDOCUMENTED FILL (Qudf):
0.75"-2.5": Dense, slightly moist, reddish brown, clayey SAND.
R QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (QIn):
3.0": Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.
| Refusal.
5| No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil and capped with cold patch.
.0
15—
20—
25—

[ B




CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL | CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
1441 MONTIEL ROAD, SUITE 115 | ESCONDIDO, CA 82026 | T60.745.4855

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING SHEET: 1 of 1
CTE JOB NO: 10-8933G DRILL METHOD: 8" HOLLOW STEM DRILLING DATE: 41412007
LOGGED BY: SC SAMPLE METHOD:  BULK, SPT, CAL ELEVATION:
@ S 5
~ | 8 = < £ o
g 3|7 8 g % f S BORING: B4 Laboratory Tests
o [a|a] = a = > &
DESCRIPTION
-0 GRASS AT SURFACE.
| -4 —-——F—-——1-——1——- TOPSOIL/UNDOCUMENTED FILL.
\ [0.25 Medium dense, moist, dark brown, clayey SAND with roots.
] \\ 0.75": Hard, dry, light brown, silty SAND with gravel and trace
cobbles. __ _ _ __ ______ __ __ ____ _________/|
| QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (QIn):
1.5": Hard, dry, orange brown, silty SAND with trace cobbles.
| Refusal.
5 No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil.
-0
15—
20—
25—

| B-4




CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL | CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
1441 MONTIEL ROAD, SUITE 115 | ESCONDIDO, CA 82026 | T60.745.4855

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOLL DRILLER: SCOTT'S DRILLING SHEET: 1 of 1
CTE JOB NO: 10-8933G DRILL METHOD: 8" HOLLOW STEM DRILLING DATE: 41412007
LOGGED BY: SC SAMPLE METHOD:  BULK, SPT, CAL ELEVATION:
@ S 5
~ | 8 = < £ o
g 3|7 8 g % f S BORING: B-5 Laboratory Tests
o [a|a] = a = > &
DESCRIPTION
-0 QUATERNARY ENGINEERED FILL (Qef):
| 0": Denseg, slightly moist, orange brown, clayey SAND with gravel
to cobbles and debris; pvc pipe, bottle caps, etc. WA
| 2.5" No recovery; Hard, moist, dark brown, silty SAND with gravel.
* moved boring location four feet to NE.
| | ] s 3.0": Dense to hard, slightly moist, mottled dark brown and orange WA
7 15 clayey SAND with trace gravel. WA
18
] L 26 MD, CN
_5 —
| 20 6.5": No recovery.
18
] 18
15 8.0 Norecovery. _ _ _ __ _ __ _____ ____________|
] 18 QUATERNARY LINDAVISTA FORMATION (QIn):
20 9.5" Very dense, slightly moist, orange brown, silty SAND w/ gravel.
Refusal.
-0
] No groundwater.
Backfilled with excavated soil.
15—
20—
25—

[ B5




TEST PIT LOGS

CTE JOB NO. 10-8182G
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CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL | CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
1441 MONTIEL ROAD, SUITE 115 | ESCONDIDO, CA 82026 | T60.745.4855

DEFINITION OF TERMS

CLEAR SQUARE SIEVE OPENING

PRIMARY DIVISIONS SYMBOLS SECONDARY DIVISIONS
GRAVELS CLEAN P=e CASVMV &y WELL GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND MIXTURE!
MORE THAN GRAVELS |28 2YY 189 LITTLE OR NO FINES
z oL it o POORLY GRADED GRAVELS OR GRAVEL SAND MIXTURES
HALF OF 9
g g pipibel <S%FINES [Sg¢ GP ‘upe LITTLE OF NO FINES
50F SILTY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-SILT MIXTURES
P w5 N FRACTION IS GRAVELS GM NON-PLASTIC FINES
[a) n N
0IQw LARGER THAN | WITH FINES CLAYEY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-CLAY MIXTURES
zI%>S NO. 4 SIEVE PLASTIC FINES
2 Z Juw N
xfod SANDS CLEAN WELL GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE OR NC
L MORE THAN SANDS FINES
28T HALF OF < 5% FINES p POORLY GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE OR
gz COARSE NO FINES
() 0 B B - N -
8~ ¢ FRACTION IS SANDS SM SILTY SANDS, SAND-SILT MIXTURES, NON-PLASTIC FINE
SMALLER THAN WITH EINES b
CLAYEY SANDS, SAND-CLAY MIXTURES, PLASTIC FINE!
NO. 4 SIEVE /// SC //
T INORGANIC SILTS, VERY FINE SANDS, ROCK FLOUR, SILTY
* N IVIL OR CLAYEY FINE SANDS, SLIGHTLY PLASTIC CLAYEY SILT
u &N SILTS AND CLAYS ML
20405 LIQUID LIMIT IS INORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW TO MEDIUM PLASTICITY
2%y | E5S THAN 50 CL 77 GRAVELLY, SANDY, SILTS OR LEAN CLAY:
n Sz T ORGANIC SILTS AND ORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW PLASTICIT'
z2z2g oL,
R e INORGANIC SILTS, MICACEOUS OR DIATOMACEOUS FINE
shzg SILTS AND CLAYS SANDY OR SILTY SOILS, ELASTIC SILT
L
LE LIQUID LIMIT IS INORGANIC CLAYS OF HIGH PLASTICITY, FAT CLAY
22«3
L=t GREATER THAN 50 ORGANIC CLAYS OF MEDIUM TO HIGH PLASTICITY
ORGANIC SILTY CLAYS
HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS PEAT AND OTHER HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS
GRAIN SIZES
GRAVEL SAND
BOULDERS COBBLES SILTS AND CLAYS
COARSE [  FINE COARSE [ MEDIUM|  FINE
12" 3" 3/4" 4 10 40 200

U.S. STANDARD SIEVE SIZE

SE- Sand Equivalent
El- Expansion Index

COR - Corrosivity

MAX- Maximum Dry Density
GS- Grain Size Distribution

CHM- Sulfate and Chloride
Content , pH, Resistivity

SD- Sample Disturbed

ADDITIONAL TESTS
(OTHER THAN TEST PIT AND BORING LOG COLUMN HEADINGS)

PM- Permeability

SG- Specific Gravity
HA- Hydrometer Analysis
AL- Atterberg Limits

RV- R-Value

CN- Consolidation
CP- Collapse Potential
HC- Hydrocollapse

REM- Remolded

PP- Pocket Penetrometer
WA.- Wash Analysis

DS- Direct Shear

UC- Unconfined Compression
MD- Moisture/Density

M- Moisture

SC- Swell Compression

Ol- Organic Impurities

FIGURE]  BL1




CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL | CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
1441 MONTIEL ROAD, SUITE 115 | ESCONDIDO, CA 92026 | TE0.745.4855

PROJECT: DRILLER: SHEET: of
CTE JOB NO: DRILL METHOD: DRILLING DATE:
LOGGED BY: SAMPLE METHOD: ELEVATION:
= gl = > g =g
g19Pl B 8|S if g BORING LEGEND Laboratory Tests
= s| @ & 2 G =
22| 2| 2 |E| 2 | 8
QO |m|la| o [a) = ) o
DESCRIPTION
-0
| - Block or Chunk Sample
[ ] - Bulk Sample
| 5]
[ ] I - Standard Penetration Test

Modified Split-Barrel Drive Sampler (Cal Sampler)

L T
|
A

1 @ - Thin Walled Army Corp. of Enaineers Sample

_] 5_

| - Groundwater Table

- ] h 4

[ ] \—— Soil Type or Classification Change

2 0

| ? ? ? ? ? ? ? —
| \— Formation Change [(Approximate boundaries queried (?)]
- ] "SM* Quotes are placed around classifications where the soils

) 5] exist in situ as bedrock

FIGURE: | BL2




CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL | CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
1441 MONTIEL ROAD, SUITE 115 | ESCONDIDO, CA 92026 | 760.746.4955

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOOL EXCAVATOR;: PC35
CTE JOB NO: 10-8182G EXCAVATION METHOD: EXCAVATION DATE:  12/29/2006
LOGGED BY: STEVE H. SAMPLING METHOD: CHUNKS AND BULKS ELEVATION: -
g g 2
= < € =g &
21| & |58 g8/ TEST PIT LOG: TP-1 Laboratory Tests
s Sl v e ]E —
S1E| G |58
[a) = D O O |@|Ao
DESCRIPTION
0
smisc| oaf ART]FICIAL FILI__ (Oaf).. _
— Medium dense, moist, medium to dark brown silty clayey SAND
[ (SM/SC) with gravel.
Qaf
_5_
— LINDAVISTA (Qln):
SM | Oln L an / Very dense, slightly moist, medium reddish brown gravelly silty
™ ] SAND (SM) with some cobbles.
ey Refusal at 9'
—157

FIGURE:] 1P-1




CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL | CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
1441 MONTIEL ROAD, SUITE 115 | ESCONDIDO, Ch 92026 | 760.746.4955

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOOL EXCAVATOR: PC35
CTE JOB NO: 10-8182G EXCAVATION METHOD: EXCAVATION DATE:  12/29/2006
LOGGED BY: STEVE H. SAMPLING METHOD: CHUNKS AND BULKS ELEVATION: -
21| a |8 E:E? g & TEST PIT LOG: TP-2 Laboratory Tests
5 Sl v lg|s =
S 12|13 |88z
[a)] = -] (O] O |m|lA
DESCRIPTION
0 ARTIFICIAL FILL (Qaf):
SM [Qaf ] Qaf Loose, slightly moist, medium brown silty SAND (SM) with some
gravel.
In
© i K QIn LINDAVISTA (QIn):
Very dense, slightly moist, medium reddish brown gravelly silty
- Refusal at 3' SAND (SM).
_5_
— 167
—157

EIGURE]  TP-2




CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL | CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
1441 MONTIEL ROAD, SUITE 115 | ESCONDIDO, Ch 92026 | 760.746.4955

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER MIDDLE SCHOOL EXCAVATOR: PC35
CTE JOB NO: 10-8182G EXCAVATION METHOD: EXCAVATION DATE:  12/29/2006
LOGGED BY: STEVE H. SAMPLING METHOD: CHUNKS AND BULKS ELEVATION: -
z2ls|la|3|8|15¢2 TEST PIT LOG: TP-3 Laboratory Tests
5 Sl v lg|s =
S1Z2| 2 |58
[a)] = -] (O] O |m|lA
DESCRIPTION
0 ARTIFICIAL FILL (Qaf)
af):
Smisc| Qaf | Medium dense, moist, medium to dark brown silty clayey SAND
(SM/SC) with gravel.
Qaf
_5_
— LINDAVISTA (QlIn):
sM |oIn an J Very dense, slightly moist, medium reddish brown gravelly silty
- SAND (SM) with some cobbles.
— 167
—157

EIGURE]  TP-3




BUCKET AUGERS

CTE JOB NO. 10-7275G

\\ESC_SERVER\PROJECTS\10-12361G\RPT_PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL RPT- 1-29-15 (REVISED 5-28-15).DOC



%CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

-
$
<
S
<
=
&

ENGINEERING,INC.

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING SHEET: 1 of 2
CTE JOB NO: 10-7275 DRILL METHOD: BUCKET AUGER DRILLING DATE: 10/29/04
LOGGED BY: MES SAMPLE METHOD: ~ BULK ELEVATION: 271
= SN S .
g13|F| B g1 f g BORING: BA-1 Laboratory Tests
=l lsl 2| 8 |2| S | £
Elzlgl 2| 2 |22 | B
O |o|la|l o [a) = D o
DESCRIPTION
-0 Aspahlt and gravel base 4"thick
| FILL: Dense, moist, brown silty SAND with gravel and concrete,
wood debre (SM).
[~ TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)
] GM Very dense, moist, orangish-gray conglomerate but
conglomeritic sandstone, matrix-supported, matrix consist of
& poorly graded sand with silt to silty SAND, cobbles well rounded WA,CHEM
coarse gravel to 0.6' diameter.
~167
] El
_1"
7 ¢ Matrix material becomes orange-brown.
~207
| Bedding orrentation: N/S; 16E on sandstone lense within
conglemerate.
- 257

Boring BA-1



ENGINEERING,INC.

%CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING,

INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDI

DO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING SHEET: 2 of 2
CTE JOB NO: 10-7275 DRILL METHOD: BUCKET AUGER DRILLING DATE: 10/29/04
LOGGED BY: MES SAMPLE METHOD:  BULK ELEVATION: 271
@ S S
2le s || E

= - S j=2]

gl32 2| 2 AR E BORING: BA-1 Laboratory Tests

=l.lsl 2| &8 2| & | £

slElEl 2| 2 |22 |8

O [a|la] o a b > o

DESCRIPTION
25 TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)
| ] Very dense, moist, orangish-gray pebble to cobble conglemerate
to conglomentic sandstone, with occassional sandstone lenses.
-30
_ ] Contact Dips 6" to East
- T Dense to very dense, moist, greenish-gray with orange staining,
| poorly graded SAND with silt (SP-SM) trace coarse gravel at 33",
Lamination within sandstone N75E; 14NW.

-357

Very dense, moist, orange-gray, pebble to cobble conglomerate.

Sandstone lense bedding orientation: N5E, 11INW

Total Depth at 50'
No Groundwater Observed During Dillings and Logging




;,CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING,

C
&

ENGINEERING.INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION

2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

INC.

IPROJECT:
CTE JOB NO:
LOGGED BY:

FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER:

10-7275
MES

DRILL METHOD: BUCKET AUGER-30"

LARUIE DRILLING SHEET:
DRILLING DATE: 11/1/04

1 of 4

SAMPLE METHOD: DRIVE/BULK ELEVATION: 273

Depth (Feet)

Bulk

Sample

Driven Type

Blows/Foot

Dry Density (pcf)

Moisture (%)

U.S.C.S. Symbol

Graphic Log

BORING: BA-2

DESCRIPTION

Laboratory Tests

1
o

5/12

6/12

GM

SM

Asphalt and road base, approx 3-4 inches.

FILL: Dense to medium dense, moist, red-brown clayey to silty
SAND with cobbles (SM), plus concrete and miscelleous debre.

QUATERNARY LINDA VISTA FORMATION (QIn):
Very dense, moist, orangish-brown, matrix-supported
conglomerate to conglomeratic sandstone, with pebble to
cobble size clasts.

(Easterly dip to contact)

TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)

Very dense, dry, yellow-brown, matrix to clast supported pebble
to cobble conglomerate, consisting of slightly weathered, very
strong, very hard quartzice and volcanic clasts, with trace
amounts of highly weathered, weak volcanic clasts.

silty sandstone, bedding orientation.
N70W; 255W/

Very dense, moist, orange-brown, locally moderately well cemented,

Very dense, moist, orange-brown, conglomeratic silty sandstone

silty sandstone.

Very dense, moist, orange-brown, locally moderately well cemented,

Very dense, moist, orange to gray, pebble to cobble matrix to
clast-supported conglemerate.

South dipping approximately 10° sandstone dense.

> Sandstone lense, N70E, 12NW laminations.

Dense to very dense, moist, white, medium-grained silty sandstone.

> Gravel lense N60OE; 22SE orientation.

El

GS

MD, DS




ENGINEERING.INC

CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING,

INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION

2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING SHEET: 2 of 4
CTE JOB NO: 10-7275 DRILL METHOD: BUCKET AUGER-30" DRILLING DATE: 11/1/04
LOGGED BY: MES SAMPLE METHOD:  DRIVE/BULK ELEVATION: 273
= 2 = S .
Eglel s | 2 |S|a|8 BORING: BA-2 Laboratory Tests
L L c =t n o
Sl 2| S |E| 5 |®
[<J S| = e j d —_
O |m|a| o [a) = D O]
DESCRIPTION
25 TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)
| ] Dense to very dense, moist, whited, medium-grained sandstone.
| > Lamination within sandstone orientation: E-W; 11N
~307
- > Gravel layer-irregular flat contact.
- ] Very dense, moist, light greenish gray, fine silty sandstone to
| sandy siltstone.
- 7 [T 128 WA

Flat-contact

Very dense, moist, brown, conglomeratic sandstone.

¢ Becomes greenish brown.

Very dense, moist, gray with orange staining silty sandstone,
flat to 6° westerly dipping.

Very dense, moist, brown conglomerate sandstone.




> CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

& GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

ENGINEERING,INC

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING SHEET: 3 of 4
CTE JOB NO: 10-7275 DRILL METHOD: BUCKET AUGER-30" DRILLING DATE: 11/1/04
LOGGED BY: MES SAMPLE METHOD:  DRIVE/BULK ELEVATION: 273

= o - o [=2) L]

glI8lel 8| £ S| 2 |3 BORING: BA-2 Laboratory Tests

w g < = %) o

o |a|la| o a = o) o

DESCRIPTION
750 Very dense, moist, brown conglomerate sandstone.
=557
" NOE; 20SE siltstone lense.
-60
—657
70
] N
- T s

- Very dense, moist, gray with orange staining, massive, poorly
|75 graded sandstone with silt. Lamination N60E, 25SE.




CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

ENGINEERING,INC

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING SHEET: 4 of 4
CTE JOB NO: 10-7275 DRILL METHOD: BUCKET AUGER-30" DRILLING DATE: 11/1/04
LOGGED BY: MES SAMPLE METHOD:  DRIVE/BULK ELEVATION: 273

= o - < > .

glI8lel 8| £ S| 2 |3 BORING: BA-2 Laboratory Tests

w g < = %) o

o |a|la| o a = o) o

DESCRIPTION
75 TERTIARY STATIUM CONGLEMERATE: (Tst)
] Very dense, moist, brown to orange brown, matrix to clast supported
pebble to cobble conglomerate.

-80
-85

Total Depth at 86'
No Groundwater Observed During Drilling and Logging
Drilled 11/1/04 to 11/2/04




CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

ENGINEERING,INC

PROJECT: FRANCIS PARKER SCHOOL DRILLER: LARUIE DRILLING SHEET: 1 of 1
CTE JOB NO: 10-7275 DRILL METHOD: BUCKET AUGER DRILLING DATE: 11/3/04
LOGGED BY: MES SAMPLE METHOD:  DRIVE/BULK ELEVATION: 277
R 5| %i f %" BORING: BA-3 Laboratory Tests
El«E| 212 |23 |%
A |a|la| = a = > o
DESCRIPTION
-0 Asphalt and Road Base
] QUATERNARY LINDA VISTA FORMATION:
GM Very dense, moist, orange to brown, matrix-supported pebble
| to cobble conglomerate, with poorly graded SAND with silt
matrix.
_5_
] Contact orientation N20 to 45E; 65E
K SM Very dense, moist, orange, silty sandstone.
A GS
-1
7 I 4/12 [Very dense, moist, orange to yellow gray, cobble-pebble conglomeratdg
" TERTIARY STADIUM CONGLOMERATE: (Tst)
| Very dense, moist, gray with orange staining, pebble to cobble
conglmerate locally clast supported.
-157
_2n
| Total Depth at 20'
No Groundwater Observed During Drilling and Logging.
- 257




BORING LOGS

TESTING ENGINEERS JOB NO. 2003-0801, REPORT DATE MARCH 21, 2003
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GENERAL NOTES

SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION

The Unified Soil Classification System is used to identify the soil unless othervise noted.

SOIL PROPERTY SYMBOLS
N: Standard Penetration: Blows per foot of a 140 Ib hammer falling 30 " ona 2 " O.D. split-spoon,
Qu: Uncenfined compressive strength, tsf,
Qp: Penetrometer value, unconfined compressive strength, tsf.

Me: Water content, %,

LL: Liguid limit, %.

PL Plasticity index, %.

ad. Natural dry density, PCF.

v Apparent groundwater level at time noted afier completion.

DRILLING AND SAMPLING SYMBOLS

CAL:  Modified California Sampler - 2 5/8" LD, 3.0" O.D,, except where noted.
SS: Split-Spoon - 1 3/8" LD, 2" 0O.D,, except where noted.

ST: Shelby Tube - 3" O.D., except where noted.

DC: Drive Cylinder Sample.

BK: Large Bulk Sample.

SB: Small Bulk Sample.

SC: Sand Cone.

HD:  Hand Drive Sample.

Bulk: Bulk Bag Sample

Block: Undisturbed Block Sample,

RELATIVE DENSITY AND CONSISTENCY CLASSIFICATION

TERM (NON-COHESIVE SOILS} STANDARD PENETRATION RESISTANCE (SPT)

Very Loose Oto4
Loose 4to0 10
Medium Dense 11030
Dense 311050
Very Dense Over 50
TERM (COHESIVE SOILS) SPT QU - (TSH
Very Soft Qto2 0 -025
Soft 2tod (0.25-0.50
Medium Stiff 4108 0.50-1.00
Stiff 3tol6 1.00-2.00
Very Stiff 16 to 32 2.00-4.00
Hard Over 32 4.00+
PARTICLE SIZE
Boulders 12in, + Coarse Sand No. 4 - No. 30 Silt No. 200 - Hydrometer
Cobbles 12in-3.in Medium Sand ~ Ne. 30 - No.70 Clay = Hydrometer

Gravel 3in-No. 4 Fine Sand No. 70 - No. 200



Buik

LOGGEDBY CBM DRIVE WEIGHT

DESCRIPTION

. @ | & = | DATE DRILLED 2/18/03 BORING NO. B-1
w )
glslg/ €1 £ | | O Grounn ELEVATION /A SHEET __1_ OF _ )
Q| < L )
E|V % & % = 85 METHOD DRILLING  INGERSOLL-RAND A-300

TR
ZIEl 5 & |E|9g 1401bs.  DROP 30 inches
0|8l O 5 o 0|24 E—
1] [N 5
cEsEl=| g 3

@]

E
T DEPTH (feet)
| I—

/—.‘

. ASPHALT:
[ ['!-'I(GW 3.5 inches thick
I ) Gravelly SAND with Clay (Lindavista Formation)
Y Y
S Light Brovm, damp, loose to medium dense in upper 6-8 inches, becomes dense to very
o & P .
8 dense below. Fine to medium grained sand; contains approx. 50% - 60% rounded to
f . . subrounded gravel to cobble size crystalline rock. Becomes dry to damp at -18.
< , &
B 100 8
511.5

Refusal at - 3.0 feet

Total Depth = 3.0 feet

Groundwater not encountered

Backfilled on 2/18/2003
&
(1]
fa}
S
2
3
. 1513.0
& 15146
H
B
&
o
g
5
Q

BORING LOG BORING LOGS.GPJ TESD

BORING LOG

Testing Engineers - San Diego, Inc.

Francis Parker Middle School

7895 Convoy Court Suite 18 San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA 92111 PROJECT NO. REPORT DATE FIGURE
2003-0081 March 2003 A-l J




Reviewd Date:

ORING LOGS.GPJ TESD.GDT 3h4/03

BORING LOG B

Reviewd By:

ﬁ@ g —| DATE DRILLED 2/18/03 BORING NC. B-2 ]
] )
Tlals g < & | | 2| GROUNDELEVATION N/A SHEET _ 1 OF _ 1
L o< L 7]
TIEIBIEIE| £ |B]9S| METHOD DRILLNG INGERSOLL-RAND A30q
S
sl UZB] & % 3@| LOGGEDBY _CBM  DRIVEWEIGHT 140fbs. DROP 30 inches
S|LEEI o] 2 2
O @s o = E &
e DESCRIPTION
— 5\ ML 1 "Sandy SILT (Topsoil):
|« @(GW) |\ Datk Brown, moist, soft fine grained sand. /
I P Approximately 2 inches thick.
2 Sandy GRAVEL (Lindavista Formation) with clay:
. @_‘ Light orange-brown, damp, dense to very dense. Contains approximately 50% gravel to
L B f,@ cobble size subrounded to rounded crystalline rock.
»
Y
L 9._
<
100
5115
Refusal at - 3.0 feet
Total Depth = 3.0 feet
Groundwater not encountered
Backfilled on 2/18/2003
10 LB.O
1514.6
20 16.1
FEN : : . BORING LOG
-" Testing Engincers - San Diego, Inc. Francis Parker Middle School
7895 Convoy Court Suite 18 San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA 92111 PROJECT NG. REPCRT DATE FIGURE
2003-0081 Mareh 2003 A-2




Reviewd Date:

Reviewd By:

ORING LOGS.GPJ TESD.GDT 3/14/03

BORING LOG B

—_—

. _Lcﬁ lg —| DATE DRILLED 2/18/03 BORING NO. B-3
? E % ]g & L _' 8 GROUND ELEVATION N/A SHEET 1 OF 1
© [ < ] )
? Elw La,)‘: % % Qoa 85 METHOD DRILLING  INGERSOLL-RAND A-300 -
- L
EEIIEE] & % 3@| LOGGEDBY _CBM  DRIVEWEIGHT _140lbs,  DROP 30 inches
oo |zls 7] 2 - <
O (@5 = L?t_ 5
- DESCRIPTION
- ASPHALT:
o GW 3 inches thick. /_
GL | | Sandy GRAVEL:
Light gray, damp, medium dense (Class 10).
b TEGwY | ARDproximately 6 inches thick.
o Gravelly CLAY/ Clavey GRAVEL with Sang:
< '. Light orange-brown, damp, medium dense,
100 o Sandy GRAVEL (Lindavista Formation) with Clay:
a fi Tan to light brown, dry to slightly damp, dense to very dense.
Fine-grained sand contains approximately 50% gravel to cobble size crystalline rock. /_
1.5
Refusal at - 3.0 feet
Total Depth = 3.0 feet
Groundwater not encountered
Backfilled on 2/18/2003
3.0
4.6
o1l || |
TR Teting Ensinoecs . Sy BORING LOG
. . ) Testing Engineers - an Diego, Inc. Francis Parker Middle Schoo!
g 7895 Convoy Court Suite 18 San Diego, CA
‘:W San Diego, CA 92111 PROJECT NO. REPORT DATE FIGURE
2003-0081 March 2003 A-3




| | —| DATE DRILLED 2/18/03 BORING NO. B-4
=l ® =1 &
T|o|s Sl &/ 2y, || 2| GROUNDELEVATION N/A SHEET 1 OF
Lo w o )
T E9EI ] Eo (8]G3| METHOD DRILLNG  INGERSOLL-RAND A-300
Elx 212 £3 S|gL
o= = 5 é% > go“a LOGGEDBY CBM DRIVE WEIGHT 140 Ibs. DROP 30 inches
T Sl 3 S WD — —
o 8 m| = < 3
3
DESCRIPTION
ASPHALT:
P 2(GC) \Approximately 3.0 inches thick.
Clayey GRAVEL (Lindavista Formation) with fine sand,
Brown, damp, dense to very dense.
< NO
100 RECOVERY]
5115
Refusal at - 3.0 feat
Total Depth = 3.0 feet
l_ Groundwater not encountered
Backfilled on 2/18/2003
i
1]
o L
=
@
F
o= 1013.0
"
@15 {46
=
2
1
@
g
&
)
<
8
=]
'y
5]
8
2
o
=] " o -—
. Testing Engineers - San Diego, Inc. Eanesﬁa!lf;! r\c/[?dd:l;gg:ol
< ;
9 7895 Convoy Court Suite 18 San Diego, CA
g San Diego, CA 92111 PROJECT NG, REPORT DATE FIGURE
gl 2003-0081 March 2003 A4




. @ —| DATE DRILLED 2/18/03 BORING NO. B-5
|2 NS
:%," g % 8 & éw B E GROUND ELEVATION N/A SHEET | OF
Lol | O ]
T E|® % 2 Eg Q 85 METHOD DRILLING _ INGERSOLL-RAND A-300
2wk
elEJ21 G| 28 5|5@( LOGGEDBY _CBM  DRIVEWEIGHT _140lbs. DROP 30 inches
o ose 1) o ED: <
o@f o = o
L DESCRIPTION
I E {GC)|  Clayey GRAVEL (Lindavista Formation) with fine sand.
j Light brown to brown, damp to moist, loose at - 1.0 feet becomes medium dense, At-
] 5 ] 2.0 feet becomes slightly damp, dense to very dense. Sand becomes fine to medium
I‘ grained.
14 < NO
F 100 RECOVERY},/]
Total Depth = 3.0 feet
Groundwater not encountered
Backfilled on 2/18/2003
5115
@
]
fa)
£
0
3
“I| 10]3.0
&l 15146
E:
2
8
r

BORING LOG

Testing Engineers - San Diego, Inc.
7895 Convoy Court Suite 18

Francis Parker Middie School
Sen Diego, CA

San Diego, CA 92111

PROJECT NO. REPORT DATE
2003-0081 March 2003

FIGURE
A-5

BORING LOG BORING LOGS.GPJ TESD.GDT 3/14/03




APPENDIX C

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.

\\ESC_SERVER\PROJECTS\10-12361G\RPT_PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL RPT- 1-29-15 (REVISED 5-28-15).DOC



LABORATORY RESULTS

CTE JOB NO. 10-8933G
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CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL | CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND |
1441 MONTIEL ROAD, SUITE 115 | ESCONDIDO, CA 92026 | 760.748.4855

200 WASH ANALYSIS

NSPECTION

LOCATION DEPTH PERCENT PASSING CLASSIFICATION
(feet) #200 SIEVE
B-2 2.5-3.0 18.6 SM
B-5 1 24.5 SC
B-5 3 26.1 SC
B-5 3-4 175 SM
EXPANSION INDEX TEST
UBC 18-2
LOCATION DEPTH EXPANSION INDEX EXPANSION
(feet) POTENTIAL
B-1 1-2 27 LOW
IN-PLACE MOISTURE AND DENSITY
LOCATION DEPTH % MOISTURE DRY DENSITY
(feet)
B-5 4 125 116.5
RESISTANCE "R"-VALUE
CALTEST 301
LOCATION DEPTH R-VALUE
(feet)
B-2 2.5-3.0 66
SULFATE
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) ppm
B-1 1-2 85.1
CHLORIDE
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) ppm
B-1 1-2 53.8
CONDUCTIVITY
CALIFORNIA TEST 424
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) uS/cm
B-1 1-2 190
LABORATORY SUMMARY CTE JOB NO. 10-8933G



é CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

RESISTIVITY
CALIFORNIA TEST 424
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) ohms/cm
B-1 1-2 5260

MAXIMIMUM DENSITY AND OPTIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT
(MODIFIED PROCTOR)

LOCATION DEPTH OPTIMUM MOISTURE DRY DENSITY
(feet) (%) (pcf)
B-1 1-2 10.0/9.0 w/RC 128.5/131.0 w/RC

LABORATORY SUMMARY CTE JOB NO. 10-8933G
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ASTM D1557 METHOD A8 [Oc
MODIFIED PROCTOR
RESULTS
MAXIMUM OPTIMUM
LAB SAMPLE DEPTH
NUMBER NUMBER (FEET) SOIL DESCRIPTION DRY(BE,E')SITY Cgﬁ;ﬁ{,ﬁ'@)
17224 B-1 1-2 light brown silty sand 128.5/131.0 w/RQ 10.0/9.0 w/RC
CTE JOB NO: é CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC. | DATE:  5/07
10_8933G 1441 MONTIEL ROAD, STE 115 ESCONDIDO CA. 92026 (760) 746-4955 FI GURE: C_l
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CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL | CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
1441 MONTIEL ROAD, SUITE 115 | ESCONDIDO, CA 92026 | 760.746.4055

200 WASH ANALYSIS

LOCATION DEPTH PERCENT PASSING CLASSIFICATION
(feet)
TP-2 2-3 16.7 SM
TP-3 1-4 23.9 SC-SM
SAND EQUIVALENT
LOCATION DEPTH SAND EQUIVALENT
(feet)
TP-2 2-3 25
TP-3 1-4 20
MODIFIED PROCTOR
LOCATION DEPTH MAXIUM DRY DENSITY OPTIMUM MOISTURE
(feet) (PSF) (%)
TP-3 1-4 131.0 9.0

LABORATORY SUMMARY

CTE JOB NO. 10-8182G
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Sample Designation

Depth (ft) | Cohesion

Angle of Friction

Sample Description

Remolded @ 90% Clayey Silty Sand

Initial Moisture (%):

8.6% Initial Dry Density (pcf] 117.9

Final Moisture (%):

16.0% |Final Dry Denstiy (pcf)] 110.3

CTE JOB NO:  10-8182G

FIGURE No: C-1
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CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION

2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

200 WASH ANALYSIS

LOCATION DEPTH PERCENT PASSING CLASSIFICATION
(feet) #200 SIEVE
BA-1 5.0t06.0 20.9 SM
BA-2 34.0 41.9 SM
EXPANSION INDEX TEST
UBC 18-2
LOCATION DEPTH EXPANSION INDEX EXPANSION
(feet) POTENTIAL
BA-1 13.0t0 14.0 11 Very :Low
BA-2 7.5 7 Very Low
ATTERBERG LIMITS
LOCATION Elevation LIQUID LIMIT PLASTICITY INDEX CLASSIFICATION
(msl)
South Slope adj to Friars
Rd 42 ft msl. 42 66.2 47 CH
Hydrometer
CALIFORNIA TEST 424
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) (% Clay fraction)
South Slope adj to Friars
Rd 42 ft msl. 5.0t06.0 58
IN-PLACE MOISTURE AND DENSITY
LOCATION DEPTH % MOISTURE DRY DENSITY
(feet)
BA-2 24.0 6.1 111.9
SULFATE
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) ppm
BA-1 5.0t06.0 61
CHLORIDE
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) ppm
BA-1 5.0t06.0 19
CONDUCTIVITY
CALIFORNIA TEST 424
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) uS/cm
BA-1 5.0t06.0 109

LABORATORY SUMMARY

CTE JOB NO. 10-7160
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ENGINEERING,INC.

>, CONSTRUCTION TESTING & ENGINEERING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING TESTING AND INSPECTION
2414 VINEYARD AVENUE, SUITE G ESCONDIDO CA. 92029 (760) 746-4955

RESISTIVITY
CALIFORNIA TEST 424
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet) ohms/cm
BA-1 5.0t06.0 7790
pH
CALIFORNIA TEST 424
LOCATION DEPTH RESULTS
(feet)
BA-1 5.0t06.0 8.13

LABORATORY SUMMARY

CTE JOB NO. 10-7160



U. S. STANDARD SIEVE SIZE
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PARTICLE SIZE ANALYSIS
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Appendix D Page D-1
Standard Specifications for Grading

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 - 