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THeE CitYy oF SAN DieEGco

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
Date of Notice: February 11, 2015
PUBLIC NOTICE
OF THE PREPARATION OF A

SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
SAP No. 24004059

PUBLIC NOTICE: The City of San Diego as the Lead Agency has determined that the project described below will require the
preparation of a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) in compliance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). This Notice of Preparation of a project SEIR was publicly noticed and distributed on February 11, 2015. This
notice was published in the SAN DIEGO DAILY TRANSCRIPT and placed on the City of San Diego website at:
http://www.sandiego.gov/city-clerk/officialdocs/notices/index.shtml under the “California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Notices & Documents” section.

Written/mail-in comments may be sent to the following address: E. Shearer-Nguyen, Environmental Planner, City of San
Diego Development Services Center, 1222 First Avenue, MS 501, San Diego, CA 92101 or e-mail your comments to
DSDEAS@sandiego.gov with the Project Name and Number in the subject line within 30 days of the receipt of the Public
Notice. Responsible agencies are requested to indicate their statutory responsibilities in connection with this project when
responding. A SEIR incorporating public input will then be prepared and distributed for the public to review and comment.

GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION:
o PROJECT NAME: HERITAGE BLUFFS I1
e PROJECT NUMBER / SCH NoO.: 319435 /97111070
o COMMUNITY AREA: Black Mountain Ranch Subarea I
e COUNCIL DISTRICT: 5

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: VESTING TENTATIVE MAP, a REZONE from AR-1-1 to RX-1-1 and RS-1-14, a PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, a SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, NEIGHBORHOOD USE PERMIT, and a MULTI-
HABITAT PLANNING AREA (MHPA) BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT (BLA) to subdivide the project site
and construct 171 single-family residential units. The balance of the 220 dwellings allocated to the property in the
Black Mountain Ranch Subarea Plan (49 dwelling units) would be transferred to the Black Mountain Ranch North
Village. This transfer of 49 dwellings to the North Village would include the 35 affordable dwellings required by
the Subarea Plan for the site. The project would also construct various site improvements which include
associated public and private streets, hardscape, retaining walls and landscaping. The approximate 170-acre
project site lies south of Bernardo Center Drive / Carmel Valley Road and west of Interstate 15 in the AR-1-1 Zone
of the Black Mountain Ranch Community Plan area. (LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Parcel 1: The southeast quarter of
the southeast quarter of section 32, Township 13 south, Range 2 west, San Bernardino base and meridian, in City
and County San Diego, as Instrument No. 111628. Parcel 2: Lots and 2 and the southeast quarter of the northeast
quarter of Section 5, Township 14 south, range 2 west, San Bernardino base and meridian, in the City and County
of San Diego, as Instrument No. 111628). The site is not included on any Government Code listing of hazardous waste
sites.



APPLICANT: Black Mountain Ranch LLC

RECOMMENDED FINDING: Pursuant to Section 15060(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, it appears that the proposed
project may result in significant environmental impacts in the following areas: Land Use, Air Quality
(construction), Biological Resources, Historical Resources (archaeology), Landform Alteration/Visual Quality
(landform alteration), and Noise (construction).

AVAILABILITY IN ALTERNATIVE FORMAT: To request the this Notice or the City's letter to the applicant detailing
the required scope of work (EIR Scoping Letter) in alternative format, call the. Development Services Department
at (619) 446-5460 (800) 735-2929 (TEXT TELEPHONE).

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: For environmental review information, contact Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen at (619)
446-5369. The Scoping Letter and supporting documents may be reviewed, or purchased for the cost of
reproduction, at the Fifth floor of the Development Services Department. For information regarding public
meetings/hearings on this project, contact the Project Manager, John Fisher at (619) 446-5231. This notice was
published in the SAN DIEGO DAILY TRANSCRIPT and distributed on February 11, 2015,

Kerry Santoro
Deputy Director
Development Services Department

DISTRIBUTION: See Attached.

ATTACHMENTS: Figure1: Regional Location Map
Figure 2: Vesting Tentative Map - Site Plan
Scoping Letter



DISTRIBUTION:

FEDERAL
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (23)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

California Department of Fish & Wildlife (32)
Department of Toxic Substance Control (39)
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (44)
California Transportation Commission (51)
California Department of Transportation (51A)
California Department of Transportation (51B)
Native American Heritage Commission (54)

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
Mayor’s Office (91)
Councilmember Lightner, District 1 (MS 10A) -
Councilmember Zapf, District 2 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Gloria, District 3 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Cole, District 4 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Kersey, District 5 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Cate, District 6 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Sherman, District 7 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Alvarez, District 8 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Emerald, District 9 (MS 10A)
Development Services Department

EAS

Project Manager
San Diego Fire-Rescue Department (MS 603)
San Diego Police Department (MS 776)
Transportation Development (78)
Development Coordination (78A)
Fire and Life Safety Services (79)
San Diego Fire — Rescue Department Logistics (80)
Library Department (81)
Central Library (81A)
Carmel Valley Branch Library (81F)
Historical Resources Board (87)
Environmental Services Department (93A)
Facilities Financing (MS 93B)
City Attorney’s Office (MS 59)

OTHER GROUPS, ORGANIZATIONS AND INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS
Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden at Claremont (161)

Sierra Club (165)

San Diego Natural History Museum (166)

Mr. Jim Peugh (167A)

San Diego Audubon (167)




California Native Plant Society (170)

Citizens Coordinate for Century III (179)

Endangered Habitats League (182A)

Carmen Lucas (206)

South Coastal Information Center (210)

San Diego Archaeological Center (212)

Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)

Ron Christman (215)

Clint Linton (215B)

Frank Brown, Inter-Tribal Cultural Resources Council (216)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (217)

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (218)
Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223)
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)

Native American Distribution — Public Notice Only (225A-S)
Black Mountain Ranch — Subarea I (226C)

Black Mountain Ranch LLC, Applicant



FIGURE 1
Regional Location
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Map Source: Project Design Consultants
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FIGURE 2
Vesting Tentative Map




THE City oF SAN DIEGO

February 11, 2015

Mr. William Dumka
Senior Vice President
Standard Pacific

16010 Camino Del Sur

San Diego, CA 92127-2583

Subject: Scope of Work for a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the
Heritage Bluffs II Project (Project No. 319435)

Dear Mr. Dumka:

Pursuant to Section 15060(d) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of the City of San Diego Development Services
Department has determined that the project may have significant effects on the environment,
and the preparation of a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is required. The
SEIR shall tier to the certified Black Mountain Ranch (Subarea I) Subarea Area Plan EIR (LDR
No. 96-7902; SCH No. 97111070). The SEIR shall consider the issues discussed in the first-tier
document and evaluate whether a significant effect has been adequately addressed or if there is
an effect that was not addressed in the previous report.

The purpose of this letter is to identify the specific issues to be addressed in the SEIR. The SEIR
shall be prepared in accordance with the attached “City of San Diego Technical Report and
Environmental Impact Guidelines” (Updated May 2005). A Notice of Preparation will be
distributed to the Responsible Agencies and others who may have an interest in the project.
Changes or additions to the scope of work may be required as a result of input received in
response to the Notice of Preparation. Scoping Meetings are required by CEQA Section
21083.9(a)(2) for projects that may have statewide, regional, or area-wide environmental
impacts. The City’s EAS staff has determined that this project DOES NOT meet this threshold.
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Additionally, changes or additions to the scope of work may be required as a result of input
received in response to the Scoping Meeting and Notice of Preparation. In addition, the
applicant may adjust the project over time, and these changes would be disclosed in the SEIR.

The project that would be the subject of the SEIR is briefly described as follows:

Project Description: The Heritage Bluffs II project (hereafter “project”) would require approval
of a Vesting Tentative Map, a Rezone from AR-1-1 to RX~1-1 and RS-1-14, a Planned
Development Permit, a Site Development Permit, and a Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA)
Boundary Line Adjustment (BLA) to subdivide the project site and construct 171 single-family
residential units. The balance of the 220 dwellings allocated to the property in the Black
Mountain Ranch Subarea Plan (49 dwelling units) would be transferred to the Black Mountain
Ranch North Village. This transfer of 49 dwellings to the North Village would include the 35
affordable dwellings required by the Subarea Plan for the site. Annexation approval from the
Local Agency Formation Commission would also be required to move the project site from the
City of San Diego Public Utilities District into the Olivenhain Municipal Water District (for
sewer service).

Approximately 49.81 acres of the 169.85-acre site would be disturbed (through grading and
brush management), while the remaining 120.04 acres would be preserved within the City’s
MHPA. A 2.87-acre Covenant of Easement (COE) within the brush management area would be
recorded for the protection of an archaeological site. The COE would be granted to the City and
would be added to the MHPA (as a subsequent action). The project would also include
construction of various site improvements, including associated public and private streets,
hardscape, retaining walls, and landscaping. Native low-fuel volume species would be used to
re-vegetate the graded slopes. The treatment for the interior landscaping would primarily be
parkway street trees and groundcover, ornamental in nature, fire-resistant, and would
complement the building architecture. The recreation areas would be landscaped with a mix of
low-maintenance ornamental and naturalized material.

Approximately 45.10 acres would be graded. Grading operations would entail approximately
630,000 cubic yards of cut and 775,000 cubic yards of fill. The maximum height of excavated
manufactured (cut) slopes would be approximately 69 feet, with the maximum height of
manufactured (fill) slopes being approximately 62 feet. Excess fill (145,000 cubic yards) would
be obtained from the East Clusters project, Units 2 and 3, directly to the northeast of the project
site. A limited amount of blasting would be required in areas of shallow bedrock. Up to 3,843
linear feet of retaining and crib walls would be necessary in specific areas. The maximum height
of walls would be 8.5 feet.
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Primary access to the project site would be provided by extending access from the proposed
development to the north per the East Clusters Vesting Tentative Map via a public street, which
would traverse the off-site area from the proposed East Clusters development to the project site.
Six interior public streets would be constructed within the project site. Two existing
unimproved trails would be revegetated as part of the project. The trails would be re-routed to
avoid the Brodiaea preserve, and a public recreational trail easement would be provided.

The approximate 170-acre project site lies south of Bernardo Center Drive / Carmel Valley Road
and west of Interstate 15 in the AR-1-1 Zone of the Black Mountain Ranch Community Plan
area. (LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Parcel 1: The southeast quarter of the southeast quarter of section
32, Township 13 south, Range 2 west, San Bernardino base and meridian, in City and County
San Diego, as Instrument No. 111628. Parcel 2: Lots and 2 and the southeast quarter of the
northeast quarter of Section 5, Township 14 south, range 2 west, San Bernardino base and
meridian, in the City and County of San Diego, as Instrument No. 111628).

SEIR FORMAT/CONTENT REQUIREMENTS

The SEIR serves to inform governmental agencies and the public of a project’s environmental
impacts. Emphasis in the SEIR must be on identifying feasible solutions to environmental
problems. The objective is not to simply describe and document an impact, but to actively create
and suggest mitigation measures or project alternatives to substantially reduce significant
adverse environmental impacts. The adequacy of the SEIR will depend greatly on the
thoroughness of this effort.

The SEIR must be written in an objective, clear, and concise manner, in plain language. Each
section/issue area of the SEIR should provide a descriptive analysis of the project followed by a
comprehensive evaluation of the issue area. Graphics and tables should be used to replace
extensive word descriptions and to assist in clarification. Conclusions must be supported with
quantitative, as well as qualitative information, to the extent feasible.

Prior to public review, conclusions to be attached at the front of the Draft SEIR will also need to
be prepared. The conclusions cannot be prepared until an approved Draft has been submitted
and accepted by the City. The Draft SEIR shall include a title page including the Project
Tracking System (PTS) number and the date of the publication. The entire Draft SEIR must be
left justified and shall include a table of contents and an executive summary of the following
sections:

I INTRODUCTION

Introduce the project with a brief discussion on the intended use and purpose of the SEIR.
Describe and/or incorporate by reference any previously certified environmental documents
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that address the project site. Briefly describe areas where the project is in compliance or non-
compliance with assumptions and mitigation contained in these previously certified
documents. Additionally, this section shall provide a brief description of any other local, state,
and federal agencies that may be involved in the project review and/or any grant approvals.

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The SEIR shall describe the precise location of the project and present it on a detailed
topographic map and regional map. Provide a local and regional description of the
environmental setting of the project, as well as the zoning and land use designations of the site
and its contiguous properties, area topography, drainage characteristics and vegetation. Include
the existing and planned land uses in the vicinity, on-and off-site resources, the community
plan area land use designations(s), MHPA, existing zoning, all utility easements and any
required maintenance access, and any overlay zones within this section. Include any applicable
jurisdictional boundaries, land use plans and overlay zones that affect the project site, such as
the City of San Diego General Plan. This section shall also discuss the provision of emergency
services.

III.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Per CEQA Guideline Section 15124, the SEIR shall include a discussion of the goals and
objectives of the project, in terms of public benefit (increase in housing supply, employment
centers, etc.). Project objectives will be critical in determining the appropriate alternatives for
the project, which would avoid or substantially reduce potentially significant impacts. As
stated in CEQA Section 15124 (b), “A clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead
agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the
decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding consideration, if necessary.
The description of the project shall include an overview of all major project features and
phasing, including land use, grading quantities and locations, retaining walls (number of
retaining walls and their individual heights and lengths), landscaping, drainage design,
improvement plans, including any off-site components, vehicular access points, and parking
areas associated with the project. The project description shall provide a discussion of all
applicable discretionary actions required for the project (e.g., Site Development Permit), as well
as a discussion of all permits and approvals required by federal, state, and other regulatory
agencies.

IV.  HISTORY OF PROJECT CHANGES

This section of the SEIR shall outline the history of the project and any physical changes that
have been made to the project in response to environmental concerns identified during the
City’s review of the project.
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

This section shall analyze those environmental categories having a potential for adverse
environmental impacts because of the project’s effect on the existing conditions and or
modifications to the prior certified CEQA documents. Explain why the SEIR meets the
requirements for subsequent analysis under Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which
requires that changes to the project that may result in significant impacts and that were not
evaluated and disclosed in the previous CEQA documents be reviewed. The SEIR must include
a complete discussion of the existing conditions, thresholds, impact analysis, significance, and
mitigation for all the environmental issue sections. The SEIR must represent the independent
analysis of the Lead Agency. The City’s current CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds
(2011) shall be used to establish significant effects unless otherwise directed by the City.

All environmental issues analyzed in the Subarea Plan EIR were considered during initial
review of the project. The following issues were determined to either: 1) lack a site-specific
impact analysis and/or adequate mitigation for project impacts; or 2) result in new impacts that
may be potentially significant and require subsequent analysis and/or mitigation as part of this
SEIR:

* Land Use (Environmentally Sensitive Land [ESL]/Regulatory Compliance,
MHPA adjacency);

e Biological Resources;

e Cultural Resources;

e Landform Alteration/Visual Quality (landform alteration);

e Noise (construction); and

e Air Quality (construction)

Below are key environmental issue areas that have been identified for this project, within which
- the issue statements (from the Subarea Plan EIR) that must be addressed individually. The SEIR
should summarize each required technical study or survey report within each respective issue
section, and all requested technical reports must be included as the appendices to the SEIR and
summarized in the text of the document.

Discussion of each issue statement shall include an explanation of the existing project site
conditions, impact analysis, significance determination, and appropriate mitigation. The impact
analysis shall address potential direct and indirect impacts that could be created through
implementation of the project.

In each environmental issue section, mitigation measures to avoid or substantially lessen
impacts must be clearly identified and discussed. The ultimate outcome after mitigation should
also be discussed (e.g., significant but mitigated, significant and unmitigated). If other
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potentially significant issue areas arise during detailed environmental investigation of the
project, consultation with Development Services Department is required to determine if these
areas need to be added to the SEIR. As supplementary information is required, the SEIR may
also need to be expanded.

LAND USE

Issue 1: Would the proposal require a deviation or variance and the deviation or variance
would in turn results in a physical impact on the environment?

Issue 2: Would the proposal conflict with the provisions of the City’s Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan or other approved local, regional or
state habitat conservation plan?

An analysis of ESL (formerly Resource Protection Ordinance [RPO]) consistency was conducted
in the Subarea Plan EIR for buildout of the Subarea Plan relative to floodplains, sensitive slopes,
and biology and cultural resources. However, at the time the Subarea Plan EIR was prepared,
no site-specific design or grading plan (footprint) was identified for the southeast perimeter
properties. Therefore, the analysis in the 1998 EIR is inadequate to address specific ESL
consistency impacts relative to the project. This section of the SEIR shall provide an analysis of
the project’s conformance with in the City of San Diego’s ESL ordinance. Any required approval
of findings for alternative compliance should be addressed in this section. The analysis should
address the preservation of designated open space areas for sensitive biological and
archaeological resources and any encroachments into steep slopes, as defined by the ESL
ordinance.

The project site is within the City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP),
and portions of the project are within the MSCP’s MHPA or adjacent to MHPA. The section
shall include a discussion of the existing MHPA lands on-site (acreage, quality, etc.) and
evaluate the project’s conformance with the final MSCP Plan (August 1998), with specific
attention to the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines (Section 1.4.3) in terms of land use, drainage,
toxic substances in runoff, lighting, noise, invasive plant species, and brush management
requirements for the portions of the proposed development that would lie adjacent to the
MHPA. A description of measures proposed to reduce any identified MHPA edge effects
should be included within this section as well.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Issue 1: Would the proposal result in substantial adverse impact, either directly or through
habitat modifications, to any species identified as a candidate, sensitive or special
status species in the MSCP or other local or regional plans, policies or regulations,
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Issue 2:

Issue 3:

of by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS)?

Would the proposal result in a substantial adverse impact on any Tier I, Tier II, Tier
IITA or Tier IIIB habitats as identified in the Biology Guidelines of the Land
Development Code or other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS?

Would the proposal result in a substantial adverse impact on wetlands (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pools, riparian areas, etc.) through direct removal,

- filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Issue 4:

Issue 5:

Issue 6:

Issue 7:

Issue 8:

Would the proposal interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, including linkages identified in the MSCP, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Would the proposal conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Conservation Community Plan (NCCP), or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan, either within the MSCP
plan area or in the surrounding region?

Would the proposal result in introducing a land use within an area adjacent to the
MHPA that would result in adverse edge effects?

Would the proposal result in a conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources?

Would the project result in the introduction of invasive species of plants into a
natural open space area?

At the time of preparation of the Subarea Plan EIR, the entire Black Mountain Ranch ownership
had been evaluated for biological impacts, including the additional 900 acres proposed for
development under the Subarea I Plan. The biological resources evaluation in the Subarea Plan
EIR focused upon the resources within the perimeter properties, MSCP core habitat and wildlife
corridor areas, and their distribution relative to the natural open space being preserved within
Black Mountain Ranch. However, because no site-specific grading plan was available at the
time for the project site, the impact discussion relative to the development of the southeast
perimeter properties was conceptual. Also, since the preparation of the Subarea Plan EIR, two
previously unidentified sensitive biological resources were identified on the project site: native
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perennial grassland, a City of San Diego Tier I sensitive vegetation community, and thread-leaf
Brodiaea, a state-listed endangered and federal-listed threatened plant species.

Vegetation and sensitive wildlife directly or indirectly affected by the project shall be fully
discussed in this section of the SEIR. A biological resources report for the site shall be prepared
in accordance with the City of San Diego’s Biological Resources Guidelines (April 2012) and
shall be included as an appendix to the SEIR. The report must identify sensitive flora and fauna
that exist or have a potential to exist in the area of the project site and any impacts to sensitive
habitats as well as discuss proposed mitigation measures for any impacts.

Any wetland habitat types shall be graphically delineated, including an adequate buffer to
sustain their functionality. If impacts to any wetlands or their buffers are identified, a discussion
of the infeasibility of avoiding such impacts with the project shall be included. Any wildlife
corridors within the vicinity shall be identified, and potential impacts to linkages shall be
discussed. Both the biological report and the biological resources section of the SEIR shall
provide a detailed discussion and mapping of the MHPA and shall address potential adjacency
impacts from the project and any proposed mitigation measures.

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (ARCHAEOLOGY)

Issue 1: Would the proposal result in an alteration, including the adverse physical or
aesthetic effects and/or destruction of a prehistoric or historic building (including
an architecturally significant building), structure, object or site?

Issue 2: Would the proposal result in any impact to existing religious or sacred uses within
the potential impact area?

Issue 3: Would the proposal result in the disturbance of any human remains, inéluding those
interred outside of formal cemeteries? :

The Subarea Plan EIR did not identify any impacts to cultural resources from buildout of the
community. Two archaeological sites were identified during the 2007 field survey of the project
site, one of which had been previously discovered and the other which does not meet the
criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources. The potential for project
activities (e.g., grading) to impact historical resources shall be determined and mitigation
discussed, if applicable.

An archaeological technical report is also required for the project. The report shall include the
results of the initial archaeological site survey and literature review. Appropriate graphics,
including a map of the Area of Potential Affect, shall be provided. The SEIR shall discuss the
results of the archaeological report that was prepared for the project. The potential for grading



Page 9 of 13
Mr. William Dumka
February 11, 2015

activities to impact archaeological resources shall be determined. The report shall be included as
an appendix with the records search results under separate cover as a confidential appendix.
The SEIR shall summarize the results of the report and discuss the need for a research design
and a data recovery program to mitigate impacts to sites that are determined to be significant
and that would be directly impacted with project implementation. The SEIR shall also discuss
the project’s potential to impact religious or sacred uses or human remains.

LANDFORM ALTERATION/VISUAL QUALITY

Issue 1: Would the proposal result in a substantial change in the existing landform?

The Subarea Plan EIR included an analysis of visual quality impacts associated with buildout of
the various land uses and properties within the Subarea Plan area. Because no site-specific
design was proposed for the southeast perimeter properties at the time the Subarea Plan EIR
was prepared, the EIR concluded that potential landform alteration impacts would be evaluated
during subsequent environmental review.

The SEIR shall include an evaluation of the impacts on the natural landforms within the project
boundary due to the proposed grading. Grading quantities (cut and fill) as well as the height of
proposed manufactured slopes shall be identified. In accordance with the City of San Diego’s
Significance Determination Thresholds, the project may potentially create significant visual
impacts in relation to landform alterations. The guidelines include the following in determining
landform visual impact: alteration of more than 2,000 cubic-yards of earth per graded acre;
creating manufactured slopes higher than 10 feet or steeper than 2:1 (50 percent); or changing
the elevation of steep natural slopes (25 percent gradient or steeper) from existing grade to a
proposed grade of more than 5 feet by either excavation or fill.

AIR QUALITY (CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS)

Issue 1: Would the proposal result in a violation of any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?

Issue 2: Would the proposal exceed 100 pound per day of Particulate Matter (PM)(dust)?

The Subarea Plan EIR identified significant direct and cumulative air quality impacts to regional
air quality as a result of vehicle traffic and construction-related activities, respectively. The
project is consistent with the land use and buildout assumptions for the perimeter properties as
described in the Subarea Plan EIR; therefore, there would be no change in analysis relative to
direct (traffic-related) air quality impacts.
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The air quality analysis shall focus on the project’s potential construction-related air quality
impacts and how this might hinder or help the San Diego Air Basin meet the regional air quality
strategies. The discussion shall include potential impacts that would occur during the
construction phases of the specific project that is being proposed. In addition to the land
development activities described in the Subarea Plan EIR, the project may require blasting in
areas of shallow bedrock. Therefore, the SEIR shall include an analysis and discussion of
construction-related air quality impacts associated with blasting, Appropriate mitigation
measures from both the Subarea Plan EIR and project-specific construction/blasting analysis
shall be included in the SEIR.

NOISE (CONSTRUCTION)

Issue 1: Would the proposal expose people to noise levels, which exceed the City’s adopted
noise ordinance?

Because the project is consistent with the land use and buildout assumptions and conceptual
development footprint identified in the Subarea Plan, noise impacts associated project traffic
and noise contours associated with surrounding roadways would be consistent with the
analysis in the 1998 EIR. No change in analysis is required.

This section shall focus on any potential for the generation of construction-related noise that
may affect sensitive biological resources or adjacent properties, including impacts associated
with blasting, which may be required in areas of shallow bedrock. If significant noise impacts
are identified, the SEIR shall include mitigation measures that would mltlgate the impacts to
below a level of significance.

VL SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF
THE PROJECT IS IMPLEMENTED

This section shall describe the significant unavoidable impacts of the project, including those
significant impacts that can be mitigated but not reduced to below a level of significance.

VII. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

In conformance with CEQA Section 15126.2(b) and (c), the SEIR shall discuss the significant
environmental effects which cannot be avoided if the project is implemented; and the significant
irreversible changes that would result from the implementation of the project. Address the use
of nonrenewable resources during the construction and life of the project.
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VIII. GROWTH INDUCEMENT

The SEIR shall address the potential for growth inducement through implementation of the
project. The SEIR shall discuss the ways in which the project could foster economic or
population growth either directly or indirectly. Accelerated growth could further strain existing
community facilities or encourage activities that could significantly affect the environment. This
section need not conclude that growth-inducing impacts, if any, are significant unless the
project would induce substantial growth or concentration of population.

IX. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

When this project is considered with other past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future
projects in the project area, implementation could result in significant environmental changes,
which are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. Therefore, in accordance with
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines, potential cumulative impacts must be discussed in a
separate section of the SEIR. If required, this section would update the cumulative discussion
contained in the certified CEQA documents.

X. EIR SUBJECT AREAS REQUIRING NO CHANGE IN ANALYSIS

A separate section of the SEIR should include a brief discussion of why certain issues do not
require supplemental analysis and are therefore not included in the SEIR. It is anticipated that
these issues would include: Land Use (Plan Consistency), Traffic/Circulation, Hydrology and
Water Quality, Visual Quality (Area Character, Unique Features, Landmark Trees), Air Quality
(Direct [Traffic] Impacts), Geology and Soils, Agricultural Resources/Mineral Resources,
Paleontological Resources, Noise (Traffic Noise), Public Facilities and Services, Water
Conservation/Domestic Water/Wastewater, Public Safety, Population, and Greenhouse Gas
Emissions. However, if these or other potentially significant issue areas arise during the
detailed environmental investigation of the project, consultation with EAS staff is required to
determine if these or other issue areas need to be addressed within the SEIR. Additionally, as -
supplementary information is submitted, the SEIR may need to be expanded to include
additional areas.

XL ALTERNATIVES

The SEIR shall place major attention on reasonable alternatives which avoid or reduce the
project’s significant environmental impacts. These alternatives shall be identified and discussed
in detail, and shall address all significant impacts. The alternatives analysis shall be conducted
in sufficient graphic and narrative detail to clearly assess the relative level of impacts and
feasibility.
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The analysis should consider the ability of each alternative to meet the project objectives while
reducing significant environmental impacts. The following alternatives, at a minimum, must be
considered:

No Project (No Development) Alternative: The No Project Alternative shall discuss the existing
conditions of the site at the time the Notice of Preparation is published. Therefore, this
alternative shall consist of the maintenance of the site in its current condition and would be
equivalent to the existing environmental setting.

Reduced Project Alternative: The Reduced Project Alternative shall consider the construction of
the project with a reduced project footprint to avoid impacts associated with grading and
development.

If, through the environmental analysis process, other alternatives become apparent which
would mitigate potential impacts, these options should be discussed with EAS staff before
including them in the SEIR. The timely processing of the environmental review will likely be
dependent on the thoroughness of effort exhibited in the alternatives analysis.

Preceding the detailed alternatives analysis, provide a section entitled “Alternatives Considered
but Rejected.” This section should include a discussion of preliminary alternatives that were
considered but not analyzed in detail. The reasons for rejection must be explained in detail and
demonstrate to the public the analytical route followed in rejecting certain alternatives.

XII. MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP)

For each of the issue areas discussed above, new mitigation measures should be clearly
identified, discussed, and their effectiveness assessed in each issue section of the SEIR. A
Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRP) for each mitigation measure must be
identified. Mitigation from the Subarea Plan EIR that would be incorporated into the project
also would be included in the MMRP. At a minimum, the program should identify: 1) the City
department or other entity responsible for the monitoring; 2) the monitoring and reporting
schedule; and 3) the completion requirements. The separate MMRP should also be contained
(verbatim) as a separate chapter within the SEIR. When appropriate, EAS staff will provide the
applicant with specific Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Programs to be incorporated into
the SEIR.

XIII. REFERENCES

Material must be reasonably accessible. Use the most up-to-date possible and reference source
document.
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XIV. INDIVIDUALS AND AGENCIES CONSULTED

List those consulted in preparation of SEIR. Seek out parties who would normally be expected
to be a responsible agency or an interest in the project.

XV. CERTIFICATION PAGE
Include City and Consulting staff members, titles and affiliations.
XVI. APPENDICES

Include the NOP, Scoping Meeting Notice and comments received on the NOP and at the
Scoping Meeting (Scoping Meeting verbal transcript). Include all accepted technical studies.

Conclusion:

If other potentially significant issue areas arise during detailed environmental investigation of
the project, consultation with this division is required to determine if these other areas need to
be addressed in the SEIR. Should the project description be revised, an additional scope of work
may be required. Furthermore, as the project design progresses and supplementary information
becomes available, the SEIR may need to be expanded to include additional issue areas.

It is important to note that timely processing of your project will be contingent in large part on
your selection of a well-qualified consultant. Prior to starting work on the SEIR, a meeting
between the consultant and EAS is required to discuss and clarify the scope of work. Until an
SEIR screencheck is submitted which addresses all of the above issues, the environmental
processing timeline for this project will be held in abeyance.

If you have any questions or need clarification regarding any of the information contained in
the scoping letter, please contact Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen at (619) 446-5369 or via email at
Eshearer@sandiego.gov.

Sincerely,

Yy domlots—

Kerry Santoro
Deputy Director
Development Services Department

ce; Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen, Development Services Department
Environmental Project File



From: Cultural

To: DSD EAS

Cc: Dixon, Patti; Jeremy Zagarella
Subject: Heritage Bluffs I, Project No. 319435
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 2:52:18 PM

The Pauma Band of Luiseno Indians has received the public notice of the Preparation of a
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Heritage Bluffs Il Project. Our interest is in the
preservation of ancient sites and resources. Please keep us informed on the progress of the SEIR
specifically the cultural component to address any potential impacts to unkown sites on the project
property.

Thank you,

Chris Devers

Cultural Clerk

Pauma Band of Luiseno Indians


mailto:Cultural@pauma-nsn.gov
mailto:DSDEAS@sandiego.gov
mailto:pdixon@palomar.edu
mailto:jeremyzagarella@hotmail.com

From: AnneD <anned@san.rr.com>

Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2015 12:00 AM

To: DSD EAS

Subject: Response to Notice for SEIR for Heritage Bluff I project no. 319435/97111070
Attachments: Response to Notice 2015 Mar 13.docx

Dear Ms Shearer-Nguyen,

Earlier today | submitted a letter regarding the SEIR notice regarding Heritage Bluff Il. | would appreciate it if you would
substitute the enclosed letter and disregard the earlier draft. Thank you.

If you have any questions, you can contact me by email or by phone (858) 204-5354.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Anne DeBevoise



Anne E. DeBevoise, PhD
5072 San Joaquin Dr
San Diego, CA 92109
also,

anned@san.rr.com

Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego

Development Services Center

1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

March 13, 2015

re. Preparation of a SEIR for Heritage Bluff I
sent via emalil

Dear Ms Shearer-Nguyen,

This letter is in response to the public notice of a subsequent environmental impact report. The
project name is Heritage Bluff || and the project number/SCH No is 319435/97111070.

| am the Trustee of the John and Betty DeBevoise Family Trust, which owns the land next to the
proposed Heritage Bluff Il project. Our property (APN 312-010-16) is approximately 41.5 acres
and our family has owned it for nearly 60 years. In the Subarea | document, we are identified as
property C. Together, figures 2.2 and 2.4 in the Subarea 1 Plan outline our development area,
which is about 24 acres, with 117 du. Our development area and MHPA line were negotiated
with the City and our respective attorneys over 16 years ago. To be clear, it is our intention to
maximize the value of our property and develop all 117 du. We expect to have development
plans submitted the City within the next 6 to 8 months. Plans were delayed due to the death of
our father.

We share a common half-mile property line with the proposed Heritage BIuff Il project. Yet, we
were not noticed, despite the fact that we are the immediate neighbors, and are known to the
City, the neighboring owners and Black Mt Ranch/Standard Pacific (see pages 3 and 4 of the
notice). Plus, | have repeatedly asked the City to notice me on all plans and projects for (1)
Heritage Bluff Il, (2) Black Mt Ranch, and (3) Black Mountain Open Space Park. A friend at the
Sierra Club alerted me there was a density transfer application, and only after looking into it did |
find the Notice. | should have been noticed on February 11th. | ask again that you please
notice me in the future on all matters related to these projects and entities.

The purpose of this letter is to once again express my deep concern regarding the Heritage
Bluff Il project and the impact it would have on our property. The way the project is currently
designed, it would have a significant and irreversible negative impact on our property and
property value.
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In a presentation to the Rancho Penasquitos Planning Board on May 7, 2014, by Black
Mountain Ranch, both the Board and | were reassured by Mr. William Dumka that the Heritage
Bluff Il project had included our property in their studies and their plans would provide sufficient
infrastructure (water, sewer, roads, access, etc) to our property. It was only much later that |
found out we would not get sufficient infrastructure.

First, It is important for you to understand that we only can get our roads and utilities from one
direction, because the valley is surrounded by hills on three sides, much of which is part of
Black Mountain Open Space Park. For nearly 60 years we have accessed our property via a
long dirt road off of the old dirt Black Mountain Rd. The Heritage Bluff Il Project Description
should be revised to include a statement reflecting the location of this existing, historical dirt
access road off of what was Black Mountain Road and is now Carmel Valley Road/Bernardo
Center Dr. The dirt road has served our property and its rural residents since 1930 and is
shown as existing in both USGS and Thomas Guide maps.

The dirt road comes off the paved Carmel Valley Rd/ Bernardo Center Dr road, crosses over
what is now known as Black Mt Ranch’s “Eastern Clusters” project and then the Mountain Glen
Family LLC’s proposed “Heritage Bluff 11" project.

Second. We currently have many points of access to our property, plus internal dirt roads, too.
It is critical to preserve an existing internal access over a dirt road that runs from east to west on
the northern edge of our property, that is slated to be within the Heritage Bluff Il projects MHPA
open space. lItis our intent to continue to use our property now and in the future, regardless of
whether or when Heritage Bluff 11 is built, and preserving existing access is essential.

Third. On May 7 2014, the Rancho Penasquitos Planning Board and | were told that our access
was on grade. Indeed, the engineering maps at the City showed that the one access point, a
cul-de-sac, was on grade. But, a revised map (Nov 2014) shows the proposed cul-de-sac
access is no longer at grade, but up 10 ft in the air. Therefore, we would need to add dirt to rise
up to that level. However, the area on both sides is slated for MHPA. The MHPA map would
need to be changed, plus necessary easements, to accommodate our need to make a road
connection and to connect to the utilities. Note: Yesterday, March 12th, | learned from John
Fisher that new maps and reports have been submitted to the City, but they will not be available
for me to see until next Wednesday, March 18th. Therefore, | cannot adequately comment on
the Heritage BIuff Il project.

Fourth. We understand the applicant has reached an agreement with the City on a fire
management issue, with a secondary access road on the western side of the Heritage Bluff Il
project. | want to confirm that our property will also be developable using that same secondary,
fire-access road. And that we will not need to construct a second access between our property
and the Heritage BIuff Il project. The reason is because the Heritage Bluff Il project plans have
reduced us to just one access point. We want two access points and currently have 4 points of
access. We want assurances from the City that we can develop our 117 units (per the Subarea
I plan), without constructing our own secondary access. We were assured at the Rancho
Penasquitos Planning Board meeting on May 7, 2014 that we would have adequate access.

Fifth. Despite assurances on May 7, 2014, that we would receive adequate water from the
Heritage Bluff Il project, the current plans will not provide adequate water pressure to our
property. Long after May 2014, | learned from the designer of the water system for Heritage
Bluff I, Mr. Stephen Nielsen, at Dexter Wilson Engineering, that the water pressure in the
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proposed Zone 920 water pipe system would be sufficient only to 780ft (That is, that the Zone
920 water pipes did not supply water up to 920 ft., but only to 780 ft). Our property rises
another 170 ft, to an elevation of 950 ft. He said we would need a pump. Yet, Mr Nielsen also
told me that the City instructed him to use a system that had no pump, so that the City would not
have to maintain a pump in the future. It is my understanding that Mr Nielsen designed a second
water-delivery system that used a pump with the Zone 793 pipes. However, to the best of my
knowledge, that design and analysis has not been made public, or included in any of Mr
Nielsen’s reports for the Heritage Bluff 1l project. Yet, with the current pump-less design, we
would only receive water to about 12% (or less) of our property. In a meeting with City
Engineers Leonard Wilson and Mehdi Rastakhiz, | was as told we could construct a pump and
reservoir. However, we also discussed that the cost of such a system could make it unfeasible
for a small property, such as ours. |told them | believed adopting the Heritage Bluff Il project
as-is, would be akin to the City condemning us, without purchasing us. | asked then and | ask
now that the City reconsider the water system to the valley and look at it in a comprehensive
way, with a comprehensive solution, such that we get sufficient water pressure, too. (Rather
than a hodgepodge of underground water pipes: Zone 793 pipes serving the Eastern Cluster,
and Zone 920 pipes serving the Heritage Bluff Il project and then we would be required to put in
a pump.). | ask that Mr Nielsen’s design with a water pump become available for review. And if
it is adequate for Heritage Bluff and us, that it be adopted as the water-delivery system. After
all, water is a shared resource. We are a family-owned, small property, not a 170-, 500- or
1000-acre property owner, and our only source of water (and all other utilities) is what will come
down through the valley, through the Heritage Bluff Il project. We need the City to look out for
our needs, and not disregard us and the Subarea | plan. The City adopted the Subarea | plan in
1998 as THE PLAN for the Black Mt Ranch community. And subsequently our property’s
development area and MHCP line was codified by the City’s and our attorney. A deal is a deal.
Moreover, Subarea | is supposed to be smart growth and master planned. And not master
planned, minus us.

Sixth. On May 7, 2014, | was assured, along with the Rancho Penasquitos Planning Board, that
the sewage lines of the Heritage Bluff Il project are sized to accommodate our future
development needs. The Olivenhain water district is supposed to handle the waste water. How
will the City ensure that there will be adequate sewage treatment capacity for the Heritage Bluff
Il and our development sites?

Seventh. The Heritage BIuff Il plan shows that drainage from the development next to the
MHPA areas will not be allowed to flow into the MHPA unrestrained by such devices as
sedimentation basins, grassy swales and/or mechanical trapping methods. The drainage
should not be allowed to expand the area of wetlands on to our property, where it abuts on the
northeast corner of our land.

Eighth. The February 11th Notice states “The site is not included on any Government Code
listing of hazardous waste sites.” Due to the long-time use of the properties in the area by
farmers, there is a possibility of buried hazardous material. Please provide more detail on the
results of any survey or studies to determine where there is any contamination.

Ninth. Together the Heritage Bluff |l and Eastern Clusters will bring over 270 homes to the
valley. Assuming an average of 4 residents per home, that is over 1000 people and probably a
minimum of 250 dogs. Currently, we have a serious problem with trespassers who use our
property as a through-fare to come and go to Black Mountain Open Space Park. There is no
legal access to the Park, but someone(s) illegally hacked a trail to connect our property to the

Heritage Bluff Il Notice Page 3 0of 4 DeBevoise



Park. | have been trying to shut down that trail ever since. The City Park & Rec Dept promised
to close it down, too. But, just last weekend | stopped and instructed 7 mountain bikers (who
were trespassing), that our property was not part of the Park, but private property. “No
Trespassing” signs are posted. Yet, our barbed wire fences are regularly trampled and signs
are destroyed. Trash is left by these trespassers (for me to clean up). Computers, other
electronic waste and trash has been dumped on the Heritage Bluff Il site, and | pick up that, too.
The last time | spoke with the Police Dept, they didn’t know which station had jurisdiction over
our property. | believe they do not patrol the valley. So, how is the City going to keep the
Heritage Bluff Il open space from being tramped by unleashed dogs and mountain bikers who
disregard signs? And how is the City going to ensure our safety and we are not invaded by
hordes of trespassers, too? | worry about my personal safety now. | shudder to think what it
will be like when there are potentially 1000+ people wanting to enter our property. And that
some may try to permanently camp out in our bushes, as happened in McGonigle Canyon years
ago.

Tenth. | am on the property regularly. Noise from the construction and future buildings will
impact us. The noise studies appeared to not take our property into consideration. In which
case, we hope the future construction on our property is afforded equal treatment by the City
and neighboring property owners.

Unfortunately, |1 do not have time to submit more comments. | discovered this notice very late.
Had | been noticed on February 11th, | would have had more time to comment on the Heritage
Bluff Il project.

Thank you for taking the time to review these comments. We look forward to working with the
City and Black Mt Ranch (aka Standard Pacific) to resolve these and any other remaining
issues.

Sincerely,

Anne E. DeBevoise, Trustee
DeBevoise Family Trust
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1. INTRODUCTION

This drainage report has been prepared in support of a Site Development Permit / Vesting Tentative
Map submittal for the Heritage Bluffs II project, which is located in the City of San Diego,
California. The purpose of this report is to determine the hydrologic impact, if any, to the existing
storm drain facilities or natural drainage, and to provide peak 100-year discharge values for the

project.

The drainage analyses presented herein reflect a Tentative Map level-of-effort, which include peak
100-year storm event hydrologic analyses using preliminary grades. Hydraulic analyses for inlets,
pipe inverts and HGL’s will be provided during final engineering. Therefore, the purpose of this
report submittal is to acquire from the City of San Diego: 1) concept approval of the proposed
storm drain layout, 2) approval of the methodology used in the evaluation of the Project storm
drain system hydrology, and 3) identification of critical path drainage issues that need to be

addressed during final engineering.

This project has a gross acreage of 169.85 acres, and the net project area to be developed is
approximately 43.5 acres. The property is located in the Black Mountain Ranch Subarea. Access to
the project site will be provided by extending access from the proposed development to the north, as
provided in the East Clusters VTM. A secondary emergency access for this project site will be
provided from the East Clusters VIM. The remaining surrounding land (except for an adjacent
parcel to the southwest identified as Area C in the Subarea Plan) is designated as open space in the
Subarea Plan and is part of the MHPA. The project involves the construction of a residential
subdivision with 171 single family residential lots and an approximate 0.35 acre recreation area

consisting of recreational and utility facilities. See Figure 1 for the project vicinity map.
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Figure 1: Project Vicinity Map

2. EXISTING AND PROPOSED DRAINAGE PATTERNS AND IMPROVEMENTS

Under exising conditions, the project area currently consists of terrain sloping in the northerly
direction, with natural ground cover. The majority of the site is situated on a saddle between two
natural drainage courses, which convey stormwater from upstream areas. The entire drainage area
was analyzed previously by Rick Engineering in a drainage report for Carmel Valley Road to the
north. The report, entitled Drainage Study for Carmel Valley Road, dated December 12, 2003
established peak 100-year discharges for the future condition, which includes the development of
Heritage Bluffs II based on the original area set aside for development. This backbone study was
used to size storm drain facilities in Carmel Valley Road, which since has been constructed. For
this study, an existing condition analysis was also prepared in order to compare existing versus

proposed flows. The proposed condition analysis will be compared to the backbone flows

P:\3255.300ENGR\REPORTS\DRAIN\3255.30DR-TM.doc 2



established with the Rick Engineering report and the existing condition flows established with this
report.

Under proposed conditions, the drainage systems consisting of culverts, brow ditches, curb, gutter,
storm drain inlets, and pipes. System 900, which consists of the developed area of the project, will
drain into an underground storm drain system and will tie into the proposed underground storm
drain within Street J to be built with the East Clusters project (located directly north of the Heritage
Bluffs II project and to be developed by the same developer). The drainage system for the East
Clusters project is being designed by Rick Engineering and the Water Quality and
Hydromodification requirements for the Heritage Bluffs II project will be handled on a regional
basis with the downstream East Clusters project. The other drainage analysis Systems (besides
System 900) consist of natural canyon areas upstream, downstream, and surrounding the project.
Refer to Exhibits B and C for the offsite drainage areas. For any proposed storm drain discharging

to unimproved channels, energy dissipation will minimize erosion potential.

3. HYDROLOGIC CRITERIA, METHODOLOGY, AND RESULTS

This section of the report summarizes the drainage criteria that were used in the hydrologic analysis

and key elements of the methodology.
3.1  Hydrology Criteria

The drainage basins were delineated using available topography and the preliminary proposed
grading layout for the project. Table 1 summarizes the key hydrology assumptions and criteria used

for the hydrologic modeling.

Table 1: Hydrology Criteria

Hydrology: 100-year storm frequency

Soil Type: Hydrologic Soil Group D

Land Use / Runoff Based on land use in sub-drainage area, from C=0.45 to 0.70. See
Coefficients: Rational Method output.

Rainfall intensity: Based on intensity duration frequency relationships presented in the

1984 City of San Diego Hydrology Manual
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3.2  Hydrologic Methodology

Hydrology calculations were completed for proposed conditions in order to get a more accurate
estimate of the runoff from the site. The Rick Engineering backbone study established future
condition design flow rates in order to size downstream storm drain systems. Excerpts from the

report are provided in Appendix 2 for reference.

For the proposed condition hydrology, the drainage areas were defined according to the preliminary
grading concept for the site. Precise grading of the site during final engineering may alter the

tributary drainage areas, but will not drastically alter the drainage plan for the site.

The limit lines for the future developable area to the southwest of Heritage Bluffs II were estimated
by the Black Mountains Ranch East Clusters to anticipate future development by others. In
accordance with the Black Mountains Ranch East Clusters, the remaining portion of the future
developable area outside the project boundary was accounted for when the user-defined C values

were calculated. (Refer to Appendix 1).
3.3  Description of Hydrologic Modeling Software

The Rational Method was used to determine the 100-year storm flow for the design of the storm
system. The Civil-D Rational Method Program was used to perform the hydrologic calculations.
This section provides a brief explanation of the computational procedure used in the computer

model.

The Civil-D Modified Rational Method Hydrology Program is a computer-aided design program
where the user develops a node link model of the watershed. Developing independent node link
models for each interior watershed and linking these sub-models together at confluence points
creates the node link model. The intensity-duration-frequency relationships are applied to each of

the drainage areas in the model to get the peak flow rates at each point of interest.

4. HYDROLOGY ANALYSIS RESULTS

For results of the analysis, see Exhibit A for the existing conditions hydrology map, and Exhibits B
and C for the proposed conditions hydrology maps in Appendix 6. Refer to the appendices for the

hydrology calculations.
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The project site’s overall proposed drainage basin is similar to the conditions analyzed in the Rick
Engineering backbone report, however there is a slight difference in Rational Method routing
methodology and overall drainage areas between the two reports. It is reasonable to expect some
discrepancy between the two reports considering the large drainage area, and the fact that different
topography files where used to delineate the drainage areas for the two reports. The hydrology

results for the existing and proposed conditions are summarized below.
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Table 2: Hydrology Results

EXISTING CONDITIONS PROPOSED CONDITIONS
% Difference Difference of
System Qio0 Contrib. Area Qio0 of Existing Contrib. Area Contrib.
Qio0= Area=
(cfs) (acres) (cfs) (acres)
System 100 549.2 475.98 549.41 0.03% 467.57 -8.41
System 200 33.7 27.08 26.7 -21.0% 21.63 -5.45
System 300 35.2 26.89 35.6 1.1% 27.24 0.35
System 700 110.0 92.24 78.63 -28.5% 64.78 -27.46
System 900 -—- - 67.7 --- 40.93 40.93
Total= 728.1 622.2 758.0 4.1% 622.2 0.0
“BACKBONE”
(Q allowable from Rick Eng. PROPOSED CONDITIONS
Report)
Contrib. % Difference Contrib. Differenf:e of
System Qoo Area Qio0o of backbone Arca Contrib.
Quo0= Area=
(cfs) (acres) (cfs) (acres)
System 100 561.6 473.32 549.41 -2.2% 467.57 -5.75
System 200 105.8 90.54 77.7 -26.5% 64.09 -26.45

The results of the hydrology analysis indicate that flows will increase slightly above existing
conditions. In addition, the proposed peak flows at the two points of comparison (System 100 &
700) do not exceed the “backbone” condition peak flows established in Rick Engineering’s report.
Sheet 4 of the Black Mountain Ranch East Clusters TM (included in Appendix 5) shows the
drainage patterns downstream of the project’s outfalls. The western outfall is conveyed through a
natural channel and flows underneath Carmel Valley Road through an 84-inch RCP. (See Drawing
31926-16-D in Appendix 5).

For the outfall east of Street J, System 900 will eventually combine with System 700 and therefore
the combined flow will be addressed in Rick Engineering’s East Clusters drainage report. The
proposed condition peak flow for System 200 decreases compared to condition to existing
conditions and the peak flows in System 300 remain relatively the same. The proposed condition

flow rates will not cause a detrimental affect to the downstream drainage system.

For System 900, the project’s runoff will flow north into the East Clusters property and will be
collected into the proposed storm drain system and conveyed to a proposed detention basin at the

southwest corner of Winecreek Road and Carmel Valley Road per the East Clusters Unit 3 TM.
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The East Clusters project and the Heritage Bluffs II project are being developed by the same
developer. The proposed drainage systems for both projects will be closely coordinated. PDC is
coordinating with Rick Engineering, who is the civil engineering firm for the East Clusters Unit 3
project. The proposed condition flow from both projects will not adversely affect existing
downstream systems. The drainage study by Rick Engineering for Black Mountain Ranch East

Clusters Unit 3 (Final Engineering), dated March 12, 2014, is included in Appendix 7

S. CONCLUSION

This drainage report has been prepared in support of the preliminary design of the storm drain
improvements for the Site Development Permit / Vesting Tentative Map for the Heritage Bluffs II
project. The purpose of this report is to provide peak discharges for use in designing the storm

drain system for the project.

PDC will coordinate with the East Clusters Unit 3 downstream development to ensure that the
downstream facilities will be able to handle this slight increase in proposed runoff, as well as the

expected run-on from System 900.

Treatment Control and Hydromodification requirements for this project will be handled on a
regional basis with the downstream East Clusters Unit 3 project, and are sized to accommodate the

tributary drainage area.
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APPENDIX 1
Supporting Documentation
(IDF Curve, Runoff Coefficients)
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L TABLE 2 ‘
» RUNOFF COEFFICIENTS (RATIONAL METHOD)
T DEVELOPED AREAS (URBAN)

. Land Use e . o Co'é.fﬁcierit,'C, ‘
_ LT B ' : - Soil Type (1)
;,Rejsidé_ntiEl:f AL . D
" Single Family o . 55
M_L'll_ti-.Units | o | 70
Mobile Homes .. o 65
Rural (lbfs greater than 1/2 acre) _ M5

Cominercial- (2) , -
80% Impervmus ' o -85

Industrial (2).- : .
 90% Impervious - S .95

NOTES: .
(1) - Type D soil to be used for all areas. .'

2 Where actual condmons dev1ate sxgnmcantly from the - tabulated
: 1mperv1ousness values of 80% or 90%, the values given ‘for coefficient C,
may be revised by mult1p1y1ng 80% or- 90% by the ratio of actual
imperviousniess to the tabulated 1mpervxousness. However, in no case shall :

" the final coefficient be less than 0.50. - For example: Consider commercial
property on D soxl. : . i

Actual impérviousness’_ : ._ '=- ) 50%
Tabulated 1mperv1ousness = "8'0%
Reviséd C = g—% X 0. 85 = ' 053 :

82
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APPENDIX 2

Excerpts from Backbone Drainage Report



*****_**:k*****************************************************‘***************

RATIONAL METHOD HYDROLOGY COMPUTER PROGRAM PACKAGE
Reference: SAN. DIEGO COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT
. 1985,1981 HYDROLOGY MANUAL
(c) Copyright 1982-2000 Advanced Engineering Software (aes)
Ver. 1.5A Release Date: 01/01/2000 License ID 1261

‘Analysis pfepared by:

Rick Engineering Company
5620 Friars Road
San Diego, CA 92110 -
(619)-291-0707

************************9‘(* DESCRIPTIONOF STUDY *********************;****

* CRV #14031 , _
* Basin 700 Offsite Developed Condition per Map #2 ' : *
* 11/19/02 SST ° *

**************************************************************************

FILE NAME: A:\700A.DAT
TIME/DATE OF STUDY. 14:38 - 11/19/2002

USER SPECIFIED STORM EVENT (YEAR) = 100.00
SPECIFIED MINIMUM PIPE SIZE(INCH) = 18.00
SPECIFIED PERCENT OF GRADIENTS (DECIMAL) TO USE FOR FRICTION SLOPE = 0.90
RAINFALL-INTENSITY ADJUSTMENT FACTOR = 1.000

*USER SPECIFIED: '
NUMBER OF [TIME,INTENSITY] DATA PAIRS = 9

1) 5.000; 4.400 '

2) -10.000; 3:450

3) 15.000; 2.900 - '

4) 20.000; 2.500 - .

5) 25.000; 2.200

6) .30.000; 2.000

7) 40.000; 1.700

8) 50.000; 1.500

9) 60.000; 1.300"
. SAN DIEGQ HYDROLOGY.MANUAL "C"-VALUES USED FOR RATIONAL METHOD
NOTE:. ONLY PEAK CONFLUENCE VALUES CONSIDERED

*USER-DEFINED STREET- SECTIONS FOR COUPLED PIPEFLOW'AND STREETFLOW MODEL*-

-HALF- CROWN TO  STREET-CROSSFALL: CURB GUTTER-GEOMETRIES: MANNING

A WIDTH CROSSFALL IN- / OUT-/PARK- HEIGHT WIDTH LIP HIKE FACTOR
" NO. (FT) (FT) SIDE / SIDE/ WAY (FT) (FT) (FT) (FT) (n)

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,*

1 20,0  15.0  0.020/0.020/0.020 0.50  2.00 0.0100 0.125 0.0180

19



*****************Jk'***********’*********************;k**********************'k_**

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 700 00 TO NODE = 701.00 IS CODE = 21

>>>>>RATIONAL METHOD INITIAL SUBAREA ANALYSIS<<<<<‘

*USER SPECIFIED(SUBAREA):

RURAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .4800

S.C.8. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) = 0 _

NATURAL WATERSHED NOMOGRAPH TIME OF CONCENTRATION (APPENDIX X-A)
WITH 10-MINUTES ADDED = 21. 10 (MINUTES)

INITIAL SUBAREA FLOW- LENGTH = 4700.00

UPSTREAM ELEVATION =  1220.00
DOWNSTREAM ELEVATION = 547.00
ELEVATION DIFFERENCE = 673.00
100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY (INCH/HOUR) = 2.434
SUBAREA RUNOFF (CFS) = 105.79 654% + 25-0F = QO-5F.
TOTAL AREA(ACRES) = = -90.544&  TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) = 105.79

END OF.STUDY SUMMARY :
TOTAL AREA (ACRES),
PEAK FLOW RATE(CFS)

90.54 TC(MIN.) =  21.10
105.79

END OF RATIONAL METHOD ANALYSIS

D?*Q““\‘“j Quno P coeeiz.w#r '3 {or \Deve\o‘w /
| R‘Je W\w& Mg,

C,crééw\w@ S 0S| Cmeeigly = 0SS

- D%Q\Vm\\ w - "C it ch;"ﬁ M@a\ \)\\eﬁ\/\‘\‘ A—v.erqa,q

&45) L&s-“r?) + o «SQ &X ""9
C= - Co4F + 95.04

:.. O-’*ﬁ@.- |
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RATIONAL METHOD HYDROLOGY COMPUTER PROGRAM PACKAGE
Reference: SAN DIEGO COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT
) - 1985,1981 HYDROLOGY MANUAL
(c) Copyright 1982-2000 Advanced Engineering Software (aes)
Ver. 1.5A Release Date: 01/01/2000 License ID 1261

Analysis prepared by:

Rick Engineering Company
5620 Friars Road
San Diego, CA 92110
(619) 291-0707

************************** DESCRIPTION OF STUDY hkhkhhkhkhkhkkhkdhdhhhhhhhhhhhdhk

* CVR #14031 *
* Basin 100 Offsite Developed Condltlon per Map #2 *
* 02/22/03 SST

**************************************************************************

FILE NAME: A:\100REV2.DAT
TIME/DATE OF STUDY: 16:06 02/22/2003

USER SPECIFIED STORM EVENT (YEAR) = 100.00
SPECIFIED MINIMUM PIPE SIZE(INCH) = 18.00
. SPECIFIED PERCENT OF GRADIENTS (DECIMAL) TO USE FOR FRICTION SLOPE = 0.90
RAINFALL-INTENSITY ADJUSTMENT FACTOR = 1.000 '
**USER SPECIFIED: '
NUMBER OF [TIME, INTENSITY] DATA PAIRS = 9
1) 5.000; 4.400 .

2 ""‘"‘l"O':"O 0.0",....,, 34 50 . R - e
3) 15.000; 2.900 ' : :
4) 20.000; 2.500
5) 25.000; 2.200
6) 30.000; 2.000
7) 40.000; 1.700
8) 50.000; 1.500
9) 60.000; 1.300
. SAN DIEGO HYDROLOGY MANUAL "C"-VALUES USED FOR RATIONAL METHOD
NOTE: ONLY PEAK CONFLUENCE VALUES CONSIDERED
" *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)

I
I

=i

20.0 - 15.0 '0.02070.020/0.020 0.50 2.00 0.0100 0.125 0.0180

'GLOBAL STREET FLOW-DEPTH CONSTRAINTS:
1. Relative Flow-Depth = 0.00 FEET
as (Maximum Allowable Street Flow Depth) - (Top-of-Curb)
2. (Depth)*(Velocity) Constraint = 6.0 (FT*FT/S)
*SIZE PIPE WITH A FLOW CAPACITY GREATER THAN
OR EQUAL TO THE UPSTREAM TRIBUTARY PIPE.*



****************************************************************************

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 100.00 TO NODE 100.10 IS CODE =" 21

T e e e i o e e e 20 . = 0 (s e v o et a8 e o = o T+ o e~ o Y e o o o Gt St S e ot e 8 S0 i oy o A et e e o 7ot o  m fmm o o

. >>>>>RATIONAL METHOD INITIAL SUBAREA ANALYSIS<<<<<

RURAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = ;4500
SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D e
S§.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) = 87

NATURAL WATERSHED NOMOGRAPH TIME OF CONCENTRATION (APPENDIX X-A)
WITH 10-MINUTES ADDED = 13.90(MINUTES)
INITIAL SUBAREA FLOW-LENGTH = 1650.00

UPSTREAM ELEVATION = 1360.00 .
DOWNSTREAM ELEVATION = 920.00
ELEVATION DIFFERENCE = 440.00
100 YEAR.RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) = 3.021
SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) = 46.32
TOTAL AREA (ACRES) = 34.07 TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) = . 46.32

R R R R R T

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 100.10 TO NODE 100.20 IS CODE = 52

>>>>>COMPUTE NATURAL VALLEY CHANNEL FLOW<<<<<
>>>>>TRAVELTIME THRU SUBAREA<<<<<

ELEVATION DATA: UPSTREAM(FEET) = 920.00  DOWNSTREAM(FEET) = . .640.00°
CHANNEL LENGTH THRU SUBAREA(FEET) = 3300.00 CHANNEL SLOPE = 0.0848
CHANNEL FLOW THRU SUBAREA (CFS) = 46.32
FLOW VELOCITY (FEET/SEC) = 11.03 (PER LACFCD/RCFC&WCD HYDROLOGY MANUAL)

~ TRAVEL TIME(MIN.) = - 4.99 Tc(MIN.) = 18.89 4
LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE 100.00 TO NODE 100.20 = 4950.00 FEET.

***************************************;\'***********************-}g************

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 100.20 TO NODE 100.20‘IS CODE = 81

s ™ e ik " e =S e R e R R R R TR T R

_$>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<<<<<

100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) = 2.589 (@Ag)ug,po + (0-55) (.7-74’5)

*USER SPECIFIED (SUBAREA) :
SINGLE FAMILY DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .4600 3¢ + 2233
S$.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) = 87 : ,
SUBAREA AREA(ACRES) = 160.00 SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) = 190.55 = 0.4
TOTAL AREA(ACRES) = 194.07 TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) = 236.87
. TC(MIN) = 18.89 : ' :

*******************************************jk********************************

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 100.20 TO NODE 100.20 IS CODE = 1

>>>>>DESIGNATE INDEPENDENT STREAM FOR CONFLUENCE<<<<<

TOTAL NUMBER OF STREAMS = 2
CONFLUENCE VALUES USED FOR INDEPENDENT STREAM 1 ARE:

TIME OF CONCENTRATION(MIN.) = 18.89
RAINFALL INTENSITY (INCH/HR) .= 2.59
- TOTAL STREAM AREA(ACRES) = 194.07

PEAK FLOW RATE (CFS) AT CONFLUENCE = 236.87"
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FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 100.40 TO NODE 100.41 IS CODE = 21

" >>>>>RATIONAL METHOD INITIAL SUBAREA ANALYSIS<<<<<

RURAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .4500
SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D
S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) = 87

NATURAL WATERSHED NOMOGRAPH TIME OF CONCENTRATION (APPENDIX X- A)
WITH 10-MINUTES ADDED = 1269 (MINUTES)

" INITIAL SUBAREA FLOW-LENGTH = 1140.00
UPSTREAM ELEVATION =  1550.00 '
DOWNSTREAM ELEVATION = 1170.00
ELEVATION DIFFERENCE = - 380.00
100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY (INCH/HOUR) = 3.154
SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =  21.29 . A
TOTAL AREA(ACRES) = 15.00 TOTAL RUNOFF (CFS) = 21.29

. ***************.*********‘*******3\:*****************:k**********************.****

FLOW PROCESS FROM. NODE 1 100.41 TO NODE 100'20 IS CODE =" 52

>>>>>COMPUTE NATURAL VALLEY CHANNEL FLOW<<<<<
>>>>>TRAVELTIME THRU SUBAREA<<<<<

ELEVATION DATA: UPSTREAM(FEET) = ‘1170;00 DOWNSTREAM(FEET)

= 640.00 -
CHANNEL LENGTH THRU SUBAREA(FEET) = 3360.00 CHANNEL SLOPE = 0.1577
NOTE: CHANNEL SLOPE OF .1 WAS ASSUMED IN VELOCITY ESTIMATION
CHANNEL FLOW THRU.SUBAREA(CFS) = 21.29
FLOW VELOCITY (FEET/SEC) =  9.64 (PER LACFCD/RCFC&WCD HYDROLOGY MANUAL)
- TRAVEL TIME(MIN.) = 5.81 Tc(MIN ) = 18.50.

LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE 100.40 TO NODE 100.20 = 4500.00 FEET.

*’**********************************************************_*****************

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE .100.20 TO- NODE - .100{20'IS'CODE =. 81

'>>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<<<<<

100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) = 2.620
*USER SPECIFIED(SUBAREA):
RURAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .4600

S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) = 87 o .
SUBAREA AREA (ACRES) = 57.00 SUBAREA RUNOFF (CFS) = 68.69
TOTAL AREA(ACRES) = 72.00 TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) = 89.98

TC(MIN) = 18.50

*************‘**;k********’************************;**************‘**************

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE" 100.20 TO NODE AlOO.ZQvIS CODE = 1

>>>>>DESIGNATE INDEPENDENT STREAM FOR CQNFLUENCE<§<<<
>>>>>AND COMPUTE VARIOUS CONFLUENCED STREAM VALUES<<<<<

TOTAL -NUMBER OF.STREAMS = 2
. CONFLUENCE VALUES USED FOR INDEPENDENT STREAM 2 ARE:

. TIME OF CONCENTRATION (MIN. ) = 18.50
RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HR) = 2.62
TOTAL STREAM AREA(ACRES) = 72.00

PEAK FLOW RATE(CFS) AT CONFLUENCE = 89.98



** CONFLUENCE DATA ** - I
STREAM. = - RUNOFF Tc ~ INTENSITY - AREA

NUMBER (CFS) (MIN.) (INCH/HOUR) (ACRE)
1 236.87 18.89 . 2.589 - 194.07

2 . 89.98 18.50 2.620 . - 72.00°

RAINFALL INTENSITY AND TIME OF CONCENTRATION RATIO

. CONFLUENCE FORMULA USED FOR 2 STREAMS

** PEAK FLOW RATE TABLE **

STREAM .  ° RUNOFF Tc INTENSITY
NUMBER (CFS) - (MIN.) (INCH/HOUR)

1 324.07 18.50 2.620

2 325.79 18.89 2.589
COMPUTED CONFLUENCE ESTIMATES ARE AS FOLLOWS:
PEAK FLOW RATE(CFS) = 325.79 Tc(MIN.) = 18.89
TOTAL AREA (ACRES) = 266.07 :

LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE . 100.00 TO NODE 100.20 = 4950.00 FEET.

*********************************jk*'*jc****‘k*****-*************‘****‘************

"~ FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 100.20 TO NODE" 100.30 IS CODE = 52

>>>>>COMPUTE NATURAL VALLEY CHANNEL FLOW<<<<<
>>>>>TRAVELTIME THRU SUBAREA<<<<K

'ELEVATION DATA: UPSTREAM(FEET) =  640.00 DOWNSTREAM(FEET)

= 590.00
CHANNEL LENGTH THRU SUBAREA (FEET) = 960.00 CHANNEL SLOPE = 0.0521
-CHANNEL FLOW THRU SUBAREA(CFS) = - 325.79 : '
.FLOW VELOCITY(FEET/SEC) = 15.59 (PER LACFCD/RCFC&WCD HYDROLOGY MANUAL)
TRAVEL TIME(MIN.)-= - 1.03 | Tc(MIN.) =. 19.91

LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE 100.00 TO NODE 100.30 =. '5910.00 FEET.

'_""_“"'”“_”“"'“ﬁ‘*‘*‘*“‘*‘k*‘k‘*"{“*"*‘-‘*‘"*“k’_“k“"ié EEEH #*"ﬂ_i(_*_.ic_ﬁ"{" FEHF AR F R EFHTFF R TR *"*‘*ﬁ;???}‘*" LR EEETEE EEEEEER TR E]
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FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 100.30-TO NODE 100.30 IS CODE

——_—............-.........__...._..............,..h..._......_...,........_...._..._..._..._._...._.......__..........-_____..__—.——--—.—-—-——-——-———-———

>>>>>DESIGNATE INDEPENDENT STREAM FOR CONFLUENCE<<<<<I

TOTAL NUMBER OF STREAMS = 2 )
CONFLUENCE VALUES USED. FOR INDEPENDENT STREAM 1 ARE:
TIME OF CONCENTRATION(MIN.).= 19.91

RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HR) = 2.51

" TOTAL STREAM AREA(ACRES)-= 266.07

PEAK FLOW RATE (CFS) AT CONFLUENCE = 325.79

kkkdkhkkkhhkkhdhdh ok khdhkhh kb bk dhhhhd b bk h k ok kh gk h ok kdkhd ek kkkkk ke kdhk kg k& kk &k ddk

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE  100.40 TO NODE  100.50 IS CODE = 21

>>>>>RATIONAL METHOD INITIAL SUBAREA ANALYSIS<<<<< -

RURAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .4500
SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" . . '

S$.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC I1) = 87 i

NATURAL WATERSHED NOMOGRAPH TIME OF CONCENTRATION (APPENDIX X-A)
WITH 10-MINUTES ADDED = 12.86(MINUTES)

INITIAL SUBAREA FLOW-~LENGTH = 1200.00



UPSTREAM ELEVATION = 1550.00

DOWNSTREAM ELEVATION = 1170.00
ELEVATION DIFFERENCE = 380.00
100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY (INCH/HOUR) 3.136
SUBAREA RUNOFF (CFS) = 15.80 -
TOTAL AREA (ACRES) = 11.20 TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) = . 15.80"

*******************************f*****************‘***************************

FLOW PROCESS .FROM NODE 100 50 TO NODE 100.30 IS CODE = 52

>>>>>COMPUTE NATURAL VALLEY CHANNEL FLOW<<<<<
>>>>>TRAVELTIME THRU SUBAREA<<<<<

ELEVATION DATA: UPSTREAM(FEET) = 1170.00 * DOWNSTREAM (FEET)

= 590.00
CHANNEL LENGTH THRU SUBAREA(FEET) = 3600.00 CHANNEL SLOPE = 0.1611
NOTE: CHANNEL SLOPE OF .1 WAS ASSUMED IN VELOCITY ESTIMATION
CHANNEL FLOW THRU SUBAREA(CFS) = 15.80
FLOW VELOCITY(FEET/SEC) = 8.90 (PER 'LACFCD/RCFC&WCD HYDROLOGY. MANUAL)
TRAVEL TIME(MIN.) = 6.74 Tc(MIN.) = 19.60

LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE /100.40 TO NODE 100.30 = 4800.00 FEET.

****************************?\"*******’k**********’k**********"k*********‘k*******

' FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 1100.30 TO NODE 100.30 IS CODE = 81

>>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<<<<<

100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) = 2.532 s 3
RURAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .4500 Lg“éD(}ﬁ'd%>-tcgé:>(6‘139‘
SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" ' 19.0% + 59%

S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) = 87 ' '
SUBAREA AREA(ACRES) = 125.00 .SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) = 142.42 = 0.4%
TOTAL AREA (ACRES) - 136.20 TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) = 158.23

TC(MIN) = 19.60

-f——4——~—4w*4*111***www*wwwwwwwW$wwwww?w*?w?w7vva??w???¢?w?wwwFFF;????IW?T????T?rf?Wf“““”““”“’“"

- FLOW. PROCESS FROM NODE 100.30 TO NODE 100.30 IS CODE = 1

>>>>>DESIGNATE INDEPENDENT ‘STREAM FOR CONFLUENCE<<<<<
>>>>>AND COMPUTE VARIOUS CONFLUENCED STREAM VALUES<<<<<

TOTAL NUMBER OF STREAMS = 2

CONFLUENCE VALUES USED FOR INDEPENDENT STREAM 2 ARE:
- TIME OF CONCENTRATION(MIN.) = 19.60

RAINFALL INTENSITY (INCH/HR) =  2.53

TOTAL STREAM AREA (ACRES) = .136.20

' PEAK FLOW RATE (CFS) AT CONFLUENCE = 158.23

“** CONFLUENCE DATA ** C . :

STREAM RUNOFF Tc. INTENSITY - AREA

NUMBER (CFSY (MIN.) (INCH/HOUR) (ACRE)

1 325.79 - 19,91 '2.507 266.07

_ 2', ©158.23 19. 60 2. 532 ' 136.20

'RAINFALL INTENSITY AND TIME OF. CONCENTRATION RATIO
CONFLUENCE FORMULA USED FOR 2 STREAMS.

**’PEAK.FLOW RATE TABLE **



" STREAM RUNOFF Tc . INTENSITY

NUMBER (CFS) (MIN.) (INCH/HOUR)
1 480.79 19.60 2.532
*ERROR-TIME OF CONCENTRATION EXCEEDS RAINFALL TABLE
2 482.45  402.27 1.300
COMPUTED CONFLUENCE ESTIMATES ARE AS FOLLOWS:
PEBK FLOW RATE (CFS) = 482.45 Tc(MIN.) =  19.91
TOTAL AREA(ACRES) = 402.21

LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE 100.00 TO NODE 100.30 =

’ ************************************************************

5910.00 FEET.

LR R E RS AR EEEE SR

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE ~ 100.30 TO NODE  100.60 IS CODE = 52

>>>>>COMPUTE NATURAL VALLEY CHANNEL FLOW<<<<<

>>>>>TRAVELTIME THRU SUBAREA<<<<< -

ELEVATION DATA: UPSTREAM(FEET) = - 590.00 DOWNSTREAM(FEET) =  536.00
- CHANNEL LENGTH THRU SUBAREA(FEET) = 1150.00 CHANNEL SLOPE = 0.0470

CHANNEL FLOW THRU SUBAREA(CFS) =  482.45 S

FLOW VELOCITY (FEET/SEC) = 16.78 (PER LACFCD/RCFC&WCD HYDROLOGY MANUAL)

TRAVEL TIME(MIN.) = 1.14 Tc(MIN.) = 21.06

LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE 100.00 TO NODE 100.60 =

************************************************************

7060.00 FEET.

khhkhkdkhdkhkhkhokkk

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE - 100.60 TO NODE 100. 60 IS CODE = 81
>>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<<<<<

100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) = 2.437 (_okg)(55ﬁ5€>JtL35§>(3“457
*USER SPECIFIED (SUBAREA) : _ : — -
RURAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = .4600 52.55 T 245
S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) = 87 , ,
SUBAREA AREA(ACRES) = 57.00 SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) =  63.89 = O.%b )
TOTAL AREA (ACRES) =77 459.27 TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) = 546.34
TC(MIN) = 21.06

dhkhkhdkhkhhdrdhhdhdhbdhhdhhhbddbhrhrddhhdhddbddhrdhhhdrdbbhrdrrdrrdrdtrrr

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 100:60 TO NODE : 100.60 IS CODE

~>>>>>DESIGNATE INDEPENDENT STREAM FOR CONFLUENCE<<<<<

Fodk dok ok ok ok ok ok ok dkok ok ok ok ok

]
-

TOTAL NUMBER OF STREAMS = 2
_CONFLUENCE VALUES USED FOR INDEPENDENT STREAM 1 ARE:

TIME OF CONCENTRATION(MIN.) = 21.06
RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HR) = 2.44
‘TOTAL STREAM AREA(ACRES) = 459.27

PEAK FLOW RATE(CFS) AT CONFLUENCE = ~ 546.34

| Appendix C, page 3‘!’

************************************************************

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 100.60 TO NODE 100.60 IS CODE

| From basin 1100 e-a:ssee-/offsn.te development MR‘P 3 FasT clu s tFur§

kkokok ok ok okk ok kkhkkokk

= 7.



>>>>>USER SPECIFIED HYDROLOGY INFORMATION AT NODE<<<<<

‘USER-SPECIFIED. VALUES ARE AS FOLLOWS:
TC(MIN) = 14.09 RAIN INTENSITY (INCH/HOUR) = 3.00
TOTAL AREA (ACRES) = 5.95 TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) = '8.09

. *************-IS/**************************************************************

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 100.60 TO NODE 100.60 IS CODE = 1

>>>>>DESIGNATE INDEPENDENT STREAM FOR CONFLUENCE<<<<<
>>>>>AND COMPUTE VARIOUS CONFLUENCED.STREAM VALUES<<<<<

TOTAL NUMBER OF STREAMS = 2
- CONFLUENCE VALUES USED FOR INDEPENDENT STREAM 2 ARE: .

TIME OF CONCENTRATION(MIN.) = 14.09
RAINFALL INTENSITY (INCH/HR) = 3.00
TOTAL STREAM AREA(ACRES) = 5.95
' PEAK FLOW RATE (CFS) AT CONFLUENCE = 8.09
** CONFLUENCE DATA **
STREAM RUNOFF - Tc INTENSITY AREA
NUMBER (CFS) (MIN.) (INCH/HOUR) (ACRE)
-1 546.34 21.06 2.437 459.27
2 8.09 14.09 : 3.000 5.95

-RAINFALL INTENSITY AND TIME OF CONCENTRATION RATIO
CONFLUENCE FORMULA USED FOR 2 STREAMS.

** PEAK FLOW RATE TABLE **

STREAM RUNOFF ~  Tc * INTENSITY
NUMBER - (CFS) (MIN.) (INCH/HOUR)
1 451.82 14.09 3.000
*ERROR-TIME OF CONCENTRATION EXCEEDS RAINFALL TABLE
2 562.91 465.22 1.300
COMPUTED CONFLUENCE ESTIMATES ARE AS FOLLOWS:
PEAK FLOW RATE(CFS) = 552.91 Tc (MIN.) = 21.06
TOTAL AREA(ACRES) = -  465.22
LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE 100.00.TO NODE = 100.60 = 7060.00 FEET.

****************************************************************************

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 100.60 TO NODE 102.00 IS CODE = 52

>>>>>TRAVELTIME THRU SUBAREA<<<<<

" ELEVATION DATA: UPSTREAM(FEET) = 536.00 DOWNSTREAM(FEET) = 500.00

CHANNEL LENGTH THRU SUBAREA(FEET) = 1020.00 CHANNEL SLOPE = 0.0353
'CHANNEL FLOW THRU SUBAREA(CFS) = 552.91

FLOW VELOCITY(FEET/SEC) -= .15.19 (PER LACFCD/RCFC&WCD HYDROLOGY MANUAL)
TRAVEL TIME (MIN.) = 1.12 Tc(MIN.) = 22.17

LONGEST FLOWPATH FROM NODE 100.00 TO NODE 102.00 = 8080.00 FEET.

-t . . .
dkhkhkkhkhhkdkdhdkhkhhkddhhhkdhkdrhkd gk dkhkdddkdkohhh kb dk ok dkdk ok kodk ok dkdhok ok k kok ok ok kok ok ko ok koo ok ok ook ok ok skok

FLOW PROCESS FROM NODE 102.00 TO NODE 102.00 1S CODE = 81




>>>>>ADDITION OF SUBAREA TO MAINLINE PEAK FLOW<<<<<

100 YEAR RAINFALL INTENSITY(INCH/HOUR) = 2,370
RURAL DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF COEFFICIENT = ,4500
- SOIL CLASSIFICATION IS "D" . ]
S.C.S. CURVE NUMBER (AMC II) = 87

SUBAREA AREA (ACRES) = 8.10. SUBAREA RUNOFF(CFS) = 8.64
TOTAL AREA(ACRES) = 473.32 . TOTAL RUNOFF(CFS) = 561.55

TC(MIN) = 22.17

END OF STUDY SUMMARY: .
TOTAL' AREA (ACRES) = 473.32 TC(MIN.) = 22.17
PEAK FLOW RATE(CFS) = 561.55

END OF RATIONAL METHOD. ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX 3
Existing Conditions 100-year Rational Method Computer Output



San Diego County Rational Hydrology Program
CIVILCADD/CIVILDESIGN Engineering Software,(c)1991-2003 Version 6.3

Rational method hydrology program based on

San Diego County Flood Control Division 1985 hydrology manual
Rational Hydrology Study Date: ©5/31/13

3255.30 HERITAGE BLUFFS

EXISTING CONDITIONS

SYSTEM 100

FILE: S100E100

FErrexkkx  Hydrology Study Control Information *¥dkkxxxk

Rational hydrology study storm event year is  100.0
English (in-1b) input data Units used
English (in) rainfall data used

Standard intensity of Appendix I-B used for year and
Elevation @ - 1500 feet

Factor (to multiply * intensity) = 1.000

Only used if inside City of San Diego

San Diego hydrology manual 'C' values used

Runoff coefficients by rational method

R R R R o b o e S
Process from Point/Station 100.000 to Point/Station 125.000
*xkk INITIAL AREA EVALUATION **x*

Decimal fraction soil group A = 0.000
Decimal fraction soil group B = ©.000
Decimal fraction soil group C = ©.000
Decimal fraction soil group D = 1,000

[RURAL(greater than 0.5 Ac, 0.2 ha) area type]

Time of concentration computed by the

natural watersheds nomograph (App X-A)

TC = [11.9*length(Mi)~3)/(elevation change(Ft.))]~.385 *6@(min/hr) + 10 min.
Initial subarea flow distance = 1461.000(Ft.)

Highest elevation = 1360.000(Ft.)

Lowest elevation = 940.000(Ft.)

Elevation difference = 420.000(Ft.)
TC=[(11.9%0.2767~3)/(420.00)]~.385= 3.45 + 18 min. =  13.45 min.
Rainfall intensity (I) = 3.028(In/Hr) for a  100.0 year storm
Effective runoff coefficient used for area (Q=KCIA) is C = 0.45@
Subarea runcff = 18.408(CFS)

Process from Point/Station 125.000 to Point/Station 156.000
****x TMPROVED CHANNEL TRAVEL TIME ****

Upstream point elevation = 940.000(Ft.)

Downstream point elevation = 672.000(Ft.)

Channel length thru subarea = 3082.000(Ft.)

Channel base width = 30.000(Ft.)

Slope or 'Z' of left channel bank = 3.000

Slope or 'Z' of right channel bank = 3.000

Estimated mean flow rate at midpoint of channel = 111.611(CFS)
Manning's 'N’ = 0.030

Maximum depth of channel = 3.000(Ft.)

Flow(q) thru subarea = 111.611(CFS)

Depth of flow = 0.437(Ft.), Average velocity = 8.159(Ft/s)
Channel flow top width = 32.621(Ft.)

Flow Velocity = 8.16(Ft/s)

Travel time = 6.30 min.

Time of concentration = 19.75 min.

Critical depth = 0.734(Ft.)

Adding area flow to channel

Decimal fraction soil group A = 0.000
Decimal fraction soil group B = 0.000
Decimal fraction soil group C = 0.000
Decimal fraction soil group D = 1.000

[RURAL (greater than 0.5 Ac, 0.2 ha) area type]

Rainfall intensity = 2.595(In/Hr) for a 100.0 year storm

Runoff coeffi