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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

March 22, 2007
Project Name: Sweetwater Road Condominiums
Project Number(s): TM 5392RPL°, S04-050, Log No. 04-18-008

This Document is Considered Draft Until it is Adopted by the Appropriate'
County of San Diego Decision-Making Body.

This Mitigated Negative Declaration is comprised of this form along with the
Environmental Initial Study that includes the following:

a. Initial Study Form

b. Environmental Analysis Form and attached Stormwater Management
Plan, Acoustical Analysis, CEQA Preliminary Hydrology/Drainage Study,
and Sensitive Plant Survey Report.

1. California Environmental Quality Act Mitigated Negative Declaration Findings:

Find, that this Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the decision-making body’'s
independent judgment and analysis, and; that the decision-making body has
reviewed and considered the information contained in this Mitigated Negative
Declaration and the comments received during the public review period; and that
revisions in the project plans or proposals made by or agreed to by the project
applicant would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly
no significant effects would occur; and, on the basis of the whole record before
the decision-making body (including this Mitigated Negative Declaration) that
there is no substantial evidence that the project as revised will have a significant
effect on the environment.

2. Required Mitigation Measures:

Refer to the attached Environmental Initial Study for the rationale for requiring
the following measures:
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A. TRANSPORTATION

1. The payment of the Transportation Impact Fee, which will be
required at issuance of building permits, in combination with other
components of this program, will mitigate potential cumulative
traffic impacts to less than significant.

B. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

1. Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to
approval of the Map, the applicant shall:

a. Provide for the approval of the Director of Planning and
Land Use evidence that 0.35 acres of non-native grasslands
(Tier I11) or higher tier habitat credit have been secured in a
County approved mitigation bank located in the MSCP.
Evidence of purchase shall include the following information
to be provided by the mitigation bank:

(1) A copy of the purchase contract referencing the
project name and numbers for which the habitat
credits were purchased.

(2) If not stated explicitly in the purchase contract, a
separate letter must be provided identifying the entity
responsible for the long-term management and
monitoring of the preserved land.

(3) To ensure the land will be protected in perpetuity,
evidence must be provided that a dedicated
conservation easement or similar land constraint has
been placed over the mitigation land.

(4)  An accounting of the status of the mitigation bank.
This shall include the total amount of credits available
at the bank, the amount required by this project and
the amount remaining after utilization by this project.

-OR-

b. Provide for the conservation and habitat management of a
minimum of 0.35 acres of non-native grasslands (Tier Ill) or
higher Tier habitat located in the MSCP. A Habitat
Management Plan (HMP) for the habitat must be submitted
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C.

Noise

and approved by the Director of the Department of Planning
and Land Use. An open space easement over the acquired
habitat must be dedicated to the County of San Diego prior
to or immediately following the approval of the HMP.

Include a detail on the site plans specifying that sound attenuation
barriers may be a berm, wall, or a combination design. Specify that
“the wall portion of each barrier shall be made of earthen berm,
masonry, %-inch thick plywood, Ys-inch thick glass, %2-inch thick
Lexan, fiberglass, or a combination with no cracks or gaps through
or below the barrier. The minimum surface density of each barrier
shall be at least 3.5 pounds per square foot.”

On the Final Map the applicant shall:

Grant to the County of San Diego a Noise Protection Easement
over the entire area of Lot 1 of Tentative Map 5392RPL>. This
easement is for the mitigation of present and anticipated future
excess noise levels from Sweetwater Road and State Route 125
on residential uses of the affected Lot. The easement shali
require:

a. Complete to the satisfaction of the Director of the
Department of Planning and Land Use, an acoustical
analysis performed by a County approved acoustical
engineer, demonstrating that the present and anticipated
future noise levels for the interior of each residential dwelling
unit will not exceed the allowable sound level limit of the
Noise Element of the San Diego County General Plan
[interior (45 dB CNEL)]. Future traffic noise level estimates,
must utilize a Level of Service “C” traffic flow for a Major
Road for Sweetwater Road which is the designated General
Plan Circulation Element buildout roadway classification.

b. Incorporate to the satisfaction of the Director of the
Department of Planning and Land Use all of the
recommendations or mitigation measures of the acoustical
analysis into the project design and building plans.
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3.

Critical Project Design Elements That Must Become Conditions of Approval:

The following project design elements were either proposed in the project
application or the result of compliance with specific environmental laws and
regulations and were essential in reaching the conclusions within the attached
Environmental Initial Study. While the following are not technically mitigation
measures, their implementation must be assured to avoid potentially significant
environmental effects.

1. Prior to approval of the Final Map,

a.

Improve or agree to improve and provide security for the on-site
private road with a minimum unobstructed private road width of
twenty-four feet (24') of asphaltic concrete pavement over
approved base. Private road grades shall be a minimum of 1.0
percent and designed to drain the surface water properly per
Standard Condition 11 of the "Standard Conditions for Tentative
Subdivision Maps”. All of the foregoing shall be to the satisfaction
of the San Miguel Consolidated Fire Protection District and the
Director of Public Works.

Provide a certification by a Registered Civil Engineer, Licensed
Land Surveyor, or Registered Traffic Engineer, that the
unobstructed intersectional sight distance along Sweetwater Road
looking in both directions from the project entrance is a minimum of
seven hundred feet (700'), to the satisfaction of the Director of
Public Works.

Dedicate/grant/provide any necessary on-site and off-site
public/private drainage easements to the satisfaction of the Director
of Public Works.

2. For the duration of this project-Comply with all applicable stormwater
regulations at all times. The activities proposed under this application are
subject to enforcement under permits from the San Diego Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the County of San Diego Watershed
Protection, Stormwater Management, and Discharge Control Ordinance
(Ordinance No. 9424 and Ordinance No. 9426) and all other applicable
ordinances and standards. This includes requirements for materials and
wastes control, erosion control, and sediment control on the project site.
Projects that involve areas greater than one (1) acre require that the
property owner keep additional and updated information onsite concerning
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stormwater runoff. This requirement shall be to the satisfaction of the
Director of Public Works.

3. The project includes category 2 post-construction BMPs (catch basin
insert), the applicant will be required to establish a maintenance
agreement/mechanism (to include easements) to assure maintenance of
these BMPs and to provide security to back up maintenance pursuant to
the County Maintenance Plan Guidelines to the satisfaction of the Director
of Public Works.

4. The private road shall have red curbs and signage every 50’ indicating
“No Parking/ Fire Zone.”

5. A fire hydrant shall be installed at the inside corner across from Lots 1 and
2.

ADOPTION STATEMENT: This Mitigated Negative Declaration was adopted and
above California Environmental Quality Act findings made by the:

feavuiNg fhrvmiss i
on 7/9-7/07

J H FAR , Planning Manager
gulatory Planning Division

JF:LS:jcr
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GARY L. PRYOR SAN MARCOS OFFICE
OIRECTOR SAN MARGOS, CA 20784300
County of Ban Biego (10) 4710730
’ EL CAJON OFFICE
200 EAST MAIN ST. - SIXTH FLOOR
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE EL GAJON, CA 82020-3912

(619) 4414030

5201 RUFFIN ROAD, SUITE B, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92123-1668
INFORMATION (858) 694-2960
TOLL FREE (800) 411-0017

March 22, 2007

CEQA Initial Study - Environmental Checklist Form
(Based on the State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G Rev. 10/04)

1. Project Number(s)/Environmental Log Number/Title:
TM 5392RPL3, S04-050, Log No. 04-18-008

2. Lead agency name and address:
County of San Diego, Department of Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B,
San Diego, CA 92123-1666

3. a. Contact:: Lori Spar, Project Manager
b. Phone number; (858) 694-3737
c. E-mail: Lori.Spar@sdcounty.ca.gov.

4. Project location:
The project is located east of Sweetwater Road, south of lidica Street (adjacent
to 2047 Sweetwater Road), in the Spring Valley Community Planning area, within
the unincorporated portion of the County of San Diego.
Thomas Brothers Coordinates: Page 1291, Grid A/1

5. Project Applicant name and address: -
Hossein Eftekhari
A&E Sweet Homes LLC

100 S. Anaheim Blvd., #360
Anaheim, CA 92805

6. General Plan Designation
Community Plan: Spring Valley
Land Use Designation: (7) Residential

Density: 10.9 du/ acre


mailto:LorLSpar@sdcounty.ca.gov.
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7. Zoning -
Use Regulation: RV11
Minimum Lot Size: 10,000 s.f.
Special Area Regulation: B, D1, D2
8. Description of project:

The project is a single-lot subdivision (TM 5392RPL3) for ten condominium units
within 1.15 acres. The project site is located east of Sweetwater Road, south of
lidica Street, in the Spring Valley Community Planning area, within
unincorporated San Diego County. The site is subject to both the General Plan
Regional Category Current Urban Development Area (CUDA) and
Environmentally Constrained Area (ECA). The Land Use Designation is (7)
Residential. The zoning for the site is RV11, with a density of 10.9 dwelling units
per acre. The property is subject to three Special Area regulations: B
{Community Design Review), D1 (Floodplain) and D2 (Noise Mitigation),
requiring submittal of a Site Plan.

The site is currently vacant, with the exception of an existing six-foot high berm
along the western boundary which will be retained. Access would be provided by
a private driveway easement connecting to Sweetwater Road. The private road
will be 25-foot wide and contain a red curb and signage identifying the road as
“no parking/ fire land.” A fire hydrant will be installed at the inside corner across
from Lots 1 and 2.

The project would be served by the Spring Valley Sanitation District for sewer
and imported water will be provided by the Helix Water District. Extension of
sewer or water utilities from the existing driveway easement will be required by
the project.

The project will consist of two buildings, one with seven attached units and the
other with three attached units. The units contain three bedrooms and are two-
stories in height with a maximum height of 27 feet, 11 inches. Each unit totals
1,262 square feet. All units will be equipped with fire sprinkler systems. A two
car garage is located on the first floor of each unit. Eight additional parking
spaces (one of which is ADA compliant) are provided for guests. A private
driveway provides access from the Private Roadway along the northern
boundary of the site that intersects with Sweetwater Road.

Open space areas are located in the front and rear of each unit. Six hundred
(600) square feet of common open space is proposed along the westermn edge of
the project site. This area will include benches and barbeques. A 6-foot high
sound barrier is located between this common open space and Sweetwater
Road. An additional 620 square feet of common open space is proposed at the
northeast comer of the site. This area is to include a children’s play area.
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10.

A 6-foot block wall is proposed along the southern property boundary. Slopes
on-site will be constructed with a maximum 2:1 ratio with retaining walls not
exceed 3 feet in height.

The project proposes landscaping as illustrated in the Landscape/ Planting Plan.
All groundcover, trees, shrubs and flowers will have automatic sprinklers. The
Homeowners Association will be responsible for maintenance of the landscaping
and irrigation. -

Surrounding land uses and setting (Briefly describe the project's surroundings):

Lands surrounding the project site are developed with multi-family residential and
mobile homes. Immediately to the north of the project site is an eight unit duplex
development within four buildings. To the east of the project site are various
multi-family developments and south of the site is a mobile home park. The
topography of the project site slopes from east to west, and vegetation on site is
generally disturbed. The extension of SR 125 parallels Sweetwater Road, which
runs along the western property boundary of the site.

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, ﬁnahcing
approval, or participation agreement):

Permit Type/Action Agency

Landscape Plans County of San Diego
Site Plan County of San Diego
Tentative Map County of San Diego
County Right-of-Way Permits County of San Diego

Construction Permit
Encroachment Permit

Grading Permit County of San Diego

Improvement Plans County of San Diego

Relinquish Access Rights County of San Diego

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination | RWQCB

System (NPDES) Permit-

General Construction Storm water RWQCB

Permit :

Water District Approval Helix Water District

Sewer District Approval Spring Valley Sanitation
Maintenance District

Fire District Approval San Miguel Consolidated Fire

Protection District

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: The environmental
factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project and involve at least
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or a “Potentially Significant Impact
Unless Mitigation Incorporated,” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
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[J Aesthetics O Agriculture Resources 0 Air Quality
Biological Resources O Cultural Resources O Geology & Soils

. [0 Hydrology & Water : .
O Hazards & Haz. Materials Qual O Land Use & Planning
0O Mineral Resources M Noise O Population & Housing
0O Public Services . [] Recreation Transportation/Traffic
O Utilities & Service
Svstems & Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

0

3]

Signature '

On the basis of this Initial Study, the Department of Pianning and Land Use finds
that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

On the basis of this Initial Study, the Department of Planning and Land Use finds
that 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.

On the basis of this Initial Study, the Department of Planning and Land Use finds

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

AN — March 22, 2007

Date

Lori Spar Land Use/Environmental Planner

Printed Name Title
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INSTRUCTIONS ON EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a
project-specific screening analysis).

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as
on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as
well as operational impacts.

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then
the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant,
potentially significant unless mitigation incorporated, or less than significant. “Potentiatly
Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be
significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact™ entries when the
determination is made, an EIR is required.

4. “Potential Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact’ to a
“Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures,
and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level.

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tlenng program EIR, or other
CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative
declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the
following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. identify and state where they are available for review.

b) impacts Adequately Addressed. ldentify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined
from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific
conditions for the project.

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than
significance
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. AESTHETICS -- Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

[C] Potentially Significant Impact [} Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated M No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: Scenic vistas are singular vantage points that offer unobstructed views of
valued viewsheds, including areas designated as official scenic vistas along major
highways or County designated visual resources. Based on a site visit completed by
Alyssa Maxson on September 27, 2004, the proposed project is not located near or
visible from a scenic vista and will not change the composition of an existing scenic
vista. The project site is located in an area that primarily consists of single- and muiti-
family residential development. The extension of SR 125 runs paraliel to Sweetwater
Road, which forms the western property boundary of the site. Therefore, the proposed
project will not have any substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

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

[] Potentially Significant impact [0 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated M  No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: State scenic highways refer to those highways that are officially
designated. A scenic highway is officially designated as a State scenic highway when
the local jurisdiction adopts a scenic corridor protection program, applies to the
California Department of Transportation for scenic highway approval, and receives
notification from Caltrans that the highway has been designated as an official Scenic
Highway. Based on a site visit completed by Alyssa Maxson on September 27, 2004
the proposed project is not located near or visible within the same composite viewshed
as a State scenic highway and will not change the visual composition of an existing
scenic resource within a State scenic highway. Generally, the area defined within a
State scenic highway is the land adjacent to and visible from the vehicular right-of-way.
The dimension of a scenic highway is usually identified using a motorist's line of vision,
but a reasonable boundary is selected when the view extends to the distant horizon.
The project site is located east of the SR 125, more than one mile south of the
interchange with SR 94. Therefore, the proposed project will not have any substantial
adverse effect on a scenic resource within a State scenic highway.
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c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

[0 Potentially Significant Impact [M1 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
= Mitigation Incorporated [] Nolmpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: Visual character is the objective composition of the
visible landscape within a viewshed. Visual character is based on the organization. of
the pattern elements line, form, color, and texture. Visual character is commonly
discussed in terms of dominance, scale, diversity and continuity. Visual quality is the
viewer's perception of the visual environment and varies based on exposure, sensitivity
and expectation of the viewers. The existing visual character and quality of the project
site and surrounding can be characterized as urban developed. The area is developed
with single- and multi-family residential and mobile home residential. The surrounding
structures consist of single story mobile homes and two-story structures. The extension
of SR 125 parallels Sweetwater Road, which runs along the westemn property boundary
of the site. The proposed project is a single-iot subdivision for the development of ten
condominiums. The project type, scale and density would be compatible the existing
development surrounding the project site.

The project will not result in cumulative impacts on visual character or quality because
the entire existing viewshed and a list of past, present and future projects within that
viewshed were evaluated. Refer to XVIl. Mandatory Findings of Significance for a
comprehensive list of the projects considered. Those projects listed in Section XVil are
located within the viewshed surrounding the project and will not contribute to a
cumulative impact for the following reasons: the proposed project is located within an
urbanized area of Spring Valley and similar development is expected to continue, the
project will not require significant alteration of the landform, does not propose grading
and development on Steep Slopes, and is located within an area of existing multi-family
residential development of similar density. The project wili not result in incompatible
changes in visual character or degrade the overall visual quality. Therefore, the project
will not result in any adverse project or cumulative level effect on visual character or
quality on-site or in the surrounding area.

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

[ Potentially Significant Impact [ Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
o Mitigation Incorporated [0 Noimpact

Discussion/Explanation:
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Less Than Significant Impact: The proposed project will use outdoor lighting and is
located within Zone B as identified by the San Diego County Light Pollution Code.
However, it will not adversely affect nighttime views or astronomical observations,
because the project will conform to the Light Pollution Code (Section 59.101-59.115),
including the Zone B lamp type and shielding requirements per fixture and hours of
operation limitations for outdoor lighting and searchlights.

The project will not contribute to significant cumulative impacts on day or nighttime
views because the project will conform to the Light Pollution Code. The Code was
developed by the San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use and
Department of Public Works in cooperation with lighting engineers, astronomers, land
use planners from San Diego Gas and Electric, Palomar and Mount Laguna
observatories, and local community planning and sponsor groups to effectively address
and minimize the impact of new sources light pollution on nighttime views. The
standards in the Code are the result of this collaborative effort and establish an
acceptable level for new lighting. Compliance with the Code is required prior to
issuance of any building permit for any project. Mandatory compliance for all new
building permits ensures that this project in combination with all past, present and future
projects will not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact. Therefore,
compliance with the Code ensures that the project will not create a significant new
source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime
views in the area, on a project or cumulative level. '

iIl. AGRICULTURE 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 farmtand. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmiand of Statewide
importance Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the Califomnia Resources Agency,
to non-agricultural use?

[ Potentially Significant Impact ] Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless _
O Mitigation Incorporated M No Impad

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The project site does not contain any lands designated as Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmiand of Statewide Importance as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency. In addition, the project does not contain Farmland of Local
Importance. Therefore, no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
or Farmland of Local importance will be converted to a non-agricultural use.
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b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

[0 Potentially Significant Impact [0 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
o Mitigation Incorporated M No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The project site is zoned RV11, which is not considered to be an
agricultural zone. Additionally, the project site’s land is not under a Williamson Act
Contract. Therefore, the project does not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use, or a Williamson Act Contract.

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

[OJ Potentially Significant impact IZ[ Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
. Mitigation incorporated [ No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The project site is considered to be Urban/Developed
tand. The project site surrounding area within a radius of 1 mile has land designated as
Prime Farmland. As a result, the proposed project was reviewed by Alyssa Maxson and
was determined not to have significant adverse impacts related to the conversion of
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance or Farmland of
Local Importance to a non-agricultural use due to the already built-up nature of the
surrounding area. Therefore, no potentially significant project or cumulative level
conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or
Farmland of Local Importance to a non-agricultural use will occur as a resuit of this
project.

lil._AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air poliution control district may be relied upon to
make the following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the San Diego Regional Air Quality
Strategy (RAQS) or applicable portions of the State Implementation Plan (SIP)?

[ Potentially Significant Impact M Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
u Mitigation Incorporated [0 NoImpact

Discussion/Explanation:
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Less Than Significant Impact: The project proposes development that was
anticipated in SANDAG growth projections used in development of the RAQS and SIP.
Operation of the project will not result in emissions of significant quantities of criteria
pollutants listed in the California Ambient Air Quality Standards or toxic air contaminants
as identified by the California Air Resources Board. As such, the proposed project is
not expected to conflict with either the RAQS or the SIP. In addition, the project is
consistent the SANDAG growth projections used in the RAQS and SIP, therefore, the
project will not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact.

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

[] Potentially Significant Impact E Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation incorporated O Noimpact

Discussion/Explanation:

In general, air quality impacts from land use projects are the result of emissions from
motor vehicles, and from short-term construction activities associated with such
projects. The San Diego County Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) has
established screening-level criteria for all new source review (NSR) in APCD Rule 20.2.
For CEQA purposes, these screening-level criteria can be used as numeric methods to
demonstrate that a project’s total emissions (e.g. stationary and fugitive emissions, as
well as emissions from mobile sources) would not result in a significant impact to air
quality. Since APCD does not have screening-level criteria for emissions of volatile
organic compounds (VOCs), the use of the screening level for reactive organic
compounds (ROC) from the CEQA Air Quality Handbook for the South Coast Air Basin
(SCAB), which has stricter standards for emissions of ROCs/VOCs than San Diego’s, is
appropriate. However, the eastern portions of the county have atmospheric conditions
that are characteristic of the Southeast Desert Air Basin (SEDAB). SEDAB is not
classified as an extreme non-attainment area for ozone and therefore has a less
restrictive screening-level. Projects located in the eastern portions of the County can
use the SEDAB screening-level threshold for VOCs.

Less Than Significant Impact: The project proposes a single-lot subdivision for the
development of ten condominiums. However, grading operations associated with the
construction of the project would be subject to County of San Diego Grading Ordinance,
which requires the implementation of dust control measures. Emissions from the
construction phase would be minimal and localized, resulting in pollutant emissions
below the screening-level criteria established by SDAPCD Rule 20.2 and by the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA Air Quality Handbook section
6.2 and 6.3. In addition, the vehicle trips generated from the project will result in 80
Average Daily Trips (ADTs). According to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
CEQA Guidelines for Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans, projects
that generate less than 2,000 ADT are below the Screening-Level Criteria established
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by SDAPCD Rule 20.2 and by the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook section 6.2
and 6.3 for criteria poliutants. As such, the project will not violate any air quality
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.

c) 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 standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

[J Potentially Significant Impact ™l Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
o Mitigation Incorporated [0 No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

San Diego County is presently in non-attainment for the 1-hour concentrations under
the California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS) for Ozone (O3). San Diego
County is also presently in non-attainment for the annual geometric mean and for the
24-hour concentrations of Particulate Matter less than or equal to 10 microns (PM1o)
under the CAAQS. Oj; is formed when volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen
oxides (NOy) react in the presence of sunlight. VOC sources include any source that
burns fuels (e.g., gasoline, natural gas, wood, oil); solvents; petroleum processing and
storage; and pesticides. Sources of PM,g in both urban and rural areas include: motor
vehicles, wood burning stoves and fireplaces, dust from construction, landfills,
agriculture, wildfires, brush/waste burning, and industrial sources of windblown dust
from open lands.

Less Than Significant Impact: Air quality emissions associated with the project
include emissions of PM4g, NO, and VOCs from construction/grading activities, and
VOCs as the result of increase of traffic from operations at the facility. However,
grading operations associated with the construction of the project would be subject to
County of San Diego Grading Ordinance, which requires the implementation of dust
control measures. Emissions from the construction phase would be minimal and
localized, resulting in PM1oand VOC emissions below the screening-level criteria
established by SDAPCD Rule 20.2 and by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) CEQA air quality handbook section 6.2 and 6.3. The vehicle trips
generated from the project will result in 80 Average Daily Trips (ADTs). According to
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District CEQA Guidelines for Assessing the Air
Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans, projects that generate less than 2,000 ADT are
below the Screening-Level Criteria established by SDAPCD Rule 20.2 and by the
SCAQMD CEQA air quality handbook section 6.2 and 6.3 for VOCs and PMye.

In addition, a list of past, present and future projects within the surrounding area were
evaluated and none of these projects emit significant amounts of criteria pollutants.
Refer to XVII. Mandatory Findings of Significance for a comprehensive list of the
projects considered. The proposed project as well as the past, present and future
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projects within the surrounding area, have emissions below the screening-level criteria
established by SDAPCD Rule 20.2 and by the SCAQMD CEQA air quality handbook
section 6.2 and 6.3, therefore, the construction and operational emissions associated
with the proposed project are not expected to create a cumulatively considerable impact
nor a considerable net increase of PM10, or any O3 precursors.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

[] Potentially Significant Impact B Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
u Mitigation Incorporated [J NoImpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Air quality regulators typically define sensitive receptors as schools (Preschoc::l—12‘h
Grade), hospitals, resident care facilities, or day-care centers, or other facilities that may
house individuals with health conditions that would be adversely impacted by changes
in air quality.

Less Than Significant Impact: The following sensitive receptors have been identified
within a quarter-mile (the radius determined by the SCAQMD in which the dilution of
pollutants is typically significant) of the proposed project: Mount Miguel High School.
However, the project does not propose uses or activities that would result in exposure of
these identified sensitive receptors to significant pollutant concentrations. In addition,
the project will not contribute to a cumulatively considerable exposure of sensitive
receptors to substantial poliutant concentrations because the proposed project as well
as the listed projects have emissions below the screening-level criteria established by
SDAPCD Rule 20.2 and by the SCAQMD CEQA air quality handbook section 6.2 and
6.3.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

[0 Potentially Significant Impact Ml Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
0 Mitigation Incorporated [J  NoImpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The project could produce objectionable odors, which
would result from volatile organic compounds, ammonia, carbon dioxide, hydrogen
sulfide, methane, alcohols, aldehydes, amines, carbonyls, esters, disulfides dust and
endotoxins from the construction and operational phases. However, these substances,
if present at all, would only be in trace amounts (less that 1 pg/m®). Subsequently, no
significant air quality — odor impacts are expected to affect surrounding receptors.
Moreover, the affects of objectionable odors are localized to the immediate surrounding
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area and will not contribute to a cumulatively considerable odor. A list of past, present
and future projects within the surrounding area were evaluated and none of these
projects create objectionable odors. Refer to XVIl. Mandatory Findings of Significance
for a comprehensive list of the projects considered.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

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

[ Potentially Significant Impact [/ Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated L] Nolimpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: Based on an analysis of the County's Geographic
Information System (GIS) records, the County’'s Comprehensive Matrix of Sensitive
Species, site photos, a site visit by staff biologist Greg Krzys and a spring rare plant
survey by RC biological Consulting dated June 5, 2005, the site supports non-native
grasslands, non-native vegetation and urban-developed lands. However, staff has
determined that although the site supports non-native grasslands, the removal of this
habitat will not result in substantial adverse effects, either directly or through habitat
modifications, to species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the following reasons: no sensitive,
narrow endemic or listed species occur on-site and the surrounding lands are
compietely developed.

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

[l Potentially Significant impact Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation incorporated O No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: Based on an analysis of the County's Geographic
Information System (GIS) records, the County's Comprehensive Matrix of Sensitive
Species, site photos, a site visit by staff biologist Greg Krzys and a spring rare plant
survey by RC biological Consulting dated June 5, 2005, it has been determined that the
proposed project site contains no riparian or other sensitive habitat types. On-site there
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are 0.3 acres of non-native vegetation, 0.15 acres of urban-developed land and 0.70
acres of non-native grasslands. The areas proposed for development will impact the
antire site. Impacts to 0.70 acre of non-native grasslands is not considered significant
out will be mitigated in accordance with the MSCP’s Biological Mitigation Ordinance at a
2:1 ratio.

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

[C] Potentially Significant Impact [0 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
. Mitigation Incorporated M No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: County staff biologist Greg Krzys has conducted a site visit and determined
that the proposed project site does not contain any wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act, including, but not limited to, marsh, vemal pool, stream, lake,
river or water of the U.S., that could potentially be impacted through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, diversion or obstruction by the proposed development.
Therefore, no impacts will occur to wetlands defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act in which the Amy Corps of Engineers maintains jurisdiction over.

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

[ Potentially Significant Impact [0 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated M  No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: Based on an analysis of the County’s Geographic Information System
(GIS) records, the County’s Comprehensive Matrix of Sensitive Species, site photos, a
site visit by staff biologist Greg Krzys, it has determined that the site is completely
surrounded by development and the existing habitat types do not function in any
manner as a wildlife linkage or corridor. Impacts to 0.70 acres of non-native grasslands
will be mitigated off-site at a ¥2:1 ratio in an approved bank. This will contribute to the
assembly of the MSCP preserve, which once fully assembled will provide for wildlife
movement. Therefore, impedance of the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species, or established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
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impedance of the use of native wildlife nursery sites would not be expected as a result
of the proposed project.

e) Conflict with the provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Communities Conservation Plan, other approved local, regional or state habitat
conservation plan or any other local policies or ordinances that protect biological
resources?

[0 Potentially Significant impact [0 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated M  No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

Refer to the attached Ordinance Compliance Checklist dated January 11, 2007, for
further information on consistency with any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Communities Conservation Plan, other approved local, regional or state habitat
conservation plan, including, Habitat Management Plans (HMP) Special Area
Management Plans (SAMP) or any other local policies or ordinances that protect
biological resources including the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP),
Biological Mitigation Ordinance, and Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO).

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
as defined in 15064.57

[[] Potentially Significant Impact [ Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
U Mitigation Incorporated IZI No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: Based on an analysis of records by a County of San Diego staff
archaeologist, Gail Wright on September 28, 2004, it has been determined that there
are no impacts to historical resources because they do not occur within the project site.
Additionally, the western portion of the project site has been previously disturbed, which
has eliminated any potential for impacts to buried historical resources. Therefore, no
impact to historical resources will occur as the result of the proposed project.

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

[C] Potentially Significant Impact [ Less than Significant impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated M NoImpact
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Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: Based on an analysis of records by a County of San Diego staff
archaeologist, Gail Wright on September 28, 2004, it has been determined that the
project site does not contain any archaeological resources. Additionally, the western
portion of the project site has been previously disturbed and has eliminated any
potential for impacts to buried archaeological resources. Therefore, no impact to
archaeological resources will occur as the result of the proposed project.

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

[0 Potentially Significant impact [Vl Less than Significant impact

Potentially Significant Unless
L1 Mitigation Incorporated 0 Nolmpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: A review of the paleontological maps provided by the
San Diego Museum of Natural History, combined with available data on San Diego
County's geologic formations indicates that the project is located on geological
formations that have low resource potential. Low resource potential is assigned to
geologic formations that, based on their relative young age and/or high-energy
depositional history, are judged unlikely to produce important fossil remains. Typically,
low sensitivity forrmations produce invertebrate fossil remains in low abundance.

However, it has been determined the project will have less than significant impact on
paleontological resources because the project will not result in the permanent loss of
paleontological information, because the project will not exceed the following excavation
guidelines that indicate when a paleontological resource may be significantly impacted
for areas with low resource potential:

a. The total excavation associated with the project does not exceed 3,000 cubic
yards and not any portion of such excavation exceeds 10 feet in depth into the
geologic formation; or

b. in situations where the geologic formation has been previously excavated and
the total excavation associated with the project does not exceeds 3,000 cubic
yards; or

C. In situations where the project is located within 200 feet of a recorded fossil site

and is within the same geologic formation as such site, the total excavation
associated with the project is not more than 200 cubic yards and not any portion
of such excavation exceeds 10 feet in depth.

The minimum graded cut depth of 10 feet is the approximate depth at which bedrock is
unweathered and the depth at which unique paleontological resources can typically begin
to be found. The excavation volume of 3,000 is based on an excavation with 30’ x 10’
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footprint and a 10’ depth. The excavation volume of 3,000 cubic yards was designed to
address the patchy nature of many fossil occurrences and the observation that fossil
discoveries increase in frequency with increasing volume of excavation. The excavation
guidelines are based on discussions with City and County of San Diego staff and
professional opinions of paleontological experts from the San Diego Natural History
Museum. Therefore, because the project will not exceed the excavation guidelines the
project will not result in the permanent loss of significant paleontological information.
Moreover, the project will not contribute to a.cumulatively considerable loss of information,
because all projects in the areas with low resource potential are required to have
paleontological monitor during grading operations if these guidelines are exceeded.

Additionally, no known unique geologic features were identified on the property or in the
immediate vicinity.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal

cemeteries?
[[] Potentially Significant Impact [] Less than Significant Impact
] Potentially Significant Unless M No Impact

Mitigation Incorporated

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: Based on an analysis of records by a County of San Diego staff
archaeologist, Gail Wright, on September 28, 2004, it has been determined that the
project will not disturb any human remains because the project site does not include a
formal cemetery or any archaeological resources that might contain interred human
remains. Additionally, the western portion of the project site has been previously
disturbed and has eliminated any potential for impacts to buried human remains.
Therefore, no impact to human remains will occur as the resulit of the proposed project.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Woauld the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the

risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

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

[0 Potentially Significant Impact [0 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated M  NoImpact

Discussion/Explanation:
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No Impact: The project is not located in a fault rupture hazard zone identified by the
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, Special Publication 42, Revised 1997,
Fault-Rupture Hazards Zones in California, or located within any other area with
substantial evidence of a known fault. Therefore, there will be no impact from the
exposure of people or structures to adverse effects from a known hazard zone as a
result of this project.

i Strong seismic ground shaking?

[C] Potentially Significant Impact EI Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless ’
O pitigation Incorporated M Noimpact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The Uniform Building Code (UBC) and the California Building Code (CBC)
classifies all San Diego County with the highest seismic zone criteria, Zone 4. However,
the project is not located within 5 kilometers of the centerline of a known active-fault
zone as defined within the Uniform Building Code’s Maps of Known Active Fault Near-
Source Zones in California. In addition, the project will have to conform to the Seismic
Requirements — Chapter 16 Section 162- Earthquake Design as outlined within the
California Building Code. Section 162 requires a soils compaction report with proposed
foundation recommendations to be approved by a County Structural Engineer before
the issuance of a building or grading permit. Therefore, there will be no impact from the
exposure of people or structures to potential adverse effects from strong seismic ground
shaking as a result of this project.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

[] Potentially Significant impact Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated [0 Noimpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The project site is located within an area identified as
Quatemnary Alluvium. However, the project on-site conditions do not have susceptibility
to settlement and liquefaction. Therefore, there will be a less than significant impact
from the exposure of people to adverse effects from a known area susceptible to ground
failure. :

iv. Landslides?
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[] Potentially Significant Impact [ Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
U Mitigation Incorporated [J Noimpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The site is located within a very low to marginal
landslide susceptibility zone. However, it has been determined that the area does not
show evidence of either pre-existing or potential conditions that could become unstable
in the event of seismic activity. Therefore, there will be no potentially significant impact
from the exposure of people or structures to adverse effects from an area susceptible to
landslides.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

[ Potentially Significant Impact.' ., IZ] Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
. Mitigation Incorporated [0 Noimpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: According to the Soil Survey of San Diego County, the
soils on-site are identified as PeC (Placentia sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes) and
AyE (Auld stony clay, 9 to 30 percent slopes). The Placentia sandy loam has a soil
erodibility rating of “severe” and the Auld stony clay has a soil erodibility rating of
“moderate” as indicated by the Soil Survey for the San Diego Area, prepared by the US
Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation and Forest Service dated December 1973.
However, the project will not result in substantial soit erosion or the loss of topsoil for the
following reasons:

. The project will not result in unprotected erodible soils; is not located in a
floodplain, wetland, or significant drainage feature; and will not develop steep
slopes. :

. The project has prepared a Storm water Management Plan dated March 2006,

prepared by Fereydoon Alipanah. The plan includes the following Best
Management Practices to ensure sediment does not erode from the project site:
Site design measures — The project site will landscape the slopes and common
areas, and an irrigation system will be used to reduce over irrigation; Source
control BMPs — The project will include an education component directed at each
homeowner and storm drain inlets will be stenciled with a message waming
citizens not to dump pollutants into the drains; Treatment control BMPs — A catch
basin insert is proposed to be used to address water quality for this project.

. The project involves grading. However, the project is required to comply with the
San Diego County Code of Regulations, Title 8, Zoning and Land Use
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Regulations, Division 7, Sections 87.414 (DRAINAGE - EROSION
PREVENTION) and 87.417 (PLANTING). Compliance with these regulations
minimizes the potential for water and wind erosion.

Due to these factors, it has been found that the project will not result in substantial soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil on a project level.

In addition, the project will not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact because
all the of past, present and future projects included on the list of projects that involve
grading or land disturbance are required to follow the requirements of the San Diego
County Code of Regulations, Title 8, Zoning and Land Use Regulations, Division 7,
Sections 87.414 (DRAINAGE - EROSION PREVENTION) and 87.417 (PLANTING);
Order 2001-01 (NPDES No. CAS 0108758), adopted by the San Diego Region RWQCB
on February 21, 2001; County Watershed Protection, Storm Water Management, and
Discharge Control Ordinance (WPO) (Ord. No. 9424); and County Storm water
Standards Manual adopted on February 20, 2002, and amended January 10, 2003
(Ordinance No. 9426). Refer to XVil. Mandatory Findings of Significance for a
comprehensive list of the projects considered.

c) Will the project produce unstable geological conditions that will result in adverse
impacts resulting from landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
-collapse?

[ Potentially Significant Impact ¥l Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated [0 Noimpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The proposed project is a single-lot subdivision for the
development of ten condominiums. The project will result in site disturbance and
grading of 1.15 acres. However, the project will not result in unstable geological
conditions because the project is consistent with the geological formation underlying the
site. A Stormwater Management Plan prepared by Fereydoon Alipanah, dated March
2006, identified Best Management Practices to ensure sediment does not erode from
the project site. For further information refer to VI Geology and Soils, Question a., i-iv
listed above.

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

[0 Potentially Significant Impact [Ml Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
[ Mitigation Incorporated O Nolimpact
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Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The project is located on expansive soils as defined
within Table 18-i-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994). This was confirmed by staff
review of the Sail Survey for the San Diego Area, prepared by the US Department of
Agriculture, Soil Conservation and Forest Service dated December 1973. The soils on-
site are PeC (Placentia sandy loam) and AyE (Auld stoney clay). However, the project
will not have any significait impacts because the project is required to comply the
improvement requirements identified in the 1997 Uniform Building Code, Division Ill -
Design Standard for Design of Slab-On-Ground Foundations to Resist the Effects of
Expansive Soils and Compressibie Soils, which ensure suitable structure safety in areas
with expansive soils. Therefore, these soils will not create substantial risks to life or

property.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

[[] Potentially Significant Impact [C] Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
L] Mitigation Incorporated M No impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The project will rely on public water and sewer for the disposal of
wastewater. A service availability letter has been received from-the Spring Valley
Sanitation Maintenance District indicating that the facility has adequate capacity for the
projects wastewater disposal needs. No septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems are proposed.

Vil. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, storage, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or wastes?

[] Potentially Significant impact [J Less than Significant impact

0 Potentially Significant Unless |Z[

Mitigation incorporation ~ No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The project will not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment because it does not propose the storage, use, transport, emission, or
disposal of Hazardous Substances, nor are Hazardous Substances proposed or
currently in use in the immediate vicinity.
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b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

] Potentially Significant Impact [0 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
o Mitigation Incorporated M Noimpact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The project will not contain, handle, or store any potential sources of
chemicals or compounds that would present a significant risk of accidental explosion or
release of hazardous substances.

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

[0 Potentially Significant Impact [[] Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
D1 Mitigation Incorporated B No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: Although the project is located within one-quarter mile of an existing
school, Mount Miguel High School, the project does not propose the handling, storage,
or transport of hazardous materials. Therefore, the project will not have any effect on
an existing or proposed school.

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

[] Potentially Significant Impact [0 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
o Mitigation Incorporated | No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:
No Impact: The project is not located on a site listed in the State of California

Hazardous Waste and Substances sites list compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5.
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e) 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 or public use airport, would
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project

area?
[[] Potentially Significant Impact [C] Less than Significant impact
] Potentially Significant Unless E7_| No Impact

Mitigation incorporated

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The proposed project is not located within a Comprehensive Land Use
Plan (CLUP) for airports; or within two miles of a public airport. Also, the project does
not propose construction of any structure equal to or greater than 150 feet in height,
constituting a safety hazard to aircraft and/or operations from an airport or heliport.
Therefore, the project will not constitute a safety hazard for people residing or working
in the project area.

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

[] Potentially Significant Impact [0 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
- Mitigation Incorporated M  NoImpact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The proposed project is not within one mile of a private airstrip. As a
result, the project will not constitute a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

[ Potentially Significant Impact [¥] Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless .
o Mitigation Incorporated O Noimpact

Discussion/Explanation:

The following sections summarize the project’s consistency with applicable emergency
response plans or emergency evacuation plans.

i, OPERATIONAL AREA EMERGENCY PLAN:
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Less Than Significant Impact: The Operational Area Emergency Plan is a framework
document that provides direction to local jurisdictions to develop specific operational
area of San Diego County. It provides guidance for emergency planning and requires
subsequent plans to be established by each jurisdiction that has responsibilities in a
disaster situation. The project will not interfere with this plan because it will not prohibit
subsequent plans from being established.

. SAN DIEGO COUNTY NUCLEAR POWER STATION EMERGENCY
RESPONSE PLAN

No Impact: The San Diego County Nuclear Power Station Emergency Response Plan will
not be interfered with by the project due to the location of the project, plant and the specific
requirements of the plan. The emergency plan for the San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station includes an emergency planning zone within a 10-mile radius. All land area within
10 miles of the plant is not within the jurisdiction of the unincorporated County and as such a
project in the unincorporated area is not expected to interfere with any response or
evacuation.

fii. OIL SPILL CONTINGENCY ELEMENT

No Impact: The Oil Spill Contingency Element will not be interfered with because the
project is not located along the coastal zone or coastline.

v. EMERGENCY WATER CONTINGENCIES ANNEX AND ENERGY SHORTAGE
RESPONSE PLAN

No Impact: The Emergency Water Contingencies Annex and Energy Shortage Response
Plan will not be interfered with because the project does not propose altering major water or
energy supply infrastructure, such as the Califomia Aqueduct. -

V. DAM EVACUATION PLAN

No Impact: The Dam Evacuation Plan will not be interfered with because the project is
located outside a dam inundation zone.

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

[[] Potentially Significant Impact [C] Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless —
L1 Mitigation Incorporated No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:
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No Impact: The proposed project is completely surrounded by urbanized areas, and/or
irrigated lands and there are no adjacent wildland areas. Also, a Fire Service
Availability Letter, dated March 27, 2006, and conditions/comments, dated March 24,
2006, has been received from the San Miguel Consolidated Fire Protection District.
Therefore, based on the location of the project; review of the project by County staff;
and through compliance with the San Miguel Fire District’s conditions, it is not
anticipated that the project will expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving hazardous wildland fires.

i) Propose a use, or place residents adjacent to an existing or reasonably
foreseeable use that would substantially increase current or future resident’s
exposure to vectors, including mosquitoes, rats or flies, which are capable of
transmitting significant public health diseases or nuisances?

[[] Potentially Significant Impact [J Less than Significant impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated M No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The project does not involve or support uses that allow water to stand for a
period of 72 hours (3 days) or more (e.g. artificial lakes, agricultural irrigation ponds).
Also, the project does not involve or support uses that will produce or collect animal
waste, such as equestrian facilities, agricultural operations (chicken coops, dairies etc.),
solid waste facility or other similar uses. Moreover, based on a site visit conducted by
Alyssa Maxson on September 27, 2004, there are none of these uses on adjacent
properties. Therefore, the project will not substantially increase current or future
resident's exposure to vectors, including mosquitoes, rats or flies.

VHi. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project:
a) Violate any waste discharge requirements?

[] Potentially Significant Impact [ Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated [l No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The proposed project is a single-lot subdivision for the
development of ten condominiums. The project applicant has an approved the
Stormwater Management Plan which demonstrates that the project will comply with all
requirements of the NPDES Permit. The project site proposes and will be required to
implement the following site design measures, source control BMPs, and treatment
control BMPs to reduce potential poliutants to the maximum extent practicable from
entering storm water runoff:
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. Site design measures — The project site will landscape the slopes and common
areas, and an irrigation system will be used to reduce over irrigation;

. Source control BMPs - The project will include an education component directed
at each homeowner and storm drain inlets will be stenciled with a message
waming citizens not to dump pollutants into the drains; and

. Treatment control BMPs — A catch basin insert is proposed to be used to address
water quality for this project.

These measures will enable the project to meet waste discharge requirements as
required by the Land-Use Planning for New Development and Redevelopment
Component of the San Diego Municipal Permit (SDRWQCB Order No. 2001-01), as
implemented by the San Diego County Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management
Program (JURMP) and Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP).

Finally, the project's conformance to the waste discharge requirements listed above
ensures the project will not create cumulatively considerable water quality impacts
related to waste discharge because, through the permit, the project will conform to
Countywide watershed standards in the JURMP and SUSMP, derived from State
regulation to address human health and water quality concemns. Therefore, the project
will not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact to water quality from waste
discharges.

b) Is the prbject tributary to an already impaired water body, as listed on the Clean
Water Act Section 303(d) list? If so, could the project result in an increase in any
pollutant for which the water body is already impaired?

[ Potentially Significant Impact Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
L3 Mitigation Incorporated [J Noimpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The project lies in the Sweetwater River hydrologic
subarea (909.12), within the Sweetwater hydrologic unit. According to the Clean Water
Act Section 303(d) list, July 2003, although portions of the San Diego Bay are impaired
for coliform bacteria, no portion of the Sweetwater River, which is tributary to the Bay, is
impaired. Constituents of concem in the Sweetwater River watershed include coliform
bacteria and trace metals.

As a result of the land use activities proposed by this project, surface waters may
contain additional urban runoff pollutants from the proposed road surfaces including
silts, oil, and grease, along with hydrocarbons resulting from vehicular traffic.
Additionally, sediments are likely to occur as a result of grading activities and non-
planted slopes; nutrients and pesticides are likely to be present as a result of fertilizer
and other chemical use around the new homesite; trash and debris may occur from the
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homesite or people using the roadway; oxygen demanding substances and bacteria
may occur as a result of improper disposal of pet waste or use of non-degradable
detergents when washing vehicles.

However, the following site design measures, source control BMPs, and treatment
control BMPs will be employed such that potential pollutants will be reduced in any
runoff to the maximum extent practicable so as not to increase the level of these
pollutants in receiving waters: Site design measures — The project site will landscape
the slopes and common areas, and an irrigation system will be used to reduce over
irrigation; Source control BMPs ~ The project will include an education component
directed at each homeowner and storm drain inlets will be stenciled with a message
warning citizens not to dump pollutants into the drains; Treatment control BMPs - A
catch basin insert is proposed to be used to address water quality for this project.

The proposed BMPs are consistent with regional surface water and storm water
planning and permitting process that has been established to improve the overall water
quality in County watersheds. As a result the project will not contribute to a cumulative
impact to an aiready impaired water body, as listed on the Clean Water Act Section
303(d). Regional surface water and storm water permitting regulation for County of San
Diego, Incorporated Cities of San Diego County, and San Diego Unified Port District
includes the following: Order 2001-01 (NPDES No. CAS 0108758), adopted by the San
Diego Region RWQCB on February 21, 2001; County Watershed Protection, Storm
Water Management, and Discharge Control Ordinance (WPO) (Ord. No. 9424), County
Storm water Standards Manual adopted on February 20, 2002, and amended

January 10, 2003 (Ordinance No. 9426). The stated purposes of these ordinances are
to protect the health, safety and general welfare of the County of San Diego residents;
to protect water resources and to improve water quality; to cause the use of
management practices by the County and its citizens that will reduce the adverse
effects of polluted runoff discharges on waters of the state; to secure benefits from the
use of storm water as a resource; and to ensure the County is compliant with applicable
state and federal laws. Ordinance No. 9424 (WPO) has discharge prohibitions, and
requirements that vary depending on type of land use activity and location in the
County. Ordinance No. 9426 is Appendix A of Ordinance No. 9424 (WPO) and sets out
in more detail, by project category, what Dischargers must do to comply with the
Ordinance and to receive permits for projects and activities that are subject to the
Ordinance. Collectively, these regulations establish standards for projects to follow
which intend to improve water quality from headwaters to the deltas of each watershed
in the County. Each project subject to WPO is required to prepare a Stormwater
Management Plan that details a project’s pollutant discharge contribution to a given
watershed and propose BMPs or design measures to mitigate any impacts that may
occur in the watershed.

c) Could the proposed project cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable
surface or groundwater receiving water quality objectives or degradation of
beneficial uses?
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[0 Potentially Significant Impact [ Less than Significant impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated O No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The Regional Water Quality Control Board has
designated water quality objectives for waters of the San Diego Region as outlined in
Chapter 3 of the Water Quality Control Plan (Plan). The water quality objectives are
necessary to protect the existing and potential beneficial uses of each hydrologic unit as
described in Chapter 2 of the Plan.

The project lies in the Sweetwater River hydrologic subarea (909.12), within the
Sweetwater hydrologic unit that has the following existing and potential beneficial uses
for intand surface waters, coastal waters, reservoirs and lakes, and ground water:
municipal and domestic supply; industrial service supply; contact water recreation; non-
contact water recreation; warm freshwater habitat; and wildlife habitat.

As a result of the land use activities proposed by this project, surface waters may
contain additional urban runoff pollutants from the proposed road surfaces including
silts, oil, and grease, along with hydrocarbons resuiting from vehicular traffic.
Additionally, sediments are likely to occur as a result of grading activities and non-
planted slopes; nutrients and pesticides are likely to be present as a result of fertilizer
and other chemical use around the new homesite; trash and debris may occur from the
homesite or people using the roadway; oxygen demanding substances and bacteria
may occur as a result of improper disposal of pet waste or use of non-degradable
detergents when washing vehicles.

However, the following site design measures, source control BMPs, and treatment
control BMPs will be employed such that potential poliutants will be reduced in any
runoff to the maximum extent practicable so as not to increase the level of these
pollutants in receiving waters: Site design measures — The project site will landscape
the slopes and common areas, and an irrigation system will be used to reduce over
irrigation; Source control BMPs — The project will include an education component
directed at each homeowner and storm drain inlets will be stenciled with a message
waming citizens not to dump pollutants into the drains; Treatment control BMPs — A
catch basin insert is proposed to be used to address water quality for this project.

In addition, the proposed BMPs are consistent with regional surface water, storm water
and groundwater planning and permitting process that has been established to improve
the overall water quality in County watersheds. As a result, the project will not
contribute to a cumulatively considerable exceedance of applicable surface or
groundwater receiving water quality objectives or degradation of beneficial uses. Refer
to Section VIII., Hydrology and Water Quality, Question b, for more information on
regional surface water and storm water planning and permitting process.
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d) 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 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)?

[0 Potentially Significant Impact [0 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless =~
o Mitigation Incorporated M No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The project will obtain its water supply from the Helix Water District that
obtains water from surface reservoirs or other imported water source. The project will
not use any groundwater for any purpose, including irrigation, domestic or commercial
demands. In addition, the project does not involve operations that would interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge including, but not limited to the following: the
project does not involve regional diversion of water to another groundwater basin; or
diversion or channelization of a stream course or waterway with impervious layers, such
as concrete lining or culverts, for substantial distances (e.g. Y2 mile). These activities
and operations can substantially affect rates of groundwater recharge. Therefore, no
impact to groundwater resources is anticipated.

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

[] Potentially Significant Impact [Vl Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
o Mitigation Incorporated [0 Noimpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The proposed project will not substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff
in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. In
addition, a CEQA Preliminary Hydrology/Drainage Study received August 30, 2005, by
DPLU was reviewed and accepted by DPW.

f) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding
on- or off-site?
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[[] Potentially Significant impact Less than Significant impact

Potentially Significant Unless
o Mitigation Incorporated [J Nolmpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant impact: The proposed project will not substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff
in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site. In addition, a CEQA
Preliminary Hydrology/Drainage Study received August 30, 2005, by DPLU was
reviewed and accepted by DPW.

g) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned storm water drainage systems?

[0 Potentially Significant Impact B/ Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated 0 Noimpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant impact: The proposed project will not substantially create or
contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems. in addition, a CEQA Preliminary Hydrology/Drainage Study

received August 30, 2005, by DPLU was reviewed and accepted by DPW.

h) Provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

] Potentially Significant Impact Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated [J No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: As a result of the land use activities proposed by this
project, surface waters may contain additional urban runoff pollutants from the proposed
road surfaces including silts, oil, grease, along with hydrocarbons resulting from
vehicular traffic. Additionally, sediments are likely to occur as a result of grading
activities and non-planted slopes; nutrients and pesticides are likely to be present as a
result of fertilizer and other chemical use around the new homesite; trash and debris
may occur from the homesite or people using the roadway; oxygen demanding
substances and bacteria may occur as a result of improper disposal of pet waste or use
of non-degradable detergents when washing vehicles.
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However, the following site design measures, source control BMPs, and treatment
control BMPs will be employed such that potential pollutants will be reduced in any
runoff to the maximum extent practicable so as not to increase the level of these
pollutants in receiving waters: Site design measures — The project site will landscape
the slopes and common areas, and an irrigation system will be used to reduce over
irrigation; Source control BMPs — The project will include an education component
directed at each homeowner and storm drain inlets will be stenciled with a message
waming citizens not to dump pollutants into the drains; Treatment control BMPs — A
catch basin insert is proposed to be used to address water quality for this project. Refer
to VIl Hydrology and Water Quality Questions a, b, c, for further information.

i) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Fiood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map, including County Floodplain Maps?

[J Potentially Significant Impact [] Lessthan Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated M No Im.pact

Discussion/Explanation:
No Impact: No FEMA mapped floodplains, County-mapped floodplains or drainages
with a watershed greater than 25 acres were identified on the project site or off-site

improvement locations; therefore, no impact will occur.

i) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

[J Potentially Significant impact ] Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless -
L] Mitigation Incorporated No impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: No 100-year flood hazard areas were identified on the project site or off-
site improvement locations; therefore, no impact will occur.

k) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

[] Potentially Significant Impact [0 Less than Significant impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated M NoImpact

Discussion/Explanation:
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No Impact: The project site lies outside any identified special flood hazard area
including a mapped dam inundation area for a major dam/reservoir within San Diego
County. In addition, the project is not located immediately downstream of a minor dam
that could potentially flood the property. Therefore, the project will not expose people to
a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding.

) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
[] Potentially Significantimpact = “:[] Less than Significant Impact
] Potentially Significant Unless | No Itﬁp a ct

Mitigation Incorporated
Discussion/EXplanation:

i. SEICHE

No Impact: The project site is not located along the shoreline of a lake or reservoir;
therefore, could not be inundated by a seiche.

ii. TSUNAMI

No Impact: The project site is located more than a mile from the coast, therefore, in the
event of a tsunami, wouid not be inundated.

. MUDFLOW

No Impact: Mudflow is type of landslide. The site is not located within a landslide
susceptibility zone. Also, it has been determined that the geologic environment of the
project area has a low probability to be located within an area of potential or pre-existing
conditions that could become unstable in the event of seismic activity. In addition,
though the project does propose land disturbance that will expose unprotected soils, the
project is not located downstream from unprotected, exposed soils within a landslide
susceptibility zone. Therefore, it is not anticipated that the project will expose people or
property to inundation due to a mudfiow.

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?

] Potentially Significant Impact [ Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
u Mitigation Incorporated M No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:
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No Impact: The project does not propose the introducing new infrastructure such major
roadways or water supply systems, or utilities to the area. Therefore, the proposed
project will not significantly disrupt or divide the established community.

b) 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 coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

[OJ Potentially Significant impact [Vl Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
o Mitigation Incorporated ] No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The proposed project is subject to the Regional Land
Use Element Policy 1.1 Current Urban Development Area (CUDA) and Policy 1.6
Environmentally Constrained Area (ECA). The ECA Regional Category is applied to the
western portion of the property that prior to the improvements and construction of State
Route 125, was considered a potential floodplain during high levels of precipitation. The
project has a General Plan Land Use Designation of (7) Residential. The General Plan
does not have a minimum gross parcel size for the (7) Residential, however, the
maximum density is not more than 10.9 dwelling units per acre. The proposed project
has a density that will be consistent with the General Plan Regional Category and Land

Use Designation.

The project is subject to the policies of the Spring Valley Community Plan. The
proposed project is consistent with the policies of the Spring Valley Community Plan.
The current zone is RV11, with a density of 10.9 dwelling units per acre and a minimum
net lot size of 10,000 square feet. The proposed project is a single-lot subdivision for
the development of ten condominiums on 1.15 acres. The proposed project is
consistent with the Zoning Ordinance requirements for density and minimum lot size.

X. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:
a)  Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of

value to the region and the residents of the state?

[] Potentially Significant Impact [l Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
u Mitigation Incorporated [J NolImpact

Discussion/Explanation:
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Less Than Significant Impact: Although the project site has been classified by the
California Department of Conservation — Division of Mines and Geology (Update of
Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials in the Western San Diego Production-
Consumption Region, 1997) as an area of undetermined mineral resources MRZ-3, it
has been determined that the site is not located within an alluvial river valiey or
underiain by coastal marine/non-marine granular deposits. Therefore, no potentially
significant loss of availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and the
residents of the state will occur as a result of this project. Moreover, if the resources are
not considered significant mineral deposits, loss of these resources cannot contribute to
a potentially significant cumulative impact.

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

[[] Potentially Significant Impact O Less than Significant impact

Potentially Significant Unless
[ Mitigation Iincorporated B  No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The project site is zoned RV11, which is not considered to be an Extractive
Use Zone (S82) nor does it have an Impact Sensitive Land Use Designation (24) with
an Extractive Land Use Overlay (25) (County Land Use Element, 2000).

Xi. NOISE — Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards

of other agencies?
[0 Potentially Significant Impact [] Less than Significant Impact
Potentially Significant Unless [J No Impact

Mitigation Incorporated
Discussion/Explanation:

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: The project is a single Lot
subdivision for 10 condominium units that will be occupied by {ocal residents. This
facility is considered to be noise sensitive. Noise sensitive land uses include
residences, hospitals, schools, libraries or similar facilities where quiet is an important
attribute. Based on a site visit completed by Alyssa Maxson on September 24, 2004
and as described in the Acoustical Analysis of the Sweetwater Road Project prepared
by Gordon Bricken and Associates and dated February 7, 2007, the surrounding area
supports multi-family and mobile home residential. The project will not expose people to
potentially significant noise levels that exceed the allowable limits of the County of San
Diego General Plan, for the following reasons:
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General Plan — Noise Element

The County of San Diego General Plan, Noise Element, Policy 4b addresses noise
sensitive land uses and requires an acoustical study to be prepared for any use that
may expose noise sensitive land uses to noise in excess of a Community Noise
Equivalent Level (CNEL) of 60 decibels (dBA). Moreover, if the project is in excess of
CNEL 60 dB(A), modifications must be made to the project to reduce noise levels.
Based on Bricken's Acoustical Analysis and dated February 7, 2007, project
implementation is expected to expose onsite future noise sensitive land uses to road
noise in excess of the CNEL 60 dB(A). Without measures or design considerations, the
private usable open space and the common open space required for.this development
are going to be potentially affected by significant traffic noise levels ranging from 61 to
66 decibels CNEL. To reduce the future CNEL to acceptable levels, the site plan
(STP04-050) requires the construction of a 6-foot tall sound attenuation barrier along
the south property line, two-story buildings for these residential condominiums, and
balcony sound attenuation barriers (42-inch and 60-inch heights in order to supplement
the existing noise control features (berms and walls) in the vicinity of the subdivision.
For interior noise sensitive land uses associated with each condominium, a Noise
Protection Easement will be granted for the whole Lot so that an interior noise analysis
of the final building design will be required prior to the issuance of building permits to
demonstrate future compliance to the 45-decibel CNEL interior criterion.

Noise Ordinance — Section 36-404

Non-transportation noise generated by the project is not expected to exceed the
standards of the County of San Diego Noise Ordinance (Section 36-404) at or beyond
the project's property line. The site is zoned RV-11 that has a day/night one-hour
average sound limit of 55/50 decibels (A). The adjacent properties are zoned either RV-
11 or RMH-9 and have day/night one-hour average sound limits of the site (65/50) or
50/45 decibels (A). Based on a review by the County Noise Specialist John Bennett on
December 19, 2006, the project's noise levels are not anticipated to impact adjoining
properties or exceed County Noise Ordinance Standards, which is 50 decibels except
for the south property line with 47.5 decibeis being the most stringent limit, because the
project includes property line sound attenuation barriers or other design considerations
such as berms and parapet walls. Staff expects these features will provide the means
for compliance from the potential effects of any noise producing equipment like air
conditioners and the requirement of an acoustical analysis of the final building designs
for the Noise Protection Easement.

Noise Ordinance — Section 36410

The project will not generate construction noise that may exceed the standards of the
County of San Diego Noise Ordinance (Section 36-410). Construction operations will
occur only during permitted hours of operation pursuant to Section 36-410. Also, it is
not anticipated that the project will operate construction equipment in excess of an
average sound level of 75 dB between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM.
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Additionally, the project's conformance to the County of San Diego General Plan (Noise
Element, Policy 4b) and County of San Diego Noise Ordinance (Section 36-404 and
36.410) ensures the project will not create cumulatively considerable noise impacts,
because the project will not exceed the local noise standards for noise sensitive areas;
and the project will not exceed the applicable noise level limits at the property line or
construction noise limits, derived from State regulation to address human health and
quality of life concems. Therefore, the project will not contribute to a cumulatively
considerable exposure of persons or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan, noise ordinance, and appllcable standards of other
agencies. -

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

[ Potentially Significant Impact ¥ Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
. Mitigation Incorporated O NO_lmr_Jact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The project proposes residences where low ambient
vibration is essential for sleeping conditions. However, the facilities are setback 50 feet
from any County Circulation Element (CE) roadway using rubber-tired vehicles with
projected groundbome noise or vibration contours of 38 VdB or less; any property line
for parcels zoned industrial or extractive use; or any permitted extractive uses. it is not
expected that the adjacent County CE roadways would be dominated by frequent
heavy-duty truck activities. A setback of 50 feet from the roadway centerline for
frequent heavy-duty truck activities insures that these proposed uses or operations do
not have any chance of being impacted by groundbome vibration or groundbome noise
levels (Federal Transit Administration, “Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment,” Final Report, May 2006, Rudy Hendriks, Transportation Related
Earthbome Vibrations 2002). In addition, the setback ensures that the project will not
be affected by any past, present or future projects that may support sources of
groundbome vibration or groundborne noise.

Also, the project does not propose any major, new or expanded infrastructure such as
mass transit, highways or major roadways or intensive extractive industry that could
generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels and impact
vibration sensitive uses in the surrounding area.

Therefore, the project will not expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborme noise levels on a project or cumulative level.

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?
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[C] Potentially Significant Impact V] Less than Significant Impact

0 Potentially Significant Unless [J Nolmpact

Mitigation Incorporated
Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The project involves the following permanent noise
sources that may increase the ambient noise leve!l: residential air conditioners. As
indicated in the response listed under Section XI Noise, Question a., the project would
not expose existing or planned noise sensitive areas in the vicinity to a substantial
permanent increase in noise levels that exceed the allowable limits of the County of San
Diego General Plan, County of San Diego Noise Ordinance, and other applicable local, -
State, and Federal noise control. Also, the project is not expected to expose existing or
planned noise sensitive areas to noise 10 dB CNEL over existing ambient noise levels
based on review of the project by County staff. The project will increase the ambient
noise levels by 1 dB CNEL or less. Studies completed by the Organization of Industry
Standards (ISO 362; ISO 1996 1-3; ISO 3095; and 1SO 3740-3747) state an increase of
10 dB is perceived as twice as loud and is perceived as a significant increase in the
ambient noise level.

The project will not result in cumulatively noise impacts because a list of past, present
and future projects within the vicinity were evaluated. It was determined that the project
in combination with a list of past, present and future project would not expose existing or
planned noise sensitive areas to noise 10 dB CNEL over existing ambient noise levels.
Refer to XVIl. Mandatory Findings of Significance for a comprehensive list of the
projects considered.

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

[] Potentially Significant Impact 1 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated [0 NoImpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The project does not involve any uses that may create
substantial temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
including but not limited to extractive industry; outdoor commercial or industrial uses
that involve crushing, cutting, drilling, grinding, or blasting of raw materials; truck depots,
transfer stations or delivery areas; or outdoor sound systems.

Also, general construction noise is not expected to exceed the construction noise limits
of the County of San Diego Noise Ordinance (Section 36-410), which are derived from
State regulations to address human health and quality of life concerns. Construction
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operations will occur only during permitted hours of operation pursuant to Section 36-
410. Also, it is not anticipated that the project will operate construction equipment in
excess of an average sound level of 75 dB between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM.
Therefore, the project would not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
existing ambient noise levels in the project vicinity.

e) 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 or public use airport, would
the project expose people residing or working in the pro;ect area to excessive
noise levels? R :

[ Potentially Significant Impact [} Lessthan Signiﬁcant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
u Mitigation Incorporated 1 No impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The proposed project is not located within a Comprehensive Land Use
Plan (CLUP) for airports or within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport.
Therefore, the project will not expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive airport-related noise levels.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

[] Potentially Significant Impact [0 Less thaii Significant impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O ‘Mitigation Incorporated M  No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No impact: The proposed project is not located within a one-mile vicinity of a private
airstrip; therefore, the project will not expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive airport-related noise levels.

Xli. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project:

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

[0 Potentially Significant Impact [C] Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless —
o Mitigation Incorporated No Impact

Discussion/Explanation: -
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No Impact: The proposed project will not induce substantial population growth in an
area because the project does not propose any physical or regulatory change that
would remove a restriction to or encourage population growth in an area including, but
limited to the following: new or extended infrastructure or public facilities; new
commercial or industrial facilities; large-scale residential development; accelerated
conversion of homes to commercial or multi-family use; or regulatory changes including
General Plan amendments, specific plan amendments, zone reclassifications, sewer or
water annexations; or LAFCO annexation actions.

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

[] Potentially Significant Impact [0 Less than Significant Impact
O] Potentially Significant Unless No Impact

Mitigation Incorporated
Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The proposed project will not displace any existing housing since the site is
currently vacant. The addition of 10 dwelling units will yield a net gain of available
housing.

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

[ Potentially Significant Impact [[] Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation incorporated M No impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The proposed project will not displace a substantial number of people
since the site is currently vacant.

Xiil. PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Would the project resuit in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision 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 ratios,
response times or other performance service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

i. Fire protection?
ii. Police protection?
ii. Schools?
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iv. Parks?
V. Other public facilities?

] Potentially Significant Impact [7] Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
o Mitigation Incorporated M Nolmpact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: Based on the service availability forms received for the project, the
proposed project will not result in the need for significantly altered services or facilities.
Service availability forms have been provided which indicate existing services are
available to the project from the following agencies/districts: Helix Water District, Spring
Valley Sanitation Maintenance District, San Miguel Consolidated Fire Protection District,
Grossmont Union High School District, and La Mesa-Spring Valley School District. The
project does not involve the construction of new or physically altered governmental
facilities including but not limited to fire protection facilities, sheriff facilities, schools, or
parks in order to maintain acceptabie service ratios, response times or other
performance service ratios or objectives for any public services. Therefore, the project
will not have an adverse physical effect on the environment because the project does
not require new or significantly altered services or facilities to be constructed.

XIV. RECREATION

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be acceierated?

[0 Potentially Significant Impact Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
u Mitigation Incorporated [0 Noimpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The project involves a residential subdivision for the
development of ten condominiums that will increase the use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational facilities. To avoid substantial physical
deterioration of local recreation facilities the project will be required to pay fees or
dedicate land for local parks to the County pursuant to the Park Land Dedication
Ordinance (PLDO). The Park Land Dedication Ordinance (PLDO) is the mechanism
that enables the funding or dedication of local parkland in the County. The PLDO
establishes several methods by which developers may satisfy their park requirements.
Options include the payment of park fees, the dedication of a public park, the provision
of private recreational facilities, or a combination of these methods. PLDO funds must
be used for the acquisition, planning, and development of local parkiand and recreation
facilities. Local parks are intended to serve the recreational needs of the communities
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in which they are located. The proposed project opted to pay park fees. Therefore, the
project meets the requirements set forth by the PLDO for adequate parkland dedication
and thereby reducing impacts, including cumulative impacts to local recreational
facilities. The project will not result in significant cumulative impacts, because all past,
present and future residential projects are required to comply with the requirements of
PLDO. Refer to XVIl. Mandatory Findings of Significance for a comprehensive list of
the projects considered.

There is an existing surplus of County Regional Parks. :Currently, there is over 21,765
.acres of regional parkland owned by the County, which far exceeds the General Plan
standard of 15 acres per 1,000 population. In addition, there are over one million acres
of publicly owned land in San Diego County dedicated to parks or open space including
Federal lands, State Parks, special districts, and regional river parks. Due to the
extensive surplus of existing publicly owned lands that can be used for recreation the
project will not result in substantial physical deterioration of regional recreational facilities or
accelerate the deterioration of regional parkland. Moreover, the project will not result any
cumulatively considerable deterioration or accelerated deterioration of regional
recreation facilities because even with all past, present and future residential projects a
significant surplus of regional recreational facilities will remain.

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

[] Potentially Significant Impact [0 Less than Significant impact

Potentially Significant Unless
O Mitigation Incorporated M No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The project does not include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Therefore, the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities cannot have an adverse physical effect on the
environment.

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the project:

a) . Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or
congestion at intersections)?

[] Potentially Significant Impact 21 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
Mitigation Incorporated O Noimpact
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Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant: The project will generate approximately an additional 80 ADT
which (per SANDAG traffic rates: proposed 10 condominium units times 8 ADT per unit
= 80 ADT). The project was reviewed by DPW and was determined not to result in a
substantial increase in the number of vehicle trips, volume of capacity ratio on roads, or
congestion at intersections in relation to existing conditions for the following reasons:

Currently there is approximately 28,000 ADT on Sweetwater Road. The existing level of
service on Sweetwater Road is “D". The level of service with the project will be level of
service “D”. The increase of 80 ADT will not be a substantial increase.

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by the County congestion management agency and/or as identified
by the County of San Diego Transportation Impact Fee Program for designated
roads or highways?

[] Potentially Significant Impact [0 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
A Mitigation Incorporated O o impact

Discussion/Explanation:

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigation Incorporated: The proposed
project will result in an additional 80 ADT. The project was reviewed by the Department
of Public Works and was determined not to exceed a level of service (LOS) standard at
the direct project level. Therefore, the project will not have a significant direct project-
level impact on the LOS standards established by the County congestion management
agency for designated roads or highways.

The County of San Diego has developed an overall programmatic solution that
addresses existing and projected future road deficiencies in the unincorporated portion
of San Diego County. This program includes the adoption of a Transportation Impact
Fee (TIF) program to fund improvements to roadways necessary to mitigate potential
cumulative impacts caused by traffic from future development. Based on SANDAG
regional growth and land use forecasts, the SANDAG Regional Transportation Model
was utilized to analyze projected build-out (year 2030) development conditions on the
existing circulation element roadway network throughout the unincorporated area of the
County. Based on the results of the traffic modeling, funding necessary to construct
transportation facilities that will mitigate cumulative impacts from new development was
identified. Existing roadway deficiencies will be corrected through improvement projects
funded by other public funding sources, such as TransNet, gas tax, and grants.
Potential cumulative impacts to the region’s freeways have been addressed in
SANDAG's Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). This plan, which considers freeway
buildout over the next 30 years, will use funds from TransNet, state, and federal funding
to improve freeways to projected level of service objectives in the RTP.
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The proposed project generates approximately an additional 80 ADT. These trips will
be distributed on circulation element roadways in the County that were analyzed by the
TIF program, some of which currently or are projected to operate at inadequate levels of
service. These project trips therefore contribute to a potential significant cumulative
impact and mitigation is required. The potential growth represented by this project was
included in the growth projections upon which the TIF program is based. Therefore,
payment of the TIF, which will be required at issuance of building permits, in
combination with other components of the program described above, will mitigate
potential cumulative traffic impacts to less than significant. In order to mitigate its
incremental contribution to significant cumulative traffic impacts, the proposed project
will pay the TIF prior to obtaining building permits.

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

[ Potentially Significant Impact [[] Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
Mitigation Incorporated M No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The proposed project is located outside of an Airport Master Plan Zone
and is not adjacent to any public or private airports; therefore, the project will not result
in a change in air traffic patterns.

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

[] Potentially Significant impact [/ Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
Mitigation Incorporated [ Noimpact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: There are no significant impacts to traffic safety since
adequate sight distance will be required along Sweetwater Road looking in both
directions from the project entrance. All road improvements will be constructed
according to the County of San Diego Public and Private Road Standards. Roads used
to access the proposed project site are up to County standards. The proposed project
will not place incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) on existing roadways.
Therefore, the proposed project will not significantly increase hazards due to design
features or incompatible uses.
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e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

[C] Potentially Significant Impact [V Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless |
Mitigation Incorporated No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant: The proposed project will not result in inadequate emergency
access. The San Miguel Consolidated Fire Protection District has reviewed the
proposed project and associated emergency access roadways and has determined that
there is adequate emergency fire access proposed. Additionally, roads used will be
required to be improved to County standards.

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

[] Potentially Significant Impact M1 Less than Significant impact

Potentially Significant Unless
Mitigation Incorporated O o impact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Sigmf' cant impact: The Zoning Ordinance Section 6758 Parking Schedule
requires provision for two on-site parking spaces for multi-family dwelling units with
three or more bedrooms. Each dwelling unit has an attached two car garage.
Additionally, there are eight additional parking spaces, of which one is ADA compliant,
located on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project is providing adequate on-
site parking.

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus tumouts, bicycle racks)?

[0 Potentially Significant Impact Less than Significant impact

Potentially Significant Unless
Mitigation Incorporated L No Impact

DiscussionlEprénation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The project does not propose any hazards or barriers
for pedestrians or bicyclists. Any required improvements will be constructed to maintain
existing conditions as it relates to pedestrians and bicyclists.

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the appllcable Regional Water
Quality Controi Board?
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[] Potentially Significant Impact M Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless |
Mitigation Incorporated No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The project proposes to-discharge domestic waste to a
community sewer system that is permitted to operate by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB). A project facility availability form has been received from
Spring Valley Sanitation Maintenance District that indicates the district will serve the
project. Therefore, because the project will be discharging wastewater to a RWQCB

- permitted community sewer system and will be required to satisfy the conditions listed
above, the project is consistent with the wastewater treatment requirements of the
RWQCB, including the Regional Basin Plan.

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

[ Potentially Significant Impact [J Less than Significant iImpact

Potentially Significant Unless m
Mitigation Incorporated No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

No Impact: The project does not include new or expanded water or wastewater
treatment facilities. In addition, the project does not require the construction or
expansion of water or wastewater treatment facilities. Based on the service availability
forms received, the project will not require construction of new or expanded water or
wastewater treatment facilities. Service availability forms have been provided which
indicate adequate water and wastewater treatment facilities are available to the project
from the Helix Water District and Spring Valley Sanitation Maintenance District,
respectively. Therefore, the project will not require any construction of new or
expanded facilities, which could cause significant environmental effects.

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

[J Potentially Significant Impact A M Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless O  No Impact
Mitigation Incorporated P

Discussion/Explanation:
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Less Than Significant Impact: The project involves new and expanded storm water
drainage facilities. The new facilities include a catch basin insert that will be installed to
treat contaminated water before it enters the drainage system. Refer to the Storm water
Management Plan prepared by Fereydoon Alipanah, dated March 20086, for more
information. However, as outlined in this Environmental Analysis Form Section I-XVII,
the new and expanded facilities will not result in adverse physical effect on the
environment.

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

[J Potentially Significant Impact ] Lessthan Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless 0
Mitigation Incorporated , No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The project requires water service from the Helix
Water District. A Service Availability |_etter from the Helix Water District has been
provided, indicating adequate water resources and entittements are available to serve
the requested water resources. Therefore, the project will have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project.

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

[0 Potentially Significant impact Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless ]
Mitigation Incorporated No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: The project requires wastewater service from the
Spring Valley Sanitation Maintenance District. A Service Availability Letter from the
District has been provided, indicating adequate wastewater service capacity is available
to serve the requested demand. Therefore, the project will not interfere with any
wastewater treatment provider's service capacity.

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

[0 Potentially Significant Impact M Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
Mitigation Incorporated , O No Impact
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Discussion/Explanation:

Less Than Significant Impact: Implementation of the project will generate solid
waste. All solid waste facilities, including landfills require solid waste facility permits to
operate. In San Diego County, the County Department of Environmental Health, Local
Enforcement Agency issues solid waste facility permits with concurrence from the
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) under the authority of the
Public Resources Code (Sections 44001-44018) and Califomia Code of Regulations
Title 27, Division 2, Subdivision 1, Chapter 4 (Section 21440et seq.). There are five,
permitted active landfills in San Diego County with remaining capacity. Therefore, there
is sufficient existing permitted solid waste capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs.

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid

waste?
[0 Potentially Significant Impact M Less than Significant Impact
Potentially Significant Unless O No Impact

Mitigation Incorporated
Discussion/Explanation:

Less than Significant Impact: Implementation of the project will generate solid waste.
All solid waste facilities, including landfills require solid waste facility permits to operate.
In San Diego County, the County Department of Environmental Health, Local
Enforcement Agency issues solid waste facility permits with concurrence from the
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) under the authority of the
Public Resources Code (Sections 44001-44018) and Califomia Code of Reguiations
Title 27, Division 2, Subdivision 1, Chapter 4 (Section 21440et seq.). The project will
deposit all solid waste at a permitted solid waste facility and therefore, will comply with
Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

XVIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, substantially 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?

[ Potentially Significant impact [M Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless O
Mitigation Incorporated No Impact

Discussion/Explanation:;
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Less than Significant Impact: Per the instructions for evaluating environmental
impacts in this Initial Study, 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 lévels, 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 were considered in the response to each question in sections IV and V of this
form. In addition to project specific impacts, this evaluation considered the projects
potential for significant cumulative effects. There is no substantial evidence that there
are biological or cultural resources that are affected or associated with this project.
Therefore, this project has been determined not to meet this Mandatory Finding of
Significance.

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of
a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

] Potentially Significant Impact [0 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless
Mitigation Incorporated L No impact

Discussion/Explanation:
FOR ALL RESPONSES

The following list of past, present and future projects were considered and evaluated as
a part of this Initial Study:

PROJECT NAME PERMIT/MAP NUMBER
Herremans Residential Addition ZAP 06-005
Conrado Duplex S03-076
Kevin's Auto Body Site Plan S04-065
Coushetta Lane S05-001
Wayne's Used Cars S05-002
Paimieri Duplex S05-024
Renteria Metal Building S06-010
Ezcarzaga Family Residence Addition S06-017
Huguley TPM TPM 20589
Eaton Development TPM 20757
Lamar Street TPM TPM 20880
Kvaas Project TPM 20939
Spring Valley Vistas R03-010; TM 5336; S03-055
Valencia Square Condo Conversion TM 5404; S04-076
Valencia Gardens Condo Conversion TM 5420; S05-005
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lidica Street Condo Conversion TM 5491; S06-015

Presioca Condo Conversion TM 5400

Kinzeler Subdivision TM 5477

lildica Condominiums TM 5486

Sugarbush Specific Plan SP 03-003; TM 5295

Highlands’ Ranch SPA 02-002; TM 5299; S02-023

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: Per the instructions for
evaluating environmental impacts in this Initial Study, the potential for adverse
cumulative effects were considered in the response to each question in sections |
through XVI of this form. In addition to project specific impacts, this evaluation
considered the projects potential for incremental effects that are cumulatively
considerable. As a result of this evaluation, there were determined to be potentially
significant cumulative effects related to transportation and traffic. However, mitigation
has been included that clearly reduces these cumulative effects to a level below
significance. This mitigation includes payment of the TIF, which will be required prior to
obtaining building permits. As a result of this evaluation, there is no substantial
evidence that, after mitigation, there are cumulative effects associated with this project.
Therefore, this project has been determined not to meet this Mandatory Finding of
Significance.

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

[] Potentially Significant Impact [] Less than Significant Impact
Potentially Significant Unless O N o Impact

Mitigation Incorporated
Discussion/Explanation:

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: In the evaluation of
environmental impacts in this Initial Study, the potential for adverse direct or indirect
impacts to human beings were considered in the response to certain questions in
sections I. Aesthetics, lll. Air Quality, VI. Geology and Soils, Vil. Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Vil Hydrology and Water Quality XI. Noise, Xil. Population and
Housing, and XV. Transportation and Traffic. As a result of this evaluation, there were
determined to be potentially significant effects to human beings related to the potential
noise and transportation/traffic impacts. This mitigation includes a noise protection
easement requiring an acoustical analysis be performed by a County certified acoustical
engineer, demonstrating that the present and anticipated future noise levels for the
interior of the above residential dwelling units will not exceed the allowable sound level
limit of the Noise Element of the San Diego County General Plan and construction of a
noise attenuation wall along the perimeter of the rear exterior noise sensitive areas for
units 1 through 8. Also, the applicant is required to pay the Transportation Impact Fee,
which will be required prior to obtaining building permits. As a result of this evaluation,
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there is no substantial evidence that, after mitigation, there are adverse effects to
human beings associated with this project. Therefore, this project has been determined
not to meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance.

XVIIl. REFERENCES USED IN THE COMPLETION OF THE INITIAL STUDY

CHECKLIST

All references to Federal, State and local regulation are available on the Internet. For
Federal regulation refer to http://www4.law.comell.edu/uscode/. For State regulation

refer to www.leginfo.ca.gov. For County regulation refer to www.amlegal. com. All other

references are available upon request.

STUDIES PREPARED FOR THE PROJECT

Alipanah, Fereydoon, Stormwater Management Flan for TM
5392RPL3; STP 04-050; ER04-18-008, March 2006.

Bricken, Gordon Third Revised Acoustical Analysis -
Sweelwater Road Project, November 7, 2005.

MV Consulting Engineers, Inc., CEQA Preliminary
Hydrology/Drainage Study for Tract Number 5392, May
2005.

RC Biological Consulting, inc., Sensitive Plant Survey
Report for 2049 Sweetwater Road — TM 5392, June 2,
2005.

AESTHETICS

Califomia Street and Highways Code [California Street and
Highways Code, Section 260-283.
hittp://www .leqginfo.ca.gov.

Califomnia Scenic Highway Program, California Streets and
Highways Code, Section 260-283.
(hgg#lvgww.dot.m.govlhqlLandArchlscenidsggr.hhn)

County of San Diego, Department of Planning and Land
Use. The Zoning Ordinance of San Diego County.
Sections 5200-5299; 5700-5799; 5900-5910, 6322-6326.

({(www.co.san-diego.ca.us)

County of San Diego, Board Policy I-73: Hillside
Development Policy. (www.co.san-diego.ca.us)

County of San Diego, Board Policy |-104: Policy and
Procedures for Preparation of Community Design
Guidelines, Section 396.10 of the County Administrative
Code and Section 5750 et seq. of the County Zoning
Ordinance. (www.co.san-diego.ca.us)

County of San Diego, General Plan, Scenic Highway
Element VI and Scenic Highway Program. (ceres.ca.gov)

County of San Diego Light Pollution Code, Title 5, Division 9
(Sections 59.101-59.115 of the County Code of
Regulatory Ordinances) as added by Ordinance No 6900,
effective January 18, 1985, and amended July 17, 1986
by Ordinance No. 7155. (www.amlegal.com)

County of San Diego Wireless Communications Ordinance
[San Diego County Code of Regulatory Ordinances.
{www.amleqgal.com)

Design Review Guidelines for the Communities of San Diego

County. (Alpine, Bonsall, Fallbrook, Julian, Lakeside,
Ramona, Spring Valley, Sweetwater, Valley Center).

Federal Communications Commission, Telecommunications
Act of 1996 [Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. LA.
No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 {1996).
(http://iwww.fcc.goviReports/tcom 1996. txt)

Institution of Lighﬁhg Engineers, Guidance Notes for the
Reduction of Light Pollution, Warwickshire, UK, 2000
hitp://iwww.dark-skies. I hitm

Intemational Light Inc., Light Measurement Handbook, 1997.
(www.intHight.com)

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, Lighting Research Center,
National Lighting Product Information Program (NLPIP),
Lighting Answers, Volume 7, Issue 2, March 2003.
(www.Irc.mpi.edu)

US Census Bureau, Census 2000, Urbanized Area Outline

Map, San Diego, CA.
hitp:/Awww.census.qovigeo, /maps/uaZkmaps._him

US Depariment of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) modified Visual Management System.
(www.bim.qov)

US Depariment of Transportation, Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) Visual Impact Assessment for

Highway Projects.

US Department of Transportation, National Highway System
Act of 1995 [Title H, Section 304. Design Criteria for the
National Highway System.

(http/Awww.fhwa.dot.goviiegsregs/nhsdatoc. htmi)
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES

Califomia Department of Conservation, Farmiand Mapping
and Monitoring Program, “A Guide to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program,” November 1994,
(www.consrv.ca.gov)

California Department of Conservation, Office of Land
Conversion, “Califomia Agricuttural Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment Mode! Instruction Manual,” 1997,
(www.consrv.ca.gov)

Califomia Farmland Conservancy Program, 1996.
(www._consrv.ca.fqov)

Califonia Land Conservation (Willlamson) Act, 1965.
(www.ceres.ca gov, WWW.CONSIV.C3.Qov

Califomia Right to Farm Act, as amended 1996.
(www.ap.gov.bc.ca)
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County of San Diego Agricultural Enterprises and Consumer
Information Ordinance, 1994, Title 6, Division 3, Ch. 4.

Sections 63.401-63.408. (www.amlegal.com)

County of San Diego, Department of Agriculture, Weights
and Measures, “2002 Crop Statistics and Annual Report,”

2002. ( www.sdcounty.ca.gov)

United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource
Conservation Service LESA System.
(www.nrcs.usda.gov, www.swcs.org).

United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey for the
San Diego Area, California. 1973. (soils.usda.gov)

AIR QUALITY

CEQA Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook, South
‘Coast Air Quality Management District, Revised
November 1993. (www.agmd.gov)

County of San Diego Air Pollution Controt District’s Ruies
and Regulations, updated August 2003, (www.co.san-
diego.ca.us

Federal Ciean Air Act US Code; Title 42; Chapter 85
Subchapter 1. (wwwé.law.comell.edu)

BIOLOGY

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). Southem
Califommia Coastal Sage Scrub Natural Community
Conservation Planning Process Guidelines. CDFG and
California Resources Agency, Sacramento, California.

1993. (www.dfg.ca gov)

County of San Diego, An Ordinance Amending the San
Diego County Code to Establish a Process for Issuance of
the Coastal Sage Scrub Habitat Loss Permits and
Declaring the Urgency Thereof to Take Effect
immediately, Ordinance No. 8365. 1994, Titie 8, Div 6,
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U.S. Code including: American Antiquities Act (16 USC
§431-433) 1906. Historic Sites, Bulldings, and Antiquities
Act (16 USC §461-467), 1935. Reservoir Salvage Act (16
USC §469-469¢c) 1960. Department of Transportation Act
(49 USC §303) 1966. National Historic Preservation Act
{16 USC §470 et seq.) 1966. National Environmental
Policy Act (42 USC §4321) 1969. Coastal Zone
Management Act (16 USC §1451) 1972. National Marine
Sanctuaries Act (16 USC §1431) 1972. Archaeologica!
and Historical Preservation Act (16 USC §469-469c)
1974. Federal Land Policy and Management Act (43 USC
§35) 1976. American Indian Religious Freedom Act (42
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American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25
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Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in Califomia,
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Division 8, Chapter 3, Septic Ranks and Seepage Pits.
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County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health,
Land and Water Quality Division, February 2002. On-site
Wastewater Systems (Septic Systems): Permitting
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United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey for the
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American Planning Association, Zoning News, “Saving
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Zone,” May 2001.

California Building Code (CBC), Seismic Requirements,
Chapter 16 Section 162. (www.buildershbook.com)

Califomia Education Code, Section 17215 and 81033.

Califomia Govemment Code. § 8585-8589, Emergency
Services Act. (www.leginfo.ca.gov)

Califomia Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List. April
1998. (www.disc.ca.qov)
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Califomia Health & Safety Code § 2000-2067.
www.leginfo.ca.gov
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Califomia Public Utilities Code, SDCRAA. Public Utilities
Code, Division 17, Sections 170000-170084.
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Califomia Resources Agency, “OES Dam Failure Inundation
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1(:9!'93..90\!)
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Safety Code §13869.7, including Ordinances of the 17
Fire Protection Districts as Rafified by the San Diego
County Board of Supervisors, First Edition, October 17,
2001 and Amendments to the Fire Code portion of the
State Building Standards Code, 1998 Edition.

County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health
Community Health Diviston Vector Surveillance and
Control. Annual Report for Calendar Year 2002. March
2003. (www.sdcounty.ca.qov)

County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health,
Hazardous Materials Division. Califomia Accidental
Release Prevention Program (CaiARP) Guidelines.
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County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health,
Hazardous Materials Division. Hazardous Materials
Business Plan Guidelines. (www.sdcounty.ca.gov)

County of San Diego Code of Regulatory Ordinances, Title
3, Div 5, CH. 3, Section 35.39100.030, Wildland/Urban
Interface Ordinance, Ord. No.9111, 2000.

m

Robert T. Stafford Disaster Retief and Emergency
Assistance Act as amended October 30, 2000, US Code,
Title 42, Chapter 68, 5121, et seq.

(www4 .taw.comell edu)

Unified San Diego County Emergency Services Organization
Operational Area Emergency Plan, March 2000.

Unified San Diego County Emergency Services Organization
Operational Area Energy Shortage Response Plan, June
1995,

Uniform Building Code. (www.buildersbook.com)

Uniform Fire Code 1997 edition published by the Western
Fire Chiefs Association and the International Conference
of Building Officials, and the National Fire Protaction
Association Standards 13 &13-D, 1996 Edition, and 13-R,
1996 Edition. (www.buildersbook.com)

HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY
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Report Number 476 Non-point Source Pollution: A
Handbook for Local Govemment

Califommia Department of Water Resources, California Water
Plan Update. Sacramento: Dept. of Water Resources
State of Califomia. 1998. (rubicon.water.ca.gov)

California Department of Water Resources, Califomia’s
Groundwater Update 2003 Bulletin 118, April 2003.
{www.groundwater.water.ca.qov)

Califomia Department of Water Resources, Water Facts, No.
8, August 2000. (www.dpla2 water.ca gov)

California Disaster Assistance Act. Government Code, §
8680-8692. (www.leninfo.ca.qov)
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Califonia State Water Resources Control Board, NPDES
General Permit Nos. CAS000001 INDUSTRIAL
ACTIVITIES {97-03-DWQ) and CAS000002 Construction
Activities (No. 99-08-DWQ) (www.swrcb.ca.gov)

Califomia Storm Water Quality Association, Califomia Storm
Water Best Management Practice Handbooks, 2003.

Califoria Water Code, Sections 10754, 13282, and 60000
et seq. {(www.leginfo.ca.gov)

Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Region 7, Water Quality Control Plan.
{(www.swrcb.ca.gov)

County of San Diego Regulatory Ordinance, Title 8, Division
7, Grading Ordinance. Grading, Clearing and
Watercourses. (www.amlegal.com)

County of San Diego, Groundwater Ordinance. #7994,
(www.sdcounty.ca.qgov, hitp:/fwww.amlegal.com/.)

County of San Diego, Project Clean Water Strategic Plan,
2002, (www.projectcleanwater.om)

County of San Diego, Walershed Protection, Storm Water
Management, and Discharge Control Ordinance,
Ordinance Nos. 9424 and 9426. Chapter 8, Division 7,
Title 6 of the San Diego County Code of Regulatory
Ordinances and amendments. (www.amlegal.com)

County of San Diego. Board of Supervisors Policy 1-68.
Diego Proposed Projects in Flood Plains with Defined
Floodways. {(www.co san-diego.ca us)

Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act), 1972,
Title 33, Ch.26, Sub-Ch.1. (www4_law.comell edu)

Freeze, Altan and Cherry, John A., Groundwater, Prentice-
Hall, Inc. New Jersey, 1979.

Heath, Ralph C., Basic Ground-Water Hydrology, United
States Geological Survey Water-Supply Paper; 2220,
1991.

National Flood Insurance Act of 1968. (www.fema.gov)

National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994,
{(www.fema.gov)

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Controt Act, California Water
Code Division 7. Water Quality. (ceres.ca.gov)

San Diego Association of Govemments, Water Quatity
Element, Regional Growth Management Strategy, 1997.

{www.sandag.omg

San Diego Regionat Water Quality Control Board, NPDES
Permit No. CAS0108758. (www.swrcb.ca.qov)

S$an Diege Regional Water Quality Control Board, Water
Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin.
(www._swrcb.ca.gov)

LAND USE & PLANNING

California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and
Geology, Open File Report 96-04, Update of Mineral Land
Classification: Aggregate Materials in the Westem San
Diego County Production Consumption Region, 1996,
(www.consrv.ca.qov)

California Environmenta!l Quality Act, CEQA Guidelines,
2003. {ceres.ca.gov)
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Califomia Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources
Code 21000-21178; California Code of Regulations,
Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, Appendix G, Title
14, Chapter 3, §15000-15387. {(www.leginfo.ca.qov)

Califomia General Plan Glossary of Terms, 2001.
(ceres.ca.gov)
Califomia State Mining and Geology Board, SP 51,

California Surface Mining and Reclamation Policies and
Procedures, January 2000. (www.cONsrv.ca.gov)

County of San Diego Code of Regulatory Ordinances, Title
8, Zoning and Land Use Regulations. (www.amiegal.com}

County of San Diego, Board of Supervisors Policy |-84:
Project Facility. (www.sdcounty.ca.gov)

County of San Diego, Board Policy I-38, as amended 1589.
{www.sdcounty.ca.qov}

County of San Diego, Department of Planning and Land
Use. The Zoning Ordinance of San Diego County.
{www.co.san-diego.ca.us)

County of San Diego, General Plan as adopted and

amended from September 29, 1971 to April 5, 2000.
ceres.ca.qov

County of San Diego. Resource Protection Ordinance,
compilation of Ord. Nos. 7968, 7739, 7685 and 7631.
1991,

Design Review Guidelines for the Communities of San Diego
County.

Guide to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by
Michael H. Remy, Tina A. Thomas, James G. Moore, and
Whitman F. Manley, Point Arena, CA: Sotano Press
Books, 1999. (ceres.ca.gov)

MINERAL RESOURCES

National Envircnmental Policy Act, Title 42, 36.401 et. seq.
1969. (wwwd.law.comell.edu)

Subdivision Map Act, 2003. (ceres.ca.gov)

U.S. Geologic Survey, Causey, J. Douglas, 1998, MAS/MILS
Mineral Location Database.

U.S. Geologic Survey, Frank, David G., 1999, (MRDS)
Mineral Resource Data System,

NOISE

California State Building Code, Part 2, Title 24, CCR,
Appendix Chapter 3, Sound Transmission Control, 1988. .

{(www.buildershook.com)

County of San Diego Code of Regulatory Ordinances, Title
3, Div 6, Chapter 4, Noise Abatement and Control,
effective February 4, 1982. (www.amlegal.com)

County of San Diego General Plan, Part VIII, Noise Element,
effective December 17, 1980. {ceres.ca.gov)

Federal Aviation Administration, Federal Aviation
Regulations, Part 150 Airport Noise Compatibility Planning
{revised January 18, 1985). (hitp:/www.access.gpo.gov/)

Harvis Miller Miller and Hanson Inc., Transit Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment, April 1995,
{http://ntl. bts qov/data/rail05/rail05.html)
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internationat Standard Organization (1SO), ISO 362; ISO
1996 1-3; 1ISO 3095; and 1SO 3740-3747. (www.iso.ch)

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway
Administration, Office of Environment and Planning, Noise
and Air Quality Branch. “Highway Traffic Noise Analysis
and Abatement Policy and Guidance,” Washington, D.C.,
June 1995. (http://www.fawa.dot.gov/)

POPULATION & HOUSING

Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, 42 USC
5309, Title 42—The Public Health And Welfare, Chapter
69—Community Development, United States Congress,
August 22, 1974. (www4 law.comell.edu)

National Housing Act (Cranston-Gonzales), Title 12, Ch. 13.
(www4 law.comell.edu)

San Diego Association of Govermments Population and
Housing Estimates, November 2000. {(www.sandaqg.org)

US Census Bureau, Census 2000. (http://www.census.qov/)

RECREATION

County of San Diego Code of Regulatory Ordinances, Title
8, Division 10, Chapter PLDO, §810.101 et seq. Park
Lands Dedication Ordinance. (www.amlegal.com)

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Califomia Aeronautics Act, Public Utilities Code, Section
21001 et seq. (www.leginfo.ca.gov)

California Departrment of Transportation, Division of
Asronautics, California Alrport Land Use Planning
Handbook, January 2002.

Califomia Department of Transportation, Environmental
Program Environmental Engineering — Noise, Air Quality,
and Hazardous Waste Management Office. “Traffic Noise
Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction and
Reconstruction Projects,” October 1998.
(www.dot.ca.qov)

California Public Utilittes Code, SDCRAA. Public Utilities
Code, Division 17, Sections 170000-170084.
www.leginfo.ca.qov

California Street and Highways Code. Califomia Street and
Highways Code, Section 260-283. (www.leginfo.ca.gov)

County of San Diego, Alternative Fee Schedules with Pass-
By Trips Addendum to Transportation Impact Fee
Reporis, March 2005.
(http://weww.sdcounty.ca.gov/dpwiand/pdiTransimpactFe
efattacha.pdf)

County of San Diego Transportation Impact Fee Report.
January 2005. (http://iwww.sdcounty.ca gov/dpw/permits-
forms/manuals.himi)

Fallbrook & Ramona Transportation Impact Fee Report,
County of San Diego, January 2005.
hitp/iwww. nty.ca.qov/dpw/ its-
forms/manuals.html

Office of Planning, Federal Transit Administration, Transit
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Final Report,
April 1995,

San Diego Association of Goverments, 2020 Regional
Transportation Plan. Prepared by the San Diego
Association of Governments. (www.sandag.org)
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San Diego Association of Govemments, Comprehensive
Land Use Plan for Borrego Valley Airport (1986), Brown
Field (1995), Fallbrook Community Airpark (1991),
Gillespie Field (1989), McClellan-Palomar Airport (1994).
{www.sandag.org)

US Code of Federal Regulations, Federal Aviation

Regulations (FAR), Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace,
Title 14, Chapter 1, Part 77. (www.qpoaccess.qov)

UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS

Califomia Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14. Natura!
Resources Division, CIWMB Division 7; and Title 27,
Environmental Protection Division 2, Solid Waste.
{ccr.oal.ca.gov)

California Integrated Waste Management Act. Public
Resources Code, Division 30, Waste Management,
Sections 40000-41956. {www.leginfo.ca.gov) .

County of San Diego, Board of Supervisors Policy I-78:
Small Wastewater. (www.sdcounty.ca.gov)

Unified San Diego County Emergency Services Organization
Annex T Emergency Water Contingencies, October 1992,
{www.co.san-diego.ca.us)

United States Depariment of Agriculture, Natural Resource
Conservation Service LESA System.

United States Department of Agriculture, Scil Survey for the
San Diego Area, California. 1973.

US Census Bureau, Census 2000.
US Code of Federal Reguiations, Federal Aviation

Regulations (FARY), Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace,
Titie 14, Chapter 1, Part 77.

US Depariment of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) modified Visual Management System,

US Department of Transportation, Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) Visual impact Assessment for
Highway Projects.
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REVIEW FOR APPLICABILITY OF/COMPLIANCE WITH
ORDINANCES/POLICIES

FOR PURPOSES OF CONSIDERATION OF
Sweetwater Road Condominiums, TM 5392RPL3, $04-050, ER 04-18-008

January 11, 2007

. HABITAT LOSS PERMIT ORDINANCE — Does the proposed project conform to the
Habitat Loss Permit/Coastal Sage Scrub Ordinance findings?

YES NO NOT APPLICABLE/EXEMPT
[ il X

Discussion:

The proposed project and any off-site improvements are located within the boundaries
of the Multiple Species Conservation Program. Therefore, conformance to the Habitat
Loss Pemmit/Coastal Sage Scrub Ordinance findings is not required. .

Il. MSCP/BMO - Does the proposed project conform to the Multiple Species
Conservation Program and Biological Mitigation Ordinance?

YES NO _ NOT APPLICABLE/EXEMPT
X m O

Discussion:

The proposed project conforms to the MSCP. Refer to the MSCP findings for additional
information.

lll. GROUNDWATER ORDINANCE - Does the project comply with the requirements of
the San Diego County Groundwater Ordinance?

YES NO NOT APPLICABLE/EXEMPT
[] O X

Discussion:
The project will obtain its water supply from the Helix Water District which obtains water

from surface reservoirs and/or imported sources. The project will not use any
groundwater for any purpose, including irrigation or domestic supply.
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IV. RESOURCE PROTECTION ORDINANCE - Does the project comply with:

The wetland and wetland buffer regulations YES NO NOT APPLICABLE/EXEMPT
(Article IV, Sections 1 & 2) of the Resource [ O

Protection Ordinance?

The Floodways and Floodplain Fringe section YES NO NOT APPLICABLE/EXEMPT
(Article IV, Section 3) of the Resource Protection X} . [O O

Ordinance?

The Steep Slope section (Articie IV, Section 5)? YES NO NOT APPLICABLE/EXEMPT

X O a
The Sensitive Habitat Lands section (Article 1V, YES NO NOT APPLICABLE/EXEMPT
Section 6) of the Resource Protection Ordinance? Y O
The Significant Pfehistoric and Historic Sites "YES NO NOT APPLICABLE/EXEMPT
section (Article IV, Section 7) of the Resource X J O

Protection Ordinance?
Discussion:

Wetland and Wetland Buffers:

The site contains no wetland habitats as defined by the San Diego County Resource
Protection Ordinance. The site does not have a substratum of predominately undrained
hydric soils, the land does not support, even periodically, hydric plants, nor does the site
have a substratum that is non-soil and is saturated with water or covered by water at
some time during the growing season of each year.

Floodways and Floodpla}n Fringe:
The project is not within the floodways, flood plain fringe as defined in the Resource
Protection Ordinance.

Steep Slopes:

The average slope for the property is less than 25 percent gradient. Slopes with a
gradient of 25 percent or greater and 50 feet or higher in vertical height are required to
be placed in open space easements by the San Diego County Resource Protection
Ordinance (RPQO). There are no steep slopes on the property. The project is in
conformance with the RPO.

Sensitive Habitats:

Sensitive habitat lands were identified on the site as determined on a site visit
conducted by staff biologist Greg Krzys. Impacts will occur to 0.70 acres of non-native
grasslands. This impact will be mitigated at %2:1 ratio off-site in an approved mitigation
bank. Therefore, it has been found that the proposed project complies with Article IV,
item 6 of the Resource Protection Ordinance.
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Significant Prehistoric and Historic Sites:

The property has been reviewed by a County of San Diego staff archaeologist, Gail
Wright, and it has been determined that the property does not contain any
archaeological/ historical sites.

. STORMWATER ORDINANCE (WPO) - Does the project comply with the County of
San Diego Watershed Protection, Stormwater Management and Dlscharge Control

Ordinance (WPO)?

YES NO NOT APPLICABLE
X O O

Discussion:

The project is located in a County Urban Area as defined by the WPO. The project
Storm Water Management Plan dated March 2006 was reviewed for this project and
appears to be complete and in compliance with the WPO. The project will implement
site design measures, source control, and/or treatment control BMPs to reduce potential
pollutants, including sediment from erosion or siltation, to the maximum extent
practicable from entering storm water runoff. These measures will control erosion and
sedimentation and satisfy waste discharge requirements as required by the Land-Use
Planning for New Development and Redevelopment Component of the San Diego
Municipal Permit (SDRWQCB Order No. 2001-01), as implemented by the San Diego
County Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program (JURMP) and Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP).

V1. NOISE ORDINANCE - Does the project comply with the C‘ounty of San Diego
Noise Element of the General Plan and the County of San Diego Noise Ordinance?

YES 'NO NOT APPLICABLE
X O [

Discussion:

The County of San Diego General Plan, Noise Element, Policy 4b addresses noise
sensitive areas and requires an acoustical study to be prepared for any use that may
expose noise sensitive area to noise in excess of a Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) of 60 decibels (dBA). Moreover, if the project is excess of CNEL 60 dB(A),
modifications must be made to project to reduce noise levels. Noise sensitive areas
include residences, hospitals, schools, libraries or a similar facility where quiet is an
important attribute. Based on a Noise Analysis prepared by Gordon Bricken and dated
February 7, 2007, project implementation may expose existing or planned noise
sensitive areas to roadway noise associated with Sweetwater Road and State Route
125 in excess of the CNEL 60 dB(A). A noise protection easement requiring an
acoustical analysis be performed by a County certified acoustical engineer,
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demonstrating that the present and anticipated future noise levels for the interior of the
above residential dwelling units will not exceed the allowable sound level limit of the
Noise Eilement of the San Diego County General Plan (interior [45 dB CNEL]) has been
conditioned for the project as mitigation of potential noise impacts to less than
significant levels.

Additionally, to reduce the future CNEL to acceptable levels, the Site Plan (S04-050)
requires the construction of a 6-foot tall sound attenuation barrier along the south
property line, two-story buildings for these residential condominiums, and balcony
sound attenuation barriers (42-inch and 60-inch heights in order to supplement the
existing noise control features (berms and walls) in the vicinity of the subdivision.

The implementation of these measures will result in noise impacts to the proposed

project from adjacent land uses to not exceed the property line sound level limits of the
County of San Diego Noise Ordinance.

NDO03-07\0418008-ORDCHKLST jcr
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FINDINGS OF CONFORMANCE
MULTIPLE SPECIES CONSERVATION PROGRAM
For Sweet Homes
TM 5392

April 20, 2006

Introduction

The proposed project is a 10-unit condominium on 1.15 acres in the community of
Spring Valley within the County of San Diego. The project site is located east of
State Route (SR) 125 and Sweetwater Road and south of Illdica Street and north of
Jamacha Road. The project will consist of two buildings, one with seven attached
units and the other with three attached units.

Surrounding the site is existing residential and commercial development. The
immediate are is primarily single- and multi-family residential development.
Immediately to the north of the project site is a eight unit duplex development within
four buildings. To the east of the project site are various multi-family developments
and south of the site is a mobile home park. Mount Miguel High School is located
south of the project site and on the western side of SR 125. The extension of SR
125 parallels Sweetwater Road, which runs along the western property boundary of
the site.

The project site consists of 0.30 acres of non-native vegetation, 0.15 acres of urban-
developed, and 0.70 acres of non-native grasslands. A spring rare plant survey was
conducted by RC Biological Consulting on June 2, 2005. No sensitive, narrow
endemic or listed species were observed or are expected to occur. The entire site
will be impacted through development and mitigation for impacts to non-native
grasstands will occur at a ¥2:1 ratio in an approved mitigation bank for a total of 0.35
acres. Mitigation will be in-kind or with a higher tier habitat type. The project
conditions may be found in the mitigated negative declaration.

Table 1. Impacts to Habitat and Required Mitigation

Existing Proposed Mitigation Required

Habitat Type Tier Level  On-site (ac.}) Impacts {(ac.) Ratio Mitigation
Urban-Developed v 0.15 01.5 -- -
Non-native grasslands v 0.70 0.70 Ya:l 0.35
Non-native vegetation v 0.30 0.30 - --
Total: -- 1.15 1.15 - 0.35

The findings contained within this document are based on County records and staff
field site visits and a spring rare plant survey completed by RC Biological Consuiting
on June 2, 2005. The information contained within these Findings is correct to the
best of staff's knowledge at the time the findings were completed. Any subsequent
environmental review completed due to changes in the proposed project or changes
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in circumstance shall need to have new findings completed based on the
environmental conditions at that time.

The project has been found to conform to the County's Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan, the Biological Mitigation Ordinance
(BMO) and the Implementation Agreement between the County of San Diego, the
CA Department of Fish and Game and the US Fish and Wildlife Service. Third Party
Beneficiary Status and the associated take authorization for incidental impacts to
sensitive species (pursuant to the County’s Section 10 Permit under the Endangered
Species Act) shall be conveyed only after the project has been approved by the
County, these MSCP Findings are adopted by the hearing body and all MSCP-
related conditions placed on the project have been satisfied.

Biological Resource Core Area Determination

The impact area and the mitigation site shall be evaluated to determine if either or
both sites qualify as a Biological Resource Core Area (BRCA) pursuant to the BMO,

Section 86.506(a)(1).

A. Report the factual determination as to whether the proposed Impact Area
qualifies as a BRCA. The Impact Area shall refer only to that area within
which project-related disturbance is proposed, including any on and/or off-
site impacts.

The Impact Area does not qualify as a BRCA since it does not meet any of the
following BRCA criteria:

i. The land is shown as Pre-Approved Mitigation Area on the wildlife
agencies' Pre-Approved Mitigation Area map.

The site is not within a PAMA.

ii. The land is located within an area of habitat that contains biological
resources that support or contribute to the long-term survival of
sensitive species and is adjacent or contiguous to preserved habitat
that is within the Pre-Approved Mitigation Area on the wildlife agencies'
Pre-Approved Mitigation Area map.

The land is completely surrounded by commercial and residential
development.

iii. The land is part of a regional linkage/corridor. A regional
linkage/corridor is either:

a. Land that contains topography that serves to allow for the movement
of all sizes of wildlife, inciuding large animals on a regional scale;
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and contains adequate vegetation cover providing visual continuity
so as to encourage the use of the corridor by wildlife; or

b. Land that has been identified as the primary linkage/corridor
between the northern and southern regional populations of the
California gnatcatcher in the population viability analysis for the
California gnatcatcher, MSCP Resource Document Volume I,
Appendix A-7 (Attachment | of the BMO.)

The land is surrounded by development and is not connected to other habitat
through any type of linkage or corridor.

The land is shown on the Habitat Evaluation Map (Attachment J to the
BMO) as very high or high and links significant blocks of habitat, except
that land which is isolated or links small, isolated patches of habitat and
land that has been affected by existing development to create adverse
edge effects shall not qualify as BRCA.

The land is mapped as developed.

The land consists of or is within a block of habitat greater than 500
acres in area of diverse and undisturbed habitat that contributes to the
conservation of sensitive species.

The site is surrounded by development.

The land contains a high number of sensitive species and is adjacent or
contiguous to surrounding undisturbed habitats, or contains soil
derived from the following geologic formations which are known to
support sensitive species:

a. Gabbroic rock;

b. Metavolcanic rock;
c. Clay;

d. Coastal sandstone

The underlying soils are Placentia sandy loam and Auld stony clay but no
sensitive species are present as determined by a rare plant survey in June
2005.

B. Report the factual determination as to whether the Mitigation Site qualifies
as a BRCA. :

Mitigation shall occur within an approved mitigation bank in the MSCP.
Therefore, the mitigation site is a BRCA.
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lil. Biological Mitigation Ordinance Findings

The proposed project will not impact any critical or sensitive plant populations,
narrow endemic animal or plant species, or a biological resource core area.
Therefore, the project design criteria and attachments G and H are not required.

IV. Subarea Plan Findings

Conformance with the objectives of the County Subarea Plan is demonstrated by the
foliowing findings:

1. The project will not conflict with the no-net-loss-of-wetlands standard in
satisfying State and Federal wetland goals and policies.

No jurisdictional resources are located on-site. Therefore, the project will not
conflict with the no-net-loss policy.

2. The project includes measures to maximize the habitat structural diversity
of conserved habitat areas including conservation of unique habitats and
habitat features.

The project site is 1.15 acres in size and completely surrounded by development
with no connectivity to other resources. Impacts will occur to 0.70 acres of non-
native grasslands. The mitigation will occur in an approved mitigation bank in the
MSCP. Approved banks have measures implemented to maximize structural
diversity and conserve unique habitat types and features.

3. The project provides for conservation of spatially representative examples
of extensive patches of Coastal sage scrub and other habitat types that
were ranked as having high and very high biological values by the MSCP
habitat evaluation model.

Only tier IV habitat types are found on-site and the site is mapped as developed.
The project's impacts and mitigation occur to non-native grasslands and do not
involve any habitats mapped as high to very high value. Therefore, compliance
with this finding has been met.

4. The project provides for the creation of significant blocks of habitat to
reduce edge effects and maximize the ratio of surface area to the perimeter
of conserved habitats.

Project impacts will be mitigated off-site in an approved mitigation bank in the
MSCP. Approved banks have measures implemented to reduce edge effects
and indirect impacts.
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5.

The project provides for the development of the least sensitive habitat
areas.

The project will impact all 1.15 acres. The site consists entirely of tier IV habitat
types. Therefore, development on this site will impact the least sensitive habitat
types in the MSCP. ‘

The project provides for the conservation of key regional populations of
covered species, and representations of sensitive habitats and their
geographic sub-associations in biologically functioning units.

No sensitive species occur or are expected to occur on site. Impacts to 0.70
acres of non-native grasslands will be mitigated off-site in an approved mitigation
bank. Project impacts will be mitigated off-site in an approved mitigation bank in
the MSCP. Approved banks have measures implemented to conserve sensitive
species and habitat types.

Conserves large interconnecting blocks of habitat that contribute to the
preservation of wide-ranging species such as Mule deer, Golden eagle, and
predators as appropriate. Special emphasis will be placed on conserving
adequate foraging habitat near Golden eagle nest sites.

The site is too small and surrounded by development to contribute towards
species movement. However, the proposed off-site mitigation will occur within an
approved bank in the MSCP. This mitigation will contribute to the assembly of
the preserve and conservation of wildlife movement routes.

All projects within the San Diego County Subarea Plan shall conserve
identified critical populations and narrow endemics to the levels specified
in the Subarea Plan. These levels are generally no impact to the critical
populations and no more than 20 percent loss of narrow endemics and
specified rare and endangered plants.

No narrow endemics occur on-site.

No project shall be approved which will jeopardize the possible or probable
assembly of a preserve system within the Subarea Plan.

The site is not part of the PAMA and the proposed development will not affect the
preserve assembly. Off-site mitigation in an approved bank will contribute to
preserve assembly.
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10. All projects that propose to count on-site preservation toward their
mitigation responsibility must include provisions to reduce edge effects.

Project impacts will be mitigated off-site in an approved mitigation bank in the
MSCP. Approved banks have measures implemented to reduce edge effects
and indirect impacts.

11.Every effort has been made to avoid impacts to BRCAs, to sensitive
resources, and to specific sensitive species as defined in the BMO.

Development of the site will not impact a BRCA, sensitive species or sensitive
resources. All impacts occur to tier IV habitats and those occurring to non-native
grasslands will be mitigated off-site in an approved mitigation bank. Therefore,
every effort has been made to avoid impacts.

Greg Krzys
Department of Planning and Land Use

ND03-07\0418008-MSCP
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This analysis has been completed to determine the exterior and interior
noise exposure and the potential mitigation measures for the proposed project on
Sweetwater Road in the County of San Diego. A list of findings is given in the
following summary. Details are discussed in the body of the report.

The noise models were developed for a mirror image of the project site and do
not materially affects the results that were generated by the Sound 32 program.

A. NOISE CONTROL BY BARRIER DESIGN

Calculations indicate that the ground level extericr noise level will
slightly exceed 60 dBA CNEL in the patios. Wall heights greater than those used
in the report calculations do not significantly alter the resulting exterior
noise levels. This is due to an intrinsic limit in the Sound32 program in
addressing multiple independent barriers along any line tc a receptor for any
source. The barriers used to compute the noise levels were as follows:

SR25 Wall. - This is the wall that runs north and south and is
programmed from Station 153 to the north termination at Station 156.40

SR25 Berm. - Thig is the extension of the barrier from Station
156.40 to Station 157.40.

Sweetwater MHP wall. - This is the wall on the east side of
Sweetwater Road running in front of the Mobile Home Park and ending at
Station 155.40.

Sweetwater Site Berm. — This is the berm in front of the site
running from Station 155.40 to Station 156.15.

Sweetwater Wall North of the Site. - This is the wall on the east
side of Sweetwater Road running from Station 156.40 to Station 157.40.

South Side of Bldg 1 Units 1-7. - This is the south side of the
building approximated by a 20 foot free standing wall.

North Side Bldg 1 Units 1-7. - This is the north side of the
building approximated by a 20 foot free standing wall.

South MHP P/L Wall. - This is the six foot wall running east and
west along the south common property line.

Unit 1 Wall. - This is the six foot wall along the west side of the
patio and parallel tc Sweetwater Road

B. NOISE CONTROL BARRIER CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS



The required noise control barriers may be constructed using one of the
following materials:

(1) Masonry block

(2) Stucco on wood frame

(3) 3/4" plywood

{4) 1/4" glass or 1/2" LEXAN

(5) Earth Berm

(6) Any combination of these materials or any material rated

3.5 pounds per square foot surface weight or greater.

Each completed noise control barrier must present a sclid face from top-
to-bottoem. Cut outs and openings are not permitted except for drain holes.

Balconies B8 - B1l4 will have 42 inch high, solid railing and balconies
B15, B1l6, and B17 will have 60 inch solid railing.
As indicated in Section 5 public open spaces are below 60 dBA CNEL and meet the
requirements of the County of San Diego. Note that the two open spaces together
have an area of more than 1,200 square feet, which is more than the required
1,000 square feet.

cC. INTERICOR NOISE CONTROL

The interior levels of 45 dBA CNEL can be met. Window Sound Transmission
Class ratings as high as STC 24 will be required.



1.0 INTRCDUCTION

This report presents the results of a revised noise impact and design
study of the proposed project located in the County of San Diego east of State
Route 125.

Included in this report is a discussion of the expected exterior community
noise envirconment and the recommendations for control of noise in the exterior
and interior areas.

A vicinity map showing the general location of the construction site is
presented on Exhibit 1 -- Site Location Map. The site is located on the East
side of Sweetwater Road north of Blossom Lane. The site is also across from
State Route (SR) 125. The site plan is shown on Exhibit 2.

The physical characteristics of the site are displayed in a series of
photos as follows:

1. Exhibit 3 is a view of the existing site. It slopes upward
from Sweetwater Recad. There is a berm in the foreground along
with a portion of the wall.

2. Exhibit 4 is a view taken from the project site behind the
berm. Sweetwater Road is not visible from this point. The
sound wall along SR 125 is seen in the background. The
freeway is elevated above Sweetwater Road from Jamacha Road to
a point north of the project site about 1,000 feet. The wall
extends north (right in the picture) to just beyond the
private access road to the Agua Dulce Terrace homes to the
north of the project site. North of the wall termination is a
berm that extends north alongside the freeway. The freeway
wall is seven feet high and the berm is five feet high
relative to the freeway grade.

3. Exhibit 5 shows the wall sections north and south of the site.
Walls or berms are all along Sweetwater Road. The walls are
of the same block as the freeway sound wall. It is reported
that these walls and berms were erected in conjunction with
the freeway construction. The height of the walls north and
south of the project site is about six feet from sidewalk
grade. It appears that the berm across the site is about
seven feet high.

4. Exhibit 6 shows a composite photo of the vacant project site,
Aqua Dulce Terrace and Terrace Estates, which is the mobile
home park on the south side of the project.



2.0 APPLICABLE NOISE CRITERIA

The County of San Diego's Noise Element Policy 4b outlines the
requirements to be applied to the project, which are as follows:

Part 3

If the acoustical study shows that noise levels at any noise
sensitive area will exceed CNEL equal to 60 decibels, the project should
not be approved unless the following findings are made:

A. Modifications to the development have been or will be
made which reduce the exterior noise levels below CNEL
equal to 60 decibels, or

B. If with the current noise abatement technology, it is
infeasible to reduce the exterior CNEL to 60 decibels,
then modifications to the development have been or will
be made which reduce the interior level below CNEL equal
tc 45 decibels, and

C. If finding "B" above is made, a further finding is made
that there are specifically identified overriding social
or economic considerations which warrant approval of the
development without modification as described in "A"
above.

The Building Code requires that interior noise levels in multifamily
projects not exceed 45 dBA CNEL.

3.0 MEASURED NOISE LEVELS

A measurement was conducted at a single location on the site for a period
of one hour commencing at 2:00 P.M. and ending at 3:00 P.M. on Wednesday, May 4,
2005. The measurements are used to calibrate the Caltrans Sound32 mcdel as
outlined in Caltrans Protocol N-3100. Caltrans Protocol N-3320 allows a
sampling time to vary from 10 to 30 minutes depending on the traffic volume. A
sampling period of one hour was used just to be conservative. The measurement
point was located exactly where the middle of the west yard of Unit 1 is located
as shown on Exhibit 2. The measurement was conducted using an Ono-Sokki Mcdel
LA1250 Integrating Sound Level Meter. The meter was in calibration and field
calibration was conducted at the start and finish of the measurement.

Since machine counts for the freeway are not feasible, manual hand counts
were taken by observation from the over-crossing at Troy Street at the same time
that the hour-long measurement was being conducted. The one-hour traffic data
set is given in Table 1. At the end of the hour, the average noise level was
60.7 dBA Leq.



TABLE 1

OBSERVED TWO WAY TRAFFIC DATA

MEDIUM HEAVY
ROADWAY AUTOS TRUCKS TRUCKS
State Route 125 8,046 174 276
Sweetwater Road 888 54 12

Exhibit 7 shows a portion of the chart run during the measurement. The
sound levels are almost constant, being mainly set by the freeway.

The purpose of the measurements is to allow for the calibration of the
Caltrans Sound32 Highway Ncise Model. The model was set up using the physical
parameters described on the sections provided by the client, which are contained
in Appendix 1. The calculations are contained in Appendix 2. The results are
given in Table 2. To avoid confusion the various existing barrier descriptions
are added to the Appendix sheets.

TABLE 2

COMPARISON OF CALCULATED AND
MEASURED AVERAGE NOISE LEVELS

POSITION MEASURED CALCULATED DIFFERENCE

1 60.7 65.0 4.3

The calculated value is higher than the measured value so the raw data
will be adjusted when the CNEL calculations are addressed in the report.

4.0 CNEL FOR THE VACANT SITE

Several types of data must be provided to calculate the CNEL values. This
includes traffic mixes, speeds and distribution of traffic by time of day.
State Route 125 was opened in late 2003. The only data prior to that was for
Sweetwater Road, which would not apply after the freeway, opened. Caltrans has
not yet published traffic volumes or traffic mixes for State Route 125. SANDAQG
does not publish 2005 traffic forecasts. However, Mr. Bill McFarlane, of the
SANDAG Transportation Modeling and Analysis Section, provided an estimate of the
traffic volumes. Other parameters are based on information previously provided
by the County for similar roadways. The freeway traffic mix was based on the
values observed during the measurements. The Sweetwater traffic mix is based on
data supplied by the County. The County also supplied the Day/Night mix. The
data is given in Tables 3 and 4 on the following page.



TABLE 3

TRAFFIC PARAMETERS (1)

MEDIUM HEAVY
ROADWAY AUTOS TRUCKS TRUCKS
State Route 125 94.7% 2.0% 3.2%
Sweetwater Road 83.7% 4.5% 1.8%
(1) Day carries B7 percent cof the traffic and

Night carries 13 percent of the traffic.
TABLE 4

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

ROADWAY VOLUMES
State Route 125 118,000
Sweetwater Road 18,100

The Sound32 program does not compute CNEL directly. To arrive at a CNEL
value for SR 125, it is necessary to employ the Caltrans Protocol N-2231. This
protocol involves the following equation:

CNEL = Leg(h)pk + 10Log(10) {4.17/P] + 10Log(10) [D + 10N] {1)

where Leq(h)pk Peak Hour Leq

P = Peak Hour Percentage of ADT
D = Day fraction of ADT
N = Night fraction of ADT

In this calculation, P = 10, D = 0.87, and N = 0.13. Equation 1 reduces
to:

CNEL = Leq(h)pk - 3.8 + 3.4 = Leg{(h)pk - 0.4 (2)

The CNEL is nearly equal to the peak hour Leq assuming the peak hour
volume is 10 percent of the ADT. The same method can be employed for Sweetwater
Road with the same result. The result of the method and the distributions of
Table 3 yield the list in Table 5 that is inserted into the Sound 32 program.

TABLE 5

EXISTING TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION (1)

MEDIUM HEAVY
ROADWAY AUTOS TRUCKS TRUCKS
State Route 125 11,174 236 328
Sweetwater Road 1,696 82 33

(1) SR 125 will be split into two lanes
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In addition, both the 4.3 dBA correction from Table 2 plus the 0.4 dBA
cerrections from Equation 2 are employed as a total 4.7 dBA adjustment in the K-
Factor in the program. Knowing the parameters for the conversion, the Caltrans
Sound32 model can be set up based on single calculation. The model was employed
using the Plan sets contained in Appendix 1. The speeds for the freeway were
taken as 65 miles per hour since this is the limitation of the model.

Sweetwater Road was modeled at 55 miles per hour.

The calculations for the existing condition are contained in Appendix 3.
The result at the measurement point, the future back yard of Unit 1, would be
62.4 dBA CNEL.

The future CNEL levels are based on the SANDAG 2030 forecast data listed
on the graphic contained in Appendix 4. The volumes are given in Table 6.

TABLE 6

2030 TRAFFIC VOLUMES

ROADWAY VOLUMES
State Route 125 171,000
Sweetwater Road 21,100

Using the same procedure as used in the existing calculations the volumes
employed for the future are those listed in Table 7.

TABLE 7

2030 TRAFFIC VOLUMES (1)

MEDIUM HEAVY
ROADWAY AUTCS TRUCKS TRUCKS
State Route 125 1le,192 478 546
Sweetwater Road 1,977 95 38

(1) SR 125 will be split into two lanes.

The calculations, contained in Appendix 5 yield a noise level of 63.7 dBA
CNEL at the measurement point.

5.0 CNEL LEVELS ON PROJECT

The calculations were carried out for 20 points as shown on Exhibit 8.
The 20 points are at the rear and front of every unit. The rear areas are
patios that would be required to meet the 60 dBA CNEL requirement if it were
feasible. The other locations are intended to provide a profile of the noise
levels everywhere on the site.

The initial calculations were for the ground level height at five feet
above the pad and second floor height at 15 feet above the pad for the vacant
site. These calculations are attached in Appendices 6 and 7. The results are
listed in Tables 8 and 9 on the following page.



TABLE 8

VACANT SITE FUTURE NOISE LEVELS AT
20 LOCATIONS AT GROUND LEVEL

LOCATION CNEL
1 63.7
2 63.2
3 63.3
4 63.1
5 62.9
6 62.6
7 62.6
8 62.4
9 62.6
10 62.7
11 62.8
12 62.7
13 62.5
14 62.5
15 62.1
16 62.2
17 62.3
18 61.4
19 61.4
20 61.3



TABLE 9

VACANT SITE FUTURE NOISE LEVELS AT
20 LOCATIONS AT SECOND FLOCOR LEVEL

LOCATION CNEL
1 66.0
2 65.1
3 65.0
4 64.7
5 64 .4
6 63.7
7 63.5
8 66.2
9 c4.7
10 64.4
11 64.3
12 64.0
13 63.6
14 63.5
15 63.1
16 62.9
17 63.2
18 62.1
19 62.2
20 62.1

The ground floor exterior levels are in the range of 61.3 to 63.7 dBA
CNEL. This means that the future conditions of the vacant site at ground level
never reach 65 dBA CNEL. The second floor levels for the vacant site range from
62.1 to 66.2 dBA CNEL that is only slightly higher than 65 dBA CNEL. The 60 dBA
CNEL point is at 660 feet from freeway centerline at ground level and 710 feet
at the second floor level.

The physical model used to calculate for the vacant site noise levels were
modified by installing the building and wall structures. The buildings are all
two stories as can be seen on Exhibit 9. The peak of the roofs are 24 feet
eight inches and the eave 19 feet.

The Sound32 program does not model bulk barriers. It 1is necessary to
categorize a barrier by the most relevant wall section. The buildings were
modeled using the front and back walls as 20-foot high_barriers, rather than
just the eave or peak roof heights since the rcof would contribute some noise
reduction. Thus, the barriers used for the calculations in addition to those
that were used on the vacant site are as follows:

1. The south wall of the building with Units 1 through 7 at 20 feet
high.

2. The north wall of the building with Units 1 through 7 at 20 feet
high.

3. The east-west wall common to the project site and the Mobile Home

Park taken at six feet high.
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4. The short wall on the west side of the Unit 1 patio taken at six
feet high.

Calculations at the 20 ground floor locations are contained in Appendix 8
and the results given in Table 10(6) on the following page. The results for the
20, second floor locations are contained in Appendix 9 and the results given in
Table 11.

TABLE 10

BUILT SITE FUTURE NQOISE LEVELS AT
20 LOCATIONS AT GROUND LEVEL

LOCATION CNEL
1 60.9
2 61.2
3 6l.4
4 61.3
5 61.2
6 60.8
7 61.3
8 61.0
9 61.0
10 61.0
11 61.2
12 61.1
13 60.8
14 60.8
15 60.9
le 61.4
17 61.5
18 49.1
19 49.1
20 49.1

11



TABLE 11

BUILT SITE FUTURE NOISE LEVELS AT
20 LOCATIONS AT SECOND FLOOR LEVEL

LOCATION CNEL
1 64.3
2 63.6
3 63.8
4 63.5
5 63.3
6 62.6
7 62.8
8 66.3
9 64.5
10 64.0
11 64.0
12 63.7
13 63.2
14 63.1
15 62.7
16 ’ 62.9
17 59.2
18 58.1
19 56.7
20 52.1

The results for the built site typically show about a two (2) dBa
reduction from the vacant site. Actual reductions are most likely greater
because of the fundamental limit on barrier calculation within the Sound 32
program. The program cannot calculate two parallel barriers. Thus, the
independent reductions contributed by each barrier are reduced to the single
barrier that provides the highest noise reduction.

Further calculation for private open spaces (balconies) after
consideration of railing, and public open spaces (play lot and barbeque pit) are
carried in Attachment D. the results given in Tables 5,6,9, and 11 of this
attachment indicates a range from 55.4 to 59.7 dBA CNEL for balconies, 58.2 dBA
CNEL for the play lot (location 21) and 54.5 dBA CNEL for the barbeque pit
(Location 22} .

6.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

6.1 EXTERIOR

While the calculations indicate that the CNEL levels in the patios
are slightly higher than 60 dBA CNEL, it is likely the actual values are
less than 60 dBA CNEL owing to the intrinsic limitation of the Sound32
model in calculating multiple barriers. Ideally, raising the freeway
barrier would address the matter but that is not possible. No additional
exterior mitigation is reguired as long as all the walls are constructed.

i2



The required noise control barriers may be constructed using one of
the following materials:

(1) Masonry block

(2) Stucco on wood frame

(3) 3/4" plywood

(4) 1/4" glass or 1/2" LEXAN

(5) Earth Berm

(6) Any combination of these materials or any material rated
3.5 pounds per sguare foot surface weight or greater.

Each completed noise control barrier must present a solid face from
top-to-bottom. Cutouts and openings are not permitted except for drain
holes.

Balconies B8 - Bl4 will have 42 inch high, solid railing and
balconies B15, B1l6, and B17 will have 60 inch solid railing.
As indicated in Section 5 public open spaces are below 60 dBA CNEL and
meet the requirements of the County of San Diego. Note that the two open
spaces together have an area of more than 1,200 square feet, which is more
than the required 1,000 square feet.

6.2 INTERICR

The County's exposure criteria requires that the interior noise
environment, attributable to outside transportation sources, be limited to
45 dBA CNEL. Analysis and recommendations for control of outdoor-to-
indoor noise intrusion are presented in this section.

The exterior-to-interior noise reduction expected for the planned
construction was based on a detailed analysis of sample rooms and units
planned for the development. Calculations of the expected typical

noise reduction performance were performed for sample rooms. The analysis
was based on the typical spectra expected for the primary sources of
community noise impact, the typical octave-band transmission loss for each
element in the planned building shell, the relative square footage of each
element of the planned building shell, the expected typical interior
surface treatment, and the acoustical absorption coefficient for each
interior surface treatment. Corrections for the "A" Weighted room
absorption factors are also included.

Each component of the building shell (e.g. exterior wall, windows,
doors, etc.) provides a different amount of transmission loss for each "A"
Weighted octave-band of community noise. With the knowledge of the
building shell components and their individual octave band transmission
loss values for the noise sources, calculations of the composite building
shell transmission loss can be made for each room.

The floor plans and elevations were not provided. The basic
construction of the building will be that shown in Table 12.
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TABLE 12

BASIC BUILDING SHELL CHARACTERISTICS

PANEL CONSTRUCTION

Exterior Wall Stucco, 2" x 4" studs, R-13
fiberglass insulation, drywall

Windows Double pane
Sliding Glass Door Double pane
Roof Tile over sheathing, fiberglass

insulation, drywall
Floor Carpeted
The design noise reductions are given in Table 13

TABLE 13

NOISE REDUCTION REQUIREMENTS

LOCATION FIRST FLOOR SECOND FLCOR
1 15.9 18.3
2 16.2 18.3
3 l6.4 18.8
4 16.3 18.5
5 16.2 18.3
6 15.8 17.6
7 16.3 17.8

b 8 16.0 21.3
9 16.0 18.5
10 16.0 19.0
11 16.2 19.0
12 16.1 18.7
13 15.8 18.2
14 15.8 18.1
15 © 15.9 17.7
16 16.4 17.9
17 16.5 14.7
18 4.1 13.1
19 4.1 11.7
20 4.1 7.1

Calculations, contained in Appendix 10, were carried out for a
representative floor plan. The results are given in Table 14. Note that the
Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating was used as the variable since noise
reductions in the range required will be controlled by the window transmission
loss.
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TABLE 14

ROOM NOISE REDUCTION VALUES (1)

WINDOW STC VALUE

PLAN  ROOM 24 26 28 30 32 34 36
All Living/Dining 23 24 26 28 30 32 33
Bedroom 23 25 26 28 30 31 32

Inspection of Table 13 indicates that all the noise reduction
requirements would be met with windows rated STC 24.

15
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A.PPENDIX 2

MEASUREMENT CALIBRATION CALCULATIONS

BARRIER NAMING NOMENCLATURE

1. SR125 Wall. - This is the wall that runs north and south and is
programmed from Station 153 to the north termination at Station 156.40

2. SR125 Berm. -~ This is the extension of the barrier from Station
156.40 to Station 157.40.

3. Sweetwater MHP wall. - This is the wall on the scuth side of
Sweetwater Road running in front of the Mobile Home Park and ending at
Station 155.40.

4. Sweetwater Site Berm. — This is the berm in front of the site
running from Station 155.40- to Station 156.15.

5. Sweetwater Wall North of the Site. - This is the wall on the east
side of Sweetwater Road running from Station 156.40 to Station 157.40.

6. South Side of Bldg 1 Units 1-7. - Thisg is the south side of the
building approximated by a 20 foot free standing wall.

7. North Side Bldg 1 Units 1-7. - This is the north side of the
building approximated by a 20 foot free standing wall.

8. South MHP P/L Wall. - This is the gix foot wall running east and
west along the south common property line.

9. Unit 1 Wall. - This is the six foot wall along the west side of
the patio and parallel to Sweetwater. Road

17



T DUUNLISL  (CALTRANS

INPUT DATA FILE  : HOSSSM
BARRIER COST FILE : CALIFS.DTA
DATE : : 08-11-2005

~+TE MEASUREMENT CALIBRATION

VERSION OF STAMINA2 /OPTIMA) * =

LANE AUTO MEDIUM TRKS HEAVY TRKS
NO VPH MPH VPH MPH - VPH . MPH
1 888 55 54 55 12 55
2 4023 65 87 65 138 65
3 4023 65 87 65 138 65
LANE DATA
LANE SEG. GRADE ‘
NO. NO. COR. X Y z
LA | NO ~500.0 178.0 304.0
2 NO 0.0 178.0 304.0
3 . NO 36.0 178.0 304.0
4 ° NO 169.0 178.0 308.0
i 5 NO 312.0 182.0 308.0
& NO 334.0 1820 308.0
) 7  NO 489.0 195.0 309.0
T 8 NO 539.0 195.0 309.0
9  NO 623.0 195.0 3059.0.
10 NO 809.0 204.0 309.0
934.0 204 .0 309.0
2 1 NO -500.0 60.0 .0
2 NO . p.o0 60.0 .0
3. NO .. 36.0 60.0 .0
4" NO 169.0 60.0 . 0
5 NO 312-.0 60.0 .0
6  NO 334.0, 60.0 .0
7 NO . - 489.0 60.0 .0
8 NO © . 539.0 - 600 0
S NO 623.0 60.0 .0
10 NO 809.0 60.°0 20
934.0 60.0 3.0
3 1. NO. ~500.0 . 60,0 . .0,
2" NO 0.0 -60.0 o)
3 Mo 36.0, 60,0 28.0
4 NO 169:0 -60:0° 28.0
5 NO :312.0 -60.0 3280,
64.:NO. 334,90 -60.0. 328.0
. 7. 'NO 489.0 -60.0 328.0
) 8- NO 539.0. =60.:0" 328.0
9 NO 623.0 -60.0. 328,0.
10 No - 809.0 -60.0 328.0

SWEETWATER
SR125 NORTHBOUND

'~ SR125 SOUTHBOUND

SEGMENT -
DESCRIPTION

157+40

153
154+40
154+50
155
SITE ,
155440,
156
156+15
156+40 .

157

157+40

153,
" 154%40

154+50
155 -
SITE
155+4¢0
156
156+15
156+40

- 157



Barrier NO. l- ‘ Description: SR25 WALL Ty
Type - (2)MASONRY | h
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
, : , GROUND TOP BARRIER
SEG. X Y {Z0) (2) HEIGHTS AT ENDS
. -500.0 89.0 328.0 336.0 *153 * 8
z 0.0 89.0 328.0 336.0.*154+40 * 8
3 36.0 89.0 328.0 336.0 *154+50 * 8
4 169.0 89.0 328.0 336.0 *155 * . 8
5 312.0 98.0 328.0 336.0 *SITE * 8
5 334.0 98.0 328.0 336.0 *155+40 * 8
7 489.0 107.0 328.0 336.0 *156 *. 8
3 539.0 98.0 3280 336.0 *156+15 * 8
623.0 98.0 328.0 336.0 *156+40 * 8
garrier No. 2 _ Description: SR25 BERM
Type - (1)BERM :
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 = No. Height Changes (P)=0
: GROUND _ TOP , BARRIER
SEG. X ' (z0) (2) _HEIGHTS AT ENDS .
1 " 623.0 - 98.0 328.0 336.0 *156+40 * 8 k
2 809.0 98.0 328.0 336:0 *157 * 8 ))
934.0 98.0 328.0 336.0 *157+40 * 8 - 25
Sarrier No. 3 Description: SWEETWATER MHP SOUTH WALL
Type - (2)MASONRY B
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 ' . No. Height Changes (P)=0
GROUND BARRIER
SEG X Y (Z0) "HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 -500.0 226.0 304.0 *153 * 6
2 0.0 226.0 30470 *154+440 *° 6
3 36.0 226.0 30470 *154450 * 6
4 165.0 226.0 308.°0 *155 *6
5 312.0 226.0 3080 *SITE 6
334.0 226.0 0 *155+40 * 6

Barrier No. 4 ' Defcripticn: SWEETW,
~ Type - (1)BERM S , ;
Height Increment (DELZ)=.0.0".

SEG. X Y
1 334.0 242.0 ° 7 308.0° 3;535-*155+40”iiil7 S )}ﬂ
2 489.0 255.0 308.0 315.0 *156 o : e



ooy .uy <23.u 3uY. Y T 315.0 *156%15 * T

Barrier No. &5 Description: SWEETWATER WALL NORTH OF SITE
Type - (2)MASONRY _ : _ T L R -
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
K GROUND TOP = . 'BARRIER -

SEG, X Y . (z0) (zZ)y . . "HEIGHTS AT ENDS

1 623.0 243.0 308.0 314.0 *156+40 * ¢

2 809.0 252.0 308.0 314.0 *157 . * g

934.0 252.0 308.0 314.0 *157+40 * .g

REC
NO X Y Z DNL PEOPLE ID
i 312.0 274.0 312.6 67 500 UNIT 1

__._________.._....=___.__.._=__=__.__.___._._._____.___-.._._._._._====.___..__.__._____._'_____L______.__._.____._




SOUND32 - RELEASE 07/30/91

TITLE:
SITE MEASUREMENT CALIBRATION

EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS

‘k*'k'k*******************'****

-

EAR A
ELLE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
. - g« 153
5 g« 154+40
5 _ g 154+50
4 . o 155
g - 0.* SITE
5 - 0.* 155+40
i — O_* 156 .
a . g 156+15
9 - 0. 156+40
10 - 0.* 157
11 - 0.* 153 e
12 - 0. 154+40 -
13 B 0. * 154+590 sl
14 - 0.x '155 B
15 - 0.* SITE o
16 - 0.* , : 155+40 S
17 - 0.* ‘ -156 '7\:
13 - o.* 156440 e
19 - 0.x 157
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
BARRIER DATA
J %k ook ok ok ok Kk dok kK
BAR BARRIER HEIGHTS BAR
ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 ID LENGTH TYPE
1 - gL 153 500.0 MASONRY
2 - gL 154+40 36.0 MASONRY
3 - gL 154450 133.0 MASONRY
4 - 8. 155 143.3 MASONRY
5 S SITE 22.0 MASONRY
6 - 8. % S 155+40. . 155.3. MASONRY
7 - gL« 156> . 50.8 MASONRY
8 S I 156+15 84.0 MASONRY -
9 - g.x 156+40° 186.0 BERM .
10 - g.* 157 . 125.0 BERM
11 - B.* 153 .- 500.0 MASONRY -
12 - 6% | . 154440 36.0 MASONRY P
13 - g.¥ 154450 133.1 MASONRY ‘



i4 - 6. *
15 - 6. %
i - 7.k
17 - 7%
A - 6. *
15 - 6. %
0 1 2
1 - -
REC REC ID DNL
1 UNIT 1 67

MASONRY
MASONRY/JERSEY
CONCRETE

TOTAL COST =

ZARRIER HEIGHT
11 1 1 1 1

CORRESPONDING BARRIER

9. 8. 8. 8. 8.3,

5 143.0
SITE 22.0
155+4¢ 155.5
156 50.0
156+40 186.2
157 125.¢
3 4 5 & 7
PEOPLE LEQ(CAL)
500 55.0
CosT
i3758.
128721 .
0.
0.
S 152000.

INDEX FCOR FACH BARRIER SECTION

1 1 1 1 11 1 31 1 I 1 1
HEIGHTS FOR EACH SECTION
8. 8. 8. 8, 5. 6. 6. 6. 6. 7. 7. 6. 5.

MASONRY
MASONRY

- BERM

BERM-

MASONRY .-
MASONRY



EXTISTING LDN CALCULATIONS VACANT SITE
AT MEASUREMENT LOCATION

BARRIER NAMING NOMENCLATURE

1. SR125 Wall. - This is the wall that runs north and south and is
programmed from Station 153 to the north termination at Station 156.40

2. SR125 Berm. - This is the extension of the barrier from Station
156.40 to Station 157.40.

3. Sweetwater MHP wall. - This is the wall on the south side of
Sweetwater Road running in front of the Mobile Home Park and ending at

Station 155.40.

4. Sweetwater Site Berm. — This is the berm in front of the site
running from Station 155.40 to Station 156.15.

5. Sweetwater Wall North of the Site. - This is the wall on the east
side of Sweetwater Rcad running from Station 156.40 to Station 157.40.

6. South Side of Bldg 1 Units 1-7. - This is the south side of the
building approximated by a 20 foot free standing wall.

7. North Side Bldg 1 Units 1-7. - This is the north side of the
building approximated by a 20 foot free standing wall.

8. South MHP P/L Wall. - This is the six foot wall running east and
west along the south common property line.

8. Unit 1 Wall. - This is the six foot wall along the west side of
the patio and parallel to Sweetwater Road

18



" 7USVUNUSZ (CALIRANS VERSTON OF STAMINA2/OBTIMA) + =

- INPUT:DATA FILE - : HOSSSM = | T
BARRIER, COST FILE : CALIF$.DTA ‘
DATE' - 08-11-2005. - ..

»:7MQASUREMENT_05L13§AE;QN. o



BARRIER DATA

- r — — =

Barrier No. 1 Description:

Type - (2)MASONRY
Height Increment (DELZ)=.0.0

wn
B2
o -
>
=

WU e W

Barrief No: 2
Type - (1)BERM

Height Increment

SEG. X
1 623.0
2 809.0

© 934.0

Barrier No. 3
Type - (2)MASONRY
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0. .

 Type. - +(1) BERM o
: Height“Lﬁcreﬁéht'(DEﬁ'




{2)MASONRY
Increment. |




16
17

CCO0O0OoOOoO

Qo 00O

ok % R A Rk

o O,

¥k Rk F

oo

155+40
156
156415,

.

Lo

153 -
154+40 .
450

* %

" BAR

" ELE

BARRIER DATA

f***ii******

BARRIER HEIGHTS
2 3 4% 5

T



152000

BAR HEIGRT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTI@N
1 1 1-1 1 31 1 B -1 11 1
CORR

NDING BARRIER HEIGHTS FO.

‘ R EA H-SEjj-TION _
8. .. 8.°8.°8., 8. g. 8.-8. 6. 6. 6. 66 7. 7. &, 6.




2030. SANDAG -7

RAFFIC VOLUMES.



















AR G N

5
7
8







APPENDIX 6

2030 CNEL CALCULATIONS FOR VACANT SITE -
AT 20 GROUND LEVEL LOCATIONS ‘AND FOR CURVE PLOTTING

BARRIER NAMING NOMENCLATURE

. QRPS Wall: - ThJS is the wall that runs north and south and 1 1s programmed from o
} e Qtatron 153 to the north: tenmnanon at Statlon 156 40 '

)

. SRI "5 Berm ThlS is the e\(tensmn of the barrler from Statlon 156 40 to Statlon o
157.40.

|8}

Sweetwater MHP wall. — This i is the wall on the east side of Sweetwater Road
runmng in front of'the Moblle Home Park and endlng at Stanon 155. 40

. Sweetwater Srte Berm ThlS is the berm m front of the snte runmng fmm Stauon" :
=135.40. to Statlon 156 15 - ,




* * SOUND32 ' (CALTRANS VERsIoN'éF'STAMINAQ/OPTIMA) * %
INPYT DATA FILE -

;ffﬁgRIER COST FILE .
WATE -

HOSS2GM
CALIFS.DTA

MEDIUMUTRKS



10- NO 809.0 -60.0 328.0 157
» 924.0 -60.0 328.0. '157+40 -

Rarrier No. 1 A
Type - (2)MASONRY o I N IS S
Heigh;vjﬁbrement.(DELZ)ézo.O -7 . "No. Height Changes (P)'=0

Description: SR25 WALL

. “'GROUND "~ rop. ° ~BERRIER -

SEG. - X Y (Z0) (Z) o HEIGHTS AT ENDS: . -

* 8
* 8
* 8
*SITE.. '* 8.
.0 *155440. * 8.
336.0 *156 . * 8
0°*156+15 -* 8
0 *¥1564+40 .* '8

Barrier No. K 2
Type - <{1)BERM :
Height - Increment (D

Barrier.No. 3
Type - {2)MASONRY R
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0-

ovoooo
)
g
AScAR R
coocooo

Type - (1) BERM e
Height ‘Increment (DELZ)= 0.0"

sgc. - X

31415 *155+40



2 489.0 255.0 1 315.0 *156
© 539.0 255.0 ’8.0  315.0 *15g41%"

Barrier No. g
. ~™~IYP& - (2)MASONRY _ :
‘)iei'gh'_t Increment (DELZ):'Q.O

314:0 *156420 -
314.0 *1579
314.0 *157440




AGUND32 - RELEASE 07/30/91° . ' B

TITLE: e I
SITE FUTURE LDN AT QQ”PDINTS.GROUND,LEVEL FOR VACANT SITE

EF‘E‘ECTIVENESS / COSsT. RATIOS

-k**************************

153 :
© 154+40
=154+50
L . 155
or ’ P - s SITE
C - 155+40
156
156+15

oot D W
[}

=S =ReNoloRale

* A %k H * ¥ X H

. e e rsgea0

(Vo)
[}
o
*
¢

S 153

[




. a ' ' . _. - .O . - MASONRY ‘ e 0 .

DNL PEOPLE

MASONRY ..
MASONRY/JERSEY




+ * ‘SOUND32 (CALiKANS.VERSION-OF STAMINA2/OPTIMA) * K

(NPUT DATA FILE . : HOSS2GP .
SARRIER COST FILE : CALIF$.DTA.
0T T L 08-23-2005

MEDIUM TRKS HEAVY TRKS
B MPH 3



APPENDTIX 7

2030 CNEL CALCULATIONS FOR VACANT -SITE
AT 20 SECOND FLOOR LOCATIONS AND FOR CURVE PLOTTING

BARRIER NAMING NOMENCLATURE

. SR125 Wall. - This is the wall that runs‘north and south and is programmed from

Station 153 to the north termmanon at Statlon 156. 40

. SRI125 Berm. — This is the extension of the barrier from Statxon 156.40 to Station

157.40.

Sweetwater MHP wall. — This is the wall on the east side of Sweetwater Road -
running in front of the Moblle Home Park and ending at Statlon 155.40.

Sweetwater Site Berm. — This is the berm i in front of the site running from Station
155.40 to Station 156.15.

Sweetwater Wall North of the Slte - Tlus is:the wall on the: east side of
Sweetwater Road running.from- Statlon 156 40 to- Stat:lon 157 40.

. South Side of Bldq 1 Units 1-7. - ThlS 1s the south SIde of the building

approxxmated by a.20 foot free standmg wall

. North Slde Bldq 1 Umts l 7 ThlS is the north sxde of the bulldmg approxnnated

bya 20 foot free standmg wall

South MHP P/L Wall. Tlns is the six foot wall running east and west along the
south common property lire.

. Unit'1 Wall - Tlns is the six foot wall along the west 31de of the patlo and

parallel to Sweetwater Road.
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* * SOUND32 (CALTRANS VERSION OF STAMINA2/OPTIMA) * +

INPUT DATA FILE  ; moggagy
~BARRIER COST FILE : CALIFS.pTa
Yot : 08-12-2005

LANE AUTO MEDIUM TRKS  ygrayy TRKS
NO . VPH MPH VPH MPH VPH ' MPH DESCRIPTION
1 1977 55 95 55 38 55 SWEETWATER .
2. - 8096 g5 . 239 g5 273 65  SR13s NORTHBOUND
3 8096 g5 239 65 273 65  SR125 SOUTHBOUND
LANE DATA
LANE SEG. GRADE : SEGMENT
NO. NO. COR. X Y " 2 DESCRIPTION
1 1 NO ~500.0 178.0 304.0 153
2 No 0.0 178.0 304.0 154449
3 NO 36.0 178.0 304.0 154450
4 NO 169.0 178.0 308.0 - 155
*3 5  NO 312.0 182.0 308.0 SITE
L 6  NO 334.0 182.0 308.0 155449
7 NO 489.0 195.0 309.0 156
8  NO 539.0 195.0 309.0 156415
9  NO 623.0 195.0 309.0 156+40
10 NO 809.0 204.0 309.0 157
934.0 204.0 309.0 157440
2 1 nNo ~500.0 60.0 28.0 153
2° No 0.0 60.0 8.0  154+40
3 NO 36.0 60.0 28:0 154450
4  NO 169.0 '60.0 28.0 155
5 NO 312.0 60.0 8.0 SITE
6 NO 334.0 60.0 28.0 155540
7. NO 489.0 60.0 28.0 156
8 .. NO 539.0 60.0 28.0  156+15
2 NO 623.0 - 60.0 28:0 ' 156+40
10 NO 809.0 60.0 28.0 157
934.0 60.0 2820 157440
3 1 No -500.0 -60.0 28.0 153 ..
2 . NO 0.0 -60.0 280 154440
3 No 36.0 -60.0 28.0 1543450
4 NO 169.0 -60.0 328.0 155
) 5 NO 312.0 -60.0 328.0 . SITE
.. 6 NO : 334.0 -60.0 328:0 155440
j;} 7 .NO . 489.0, " -60.0 326.0 1s6
U8 NO 539.0 -60,0 328.0 156+15
- 9 NO 623.0 -60.0 328.0 156340



WJARRIER DATA

‘Barrier No. 1 Description: SR25 WALL

1YPe - (2)MASONRY | - -

Height-Incremént'(DELZ)= 0.0 : No. Height Changes (p)=g

. TOE _ 'BARRIER -

SEG. X Y HEIGHTS'AT'MEDS
1 -500. 0 89.0 2 . 5. T
2 0.0 89.0 328 6.0, 8
3 36.0 89.0 328 .0 8
4 169.0 89.0 328 .0 8
5 312.0 98.0 328 .0 8
& 334.0 98.0 328 .0 8
7 489 .0 107.0 328 .0 8
8 539.0 98.0 328 6.0 8.

623.0 98.0 324 <0 8

Barrier No. » - ;Descfiptioﬁ: SRéS? E

Type - (1)BERM . S - v -

Height Tncrement (DEL@); 6.0 - ~. No. Height Changes (P} =0.

: . LGROUND  iop | BARRIER

SEG. X LY uéi(ZO} N s Lo HEIGHT%JA$WENDS
) 623.0 98.0 ) o+ g '

2 809.0 S8.0 8
934.0 S8.0 8

Barrier No. 3
TYpPe - (2)MASONRY L
Height Increment (DEPZ2=¢O-O

Barriquﬂgau 4 ;w,,ngESCriéﬁiod;wS:“wﬁ : BE]
Tvpe - (1)BERM : ST
deight Increment (DELZ)= ¢.0 : No. Height Changes (p)=g
" GROUND TOP : . 'BARRIER .
? _;3 X . Y : (20) ' (Z) HEIGHTS AT ENDg



2 489.0
539.0

255.0
255.0

jarrier No. 5
fype - (2)MASONRY
jeight Incrément

SEG. X
1 623.0
2 809.0

934.0

REC.

NO. X
1 312.0
2 312.0
3 312:0
4 312.0
5 312.0
6 312.0
7 312.0
8 382.0
9 382.0

10 382.0

i1 382.0

i2 382.0

13 382.0

14 382.0

i5 376.0

16 356.0

.0
.0
.0
.0

(DELZ)= 0.0

_._.___.___...___._.._.‘____..__.._.__.__-__...______

308.0
308.0

ption: SWEETWATER WALL NORTH OF SITE

T 3ln v

~100

315.0 *156+15 * 7

|38
o

No. Height Changes (P)=0 "“)i
GROUND - TOP BARRIER -
(z0) (Z) HEIGHTS.AT ENDS
308.0 314.0 *156+40 * 6
308.0 314.0 *157 * 6
308.0 314.0 *157+40 * 6
Z DNL PEOPLE ID
67 500 1 REAR
67 500 2 REAR
67 500 3- REAR
67 ~ 500 4 REAR
67 500 5 REAR :
67 500 6 REAR’
67 _ .500 7 REAR
67" 500 8 FRONT
67 500 9 FRONT
67 - 500 10 FRONT ;)}
67 500 11" FRONT ’
67 500 12 FRONT
67 500 13 FRONT
67 500 14 FRONT
67 500 15 FRONT
67 500 16 FRONT
67 500 17 FRONT
18" REAR™
19 REAR



' SOUND32 - REL

. Hv)
r

(D\JO\U'P»DL»JMI—‘

[
O w

EASE 07/30/91

EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS

'*******'k***************‘:***‘*

D 0owH®mo o

OOOOOOOO

[

]

w

0]

=2

(03

o))

****4*‘**‘*

* ot

L A I

*

BARRIER DATA

*hA KAk ok ok kA

BARRIER HETIGHTS
2 3 4 5

153 '500.
154+40 36.0

154450 1337,

=

e

BERM
BERM
MASONRY
MASONRY. |



.’-L; . _ 6_* ) . ——
1c . g% ' o SITE 22.0 . MASONRY
16 - Tk ’ 155440 155 BERM
17 - T ) , 156 50 BERM
18 - 6.%* ‘ 156+40 186 MASONRY
19 - 6% _ 7 157 125 MASONRY
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
REC
1
2
3
4
5
5
7
8
9
10
11
12
13 -
14 -
15
16
17
18
19
20
BARRIER TYPE COST
BERM . 13758.
MASONRY 138721.
MASONRY/JERSEY 0. . .
CONCRETE 0. | o
TOTAL COST = $ 152000
BARRIER HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION
11 1 1 1 1 o 1171011
PONL ARRIERiﬁEIGHTs;FQRfEACH SECTION
-s.ge._sj . 8.8, 8. BE 6. 6. 6. 7. 7.

—

P



* % SOUND32 (CALTRANS VERSION GF STAMINAZ/OPTIMA) * *

ILNPUT DATA FILE : HOSS28p
- :ﬁﬁiRIER»COST FILE : CALIF$.DTA
JATE 08-23-2005 .

SITE FUTURE LDN CURVE WITH DISTANCE POINTS SECOND'ELOOR PEY?P-:ﬂ ?:

'DESCRIPTION

. SEGMENT |
DESCRIPTION

-154+40
154+50
155
SITE .
155+40 .

156

156+15

¥ oToo

e’

HAO @ 10V U N e
o

Z =z

O (@]

o [#8]

(] V8]

\D L
=NejoNoNeNoNeNoloNeNe)

0 @i o

O ocoooocoooooo.

1
O 00N U0 s LI,



10 NO - sUY .U -“ou .V -k U
a - 934.0 -60.0 : 328.0 157+40
BARRIER DATA
Barrier No. 1 Description: SR25 WALL
Type - (2)MASONRY 7 - o .
Height Increment ({DELZ)= 0.0 : No. Height Changes (P)=0
1 ' GROUND TOP BARRIER ,
SEG. X Y (Z0) (z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 -500.0 89.0 328.0 336.0. *153 *x 8
2 0.0 89.0 328.0 336.0 *154+40 * 8
3 36.0 89.0 328.0 336.0 *154}50 * 8
a 169.0 89,0 328.0 336.0, *155 * g
5 312.0 98?0 328.0 336.0 *SITE * 8
& 334.0 ""98..0 328.0 336.0 *155+40 * 8
7 489.0 107.0 328.0 336.0°*156 - * 8
8 ‘539.0 98.0 328.0 336.0 *156+15 *. 8
623.0 8.0 328.0 336.0 *156+40 * 8
Barrier No. 2 . 'Description: SR25BERM
Type - (1)BERM ' )
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P}=0
- GROU TOP ' BARRIER
SEG. X Y 70 (z) ' HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 623.0 98.0 2850 336.0 *156+40° * 8 Pt
2 803.0 98.0 28/ . 336,0 *157  * 8 e
934.0 98.0 28", 336.0 *157+40 * 8
Barrier No. 3 Description: SWEETWATER MHP SOUTH WALL
Type - (2)MASONRY o S o i _
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 : ) No. Height Changes. (P)=0

“BARRIER

e

SEG. X Y “-HEIGHTS AT. ENDS
1 -500.0 226.0 - % *153 * 6
2 0.0 226.0- ¥154+40 "% 6
3 36.0 226.0° *154+50 *° 6
4 169.0 226.0° S *155 . TxY 6
5 312.0 226.0° ‘0 *SITE . '* 6
334.0 '226.0 - *155+40 % 6

Barrier . No. 4
Type - (1)BERM L TR
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0:%

SEG. X Y HEIGHTS AT -

'ENDS’
*155440 '

i



2 489.0 255.0 308.0 315.0 *156 * 7

539.0 © 255.0 308.0 315.0 *156+15 * 7
Barrier No. 5 Description: SWEETWATER WALL' NORTH OF SITE
'”'r’De - (2) MASONRY -
Jight Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 - No. Height Changes (P)=0




SOUND32 - RELEASE 07/30/91 - o L Ll

TITLE: . : ' ‘
STTE FUTURE IL.DN  CURVE WITH DISTANCE POINTS SECOND ELOOR LEVEL

EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS , 7

e e A 22 A R R R

BAR
ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 .
1 - o.* 153 ?
5 _ 0.* 154+40
3 . 0. * 154+50
4 - 0.% 155
5 - 0.* SITE
5 - Q.* 155440 .
7 - 0. * 156 y
8 - 0.% 156+15
9 - 0.+ 156440
10 = 0. * 157
11 - 0.* . 153
12 - 0. * i 154+40
13 - 0.+ 154+50
14 = 0.* 155
15 - 0.* SITE -
16 - 0. * : T 155440 LT e
17 - 0.* 156 - , )in
18 - 0.x* . 156+40
19 - 0.* _ 157
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
BARRIER DATA ' : ‘ o i
kkhkkkkkkkokkd . C . oo
BAR . BARRIER HEIGHTS BAR ,
ELE 0" 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1D LENGTH TYPE
1 - 8. % 153 500.0 MASONRY
2 - B¢ 154 +40 . 36.0 MASONRY
3 5 8. * 154+50 133.0 MASONRY.
4 - 8. 155 143.3 MASONRY
5 - g.* SITE _ 22.0 MASONRY
6 - 8.* 155+40 155.3 MASONRY
7 - 8.* 156 - 50.8 MASONRY
8 - 8. * 156+15 - 84.0 MASONRY
9 ~ 8.% 156+40 186.0 BERM
10 - . 8. 157 '125.0 BERM
11 N | . 153 500.0 MASONRY N,
12 - 6. . 154+40 36.0 MASONRY /N
13 - 6. % _ _ : 154+50 133.1 MASONRY



e .- o.- : ' “15n 143 .U | MASUNKY

5 - 6. * '~ SITE 22.0 MASONRY
15 - 7. ' | - 155440 155.5 BERM
17 - 7.x : 156 50.0 BERM
B T 156+40 186.2 MASONRY
a9 - B.* 7 157 125.0 MASONRY

DNL PEOPLE LEQ(CAL)

67 500, 73.8
67 500. 65.1
67 500. 64.0
67 500. 62.5
67 500. 61.6
67 500. 60.2
67 500 58.9
COST

. 13758.

138721.

0.

0.

TO’I‘AL COST = s 152000.

“ifRIER.HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION
L#L 171 1 11 1 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
CORRESPONDING. BARRIER HEIGHTS FOR EACH SECTION

3. 8.8. 8. 8.8.8.8.8,8.6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 7. 7. 6. 6.




L

South Side ofBldq I Units 1-7. - Th

APPENDTIX 8

2030 CHNEL- CALCULATIONS BUILT SITE
AT 20 GROUND LEVEL LOCATIONS

BARRIER NAMING NOMENCLATURE

SR125 Wall. - This is the’ wall that runs, north d, south and 1s programmed from
Station 153 to the north termmatxon at Statlon 156 40..

. SR125 Berm. - This i is the extension of the barrier from Stauon 156.40 to Station

137.40.

Sweetwater MHP wall. — This is the wall on the east side of Sweetwater Road
running in front of the Mobtle Home Park and endmg at’ Statlon 155.40.

Sweetwater Site Berm. — This i is the benn m front of the site running from Statlon
155 40 to Station 156.15: '

Sweetwater Wail North of the Slte ““‘ i the wall onfﬂt_e_:ggst_ Side of
Sweetwater Road runmng from“-Statmn -15 '

is.the ‘south 51de of the bu1ldmg

approx1mated by a20 foot free sta.n
North Side: Bldq T Umts i N Thl i the ) & of the ,hij:i.ldjng‘_épproxirt‘l_gted'
by a20, free standmg wall S L A

- South MHP P/L Wall ThlS is the six foot wall runmng east and west along the
‘south common property line. :

Unit 1 Wall — This is the six foot wall along the west s1de of the pauo and

parallel to Sweetwater Road _
22




14 - s | ' 155 . 143.0 MASONRY

0

15 - Bx . SITE ' 22.0 MASONRY
155+40 155.5 BERM
156 50.0 BERM .

156+40 186.2 MASONRY

157 125.0 ‘MASONRY

:TOTAL COST = $ 153000,

w;lRRIER HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION

11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1121 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
CORRESPONDING BARRIER HEIGHTS FOR EACH SECTION

8. 8. 8.8.8.8.8.8.8. 8. ¢, 6. 6. 6. 6. 7. 7. 6. §.




¥ % SOUND32 (CALTRANS VERSION OF STAMINA2/OPTIMA) +* +

o BUTHDATA FILE  © HOSS7M -
)} <RIER COST FILE : CALIFS.DTA
-~ DATE" " : 08-15-2005

SITE FUTURE LDN AT 20 POINTS GROUND LEVEL FOR BUILT I

AUTO MEDIUM “TRKS HEAVY ‘TRKS
VPH MPH
10 1977 = 55 3810 .55 SWEETWATERQ{?ij "
" 273 565 SR125 NORTHBOUND, .

3 . 8096 65 273 .65  SR13% SOUTHBOUND:

LANE. SEG. GRADE o SEGMENT
NOT“"NO. COR. X ooy Z - DESCRIPTION

NO -500.

NO 0.

NO - 36 .

NO . 1g9.
NO 312,

NO . 334.

NO 489.

NO 539.

"NO 623 .
0 NO 809.
934.

—
[

154440
154+50
155 -
SITE
155740
156
156+15
156+40
157
- 157+40

;
R0 O 90 Bab W |
#Oc:c>ocat>oc3c>o:3
OCoCcoO0O0cOoCc OO

" 153
154+40
154+50
155
"SITE

NO . -500.
NO '
NO ., .
NO-“"'" . 169.
NO' 312,
""NO .334.
NO . .489.
NO . 539,
NO © 623
NO . :809.
934

)
oo
COO0OO

oo

Q0000000 oo

Cooo0obodo




934.0 ~60.0 328.0 157+40

IRIER DATA
Barrier No. 1 Description: SR25 WALL
Type .- (2)MASONRY , L S '
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 : No. Height Changes (P) =0
. GROUND TOP BARRIER . . .
SEG. X Y (Z0) (2) : : HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 -500.0 89.0 328.0 336.0 *153 * 8
Z 0.0 89.0 328.0 336.0 *154+40 * g
3 36.0 85.0 328.0 336‘0 *154+50 ~*~ 8
4 169.0 A89;0 328.0 336.0 *155 * 8
5 312.0 98 .0 328.0 336.0 *SITE * 8
5 334 O? 98.0 328.0 336.0 *155+440 * g
7 489.0 107.0 328.0 336.0 *156 * 8
3 539.0 898.0 328.0 336.0 *156+15 =* g
623.0 88.0 328.0 336.0 *156+40 * 8
Barrier No. 2 -Description: SR25 BERM i -
Type - (1)BERM : .
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
: GROUND . TOP ° BARRIER ..
3. X Y ~oozo)y o (zZ)y HEIGHTS..AT ENDS
1 623.0 98.0 - 328.0 336.0 *156440 * g ]
2 809.0 “88.0 328.0 336.0 *157 - * 8
8934.0 98.0 328.0 336.0 *157+40 * 8
Barrier No. 3 Deécripﬁion: SWEETWATER MHP SOUTH WALL

Type - (2)MASONRY

" Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No .« Height Ch?nﬁeé"(P):O

BARRIER ..

SEG. X HEIGHTS AT ENDS
L -500.0 “310.0 *153: "«
2 0.0 2310.0 *154¥40 *
3 36.0 ~3L0.0 *154+50 »+'*
a 169.0 ' RN
5 312.0
334.0

Barrier No. 4

5 -Descriptis

Type - (1)BERM SRS R L e L
Height Increment (DELZ)< 0.0. No: .Height Changes (P)=0 . oK
h X Yo (2) - *°.UHEIGHTS AT ENDS  ~% 7
1 334.0 242.0 ... S

2. 489.0 - 255:0 €__



539.0 255.0 . 308.0 315,07*155+l5. ‘g

rriexr No. . 5. Descrlptlon SWEETWATER WALL NORTH OF SITE
J e (2)MASONRY : -
s He ght Incremént (DELZ)="0.0 - : No: He;ghC’Chqnges'(P)=O
o - .. - . GROUND LTOP BARRIER o
SEG.. X Y - (20) (Z) o HEIGHTS AT ENDs*
1 82300 243.0. . 308.0 - 314‘o?¥156+4o * 5
27770 80g. o 252.0 308.0 314.0 *157. - * 6
934.0 252.0 308.0 © 314.0 *157+40 * ¢
Barrler No. 6. . Descrlptlon SOUTH SIDE OF BLDG 1 UNIT 1-7
Type™> (2)MASONRY .

Helght Increment (DELZ); 0.0 No. HelgthChepges (P)—

| . GROUND . Top‘,_' o BARRIER ,
SEG. X Y L (20) - (2) ' GHT:

Barrler No. @ ;, ' Descrlptlon NORTH S1IDE - BLDG 1 UNIT. 1 7

Type.
Height Increment TDELZ)_ 0. 0 ’ No Helght Changes (P)
S GROUND 'fﬁTOP o BARRIER
“SEG. X 0y o (Z0) (2). . HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 354.0 . . 254.0  307.6 327.6 *B7 Bl * 20
354.0 T 422.0 ' 319.0 319 0 *B7 P2 * 20
_No. 8 3; Descrlptlon SOUTH MHP P/L WALL

- (2) MASONRY
Helght Increment

0.

(DELZ) =

0 ) No..

‘Descrlptlon UNLIT 1 WALL

He1chtrIncrement (DELZ); 0.0 . NQ..HelghtrChangesz(P)¥O;_
: ' GROUND TOP | BARRIER
SEG. X Y (Z0) . (Z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS
- 307.0 254.0. 307.6 313.6 *B9 P1  * ¢
,) 317.0 254 .0 307.6 313.6 *BY P2 * 6

Barrier No. 10 . Descrlptlon UNIT - 8/9/10 BLDG



Type - (2)MASONRY

Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
GROUND TOP BARRIER _
s X Y (z0) (z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS .. -
1 317.0 512.0 322.73 342.3 *B10 P1 % 20
392.0 512.0 ©322.0 342.0 *B10 p2 * 20




: bOUNDJ —'RELEASE"07/30/9; ’ o ’ RN

. TLE :
"). CE: FUTURE LDN AT 20 POINTS GROUND LEVEL FOR BUILT, SITE -

EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS

************’k**************

BAR
ELE - 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 - 0. 153
2 - 0. 154+40 , coe i
3 - 0.% 154450 -
4 - gL= 155 . TP
5 - 0. SITE
6 - 9.+ 155440
7 - o.* 156
8 - L% 156415
9 - 0.+ 156440
10 - 0. 157
11 - 0. 153
12 - 0. 154440
13 - - 0.* 154+50
14 - 0.* 155
:w) 3 - gL+ SITE
e - 0% 155440
17 - 0. 156
18 - o.x 156+40
19 - o.% : - 157
20 . - oL« , ‘ B6 Pl
20000 2 gk U 21
22 : 0. * o o BB PI
23 0.* B9 Pl
24 0. * B10 P1
1 2 3 4is 6 7
a1 . : :
: BARRIER. DATA
*****’*******‘
BAR iy BARRIER'HEIgHTS?L - " BAR R
LE 0 1 2 773 45 67 ID , LENGTH' TYPE.'
- g+ 153
< gL+ 154440
- g.x = 154 +50
- 8.+ : " 155
= 8 x STTE




CONCRETE 0.

TOTAL COST-= $ 254000.

2RIER HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER:SECTION. - ;

11 11 1 11 1 1 1 1.1 1 171 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
CORRESPONDING BARRIER HEIGHTS FOR EACH SECTION , ‘
8.8.°8. 8. 8.8.8.8.8.8.6.6.6..6.6.7. 7. 6. 6.20.20. 7. 6.20.

(.




L.

2

L%

. North Side Btdq 1 Umt '

APPENDIX g

2030 CNEL CALCULATIONS BUILT SITE
AT 20 SECOND FLOOR LEVEL LOCATIONS

BARRIER NAMING NOMENCLATURE

SR125 Wall. - This is the woll that runs north and south and is programmed from
Station 153 to the north termmat;on at Statlon 156.40. ‘

- SR125 Berm. — This is the extensmn of the barrier from Station 156.40 to. Station

157.40.

Sweetwater MHP wall. Ti'us is.the wall on the east srdc of Sweetwater Rogd
running in front of the Mobile ; ',r'ne Park and cndmg at Statlon 155 40 '

Sweetwater Site Berm. — Thxs .15 the berm n front of the site nmmng’;:-fmm; S_t‘e_ition_., .
155.40 to Statton 156 15 o - : - B

7. - This 1s_‘the south srd rofthe buﬂdmg
J _g.wall L

approx1mated by a 20 f )¢

South MHP P/L Wail — Thiis is the six foot wall mnmng east and westalong the

south comrnon property lme

Umt 1 Wall. — This is the six foot wall along the west side of the patio and =~
parallel to Sweetwater Road o S : co S
: o230




6 - 8. f ‘ ‘155+40 155. 3 MASONRY
- - - 156 S0.8 MASONRY
8 - B.* | 156+15 84°.0 MASONRY
3 - 156440 '186.0 BERM
10 - 8. * 157 125.0  BERM
11 - gL« 153, 500.0 MASONRY
12 7 - g% 154+40 - .36.0 MASONRY.
13 -- 6, ¥ 154450 133.1 MASONRY
1 155 143.0 MASONRY
1 - 6.+ SITE 22.0 MASONRY
16 -7 155440 155.5 BERM
27 - 7. 156 50.0 BERM-
18 - 6.x | © 156%40 186.2 MASONRY
1% - 6.* . 157. - 125.0 MASONRY
20 C-20.% ~ B6 P1 168-.4 . MASONRY
21 - 20+ B7 Bl  168.4 MASONRY
22 - 7.* _ - : B8 Pl 280.4° MASONRY
23 - s - ‘ B9 Pl 10.0 MASONRY
24 - 20.% _ B10 P1 75.0 MASONRY y
~) 0 1 2 3 a 5 5 7
REC REE 1D DNL PEOPLE  LEQ(CAL)

"BERM 13758
MASQNRY - 240438,
S

. MASCNRY/JERSEY



* * SOUND3Z (CALTRANS VERSION OF STAMINA2/OPTIMA) * *

SUT DATA FTiE . wogSen
7 BARRIER COST FILE : CALIF$.DTA
DATE .~ : 08-15-2005, -

SITE FUTURE LDN AT 20 POINTS S5COND FLOOR 1

. SEGMENT |
“DESCRIPTION .

156415
. 156+40

R = Y SR

i

W
N y
clo oo .

K
I
w0
S ooo
oo o o leoNet




10 NO : 80%.0 -60.0 328.0 157

934.0. -60.0 '328.0 "157+40

BARRIER DATA
Barrier No. 1 Description: SR2S. WALL
Type - {(2)MASONRY = ’ ,
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Helght Changes (P) =0

' GROUND TOP "BARRIER i
SEG. X Y - (Z0) (zy HEIGHTS AT ENDS
: -300.0 328.0 336.0 *153 x g

2 0.0 328:0 33610 *154+40 * 8’

3 36.0 328.0 336.0° *154+50 * 8

4 169.0 328.0 .336.0 *155 * g

5 312.0 328.0 3360 *SITE * 8.

6 334.0.° 328.0 336:0 *155+40 * g8

7 489.0 328:0 336-0 *156 * B

3 539.0 328.0 336.0 *156+15 * g

623.0 328.0 336.0 *156+40 =* g
Barrier No. 2 f?i,nDescrlptlonl SR25 BERM
Type - (1)BERM N ' ,
Height Increment (DELZJ:HQ.Q - '‘No. Height Changes-(P)=
SR . GROUND  ~ TOP , , m)yg

S S Yo . (Z20) iz . HEIGHT;;AT ENDS. o
1 623.0 98.0. - 328.0 336.0 *156+40 * g

2 B09.0 98.0 . 328.0 "336.0 *157 * 8

934.0 98.:0. 328.0 :336.0 *157{40 * 8

Barrier No. 3 . Descrlptlon SWEETWATER MHP* SOUTH WALL

Type - .(2) MASONRY ‘
Height Increment (DELZ) =

. No Helght Changes (Pjéo

SEG . X
1 ©500.0
2 0.0
3 36.0
4 169.0
5 3120

334.0

Barrier No. 4

Type - (1) BERM o
Height Increment {(DELZ)=




(R

2 489.0 255.0 308.0 .. :375.0 *156
539.0 315:0 *156+15

i -rler No. 5. ‘ Descrlptlon SWEETWATER WALL NORTH OF 'SITE
Type - '(2)MASONRY

Helght Increment (DELZ)Y= 0.0

SEG . - X ¥
1. 623.0 243.0 B.0 . 314:0 *156+40 6:
27 809.0 252.0. 308.0 314.0 *157 * g
934.0 252.0 308.0 ©314.0 *157+40 * ¢
Barrler No. 6 ) Descrlptlon SOUTH SIDE OF BLDG 1 UNIT l 7

Type .- (2)MASONRY ,
HOlght Increment (Q@LZ)= O,QN

lHEIth Changes (E”

327.6 *BG Pl

317.0 422.0 31950 39.0 *B6 P2 * 20"
Uarrler No. 7 ... Descrlptlon NORTH SIDE BLDG 1 UNIT 1 7

Type - (2)MASONRY
'3 *ght Increment’ (DELZ)— 0. O

.6 *B7 P1.
.0 *B7 P2 -

- No. 8
- _2)MASONRY .
Helgbt Increment (DELZ)= 0.0

' Descrlptlon UNTT

l;;_fIncrement (DELZ) = 0.0 Herght Changes (Py;dl

GROﬁND - ,.TOpf o BARBTIER .

hffe. X Y - (zo) -‘,IF(Z){ . HEIGHTS AT ENDS
") . 307.0 254.0 307.6 3136 +B9 p1 g

317.0 254.0 .~ 307.6 . 313.6 ¥BY P2 . * &




Barrier No. 10 ' Description: UNIT 8/9/10 BLDG
Type - (2)MASONRY o : :

Height Increment (DELZ)= 0 0 No. Height Changes (P) =0
. A . GROUND . TOP BARRIER .
SEG. X Y - (20) (2) , HEIGHTS AT ENDS.
1 ©317.0  512.0 322.3 342.3 *B10 P1 * 20
392.0.- . 512.0 . 322.0 .-  342.0 *B10 P2 * 2Q

©Looo0oo000ooROCDOBo 06O




11

12 .- ,.‘,-:'.:r:-.-f

14

17

18 .

13

20
21

22

16

o

<

oo

oo oo

LI

R T

* ¥

*

155+49 
156,
.156+15

156+40
157

153
154440
154+50
155
SITE

- ;5,6

'ﬁ56+4ofﬁ

-

1

~ BARRTER BATA

Cdk ok ok ok Kk

20 E 4

@Q




. . g+ 155440 155.3. MASONRY
7 - g% - 156 50.8 MASONRY
8 - 8. ' 156+15 84.0 MASONRY
- g.x - © 156+40 '186.0 BERM
0 - gL+ 157 . 125.0 BERM
1 - 6% 153, . 500.0. MASONRY
12 - 6.x 154440 7 36,0 MASONRY -
13 - G 154¥50 © 777 13301 MASONRY
14 - 6.% 155 143.0 MASONRY .-
15 - 6% SITE ' 22.0 MASONRY
16 - 7w 155+40 155.5 RERM
27 R i56 50.0 BERM
18 - 6.+ R '156+40. | 186.2 MASONRY
19 Y-S IE . 157 125.0 MASONRY .
20 - 20.% e B6 P1 168.4  MASONRY
210 - 20.% - | - B7- P 168.4 MASONRY - -
22 o 7« . 5 B8 Pl 280.4  MASONRY
23 - 6.% o B9 P1 10.0 MASONRY
'B10 P1. . 75.0 MASONRY'
5 5 7

REC REC 1ID DNL  PEOPLE. LEQ(CAL)




APPENDI.X 10

BASIC. ROOM ‘NOISE REDUCTION CALCULATIONS




CONCRETE ) I 0.

TOTAL COST =8 254000.

}iRIER HEIGHT INDEX FOR 'EACH BARRIER SECTION : S
©1 1 1 1°1 1 1 1 1 1-1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 111
CORRESPONDING BARRIER HEIGHTS ‘FOR EACH SECTION ‘ SR

i . 8. 8..8. 8. 8.8. 8. 6..6.6.76:6.7. 7. 6. 6.20:20. 7. 6.20.




=SURFACES . TL
'ExT;WALL 1. 40
"EXT.WALL 2 43
EXT.WALL 3 0
INT.WALL :

. WINDOW 1 22

. WINDOW 2 - 25

- WINDOW 3 - o

" SGD. 22

‘DOORS. . - o .-

JRGOET 9

"-iOLoG(ET*S)

' NOISE REDUCTION

© 10LOGA
NOISE REDUCTION

ROOM NAME.' LR/DR + STC =

FLOOR AREA 500

lOLOGA

WORK SHEET, FOR CALCULAT’K”'““”“'“'“”

ROOM NAME LR/DR + STC
FLOOR AREA 500

SURFACES

—10LOG(ETfS)




WORK SHEET FOR'CALCULATING ROOM NOISE REDUCTION VALUE

ROCM NAME LR/DR + STC = 28

FLOOR AREA 500

. SURFACES CTL. @ AREA T*§
. EXT.WALL 1 40 123 0.01230
7 EXT.WALL 2 43 0 0.00000
U EXT.WALL 3 0 : 0 - 0.00000
INT.WALL . _ 520 - -
) 26 ©..05 77 ..0.19342
29 T .05 - 0 .0-.00000
0. .05 0 *0.00000
26 .05 0 . 0.:00000
0 - .04 0 .0.00000
70 .04 o 500 ' 0.00005
o 6 - - 500 :
xS - - 0.20577
"2 10LOG (ET*S) 6.9:
j.jloLOGA h , : ... T25.4
- NOISE REDUCTION o : T 26.3

_..__A__.f__._-_._‘._._-_,___...__...___.....__,_r____.'._________.__________-______._...._.__

- WORK SHEET ;FOR 'A

li
W
=}

ROOM NAME - ALR/DR + STC

© FLOOR AREA = 500

_‘SURFACES




~ "EXT.WALL 1

T EXT. wALL‘z

S EXT.WALL 3
INT. WALL -

. WINDOW 1

__,—10LOG(ET*S)
-~ "1O0LOGA " -
'{NOISE REDUCTION

WORK SHEET:_FOR CALCULATING ROOM NOISE REDUCTION VALUE »

ROOM 'NAME LR/DR + STC =

FLOOR AREA 500

SURFACES JTL
. BXT.WALL I 40
+ EXT.WALL 2 43
EXT.WALL 3 0
~ INT.WALL -
- WINDOW. 1 30
. WINDOW 2 33
WINDOW 3 0.
SGD ‘ 30 .

ROOF 70

 S10LOG (ET*S)
10LOGA ‘
" NOISE REDUCTION

ROOM NAME LR/DR'+.STC = 31
FLOOR AREA 500

SURFACES TL o @ -




WORK SHEET FOR CALCULATING ROOM NOISE- REDUCTION VALUE

ROOM NAME LR/DR + STC = 38

"FLOOR AREA 500

SURFACES TL , @ AREA
EXT.WALL 1 40 : 123
. "EXT.WALL 2 43 0
- EXT.WALL 3 0 0
SINT. WALL : 520
WINDOW 1 ‘34 .05 77

. WINDOW 2 37 : .05 0

'-10LOG(ET*S)
10LOGA
“NOISE REDUCTION |




'WORK SHEE‘T FOR CALCULATING""ROOM NOISE RE‘DUC‘TION VA-.UE '

jj3 " . ROOM NAME ~ BR + STC = .24
' FLOOR AREA 132

“SURFACES,

"~ ROOM NAME BR + STC

FLOOR. AREA 132

. .SURFACES




WORK SHEET FOR. CALCULATING ROOM NOISE. REDUCTION VALUE

ROOM NAME BR + STC = 28
FLOOR AREA . 132

SURFACES CTL . @ AREA g

EXT.WALL 1 40 68 o
EXT.WALL 2 43 0 -0
EXT.WALL 3 0 : 0 20

. INT:WALL B ' T 280 L

- WINDOW 1. = 26 - T 05 20 05

. WINDOW.2 29 . - .05 0 0.
- WINDOW 3 0 ~..05 0 0.
. SGD- 26 - .05 ' 0 0
-. DOORS 0 o 04 0 ok
ROQF .50 .04 | 132 L0

#:  FLOOR R S - 132 S
. ET*S ol
Vﬁl—loLOG(ET*S) 12.:
“1OLOGA 200
N@ISE REDUCTION 26"

ROOM NAME ~BR + STC

il
L
o

" FLOOR AREAR - 132

. SURFACES TL ...




My . ROOM NAME  BR + STC - 33
FLOOR AREA 132 .

:'3;SURFACES_Z“'

EXT . WALL 2 .43
. EXT.WALL 3. 0
INT . WALL
-WINDow 1

; flOLOGA
. NOISE REDUCTION

FLOOR AREA 132

'SURFACES TL .. e

dﬂ::lOLOG(ET‘S)
- iTozoca : :
- " NOISE REDUCTION




'WORK SHEET FOR CALCULATING ROOM NOISE REDUCTION VALUE

ROOM NAME BR + STC = 36

FLOOR- AREA 132 7 .

'SURFACES . TL @ AREA
EXT.WALL 1 40 68
EXT.WALL 2 43 0
EXT.WALL 3 0 ‘ , 0
INT.WALL : 280
WINDOW 1 34 .05 . 20
' WINDOW 2 37 . .05 0
_WINDOW 3 - 0. ©.05 0
T 8GD- - 34 .05 0
-DOORS 0 ©.04 . 0
7 ROOF .50 . .04 £ 2132
. FLOOR: E : .6 ‘ 132
.. .ET*S
" T-10LOG(ET*S)
-~ ! TOLOGA-

. NOISE REPUCTION




APPENDIX 11

- SITE PLAN WITH PAD
AND FINISH ELEVATIONS

GRADING PLAN WITH
TOP OF THE WALL ELEVATION



NS

10 - CONDOMINIUMS
- - - - SWEETWATER RD.
SPRING VALLEY , CA

A.P.N 578-012-80

. ss.ﬂm 100 CPARY b e EALCINYY 100
S

£
-
§

2
o

] B 10°4”
-

;
;
8
£
L

-

T
YR

. , \ .

SN D
oshcn | rmdedin |
| /\ \,

2
R PROPERTY LI/NE 831"

Py e i\ g

IR

BEDRM3

"2047 SWEET LAND DR
SPRING VALLEY, CA

LOCATION:

: ]

3
4
408 Nawg: 10 CONDOMINIUMS

FIRST FLOGR PLAN SECOND FLOOR PLAN
1B = T 425 SF GAR. KIS SF LIV, ) n A = 14r 315, LY.

. DESIGNATED NOISE CONTROL ELEMENTS S 2a0r.
15 h‘—“—‘—'“——— .

i .
@- 20 FEET TALL DWELLING EXTERIOR WALLS

_ .-.\""

INTERIOR NOISE CONTROL NOTES
ALL WINDOWS HAS TO BE RATED AS HIGH AS STC 24

- 44 POSTR43°0.C.

i
(2) 6 FEET TALL CONCRETE BLOCK WALL 1

) : : ONTAL v ! ]
s e @— 6 FEET TALL (EXISTING ) EARTH BEEM e - ___mnnmzm o ¢ SANMIGUEL CONSOUDATED FIRE PROTECTION OISTRICT NOTES:
i ’ : [ SIDING WAPAINT FIN, !, 1. HOME QWNERS ASSOCIATION CCRERS SHALL ENFORCGE
IACENT ;0 TOWING ILLEGALYPARKED VEHICLES,
T MATCH A, ! 2 ENTIRE STREET, TURN AROUND AREA MUST BE STRIPED
NEW BLDG. NOTE: WITH RED PAINT AND WHITE LETTERS ENTIRE ROADWAY IS
B AFIAE LANE. SIGNS EVERY 50' SHALL BE INSTALLED IN
. NOTE : b . ExOEEDog BOTH DIRECTIONS INDICATING * NO PARKING-FIRE LANE®
Sound attencation barriers may be a berm, wall, or x combination design. ! unummou 3 ﬁ&m SHAL: SE INSTALLED AT THE NORTH
‘The wall portion of each barrier shall be made of earthen, masonry, % inch i NATURAL GRADE. . 4. mmmj'ss"smwummmnnm
thick plywood, % inch thick glass, % inch thick Lexan, fiberglass, or a il E \~—CBA4 POST BASE SWEETWATER ENTRANCE.
combination with no cracks or gaps through or belov the barrier. ; : 5 ;";mfs SPRLLHAvE Q-:pf;& 120 SPRINKLER SYSTEM
‘The minimem surface density of each barrier shall be at least 3.5 pounds |

per square foct.

p

¢

@— TABLE A (DESICNEN ELEVATIONS FOR soqﬁthAnou FEATURES)

-0 (MAY )

6' HI. WD
FENCE

-SPACE GO0 9

FINISH GRADE
{WHERE OCCURS]

PROPERTY LINE 1708

]
£
i
2
55

ROAD
NN
)

=7

POSTMASTER APPROVAL)

il ZONING DEPT. STATISTICS AND NOTES

= = '
e : .
= - 1. PRESENT USE VACANT
= 1 i 2 NOTREES 6 DIA EXISTING
| 3.ADDRESS AND MONUMENT SKGNS PROPGSED.

i

T
I
! i =

SWEETWATER RD.
7 iy

DESCRIPTION: SITE PLAN/FLOOR PLANS

LANDSCAFE FLANS
CLEVATION 348"

PATIO FENCE BETWEEN UNITS
0 . eere SR
" HIGE WOOD FENCE T0 REMAIN 5, - ASSGRID SPACE FOR UNIT CHINEN PLAT GROUND REE
PROPERTY LINE 230.0 19xm0 - CMKTN GPEN SPACE 620 ST * - : @-TAB

g | U Y - — - [ & —
g IS RED CURB AND EIGN EVENY 30 FT./ NO PARKIXG, RS LANK| mrm:‘pmw‘:'.""‘q

E l§ 0 28’ S 18

- .

PRIVATE ROAD ) } i

G
17 UeT ar LOT SIZE =500868 SQUFT. =1.15 ACRE

PRIVATE

RED CURD AND SIGN BVERT B0 FT.f NO PARKNG! FIRE LANE

3

" i UNTSAREA

“aAr - . -

LE “A L © ./ FIRSTFLOOR AREA =mssa F.
: ;' SECOND FLOOR AREA = 1131 §Q.FT.

. TOTAL UNIT FLOOR AREA = 1966 SQ.FT.
1M 5392RPL3: STPO4 - 05¢ SARAGE AREA T4 Ta P,

/mmmnu.m

| UNTFOOT PrINT = 1202 SQFT.
| TOTALUNMSFOOTPRNT = 12620 SOFT.
| BUILDING LOT COVERAGE = 25%

PROPERTY LINE 288.71"

Tab D El ions of the Sound Attenuation Foatures

FED CLRE ANG UGN PYERY 50 7 f MO FARRMNG FIRT AN T T T [ I
= e B = } - [topor |~ PENVATEOPENSPacE: 25
: Finish Floor Top of Topof Top ot Finish | Batcony | | REOUIRED 10 UNITS X 350 SQ. FT. = 3,500 SQ. FT. gg 3

UnitMo,]| Elevation | Southerly Roof Westerty | v | wan | OPENSPACEUNTTS 125647
() Soundwal L) |Soundwall (fL)| ) ") -
w0 ! oo HALCONY = 100 Q. FT, SECOND FLOOR
1 308.1 3141 s 345 a7 208 | | OPENSPACE UN!E\.?,;‘ =278 50. FT. FIRSTFLOOR

; BALCONY = 10050, FT. SECOND FLOOR
303 61 3348 —_— 3183 | 226 11 oeenseace untss

2

PATIO - S84 FT, T FLOOR
3 21 FITY 3366 — 211 | 348 ! BALCONY = 10050 1. SECOND FLpoR
4

PATIO =250 SQ. FT. ARST FLOOR

U AT st I

Y LINE 100.87"

4
9od"
5ot
ey
RO T
EXISTING 8" FIQNM w0
e

ﬁ .
[

OPEN SPACE UNTTS 9 8. 10
3143 a0 2288 - ma1 | 3288 PATIO =300 50, FT. FIRSTFLOOR

BTIGA WO, PENCE BET, LTS,

N
Q

BALCONY = 100 50, FT. SECOND FLOOR
TOTAL PROVICED PRIVATE OPEN SPACE 3,768 SQ. FT. > 3,500 O.K.

381 3z 3408 — 5.1 3286

ARCHITECT

L o, Pl e .

GEORGE BEHNAM

-

f
\

aat’ 3241 28 —— 274 3308

::\E'>"‘
r—
[AY]

w

[
g
;

L

g o #
598
FEE -

1

1

]

\ r,

i 0
8

PROVIDED = 600 SF @ FRONT WEST AREA
820 5F @ BACK EAST AREA
. i TOTAL PROVIDED=1,220 §F
1 245 _ 3492 —_ 3335 | 3sss ATE:
atpem—— , i . PROVIDED VISITOR PARKING § PARKING SPACE
o ' R JO8;
acy . - EETATING WALL ! MNotes: . ; uumnmm"“gsm'n 031008
; ) 144 -
Top of £xisting aith berm along Swoetwatar Road Is 314.5 { Seo TMS392), : COVERASE (14458/50000) -29%
HIGH RET. WL (located at westerty sida of the project, see TM5392) H PAVING AREA = 14599 $Q FT.
! . I PAVING AREA COVERAGE (14538/50068) =29%
aet. TS, H - .
eadiadihs . SITE PLAN . i Al urits { 1-10 ) are two story and the exact hight from finlsh floor o 1op of the ‘
- i 1°= 200 T 1 the roofis 24.7 ft.( see architect plans ).

8
? 20, 3269 448 -— w1 | we | OPEN SPACE: i’ga
[} 055 3315 302 . 345 | 3395 || reoumEe1mo0se %
) 250 —_ 307 . a0 | a9 |}

;

o,
T~

g’
ie!
i
1?‘
\\

)
O

g,
£
§
§

a
R
3
i

. ,.j.:
o

s




LAND

(ZONING: RV11)

VACANT

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO TRACT, TM 5392 RPL 3; STP 04-050

APN 528-012-65

‘ F.F.=325. . I

F.F=323.0

8821

TRACT-Ng, 8821,
R
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LOT 11, AND OF THE WEST HALF

THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RE!

OFFICIAL

GENERAL PROJECT

WMMIMUW!WTRACTIMNTHEMW A, ACCORDING TO
CORDER OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY ON DECEMBER. 8, 1811 W\ETEDWTPESTAEWWWIANAD@REWWI&IWS.
AS DOCUMENT NO. 1993-0102827, muwmorsmcwunﬁiomnmuncmmzrmnummma

Emncnmnmmrmwvmzwn—uummmsrATEa:mmNAmu.amcmemnzmmm\ammtmuoowumr
NUMEBER 1806--0500034 OF RECORDS. .

PARCEL NG 578—012-80 )

C‘EDO. STATE OF CALIFORN)

mrxa)mcmmvm:orsmpmmn-‘mmeswmm.vmmmnmmcrsoummu WEST, 402.25 FEET TO THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF THE LAND CONVEYED B
SAID DEED RECORDED MARCH 15, 1995, AND THE POINT OF TERMINUS,
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PROPOSED USE: 10-UNITS CONDOMINIUMS *
PROPUSED SETBACKS: -

FRONT: 32, REAR: 25, SIDE: 10° MN..
GROSS AREA: 1.13 ACRES

NET AREA: 1.07 ACRES

ZONING: RVIY

EXISTING

ASSESOR PARCEL NO: 57B—-012-80
STE AREAL.13 ACRES

EASTING USE: VACANT

ASSESSORS TAX RATE AREA = 83171
GENERAL PLAN = (7) RESIDENTIAL
REGIONAL CATEGORY= CUDA/ECA
COMMUNITY: SPRING  VALLEY

DEITHO EASDENT

TYPICAL PRIVATE ROAD SECTION
X

LTLIME SERACES
GAS AND FLECTRICSDC & £ TEL (8OO} 411-7343
SEWER: SPRING VALLEY SANITATION

MANTENANCE DISTRICT TEL (619)-880—2007
WATER: HELIX WATER DISTRICT TEL (m19) 8Z7-74B2
CABLE: COX COMMUNICATIONS  TEL (800) 221-4188
TELEPHOME: SBC  TELS (B00) 955—4296
FIRE: SAM WIGUEL FIRE DEP.  TEL (610) §70—0300
SCHOOL: GROSSUONT UNKH H.S. DISTRICT

SCHOOL: LA MESA - SPRING VALLEY (MIDDLE) H.S. DISTRICT €
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SECTION B-B

SILAR ACCFSS STATEMENT o o o e
. DEPARMENT OF PLANKNING AND LAMD USE SECTION cC-C
| ALL LOTS WITHIN THIS SUBDIVISION HAVE A ZONING INFORMATION
H .soa)——--,sm‘“————-- MINIMUM OF 100 SQUARE FEET OF SOLAR ACCESS N TONE
~ T W Sl s FOR EACH FUTURE DWELLING BY THIS SUBDIVISION. . s m
USE REGULATIONS RV 11
: WHEN PARCELS LESS THAN ONE AREA ARE = REGL o
PROPOSED, THE STATEMENT MUST BE SIGNED BY A [ANIMAL RLGULATIONS q TR | vy
REGISTERED CIVL ENGINEER OR LICENSED LAND DENSTY 109 g H
/ SURVEYOR. A STATEMENT SUPPORTING THE ko, |LOT SZE 10.000 ¥
EXJTING il EXCEPTION GF ANY LOT/PARCEL FROM SOLAR GZ [BULDING YYPE K E k
ACCESS MUST ALSQ BE SIGNED BY A REGISTERED ZF [MAXMUM FLOOR AREA -+ = 3 E
v \ (2/4.5) . 5 ENGINEER OR LAND SURVEYOR. &< [FLOOR AREA RATIO = E STE
32/4-5 ) Yo7 oFf BERA g3 [HOGT <
P o P BER A N CONDOMPSUM MAP STATEMENT L [LOT COVERACE
SWEETWATER ] 3 "THIS IS A MAP OF A CONDOMINIUM PECJECT AS SETBACK K waw__ .
ROAD WE. THE SUB DIVDER OF THIS PROJECT WL  DEFINED (N SECTION 1330 OF THE STATE OF OPEN SPACE I T wawr we
_ o NOT REQUEST TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISOR CALIFORNIA CIVIL COOES, THE MAXIMUM NUMBER SPECIAL AREA REGULATIONS 8,01,02 =
- S —c._y.  FOR PERMISSON TO INTIATE PROCEEDING OF DWELLING UNITS IS 10" ‘
N - _@c Yo (2 N um.\gx_;eR G ;.;_IPEuAL ASSESSMENT ACT FOR ¥ . ! AGUST 30,2008
o &  ABBREVIATIONS "TTOSSEIN EFTEKHARI FEREYDOON ALIPANAH &%OVE}?EN?’N OF ANY GF THE PROPOSED (L. &
oo EHTEINTIE Morowmn o, T —— Y- YT . *
A st S— ARCHITECT: CWNER [ SUBDIVIDER BENCH MARK PRERARED O COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO TRACT
21 Do conowe rs. D Ao ) .
H uore iy o N GEORGE BEHNAM A & E SWEET HOMES LLC. 2" BRASS DISK CBV2 N. PC ILDICA STREET HOSS, WILLIAM & ASSOCIATES INC. TM 5392 RPL 3: STP 04-050
o pe coman _——am e v it 1150E. ORANGETHOPE §105] 100 S. ANAHEIM BLVD. § 360 12° W. ILDICA CT. COUNTY ENGR. PLANNERS . CONSULTING ENGINEERS. SURVEYORS SWEETWATER ROAD SAN DIEGO
s I_:’;;Am e TOFOF GAATE :Etcx(;‘n;" 5c7‘; 92235.?47 %f“g"“(:gggze::?" 100 SOUTH ANAHEM BLYD. # 380 ANAHEIM, CA 92805 B
o o e o - ) 991~ ELEVATION = 425.21 FT. (USGS) TEL. (714) 991- 441 FAX (714) 991- 4491 SCALE =20 SHEETTOF 1
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Th 5392RPL3: STPO4 - 050

Tabulated Designed Elevations of "th,e'-_Sound Attenuation Features

B T lesh Floor TOPOf | .g'r'fgp;:of Topof 1
“ [Unit No.|’ Elevatlon - Sout | "Roof | Westerly. -
) S°“(';td)‘”a" (ft) - |Soundwall (ft.)

! 308.1 a1 | 328 | sws | 4|

2 310.1 3164 - | 3348 | ~iem | 3191 | 3226

3 3121 3181 | ‘3ses | —— L3211 sp4e

4 314.1 3201 | 3388 —— | 3231 | 3286

5 316.1 3221 | 3408 | - | 3251 | 3286 |

) Cof s | s | s2an | osa28 | | 3274 L3306 |

7 3201 3261 | 344 —— 3201 | 3326

8 325.5 3315 | 3502 | 3345 | 3395 -

9 325.0. o | m97 | s | 3340 | 330

A o0 | s2as ey 3402 | 3335 3385 |

.Notes

: -'Top of existing earth berm along Sweetwater ‘Road is 314.5 { See TM5392 )
-z(located at westerly Slde of the pr0ject see TM5392)

- Al units ( 1- 10 ) are two story and-the. exact Ahight from fnlsh ﬂoor to. top of the '
N -ff,the roof is 24. 7 ft:( seé archltect plansr’).' ’ : : i
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Architectural Plans w1thh1ghhghted top of
Sound Walls Elevations
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ATTACHMENT C

Tract Map (TM 5392) with highlighted top of
Berm Elevation



COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO TRACT, TM 5392 RPL 3; STP 04-050

APN 528-012-65 FOR COMDOMINIUM PURPOSES

TRACT-. NO, aszv L.
(ZONING RVAY).

R APN 528—012-—64 S

DAST. SWALE T8 oo memo fio saar THOSE PORTIONS OF THE NORTH 2 AGRES OF LOT 11, AND OF THE WEST HALF OF D€ sou 1 AGRE ‘O LOT 2-0F TRACT 1401 IN THE COUNTY OF SAN DIECO. STATE OF CALWORNIA, ACCOROING TO
REMAIN 1 PLACE A D MAP THERECF NO. 1401 FILED IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY ON DECEMBER. S 1911 CONVEYED 1O THE STATE OF CAUFORNIA IN A DEED RECORDED MARGH 15, 1695,
, N AS DOCULENT WO, 1895-0108927, FILED N THE CFFICE O SAID COUNTY RECORDER, LYING EASIERLY (F -THE: FOLLOWNG DESCRIBED LNE. Tt -

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHEASTERLY CORNER OF PARCEL, 21676—1. AS CONVEYED TO THE srATE oF quFOiNA ™A FINAL ORDER OF CONDEMNATION RECORDED ON NOVEMBER 20, 1088 'AS DOCUMENT
HUMBER 19960500034 OF OFFKCIAL RECORDS.

THENCE (1) ALONG THE EASTERLY UNE OF SAID PARCEL 21978—1 AND THE SOUTHERLY PROLONGATION THERECF SOUTH 00°2144” WEST, €02.25 FEET TO THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF THE LAND CONVEYED N
J SAID DEED RECOROED WARCH 15, 1895, AND THE POINT OF TDRMINUS, (ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NOx 670-012-20 )
(324.60) »
= Ta) Wi GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION
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ATTACHMENT D

2030 CNEL calculation for Balconies, Play Lot
And Barbeque pit
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GORDON BRICKEN & ASSOCIATES \

ACOUSTICAL and ENERGY ENGINEERS

I
"G

=
Iy -
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This report addresses the noise levels at 22 locations on
-the project site using a modified calculation method suggested by
the County. Details are discussed in the body of the report.
The results are given below.

. NUMBER crounD (1) Barcony
1 57.1%*
2 55.9%
3 56 .8%
4 57.7%*
5 57.9%*
6 57.8%
7 58.8%*
8 63.2 587
§ 9 61.9 58 .3
10 60.2 55.4
11 61.1 56.2
12 50.6 57.9
13 60.2 5¢.0
14 60.2 59.5
15 59.7 56 .7
16 60.3 : 59.2
17 60.1 58.5
18 41 .5+ :
15 41 4%
20 41 .5+%
21 58.2%
C 22 54 5%
(1) . Asterisk denotes patios and recreation areas.

1621 East Seventeenth Street, Suite K 'S'anta Ana, California 92705-8518 .
' Phone (714) 835-0249 FAX {714) 835-1957
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GORDON BRICKEN & ASSOCIATES \

ACOUSTICAL and ENERGY ENGINEERS

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of a revised set of
] calculations for the project. The most recent report on
‘the project addressed the noise level at 20 points for both the
ground level and the second floor level. The following three
changes were requested by the County: '

1. Although the present County exterior

' requirement does not explicitly require the
project to meet a level of 60 dBA CNEL, the County has
decided that it wishes to do so in this project. The
original calculations at the 20 points were slightly
highexr than 60 dBA CNEL. -

2. The project has added two recreational areas on
the site. There will now be 22 points.

_ 3. Since there was already ground level private
. } ‘ open space, the balconies were originally

: thought to be exempt from the 60 dBA limit. However, the
architect counted the balconies to meet the project's
open space requirement. As a result, the balconies must
also meet the 60 dBA CNEL requirement .

The points are indicated on Exhibits i and 2. There are
22 locations. Ground level points are indicated by the symbol "G"

and the balcony locations by the symbol "B .

The computer program used for this project will account
for the noise reduction due to only one barrier. 1In the case of
multiple barriers, the program selects the barrier that produces’
the highest noise reduction. In that event, the likelihood exists
that the actual noise level with multiple barriers is lower than
the computer model predicts. It was suggested by John Bennet of
the County that an alternate procedure be employed that he felt
would account for the added noise reduction.

1621 East Seventeenth Street, Suite K Santa Ana, California 92705-8518

)\ | Phone(714)835-0249  FAX (714) 835-1957 y ‘/
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2.0 ALTERNATE CALCULATION PROCEDURE

‘The suggested alternate calculation procedure would

involve computing the noise reduction for the exterior
sound walls and the noise reduction of the buildings and any other
secondary structure separately, and, then, combining the results in
a particular manner. The prQCedure works as follows: .

Step 1. Compute the Noise Level of the vacant site
without the freeway wall/berm for the freeway
alone. All other barriers are left in place.

Step 2. Compute the Noise Level of the vacant site
without the Sweetwater berm for Sweetwater Road
alone. All other barriers are left in place.

Step 3. Compute the Noise Level of the vacant site :
: with the freeway wall/berm for the freeway alone.
All other barriers are left in place.

Step 4. Compute  the Noisé Level of the vacant site
with the Sweetwater berm for Sweetwater Road
alone. All other barriers are left in place.

w

Step Subtract the results of Step 3 from Stép 1 to

obtain the reduction of the freeway wall .

Step 6. Subtract the results of Step 4 from Step 2 to
obtain the reduction of the Sweetwater berm.

Step 7. Add the results of Step 1 to the result of Step
2. This is the combined freeway and Sweetwater
Road results for the vacant site.

Step 8. Add the results of Step 3 to the results of Step
4. This is the combined freeway and Sweetwatér
Road results with the freeway and Sweetwater Road
barriers in place. ' '

Step 9. Subtract the results of Step 3 from Step 7 to
obtain the combined noise reduction of the
all barriers for both‘noise sources.

In actuality, the calculationé could have gone to Steps.7

- and 8 immediately since neither barrier interacts with the other
. noise source with one exception which will be addressed later. The
- main reason to break up the calculations by source is to view the
- various contributions so as to address any further mitigation

should it be required.

, Steps 1 through 9 addressed the vacant site. The next
series of steps addresses the effect of the building without
the freeway or Sweetwater barriers. . :
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Step 10. Compute the freeway contribution for the
buildings without Sweetwater Road.

Step 11. Cdmpute the Sweetwater contribution of the .
buildings without the freeway.

Step 12. Add the results of Step 11 to Step 12. This is
the combined effect of the buildings.

Step 13. Subtract Step 10 from Step 1. This provides the
noise reduction of the buildings for the
freeway.

Step 14. Subtract Step 11 from Step 2. This provides
» the noise reduction of the buildings for
Sweetwater Road.

Step 15. Subtract the results of Step 12 from Step 8.
The is the combined noise reduction of the
buildings.

Step 16. The results of Step 15 represent the added
reduction of the buildings. These values are
then subtracted from the levels produced for the
freeway and Sweetwater Road barriers. This

means Step 15 results are subtracted from Step.

8. ‘

There is one exception to the Steps as listed. Position
#22 is set into the Sweetwater berm. As a result, this position is
not affected by the buildings but will be affected by both the
freeway noise reduction plus the Sweetwater Road berm noise
reduction. Steps 10 to 16 are the same except the Sweetwater berm

-effect replaces the buildings.

The balconies represent a different set of barrier
considerations from the buildings alone. Each balcony space has
only one open face. Therefore, the space is semi-enclosed. The
program cannot address the roof of the balcony so the calculations
assume an open roof. The space is modeled with a back and two

‘side paneled, one open side and an open roof."OtherwiSe, Steps 10 -

through 16 are the same procedure.

3.0 . GROUND LEVEL CALCULATIONS NO BUILDINGS

The results of Steps 1 through 9 are'given in Tables 1
and 2 on the following pages.
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TABLE 1

SITE CALCULATIONS FOR FREEWAY AND SWEETWATER
ROAD: WITHOUT BUILDINGS IN PLACE
STEPS 1 TO 6 FOR POINTS GI To Gzi (1)

EFREEWAY ALONE . SWEETWATER ALONE

NO. NO WALL  WITH WALI, CHANGE NO BERM WITH BERM CHANGE
(Step 1) .  {Step 3) (Step 5) (Step 2) (Step 4) (Step 6)

G1 70.4 60.8 . 9.8 64.0 60.4 7.2
G2 . 71.3 61.0 10.3 63.2 - 59,2 8.7
G3- 71.6 61.2 10.4 62.8 59.1. - 8.8
G4 71.4 61.2 10.2 62.0 58.5 8.8
G5 T 70.9 61.2 9.7 61.3 58.0 8.5
G6 70 .4 61.1 9.3 60.4 57.4 8.2
G7 70.1 61.1 9.0 60.1 57.3 7.9
G8 T 72.0 60.6 11i.1 66.5 57.7 9.7
c9 71.4 60.8 10.6 64.8 58 .1 9.6
G10 71.3 60.9 10.4 63.7 58 .1 9.3
Gl1 71.2 61.0 10.2 63.1 58.1 9.0
G12 | 70.9 61.0 9.9 62.1 57.8 8.7
G13 70 .3 60.9 9.4 61.0 57.3 8.4
Gl4 70.0 60.9 9.1 60.6 57 .3 8.0
G15 9.4 50.7 8.7 59.5 56.7 7.7
Gl6 69.5 60.8 8.7 59.5 56 .7 7.7
G17 69.5 0.9 8.6 59 .3 56.8 7.6
G18 68.6 60.1 8.5 57.9 55.5 7.6
G19 68.5 60.1 8.4 58.0 55.5 7.5
G20 68.5 60.0 . 8.5 58.0 55.5 7.6
G21 . 68.7 58.7 10:0 58.5 54 .8 8.9
RUN aGM - 11G ‘ 12GM

—
[}
S @
=

(1) The actual calculations are contained in Appendices 1; 2, 3
and 4 :
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NO.

G2
G3
G4
G5
G6
G7
G8
G9
G10
G11
G12

G13

Gl4
G15
Gle
G117
G18

G119

G20
G21

SITE CALCULATIONS FOR- FREEWAY AND SWEETWATER

TABLE

2

ROAD- WITHOUT BUILDINGS IN PLACE

STEPS .7 TQO 9 FOR POINTS Gl _TO -G21 -

FREEWAY. PLUS”SWEETWATER

NOQ WALL/BERM  WITH WALL/BERM CHANGE
(Step 7) (Step ' 8) (Step 9)
70.8 63.6 7.2
71.9 63.2 8.7
72.1" 63.3 8.8
71.9 . 63.1 8.8
71.4 1 62.9 8.5
70.8 62.6 8.2
70.5 - 62.6 7.9
73.1 63.4 9.7
72.3 62.7 9.6
72.0 62.7 9.3
71.8 62.8 9.0
71.4 62.7 8.7
70.8 62.4 8.4
70.5 62.5 8.0
69.8 - 62.1 7.7
69.9 62.2 7.7
69.9 62.3 7.6 .
69.0 61.4" 7.5
68.9 61.4 7.6
68.9 61.3 8.9
69.1 60.2 5.7

- 06/597
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4.0 GROUND LEVEI, CALCULATIONS BUILDINGS ALONE
The next series of Steps is for the buildings alone A
without the freeway and Sweetwater barriers. The results
are given in Tables 3 and 4.

TABLE 3

SITE CALCULATIONS FOR FREEWAY AND SWEETWATER
ROAD WITH BUTIDINGS .IN PLACE
STEPS 1 TO & FOR POINTS G1 TO G21

_ FREEWAY - AT.ONE : __ . SWEETWATER ALONE

NO BLDG ~ WITH BLDG CHANGE - NO BLDG  WITH BLDG (CHANGE
NO. . (Step 1) (Step 10) (Step 13) (Step 2) (Step 11) (Step 14)
G1 70.4 63.6 6.8 64.0" 56.1 7.9
G2 71.3 64.0 7.3 63.2 55.9 7.2
G3 71.6 65.1 6.5 62.8 56 .4 6:4
Ga 71.4 66.1 5.3 62.0 56 .2 5.8
G5 70.9 66.0 4.9 61.3 S5.7 5.6
G6 70.4 65.6 4.8 60.4 55.0 5.4
G7 70.1 67.5 2.6 60.1 54.8 5.3
G8 72.0 71.8 0.2 66.5 . 66.3 0.2
G9 71.4 70.6 0.8 64.8 64 .4 0.4
G10 71.3 69.7 1.6 63.7 53.0 0.7
G11 71.2 69.3 1.9 . 63.1 62.3 0.8
G12 70.9 68.6 1.2 62,1 61.2 0.9
G13 70.3 67.9 2.4 61.0 60.0 1.0
Gl14  70.0 67.6 2.4 '60.6 59.5 1.1
G15 69.4 66.9 2.5 59.5 58.5 1.0
Gl6 = 69.5 67.5 2.0 59.5 58.6 - 0.9
G17 69.5 67.3 2.2 59.3 56.7 2.6
G1is8 68.6 48.5 20.1 57.9 40.3 17.7 .
G19 68.5 48.5 20.0 58.0. 40.3 17.7
G20 68.5 48.5 20.0 58.0 40.3 17.7
G21 " 68.7 66..6 2.4 58.5 57.7 0.8
RUN 9GM . '13G 11G 146G

(1) The actual additional calculations are contained in Appendices
5 and 6. B o . '
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TABLE . 4 .

SITE CALCULATIONS FOR FREEWAY AND SWEETWATER
ROAD: WITHOUT BUILDINGS ‘IN: PLACE '
STEPS 7 TO 9 FOR POINTS Gl TO G21

. FREEWAY PL,US SWEETWATER _
NO WALL/BERM  WITH WALL/BERM CHANGE

T e

(Step 7) (Step 8) (Step 9)
70.8 64.6 6.5
71.9 64.6 7.3
72.1 65.6 6.5
71.9 66.5 5.4
71.4 66 .4 5.0
70.8 66.0 4.8
70.5 67.7 2.8
73.1 72.9 0.2
72.3 71.5 0.8
72.0 7015 1.5
71.8 70.1 1.7
71.4 69.3 . 2.1
70.8 68.6 2.2
70.5 68.2 2.3
69.8 67.4. 2.4
69.9 6£8.0 1.9
69.9 67..7 2.2
69.0 49.1 "19.9

_68.9 49.9 19.0
68.9 49.1 19.8
69.1 67.1 0.2
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5.0 GROUND LEVEL COMBINED BUILDING AND WALL EFFECTS

Step 15 subtracts the Changed results (Step 15) in Table
' 4 from the comblned freeway and Sweetwater Road results
(Step 8} in Table 2. The resultg are given in Table 5.

TABLE " 5

SITE CALCULATIONS FOR FREEWAY AND SWEETWATER
ROAD FOR WALLS. AND BUITDINGS
FOR POINTS Gl TO G21

FREEWAY  PLUS SWEETWATER WALLS PLUS BULLDINGS.

NO. WALLS ONLY.LEVEL ADDED BLDG. "CHANGE COMBINED I.EVEL
- G1 63.6 - 6.5 57.1%
G2 63.2 - 7.3 55.9%
G3 ' 63.3 - 6.5 56.8%
G4 63.1 - 5.4 57.7%
. G5 £2.9 - 5.0 57.9%
G6 , 62.6 - 4.8 57.8%*
G7 62.6 - 2.8 58.8%
G8 63.4 - 0.2 63.2
G9 62.7 - 0.8 61.9
G10 62.7 - 1.5 60.2
G11 62.8 - 1.7 61.1
G12 62.7 - 2.1 60.6
G13 . 62.4 - 2.2 60.2
Gl4 62.5 - 2.3 60.2
G15 2.1 - 2.4 597
G16 L 62.2 --1.9: 60.3
G17 62.3 - 2.2 60.1"
G18 61.4 -19.9 13f§?
G19 61.4 -19.0 41 .4%*
G20 61.3 --19.8 41.5%
G21 60.2 0 58.2%

- 2.
(1). The asterisk indicates a patio ox recreational area.

All the’ patlos are less thah 60 dBA CNEL as requlred
The other locatlons are front. yards

6.0  GROUND. LEVEL LOCATION #22 B

»the same as before. except the building

Locatlonﬂ#zz is. not aff'cted_by the bulldlngs but is.
affected by. being:set.in -heé" berm: - The procedure is

' alculatlon is. replaced by a
calculation of the efféct of the berm on the’ freeway noise- at ‘
Location #22. The results are glven;ln_Table 6. The calculations
are in the various Appendlces prev1om_ly mentloned w1th the

;exceptlon of Run 1SGM whlch is contalned in Appendlx 7.

10
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TABLE 6

" LOCATION #22 CALCULATIONS (1)

CONDITION ‘ ' CNEL RUN _

Freeway Alcone Without Walls and Berms 73.1 9GM
Freeway Alcone With Freeway Wall orly 60.6 10GM
Sweetwater Alcone Without Berm , 65.3 11G

Sweetwater Alone With BRerm 53.8 12GM
Freeway Alome with Berm Only ' 58.2 15GM

(1) Reduction of freeway by berm = 73.1-58.2=14.9 :
Freeway adjusted fox Freeway Wall and berm = 60.6-14.9=46 4
Final combined adjusted freeway and Sweetwater o 46 .4+53.8
(Log addition) = 54.5. ‘

7.0 BALCONY CALCULATIONS NO BUILDINGS

The second floor calculations follow the same steps as
for the ground except there are fewer locations. They
have a corresponding number to the first floor calculation location

but with a separate identifier. The wvacant site calculation
results are given in Tables 7 and 8. - :

TABLE 7

SITE CALCULATTONS FOR FREEWAY AND SWEETWATER
ROAD. WITHOUT BUILDINGS IN PLACE
STEPS 1 TO 6 FOR POINTS B8 10 B17 (1)

FREEWAY ALONE . . _ : _.SWEETWATER ALONE
NO WALL ~ WITH:WALL  CHANGE NO ‘BERM ' ‘WITH.BERM CHANGE
NO. (Step 1) (Step 3) (Step 5) (Step '2) (Step-4)- (Step 6)
B8 72.7 62.6 10.1 66.5 63.7 2.8
BS 72.1 62.6 9.5 64..9 60.5 4.4
B10 71.6 62.6 9:0 63.7 59.7 4.0
B1l1 71.3 62.6 - 8.7 1 63.2 59.5 307
Bl2 70.09. 62.4 8.5 62.2 59.0 3.2.
“B13 70.3 621 8.2 61,2 58.3 2.9
- Bl4a. 70.1° 62.1 . 8.0. 60 .8 58.2 2:6
B15 69.3 61.5 7.8 59:5 - .57.3 2.2
Bl6 69.3 61.5 7.6 '59.2 " 57.6 2.6
B17 69.3 61.6 L T.T 59.1 ©87.7 2.4
RUN © 158 - 168 , ' .+ 178 - 188
(1) The actual calculations are contained in Appendices 8, 9,-10
' and 11. T
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TABLE 8

SITE CALCULATIONS FOR FREEWAY "AND . SWEETWATER
ROAD WITHOUT BUIL INGS- IN PLACE
STEPS AN TO 9: FOR'° 'TS B8 TO Bl7

: : FREEWAY PLUS WEETWATER - ,
NO. NO WALL/BERM = WITH WALL/BERM  CHANGE

(Step 7) : (Step-8) (Step 9)
B8 . 73.6 662 7.4
B99’ 72.9 64.7 8.2
'B10. 72.3 64.4 7.9
Bi1 - - 71.9 643 7.6
B12 71.4 63-.7 7.7
B13 70.8 63.6 7.2
‘Bl4 70.6 63.5 7.1
B15 69.8 63.0 6.8
-B16 : 69.9 63.1 6.8
B17 69.9 63.1 6.8
8.0 BALCONY CALCULATIONS BUILDINGS ALQNE

The balcony calculations were based on two dlfferengﬂlm

railing models. Balconles B8 to Bla4. w1ll'have 42 inch
high, solid railings. Balconies B15, 'B16 and B17 wil inch
high, sclid railings. The results are given in Tables 9 -and lO

TABLE 9

SITE CALCULATIONS FOR FREEWAY..AND SWEETWATER
ROAD WITH BUILDINGS IN-PLACE - |
STEPS 110 6 FOR'POINTS., BB TO.. 517(1)

FREEWAY ALONE AR HSWEETWATER!ALSNE

NO BLDG - WITH. -BLDG CHANGE . NO BLDG. - WITH. BEDG  CHANGE
NO. . (Step 1)  (Step 10) (Steple) (Stép'2) (Stép.11) (Stép-14)
B8 72. 1. 66.2 6.5 66.5 59.6 6.9
B9 72.1 65.8 6.3 "64.9 58.1 6.8
B10  71.6° 62.8. 8.8 . . 63.7 56,0 7.7
Bll 71.3 63.2 8.1 632 55.4 7.8
B12 70.9° . 66.9 - 4.0 622 59.1 3:1
B13 70.3 62.6 7.9 612 >4 - 6.9
-Bl4 | '70.1 © 6670 4.1 60.8 2:8
B1S 69.3 " 63.9. 5.4 59.5 4.1
Bls6 69.3 65.6 3.7 5942 40
B17 69.3 64.8 4.5 -~ 59.1 3.5
RUN 158 238A- : 178
- 26SB ' -~ 253B

(1) The actual Addltlonal calculatlons are contalned .in Appendlces
-12, 13, 14 and ‘15. : .

12 -
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TABLE u:'ld

SITE CALCULATIONS FOR FREEWAY.AND SWEETWATER

FREEWAY PLUS SWEETWATER

NO. - NO WALL/BERM . WITH :WALL/BERM  CHANGE
: (Step 7) (Step :8) (Step 9)
B8 73.6 67.1 6.5
B9 72.9 66.5 6.4
B10. 72 .3 63.5. 8.8
B11l 71.9 63.8 8.1
B12 71.4 67.6 4.8
B13 70.8 63.2 7.6
B14 70.6 66.6 4.0
B15 69.8 64.5 5.3
"B16 69.9 66:0 3.9
B17 69.9 65.3 4.6

BALCONY BUILDTNG AND WALL EFFECTS.

Table 10 provides the amount of noise reduction to be
added to.the noise level from Step 10 of Table 9 for the

freeway and Sweetwater barriers. The addition is given in Table

11.
TABLE. 11
SITE CALCULATIONS FO: FREEWAY AND SWEETWATER
' ROAD FOR WAL S‘AND'BUILDINGS
s NECY ‘ Bl7 ’ (1)

NO. ' WALLS ONLY LEVEL ADDED”vH ‘HANGE COMBINED LEVEL

EB- 66.2 - 6.5 59.7
B9 64.7 - 6.4 58.3
T B10 64.4 - 8.8 55.4
B11 64.3 - 7.1 56.2
"B12 63:7 - 4.8 57.9
_B13 63.6 -.7.6 5610
B4 63.5.. < 4.0 - 59.5
-'B1S 63.0 - 5.3 56.7
‘Bie 63.1 --3.9 59.2

B17 63.1 - 4.6 58.5

(1) Patios or recreational area.

~All balconies comply with the requirement of 60 dBA CNEL.

l13
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GORDON BRICKEN SOCIATES \

ACOUSTICAL and ENERGY EN'G NEERS

APPENDTIZX 1

- \i : RUN 9GM

L . 1621 East Seventeenth Street, Suite K~ Santa Ana, California 92705-8518 '
) SR A Phone (714) 835-0249  FAX (714) 835-1957 '




* ok soUNng;(CALTRANs VERSION OF  STAMINA2/OPTIMA) .*. *. .

TNPUT DATA FILE  : HOSSSGM. ..
RRIER COST FILE : CALIFS$:DTA
UATE : 08-01-2006"

FUTURE - LDN/GRND LEVEL/VACANT/SITE/FW NO WALLS OR BERMS L22M

_ MEDIUM TRKS  HEAVY TRKS
NO. VPH MPH VPH. MPH VPH . MPH
1 8096 65 | .
> - 8096  65.

LANE. SEG. GRADE . SEGMENT.
NO. -NO. COR. : X Y 4 DESCRIPTION

154+40
154+50 -
155,
SITE. "'
155%40°
156
156+15
156440
157 -
157+40-

H 0o~ W
2
@)
W]
I._.l
[N]

(]
Z Z
o O
ae] 98]
= W
s} CHS |
[eReNoNoloNeNaeNeNoNoNol
(o)}
(o]
COOO0OO0COODO0O

oo o0DO0 00

cSooo .
S Beee S

=W oUW e
Z
o

o
Z
(@)

. Barrier No. 1 | Description:
Typew-+{2) MASONRY Do

SWEETWATER ® MHP -SOUTH'WATL, .
“)ight Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 | 'No. Height Changeés (P)=0

: o . GROUND - TOP . _BéRR{ER_ .
SEG. X . Y (Z0) - VAR . *HEIGHTS ‘AT .ENDS



1 -500.0 226.0. 304.0 310.0 -*#153 * 6
2 0.0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *154+440 * &
3 36.0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *154+50 * &
4 169.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *155% - * 6
5 312.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *SITE * 5
334.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *1554+40 * &
Barrier No. 2 Description: SWEETWATER WALL NORTH OF SITE
Type - (2)MASONRY . .
Height Increment (DELZ})= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
. GROUND TOP BARRIER
SEG. X Y {Z0) ’ (Z) ' HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 623.0 .243.0 308.0 314.0 *156+40 6
2 809.0 252.0 - 308.0 : 314.0 *i57" * 6
934.0 "252.0 308.0- 314.0-*157+40 * &

11.:FRONT
13 Sy

I
S
S
-
o
m -
o=

ALL LANE RECEIVER/PAIRS



SOUND32 - RELEASE 07/30/91

“TITLE: . | R
? ?gTURE'LDN/GRND LEVEL/VACANT/SITE/FW NO WALLS OR .BERMS- L:22M
EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS
**************************,*‘
BAR
ELE .0 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
1 - 0.* 153
2 - 0.x . ‘ 154+40.
3 - 0. 154 +50
4 - 0.x S i assl
5 - 0.x SITE
6 - 0.x | 156440
7 - 0.% ‘ 157
o 1 2 3 g4 5 6 7
1
BARRIER DATA
% ok ok ook ok ke ok ok ok ok ok
BAR BARRTER HEIGHTS BAR -
ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ID LENGTH. TYPE
1 - 6% 153 500.0 MASONRY
) 154440 36.0 MASONRY
3 - 6. : 154+50 133.1 MASONRY
4 - 6. 155 143.0 MASONRY
5 - 6.+ SITE 22.0 MASONRY
6 - 6.x 156+40 = 186.2 MASONRY
7 - 6% 157, 125.0 MASONRY
o 1 2. 3 4 5 5 7
REC REC. ID  DNL PEOPLE  LEQ(CAL)
67. 500.  70.4 -
67. 500.  71.3
67. 500.  71.6
67. 500. 71.4
67 . 500.  70.9,
67.  500.  70.4
67. 500.  70.1.
67. 500.  72.0
67. 500.  71.4 .
. 10“FRONT 67. 500. . 71.3
11 11 FRONT 67. 500.  71.2
. 12 12 FRONT 67. 500.  70.9
13 13 FRONT 67. 500.. 70.3
_4).-' FRONT 67. 500. = 70.0
< - FRONT 67. 500. 69.4.
16 16 FRONT 67. 500.  69.5
5

17 7 FRONT 67. 500. ° 69.



18 18 REAR 67. 500. €8.6
19 “19 REAR .67. 500. - 68.5
20 20 REAR  67. 500. 68.5
51 RECI 67. 500. - 68.7
22 REC2 67. 500. 73.1
BARRIER TYPE COST
BERM 0.
MASONRY 60242.
MASONRY / JERSEY 0.
CONCRETE 0.
TOTAL COST = & 50000 .

BARRTER HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION
11 1 1 1 1 1 I '

CORRESPONDING BARRIER HEIGHTS FOR EACH SECTION
6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 6.
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* * SOUND32 (CALTRANS VERSION OF STAMINA2/OPTIMA? *

INPUT DATA FILE  : HOSS10GM. , T A A e
BARRIER COST FILE. : ;CALIFS.DTA - SR PR A VU

DATE '3 07-27-2006 |
FUTURE LDN AT 22 POINTS GROUND LEVEL FOR VACANT SITE FW ONLY WITH WALL 22M

LANE AUTO MEDIUM ‘TRKS HEAVY TRKS

NO.. ' VPH MPH VPH MPH VPH MPH  DESCRIPTION
1 8096 65 239 . 65 273 65  SR125 NORTHBOUND .-
2 - 8096 65 239 65 273 65  SR125 SOUTHBOUND
LANE DATA
LANE SEG. ' GRADE , , SEGMENT
NO. NO. COR. X ¥ " . Z  DESCRIPTION
1 1 NO -500.0 60.0 328.0 153 e
2 NO 0.0 6070 328.0 154+40 : R
3 NO 1 36.0 60.0 328.0 154450 : S
4 NO 169.0 60.0 328.0 155 : P
5  NO 312.0 60.0 328.0 SITE ‘ ‘ “ﬁ:
6 NO 334.0 60.0 328.0 155+40. A
7 NO 489.0 60.0 328.0 158
8 NO 539.0 60.0 328.0 156+15
3 NO 623.0 60.0 328.0 156+40
10 NO 809.0 60.0 328.0 157
934.0 60.0 328.0 157+40
2 1 - NO -500.0 -60.0 328.0 - 153
2 NO 0.0 -60.0 328.0 i34+40
3  NO 36.0 -60.0 328.0 154+50
4  NO 169.0 -60.0 328.0 155
5 NO 3120 -60.0 328.0 SITE
& NO 334.0 -60.0 328.0 155440
7 NO 489.0 -60.0 328.0° 156
8 NO 539.0 -60.0 328.0 . 156+15
9 NO. 623.0 -60.0 - 328.0 135+40
10 NO 809.0 -60.0 328.0 - 257 ,
934.0 -60.0 328.0 157440 :
BARRIER DATA
Barrier No. 1 . -Description: SR25 WALL . - SR

Type - (2)MASONRY

Height Increment (DELZYE‘QtO{{‘” o ﬁéﬁéééwiﬁ)éﬁﬁ R )"

 BARRIER -

SEG." X Ty (20) ‘HEIGHTS AT ENDS



1 -500.0 '328.0 6.0 *153 * g
2 0.0 328.0 36.0 *154440. . * 8
3 .36.0 328.0" 360 *¥154450 -+ 8
4 169.0 328.0" 620 *155, -
5 312.0 328.0° 36.0 *SITE * 8
6 334,0 328.0" 360 *155+40° * 8
7 489.0 328.0 - 360 *156 * B
8 539.0 328.0 3670 *256+15 * 8
623.0 328.0 33670 *136+40. * 8
Barrler No. 2 S Descrlptlon SR25 BERM
Type - (1)BERM -
- Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 . No. Helght Changes (P)=
. : . ‘ GROUND - .%TOP BARRIER
SEG. X LY (z0) CLZ) L HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 623.0 98.0 328.0 . 336 0 *156440 * @
2. ... 809%9.0 98.0 ' 328:0 - -336.0 %157 * g
934.0 98.0 328.0 336.0 *157+40 * &
Barrier No. 3 Description: SWEETWATER MHD . SOUTH ‘WALL
Type - (2) MASONRY '
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 ' No. Helght Thanges (P)
. GROUND TOP BARRIER
SEG. X Y (Z0) HZY) : HEIGHTS AT ENDS
) -500.0 226.0 304.0 3100 *153 6
2 0.0 226.0 304 .0 310.0 *: 6
3 36.0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *: 6
4 165.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *744 6
5 312.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *QITE 6
334.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *235+40 6
Barrle_:r No. 4 Descrlptlon. SWEETWA""EP LD NORIH OoF SITE
Type - (2)MASONRY ' 4 , )
Helght Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 ' No. _He_ig’ht Llonges (P) =0
: GROUND TOP BARRIER
SEG. X Y (z0) (2) HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 623.0 243.0 . 308.0 = 314.0 %i54:40 * §
2 809.0 252.0 ° 308.0 ©314.0 %o * 6
934.,0 252.0 308.0 '314.0 *:137-:0 * 6
RECEIVER DATA
PEC.
. Jo. X Y ' -Z  DNL PEOPL D
1 312.0 . 274.0 - 312.6 .67 500 1 REAR

2 . 312.0. °  300.0 - 314.6 67 500 2 REAR



314.

3 312.0 0 316.6 67 500 3
4 - 312.0 338.0 318.6 67  S00 4
5 312.0 364:0 320.6 67  S00 5
6 312.0. 39670 322:6 67 500 ;
7 312.0 412.0 324.6 67 500 7
8 382.0 274.0 312:1 67 500 3.
9 382.0 300.0 314:1 67 500 E]
10 382.0 1324.0 316.1 67 500 1
11 382.0 338.0 318.1 67 500 1
12 382.0 364.0 320.1 67 500 H
13 382.0 396.0 32201 67 500 i
14 382.0 412.0 324.1 67 500
15 376.0 452.0 327.0 67 500 -
16 356.0 452.0 327.5 67 %00 1
17 329.0 452.0 328.0 67 500 i
18 329.0 516.0 330.0 67 500 18
19 356.0 . 516.0 329.5 67 7 500 . 19
20 T 376.0 - 516.0 329.0 67 500 20.
21 407.0 479.0 313.0 67 500
22 429.0 252.0 312.0 67 .500
DROP-OFF RATES
ALL LANE/RECEIVER PAIRS = 3.0 DBA
K - CONSTANTS
ALL LANE RECEIVER/PAIRS = -4.7 DBA




SOUND32 - RELEASE 07/30/91

"TITLE: .

.w?TURE}LDN AT 22 POINTS GROUND LEVEL

O~ OV U D

\0

11

9

N

14
15

EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS

AR S S R R EREEEEREERE R R R R X

' BARRTER DATA

Jk ok ok ohk ok ok ok ok ok ok ok &

e slve)

DWW OEWWWDO®

(oA RN o) B0 R0y

CO0OO0O0OOO0OO0

o O

[N eNeNeNol

* % % % o o A F .

* %

* ok ok %

L I I

4 ok % %k % ¥ o*

* %

FOR VACANT SITE *W ONLY WITH WALL 22M

BARRIER HEIGHTS

152540

" SITE.

154+44¢(
154+5¢(
SLTE
155+4¢
156
156+1¢

157

153
154+4¢C
154450
155
SITE

156+4( .
157

154450

155440
156 .
156+15

156+40
157

C
)

0

154440 .0
154450 133.1
0

0

MASONRY

155 | 143,
SITE. 22,



155+40 186.2 MASONRY

16 - 6.% _
17 - - 6% ' 157 125.0 MASONRY
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 o _ . .
REC REC 1ID DNL. PEOPLE LEQ (CAL)
1 1 REAR 67. 500 60.8
2 2 REAR 67. 500 61.0
3 3 REAR 67. 500 61.2
4 4 REAR 67. . 500 61.2
5 5 REAR 67. 500 61.2
6 6 REAR 67. 500 61.1
7 7 REAR 67. 500 61.1
8 8 FRONT 67 500 60.6
9 9 FRONT 67 500 60.8
10 10 FRONT 67 500 60.9
11 11 FRONT 67 500 61.0
12 12 FRONT 67 500 61.0
13 13 FRONT 67 500 60.9
14 ° 14 FRONT 67 500 60,9
15 15 FRONT 67 500 60.7
16 16 FRONT 67 500 60.8
17 17 FRONT 67 500 60.9
18 18 REAR 67 500 60.1
19 19 REAR 67 500 60.1
20 20 .REAR 67 500 60.0
21 REC1 87 500 58.7
22 REC2 MOD 67 500 60.6
BARRIER TYPE COST
BERM 5019. .
MASONRY . 138721.
MASONRY/JERSEY 0.
CONCRETE ‘ o 0.

TOTAL COST =-§ 148000.

It

BARRIER HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION
i 1.1 .1°1.% 2 1 1 1 11 .1-1 1 1

ESE ING, BARRIER HEIGHTS FOR EACH SECTION

8. 8. 8. 8. 8..8.:6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 6.
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. .| % * SOUND32 (CALTRANS VERSION OF STAMINA2 /OPTIMA) * *

INPUT DATA FILE  : HOSS11G

BARRIER COST FILE :®CALIFS.DTA. =~~~ R

DATE : 07-19-2006

FUTURE LDN AT 22 POINTS GROUND' LEVEL FOR VACANT SITE SWEETWATER NO BERM

LANE . AUTO MEDIUM TRKS HEAVY TRKS ,
NO . VPH MPH VPH MPH VPH MPH DESCRIPTION
1 1977 55 95 55 38 55 SWEETWATER .
LANE DATA 7
LANE SEG. GRADE _ ' '~ SEGMENT
NO. NO. COR. X Y Z DESCRIPTION
I 1 NO -500.0 178.0 304.0 153
2 NO 0.0 178.0 304.0 154+40
3 NO 36.0 178.0 304.0 154+50
4 NO 169.0 178.0 308.0 155
5 - NO 312.0 182.0 © 308.0 . SITE.
6 NO 334.0 182.0.  .308.0 155440
7 NO 489.0 195:0" “309.0 156
8 - NO 539.0 195.0 309.0 156+15
9 - NO 623.0 195.0 309.0 156440
10 NO 809.0 204.0 309.0 157
934.0 204.0 309.0 157+40
BARRIER DATA
Barrier No. 1 Description: SWEETWATER MHP SOUTH WALL
Typé - (2)MASONRY , , S '
Height ‘Tncrement (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
o , - GROUND'" TOP . - BARRIER »
SEG. : X Y : (Z0) (z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 -500.,0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *153 * g
2 0.0 226.0° 304.0 310.0 *154440. * 6
3. .—36.0 .226.0- - 304.0 . *310.0 *154450 *. 6
4 169.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *155 . * .6
5 312.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *SITE" * g
334.0 226.0 308.0 * 6

314.0 *155+40

Barrier No. 2 ¢ THEE SSCriptl
Type - (2)MASONRY CRE PR, = o
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 o No}_He;ghQ“Changes;(P);QJ




GROUND TOP.. BARRIER . :

SEG:" . X . Y (z0) (Z) ... _HEIGHTS AT ENDS

1 - . 623.0 . 243.0 - 308.0 314.0 *156+40 * &
} 934.0 252.0 - 308.0 314.0 *157+440 * &

w N
O 3
o b

OO OO OUIO OGO G O




SOUND3Z": - RELEASE 07/30/91 .

"TITLE:
FUTURE LDN AT 22 POINTS GROUND LEVEL FOR VACANT SITE SWEETWATER NO BERM

. EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS

AR RS A S L EE SR SRS RS EEEXEREEEES

BAR
ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 - 0.* 153
2 - 0.* 154440
3 - 0.* ' 154+50
1 _ g% S . 155
5 _ 0.* . SITE
6 - 0. S S o 156440
7 - oL+ S o 157
0] 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
BARRIER DATA
************'
BAR BARRIER HETGHTS . . BAR : .
ELE 0 1 25 .3, 4 5 6 7 .. ID ‘lLENGTH TYPE

1 6.%* RS, _ .0 .)3-:
2 . - 6. * e - ' 10154+40 S 36.0 ey
3 - g o : _ 154450 133.1

4 - ex 155 '143.0 MASONRY

5 - 6.+ SITE 22.0 MASONRY

6 . -  6.% L . . . 156+40 186.2 MASONRY

7 - 6w | T 137 125.0 MASONRY.

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

RECﬂREg IDI DNL PEOPLE LEQ(CAL)

67. 500. . 64.0-

67. 63.2

67. 62.8

67 - 62 0 . - o . F Cp et

67. “66.4 :

67. 60.1

67. " 66.5

67. 00.  64.8

67. 500. 63.7-

67. - 500. 63.1 . A _ 7 Y

"67. 500. 62.1 - : | _ ST

*RQ 67. 500. 61.0° o ‘ . o 4 o

14 14 FRONT 67. v500 60.6 e ' SR ; : b
15 15 FRONT 67. 500. 59.5 - o : _ -
16 16 FRONT 67. 500. 59.5 '

17 'lj FRONT 67.. . 5006. 59.3 -



18 ‘18 REAR  67.. . 500. 67.9.
el 67: 500.  -58.0

. TOTAL COST = §  60000.

BARRIER HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION
11,1 1 1.1 1 T 2

CORRESPONDING BARRIER HEIGHTS FOR EACH SECTION
6. 6..6. 6. 6. 6. 6. o : ' '




GORDON BRICKEN & ASSOCIATES \

ACOUSTICAL and ENERGY ENGINEERS

"APPENDTIX 4

ans

'RUN 12GM

Ce \ ‘ Phone (714) 835:0049  FAX (714) 835- 1957

: ) ) . 1621 East Seventeenth Street Sunte K Santa Ana Cahforma 92705 8518 j




_*ﬁ%QSQUﬁD32_(CALTRAﬁS.VERSioNQ6$_STAMINAz/OPIIMA) *

© yPUT DATA FILE  : 'HOSS12GM
.4RRIER COST FILE : CALIF$.DTA
DATE: " : 07-27-2006

FUTURE LDN AT':22.PTS:GRND LEVEL'FOR VACANT'S1TE SWEETWATER WITH: BEF

AUTO - MEDIUM TRKS
VPH MPH-

55

- GRADE : . _ .- 'SEGMENT
- COR. X Y. - Z  DESCRIPTION

'154+40

154+50 -
155 - .

1564154
156+40- -
157 " "
157+400

B =T NN
2
O

=@;>riéf;NQW 2 ) Déﬁ?fipt;Qﬂ?’SWEBTWATE
“Fype - (1)BERM e TR R
- Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0




GROUND TOP . " BARRIER

SEG | X Y . - (z0) - (z). “HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 334.0 242.0 308.0 314.5 *15° .0 * 7
2 489.0 255.0 308.0 315.0 *15: * 7
539.0 255.0 308.0 315.0 *157 .15 . % 7
Barrier No.. 3 ', . - - . Description: SWEETWATER W. ..;.NOR: OF SITE
Type - (2)MASONRY a _ - .
Height .Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 ~ - . No. Height C .:ges (P)=0 -
. GROUND TOP BARRIER . . . .=
SEG X Y (z0) (Z) HEIGHTS AT END
1 623.0 243.0 30850 314.0 *155+40 2
2 809.0 252..0 308-.0. 314.0 *15 * 5
934.0 25250 ... 308.0 . 314.0-.%157-40 * &

REC , : .
NO. X . Y Z  DNL PECPLE 9
1 3: 67 . :- REAR
2 314 67 <. REAR
3 31656 67 . 3. REAR
4 3186 67 E
5 3206 67 .
6 3226 67
7 37 6 67 - ! EA
8 3121 67 .. i FRONT
S 3141 67.,. 5% 5 " FROWT
10 161 67 10 FRONT
11 1 67 11 FRC
12 ). 1 67
13 A 67
14 L1 67. Uin
15 oo 8T 00
16 67
17 67
18 67
19 .
20

o
i




67. 500. 53.

67. 500. 57.8
67." 500. '57.3
'67. © 500.  57:.3
67. 500. 56.7
67. 500. '56.7"°
67. 500.  56.8
67. 500. 55:5
67. /500.  55.5
67. 500. 55.5
67. 500. 54.8.
8

UTOTAL COST = §.  65000.

11 1 01 1 1 1 ,
ESPONDING BARRIER HEIGHTS FOR EACH SECTION.
67 6. 6. 6. 7. 7. 6. 6. .

RIER. HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION



APPENDTIX

© RUN 126M

2927058518

J



*5'&a£¢$pﬁﬁb32,KCALTRAﬁS‘VERSiON-OF STAMINA2/OPTIMA) * + - -

.Hosslzcm-;-r
CALIFS.DTA
077 27 2006

NPUT ATA FILE
yRIER‘COST FILE

| 1 MEDIUM TRKS

SEGMENT
"DEb.ﬁIPTION

. 153
154440

) 7154“"50_’_‘

jj155 .




L o © GROUND TOP BARRIER_ S &
SEG. X LY . 420). ¢ o(2). . . HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 334.0 242,0 . 308.0 . 314.5 *15% 1o #. 7 |
2 489.0 255.0 308.0 © 315.0 *15¢ . - .* 7
539.0° 255.0 308.0 | 315.0 *157.15 L& 7

Barrler No. R S R DU Descrlpt;on‘ SWEETWATER WELL, NOR el OF SITE 37

Type -:(2)MASONRY : Lo
Helght Increment (DELZ)—.O 0. 1: ,mNpJﬁHe1ght C qes (D) Oﬁana?;@,j_*

_— GROUND TOP ’ BARRIER S
SEG. = . X Y (Z0) (Z). _ HEIGHTS AT’ ENDS
1. 623.0 243.0° .. 308:0 . 314.0 *155¥4 : ‘
2, ~..:809.0. 252.0 - .308:0- 314.u,x15;:{; x|
- 934.0 ©252.00 .. 308.0 ... 314.0%157:310 *

RECEIVER DATA




RRISR HEIGHT INDEK
L 5 BRI B M R

CORRESPONDING BARRIER HEIGH

62 6.7 7.6 e




ACOUSTICAL and ENERGY ENGINEERS

APPENDTX 5

S ~ RUN 13G
y ‘

S R 1621 EastSeventeenth Street, Suite K Santa Ana, California 92705- 8518 4 .
£ )L . Phone (714) 835-0249 - FAX (714) 835-1957 - : -




* * SOUND32 (CALTRANS VERSION OF STAMINA2/OPTIMA) *

“INPUT DATA FILE : HOSS13G "
\RRIER COST FILE : CALIF§.DTA <
DATE - 1 07-18-2006 -

EUT&RE_;DNAT»zéZPQIHTs-qRQpNQ'LEVELFFQR'BuiLT=s;¢EﬂFw¥WITH,No WAbQ1;' i

LANE :“°  AUTO "~ MEDIUM TRKS  HEAVY TRKS
NO. .- ~VPH MPH VPH MPH' = 'VPH MPH = DESCRIPTION

i

1 .. 809 _ 65
2. 809 65

'SR125-SOUTHBOUND, =

SEGMENT = -
DESCRIPTION

154+40
154+50 -
155 .
. SITE
155440
156 -
156+15
i56+40 -
157
157+40

o
Z
Q

153
154+40 .
154450 -
155
Tom

Barrier No. 1 Description: " SWEETWATER “MHP SOUTH WALL. . . -
~Type - (2)MASONRY = = ' '
Jght Tncrement (DELZ)'E%070

“No. Height Changes “(Bj=0" =" "

GROUND “ToB _ BARRIER :
v Azoy gy HEIGHTS AT ENDS.

SEG. " X



1 -500.0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *153 * 5
2 0.0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *154+40 * 6
3 36.0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *154+50 * 6
4 169.0 2260 308.0 314.0 *155 * 6
5 312.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *SITE * 6
334.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *155+440 * 6
Barrier No. 2 Descrlptlon SWEETWATER WALL NORTH OF SITE
Type - (2)MASONRY | .
Height Increment {(DELZ)= 0.0 No. Helght Changesv(P)=0
- GROUND TOP " BARRIER
SEG. X 4 Y (Z0) (z) . - HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 623.0 243.0 308.0 314.0 *1564+40° * 6
2 809.0 . . . 252.0 1 308.0 314.0.%157.. * 6.
934.0° 252.0 . 308.0 - . 314.0.*157+440 * &
Barrier No. 3 Descrlptlon SOUTH SIDE OF BLDG 1 UNIT 1-7
" Type .- {2)MASONRY
Height Increment (DELZ)=.0.0 — No. Height Changes (P)=0
" GROUND CTOP , BARRIER
SEG . X Y (20) . {2) HELGHTS "AT- ENDS -
1 317.0 254.0 307.6 327.6 *B3 P1 . * 20 N
317.0 422.0 . 319.0 332_0 *B3 P2. . * 20 S
Barrier No. 4 Descrlptlon NORTH. SIDE BLDG 1 UNIT 1-7 :
Type - (2)MASONRY .
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
* GROUND TOP -~ 'BARRIER
SEG. X Y (20) . (Z) _ HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 354.0 - - 254.0 . 307.6 /.6 *B4 P1L % 20. - (-

354.0 422.0 . 31900 0 *B4 P2 % 20

Barriér.No. 5

Type - (2)MASONRY s
Height Increment (DELZ)=.0.0;,

Barrier No. __ Description; UNIT..1 WALL .,
Type - (2)MASONRY T o
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0. .. No. Height'Changes:(R)=0.
o : o - GROUND TQP . , BARRIER

SEG. X A 4 . (z20) (Z)  HEIGHTS AT ENDS



1 307.0  254.0 307.6 .31335$tj6-PI;>}*f‘61
317.0 254.0 . 307.6. 313.6.-*B6 P2 * 6. - ..

.)irrier No. 7 Description: UNIT 8/9/
Type’ - (2)MASONRY -
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0

No. HéightChanges (P)=0 .

RECEIVER DATA

/RECEIVER. PAIRS



REC REC ID DNL PEOPLE LEQ (CAL)

1 1 REAR 67 500 63.6
2 2 REAR 67 500 64.0
3 3 REAR 67 500 65.1
4 4 REAR 67 500 66.1
5 S REAR 67 500 66.0
6 6 REAR 67 500 65.6
7 7 REAR - 67. ,- 500. 67.5
8 8 .FRONT 67. . .500. 71.8
9 9TFRONT 67 500 70.6
10 * 10 FRONT 67 500. 69.7
11 11 FRONT 67 500. 69.3
12 12 FRONT 67 500 68.6
13 13.FRONT 67 500 67.9
14 14 FRONT 67 500 67.6
15 15 FRONT .67 500. 66.9
16 16 FRONT 67 500 67.5
17 17 FRONT 67 500 67.3
18 18 REAR 67 500 48.5
19 19:REAR 67 500 48-.5:
20 20 REAR 67 500 48.5
21 REC1 67 500 66.6
22 REC2 67 500 71.7
BARRIER TYPE COST
BERM - . - 0. ' e
MASONRY ° 161959, ' ’ _
MASONRY /JERSEY T
CONCRETE , - 0.
TOTAL COST =.-$  162000.

BARRIER HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION'
1 1 1 1 1 ﬁle'lffl 1.1 0 1 :
CORRESPONDING BARR RIHEIGHTS HOR. EACH SECTION
6. 6.6. 6. 6. 6. ‘ 6 20+ '




‘G.RION BRICKEN & ASS.CIATES \

ACOUSTICAL and ENERGY ENGINEERS A

APPENDTIX 6

‘) RUN 14G

1621 East Seventeenth Street Suite K Santa Ana, Califdrnia'92705-8518 '

) Phone(714) 835-0249 - FAX(714)835-1957 - ‘/
- =»—¥ ) . ) - . .




* * ‘SOUND32 (CALTRANS VERSION OF STAMINAZ/OPTIMA) * *

-TWPUT DATA FILE . : HOSS14G- .-
MARRTER COST FILE : CALIFS.DTA
"DATE * ~ : 07-19-2006
FUTURE: LDN AT 22WPOINTSLGROﬁNDALEVﬁLﬂF@R?BUIﬁTfSiTE:SWEETWATER'QNLYJ~”'

AUTO  MBDIUM TRKS * HEAVY TRKS =
VPH MPH VPH MPH i VPH 'MPH  DESCRIPTION

17" 1977 55 95 55. - 38 55 SWEETWATER

N E E C N e T e e o e e o o e e e E e e e e e e e e e e o e

SEGMENT
-DESCRIPTION

153
154+40
154450
. 155-

- SITE
155440
156
156+15
156+40
157
157+40

Bar___r‘i:fé'r__: No. 1 Descripti on SWEE"
Type.. = (2) MASONRY 7 RS
Height -Increment - {DELZ) =:-0%0

TER WALL -NORTH OF SITE

-'N,O;__ 2
Type -.(2)MASONRY i ption ‘ i i e
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 - No. Height Changes (P)=0




. : GROUND TOP BARRIER -
SEG X Ly S (zo)y B HEIGHTS AT ENDS

1 . 623.0 243.0 - 308.0 ' 314.0 *156+40 * 6
2 809.0 252.0 _ 308.0 314.0 *157 - * 6
934.0 252.0 308.0 314.0 *157+40-1? 6
Barrier No 3. L T Descrlptlon SOUTH. SIDE OF- BLDG 1. UNIT 1-7-
Type - _(2)MASONRY
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 . No.’ He1ght-Changes«(P)=
‘ GROUND TOP BARRIER o
SEG. X Y (ZO) (Z) N . HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 © 317.0 254.,0 - % 307 6 . 327. 6 *B3 PrL | * 20
317.0 422 0 - 319.0 335.0-*B3 P2 * 20 -
Barrler No 4 - Descrlptlon NORTH SIDE BLDG 1 UNIT 1 7
Type - (2)MASONRY _
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 '~ No. Height Changes (P)=0
e GROUND TOP .~ BARRIER. -
SEG.. X : Y N (Zzo) ) (Z) o HEIGHTS. AT ENDS
1 354.0 327,6 *B4 Pl - * 20 .
354.0 339 -0 *B4 P2 ;_* 20 :
Barrier No. & | “Descrlptlon SOUTH MHP P/L WALL R 'R?f
" Type - (2)MASONRY _ S B e F
Height Increment (DELZ)_-Q,Q; T No. Helght Changes (P)=0
_ - -GROUND ToP  BARRTER
SEG. X Y. o - {Z0) (2) - . . 'HEIGHTS. AT ENDS
i . . 307.0 232.0 . .306.6 .313.6 *B5 Pi. * 7.
307.0 _ 512.0 . 322}3 ] 328.3 *BS P2 *x 6

_Barrler No. 6: .. : Descrlpjlon hUNIT
Type - (2)MASONRY Lo
Height Increment (DELZ‘

BARRIER :
HEIGHTS AT ENDS

Barrier No 7
Type - (2)MASONRY

3 *B7. Pl R

342



1 312.0 274 .0 26
2 312.0 300.0 31476
3 312.0 314.0 316:6
4 312.0 338.0 318.6
5 312.0 364.0 - 320.6
& 312.0 396.0 " 322.6
7 312.0 412.0 324.6
8 382.0 274.0 312.1
9 382.0 300.0 314.1
10 382:0 324.0+¢ 316.1
11 382.0 338.0 318.1
12 382.0 364.0 320.1
13 382.0 396.0 322.1
14 382.0 412.0 324.1
i5 " 376.0 452.0 327.0
16 356.0 452.0 327.5
17 329.0 452 .0 328.0
.18 329.0 516.0 330.0
19 356.0 516.0 329.5
20 .376.0 516.0. 329.0
. 51 407.0 479.0 313.0
22 429.0 302.0 328.0




SOUND32 - RELEASE 07/30/91

TITLE: : cL Cee - .
 FUTURE LDN AT 22 POINTS GROUND LEVEL- FOR BUILT SITE SWEETWATER ONLY

- EFFECTIVENESS /:COST:. RATIOS -

kA khkhhkhhdkhhhkhhhkkhkkhhhhhkhk*

ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 _ 0. * 153
2 - 0.% £ . . 154+40
3 - 0.% S : 154450
4 - 0.* e Co : 155
5 - 0.* . SITE
6 - 0.* o . 156+40
7 N . . 157 =
8 - 0r - ...B3PL )
9. - 0. oo .. B4 p1’
10 -0k # BS PL
11 - 0.* ,;{;Bs Pl e
12 - 0.% < B7 P1
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BARRIER DATA

d ok ok ook okok ok ok ok ok ok ok

BAR . BARRIER HEIGHTS | . BAR. S
ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 .6 7 ID - - LENGTE
1 - 6%
2 - 6%
3 - Q;*
4 S g i
5 - 6.% SITE
6 - 6.* o - 156+40
7 - 6.% o o 157
8 - 20.% S - B3 P1
9 . - 20.% | | . B4 P1
10 . - 7.x | o B5 P1-
11 - e.x o | B6 PL . 10.0 MASONRY
12 - 20.% B7 P1 75.0. MASONRY




REC 'REC ID DNL PEOPLE LEQ(CAL)
67. ‘sguq 56;1
67. ~ 500. 5__‘5'_; 9
67. 500. 6.4 .
67. 500 Pl
67. 500.° 5577
67. 500. 5.0
67 . 500. 8
67 . 500. i3
67. 500. 4.4
67. 500. 370
67. S00. i3
67. 500. 2
67. 500:. - L0
67. 500. 5
67. . 500.

67. 500.
67. 500.
67. 500.
67. 500.
67. 500. - )i
67. 500. 57.7
67. 500. ° 65.2

VBARRIER.HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION
1 1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ~1'—1- 11

6. 6. 6. 6.20.20. 7. 6.20.




APPENDTIX 7

o  RUN 15GH

. 1621 East Seventeenth Stroet, Suite K Sa . Calfomia 92705-6515
) . Phone (714) 8350349 FAX(714) 83651957 .




* * SOUND32 (CALTRANS: VERSION OEQSTAMiNAszeilMA)'* *

_TNPUT DATA FILE .. -HOSS '
)RRIER COST FILE.: CALIF§:DTA.
DATE ©: 08-01-2006.

FUTURE LDN/GRND LEVEL/FW/VACANT/SW BERM/ #22M

IANE'qu\ AUTO" J' . MEDIUM TRKS:
NO. .~ VPH MPH ‘ VPH MPH
1.7 8096 65
2. .- 8096 65

-DESCRIPTION,'

| ,7',NORTHBOUND
|SR125. SOUTHBOUND

 SEGMENT: .
DESCRIPTION

153
154440
-154+50:5;

156+40
157
157+4O

H0 0N VO W N 2
Z
e}
W
(98]
N
S

(@]
P
o
00}
[s0]
\D
o

cCoood0o00do

R0 9oy U W
o e

Z =

o e}

Barriéf?No} 1
‘Type - (2)MASONRY ‘i
}ght_Increment (DE:

HT

SEG. X



1 .0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *153 x g
2 0.0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *154+40 * §
3 36.0 . 226.0 304.0 310.0 #*#154+450 * 6
4 169.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *155. - * §
5 312.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *SITE + * &
334.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *155+40 * - g
Barrier NO 2 : ) Descrlptlon SWEETWATER WALL NORTH OF SITE
Type, -..(2) MASONRY - .
Height - Increment (DEL:Z)= 0.0 No. Helght Changes (P)
GROUND TOP ' BARRIER
SEG. X : Y {z0) . (Z) R HEIGHTS AT ENDS
] 623.0 243.0 308i0 - 314.0 *156+40 * &
2 . 809.0 " ...252.0 .- 308.0 - 314.0.*157;. * &
934.0-. .. 252.0 = 308.0 314:.0:%157440 * &
Barrler No. 3 - Description: SWEETWATER BERM WITH L#22M
‘Type - (1)BERM .
Height Increment (DELZ)=:0.0 : No. Helght Changes (P) =
TOP .BARRIER
SEG. X (Z) ~HEIGHTS AT ENDS .
1 334.0 .314.5 *B3 913,3& 7 o
2 489.0 315.0 *B3 P2. ‘&% 7 S
539.0 7 '3}‘

315.0 *B3 P3. ..*

coococoocoocc ooV OO0 0O






SOUﬁD32 - RELEASE 07/30191

TITLE: .
FUTURE. LDN/GRND LEVEL/FW/VACANT/SW BERM/ #22M

 EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS

AhkkhkhkhkhhkhkhhkAhhhkhkhhkrhkhhdkkdr

BAR
ELE o0 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
1 - 0.* 153
2 - 0.* - _ 154440
3 - 0.+ - 154450
4 - 0.* - 155
5 - 0.* SITE
6 - 0.* 7_ 156+40
"7 - 0.* e | 157
8 - 0.* B3 P1 .
9 - 0.* . B3 P2 S
0 102 .3 4 5 6 7 Lol
1 o S
. BARRIER DATA G
**********&* Lo
BAR BARRIER HEIGHTS BAR M
ELE 0 1 2 -3 4 5 & 7 ID LENGTH = TYPE e
1 - 6. 153 500.0 MASONRY -
2 - 6% . 154+40 36.0 MASONRY
3 - 6% 154450 133.1 MASONRY
4 - 6% ‘ | 155 143.0 MASONRY
5 - 6.* SITE 22.0 MASONRY
6 - ex o ;$§+40- 186.2 MASONRY
7 - 6. - 57 +125.0 MASONRY
8 EE - o BB Pl  155'5 BERM
5 | - - 55,

- 11 ‘FRONT 67.

1 67. _j71
2 67. o6
'3 67 )16
4 4 67. .0
5 5 67. .9
& 6 67. ). 3.
7 7. REAR 67. ). 1
8 & ERONT =~ 67. .1
9 9 FRONT 67. 5.8
10 10 :FRONT . 67. .9
11 .6



67.
67.
67."
67.
67
67.
67.
67.
COST
4739.
60242,
S 0.
TOTAL COST = $ o 65000

BARRIER HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION
lj_l-" 1.1 1 1 1 1 1

CORRESPON'DING BARRIER HEIGHTS FOR EACH SECTION
6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 7. 7.



APPENDTIX 8

Sy O Rowiss

ia 927058518

-




* * SOUND32 (CALTRANS' VERSION OF STAMINA2/OPTIMA) * # -

"NPUT. DATA FILE - : HOSS1
ER COST FILE : CALIF

BAT

. *  MEDIUM TRKS&‘ A s
'VPH MPH : VPH “MPH™ .-~ -VPH' MPH' :DESCRIPTION-
8096 65
8096 65

; 3 . _ SEGMENT
NO. "*NO. COR. X Y Tz DESCRIPTION
153
_154+4o

o
o g W K
L2 Z
O Q

DESCrlpthIl SWEE. IATER I MHP SOUTH WALL

‘Type ‘= .(2) MASONRY | : S .
‘;)ight".-lncrement (DELZ) .0 o NO He g:'t Changes (P)

' , - . GROUND TOP BARRIER
SEG . X Y , - (20) - (zy. - ] HEIGHTS AT, ENDS



1 -500.0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *153 * 6
2 0.0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *154+440 * 6
3 36.0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *154+50 * ¢
4 169.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *155. . * ¢
5 312.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *SITE.  * 6"
334.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *155440 * 6
Barrier No. 2. . Description: SWEETWATER WALL NORTH OF SITE
Type --- (2)MASONRY .. - . . . .- - : Lo T T
Height Tncrement. (DELZ)=.0.0. No. Height Changes (P)=0
: , GROUND TOP . . BARRIER _
SEG. X Y c{z0) - o (z) ~ - .. . HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 . 623.0 243.0 308.0 314.0 *156+440 * 6.
o2 809.0:.:. ;.. 25220 :, - 308.0 - . 314,0.%*157, . * g
934.0:%; ~252.0. .. 308.0 - 314.0 *157+440 * 6 -

REC. - .

NO . X DNL --PEQPLE
1 377.0 67 500
2 377.0 67 500
3 377.0 .67 500
4 377.0 67.-. 500
5 377.0 67 500
6 377.0 67- 500
7 377.0 67 - 500
8 376.0 &7 . 500
g 356.0 . 67 . 500

10 329.0

67 ° 500




SOUND32 - RELEASE-07/30/9i -

EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS

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

153,

500
36.
133
143.
22,

186 .

LENGTH 

o<3+icx;

N

- MASONRY

- MASONRY.
MASONRY -

- MASONRY

- MASONRY

1 - 0.* . .
2 - 0. 154440
3 - 0. 154450
4 L - 0.* 155"
5L - oL« SITE.
6 - 0. * 156+40
7 00 - QL= 157
0 1 3 4 5 6 7
. ;
BARRIER DATA
* ok ok ok ok dkokokok kKK
. BAR. - BARRIER HEIGHTS - " BAR
ELE 0 1 3 4 5 6 7 _ID;
6.* 153
6.* 154,+4O
6.% 154450
6.+ 155
6. % SITE
6. * 156;40
6. *

'MASONRY. .
MASONRY/JERSEY .

157

125.0.

:MASONRY‘



CONCRETE 0.

TOTAL COST = § 60000 .

BARRIER 'HEIGHT INDEX:FOR EACH ‘BARRIER SECTION
111 1.1 1 1 ° , _
CORRESPONDING BARRIERHEIGHTS FOR EACH SECTION

6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 6. :




APPENDTX 9




L ~ * * SOUND32 (CALTRANS:VERSION:OF STAMINAZ2/OPTIMA) * *. .

LANE .i°  AUTO - ... MEDIUM TRKS = HEAVY TRKS S o
NO. . . VPH MPH VPH MPH .DESCRIPTION

;SR125 NORTHBOUND
(SR125 SOUTHBOUND

“SEGMENT
“/ DESCRIPTION

153 -
154+40
154+50
155
~SITE

155+40
156 -
156+15. -
156+40
157 & .
157+40 -

Booodooooodo

Descrlptlon SR25 WALL

’ﬁNo HJ ght Changes (P)

. ncrement (ﬁELZ):w }d

BARRIER ﬂ‘
HEIGHTS AT ENDS




1 .0 .0 , * g
2 0.0 83.0 328.0 336.0 *154+40 * 8
3 36.0 89.0 328.0 336:0 *154+50 * 8
4 169.0 89.0 328.0 336.0 *155% "tk g
5 312.0 98.0 328.0 336.0 *SITE@94?¥~-BL
6 334.0 98.0 328.0 336.0 *155%40 "+ 8
7 489.0 107.0 .32§.O 33550:*156 Co K 8
8 - 539.0 ~ 9870 '328%0° T T 3360715640157 i1 8
623.0 98.0 328.0 336}O-f156+40 * 8

Barrler ‘No. 2 Description: SR25 BERM’

Type - (1)BERM

Height Increment (DELZ}= 0.0 T No Helght Changes (P)

GROUND : TOP BARRIERZ

SEG. HEIGHTS;t

(ZO) (Z)“

33640 *155+4o

_ . c8
2 328.0. 336.0 *157 * 8
328.0 336.0 *157+440 * 8
Barrier No. 3 L Descrlptlon SWEETWATER MHP SOUTH WALL
" Type fTIZ)MASONRY T .
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 o No;,Hglght.Changes-(P)=
» _ - 'E'BARRIER
SEG. - X Y

3100 %153 -

1 -500.0 226.0. * 6
2 0.0 226.0 310.0 *1544+40 %
3 36.0. 226:0 310.0 *154+50 * 6
4 169.0 226.0 314.0 *155 . % g
5 312.0 226.0 314.0 *SITE . “* 6

334.0 * 6

226.0

"314:0 *155440 -

Barrler No 4
Type .- (2) MASONRY R
Helght Increment (DELZ)= 0 =0

. DNL PEOPLE D

8 BAL




AL

Ccoodoo00o

L LANE RECEIVER/PAIRS




SOUND32 - RELEASE 07/30/91

TITLE: .

SITE FUTURE LDN AT BALéQNIEs VACANT SITE FREEWAY WITH FW ‘WALL ONLY

. EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS

LR SRR A E S E L ESEEEEEEEEEE R EEEE]

BAR
ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 - 0.*
2 - 0.%
3 - 0.*
4 - 0.%
5 - 0.*
6 - 0.*
7 - 0,*
8 - 0.*
9 - 0.*
10 - 0.*
11 - 0.*
12 - 0.*
13 - 0.*
14 - 0.%
15 - 0. *
16 - 0.*
17 - 0.%
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

BARRIER- DATA

Fhhkhkkhkkhhhi

BAR BARRIER HEIGHTS

ELE 0 1 2. 3 4 5 6
1 - 8.%
2 - 8.*
3 - 8.*
4 - B.*
5 - 8. *
6 -~ 8. *
7 = 8. %
8 - 8.*
9 = 8.*

10 S :

11 - 6.*%

12 _ 6.*%

13 - -6.%

14 - 6.%

15 = 6.%

i SITE

157

154440
154+50
155.

155440
156
156+15

156+40
157

153
154+40
154+50
155
SITE

156+40

LENGTH TYPE .-

156440

153
154440 -
154+50
155

SITE




156+40 . 186.2 - MASONRY
157 . °  '125.0 | MASONRY

23 4.5 6 .7 .

DNL PEOPLE 'LEQ(CAL)

67. soo.

.
67. - 500. 6
67.  500. 6
67. 500. L6
67. 500. 4
67. 500. 1
67. 500. L
67. 500. ’5
, ‘ BA 67. 500-. 1:5.-
10 - AL 67. 500. 6,

BARI T ' COST

9019
138721.
0.
0.

TOTAL COST = $  148000.

_ BARRi 'HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION
lod 111 1 1 1-°1°%1°1 1°3.1 1 1

«‘8.A8. 8'. 8. 8. ~8.'8'. _6}'1"67.' .'6. 6 6. 5. 5.




GORDON BRICKEN & ASSOCIATES \

ACOUSTICAL and ENERGY ENGINEEF{S

APPENDTIZX .10

) | "RUN 178

1621 Easf Seventeehth_SLtreé:t,'-§uit__e‘K Santa Ana Cahfornla _92705 8518"_ S
Phone (714) 835-0249  FAX (714) 835- 1957 T o '




* * SOUND32 (CALTRANS VERSION OF STAMINA2/OPTIMA) * *

-INPUT DATA FILE : HOSS8178
RRIER COST FILE ': CALIF$.DTA

DATE ) ' : 07-19-2006
FUTURE LDN AT BALCONCIES FOR SWEETWATER ALONE VACANT SITE

LANE - AUTO MEDIUM TRKS HEAVY TRKS _
NO. VPH MP " VPH MPH: VPH MPH  DESCRIPTION
1 1977 55 95 55 38 55  SWEETWATER
LANE DATA
LANE SEG. GRADE ' ' SEGMENT
NO. - NO. COR. LUX Y - Z  DESCRIPTION
11 NO ~500.0 178.0 304.0 153
2 NO 0.0 178.0 304.0 154+40
3 NO 36.0 178.0 304.0 154450
4 NO 169.0 178.0 308.0 155
] 5 NO 312.0 182.0 3080 SITE
) 6 NO - 334.0 182.0 '308.0 - 155+40
7  NO 489.0 195.0 309.0 156 -.
8 NO 539.0 195.0 309.0 156+15
3 NO 623.0 195.0 309.0 156+40
10 NO 809.0 204.0 309.0 157
934 .0 204.0 309.0 - 157440
BARRIER .DATA
Barrier No. "1 ' Description: SWEETWATER MHP SOUTH WALL
Type - (2)MASONRY ' ' e T T
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
L : ‘ GROUND Top . - BARRIER ==
SEG. . X Y (zo) (z) .. HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 £500.0 226.0 304.0 31050 %153 * 6.
2 0.0 226.0 - 304.0 310.0 *154440 * 6
3 36.0 . 226.0 . 304.0 310.0 *154+50 * 6.
4 169.0 226.0 1308.0 31470 *155" * 6
5 312.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *SITE * 6
334.0 226.0 £ 308.°0 314.0 *155440 * 6 -
_ hrrier No. 2 | Description: SWEETWATER WALL NORTH OF SITE.

" "Type - (2)MASONRY o o
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes-(P)=0



GROUND TOP BARRIER

SEG: X Y (z0) (Z) , HEIGHTS AT ENDS

1 623.0 243.0 308.0 314.0 *156+40 * 6 . o

2 809.0 252.0 | 308.0 314.0 *157 * g :
934.0 252.0 308.0 314.0 *157440 * 6 : )




SOUND32 - RELEASE 07/30/91

TITLE: , , A
w“iUTURE LDN AT BALCONCIES FOR SWEETWATER ALONE VACANT SITE

EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS

(AR AR EEE S SR SRR SRR EEEEEE R S X

BAR
ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 - o.% 153
2 - - 0.% _ | 154+40
3 - 0.* 154+50
4 - 0.* - 155
5 - 0.% SITE
6 - 0% : 156440
7 - 0. 157
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 : :
BARRIER DATA
dkhkkkhkkkkkk Kk
BAR BARRTER HEIGHTS BAR
ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ID _ LENGTH TYPE
.')1 - 6.% 153 500.0 MASONRY
2 - 6w . 154+40 36.0 MASONRY
3 - 6% : , 154450 133.1 MASONRY
4 - 6% 155 143.0 MASONRY
5 - 6.* SITE 22.0 MASONRY
6 - g% . 156+40 186.2 MASONRY
7 - g.x : _ 157 . . 125.0 MASONRY
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
.

MASONRY . 60242,
MASONR¥/JERSEY : 0.




CONCRETE 0.

TOTAL COST = $  60000.

1

BARRIER HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION : .
11 1 1 1 1 1 / ‘ )

CORRESPONDING BARRIER HEIGHTS FOR EACH SECTION v
6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 6. ‘




GORI

APPENDTIX 11

RUN 18S

1621 East Seventeenth Street Surte K Santa Ana Ca]ufomla 92705 8518
o Phone (714) 835 0249 FAX (714) 835 1957

’Asc-o STICAL and- ENERGY ENGI'N.EERS




r

& * * SOUND32 (CALTRANS VERSION OF STAMINA2/OPTIMA) * *

INPUT  DATA FILE  : HOSS18S .
ARRIER COST FILE : .CALIF$.DTA
DATE’ : 07-19-2006

~ FUTURE LDN AT BALCONIES SWEETWATER ONLY VACANT SITE WITH BERM

LANE . AUTO MEDIUM TRKS  HEAVY TRKS

NO. VPH MPH VPH MPH VPH MPH  DESCRIPTION
1 1977 S5 95" 55 38 © 55  SWEETWATER
LANE DATA
LANE SEG. GRADE SEGMENT
NO. NO. COR. X - . Y Z - DESCRIPTION
1 1 NO ~500.0 1780 304.0 153
2 NO 0.0 178.0 304.0 154440
3 NO 36.0 178.0 304.0 154450
4 NO 169.0 1780 308.0 155
5 NO 312.0 182.0  308.0 SITE
) 6 NO 334.0 18200 30810 155+40
. 7 NO 4890 1950 309.0 156
8  NO 539:0 195.0 309.0 156415
9  NO 623.0 195.0 309.0 156440
10 NO 809.0 204.0 309.0 157 -
934.0 204.0 309.0 157+40
BARRIER DATA
Barrier No. 1 | - Description:. SHEETWATER . MHP -SOUTH -WAL
Type e (2)MASONRY, | - co ¢ sl
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 . ~ - No. Height Changes (P)=0 .. .

s
[ ]

GROUND
(z0)

Ceisy

1 .0 0 1.0 3100 *; o E
2 0.0- 226.0 '304.0 310.0 *154+40 '* 6:
3 0 36.0 - 226.0- 304.0 310,0 *154+50 * .
4 169.0 - 226.0 '308.0 314.,0 *3155-° %
5 312.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *SITE ~ *
334.0 226.0 '308.0 31470 *155+40
larrier-No. 2 Description: SWEETWATER SITE BERM
Lype - (1) BERM : R : PRTR

Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changés (P)=0



GROUND TOP " BARRIER o

SEGT X Y - . (z0) (2 ; HEIGHTS AT ENDS
T 334.0 . 242.0 308.0 314.5 *155+440° * 7 :
2 489.0 255.0 308.0 315.0 *156 x 7 S
539.0 255.0 308.0 315.0 *156+15 * 7 - Yy
Barrier No. 3 . ‘Description: SWEETWATER WALL NORTH OF SITE
Type - (2)MASONRY
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
_ GROUND  TOP BARRIER |
SEG. X Y (20) - (2).  HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 623.0 243.0 308:0 314.0 .*156+40 * &
2 809.0 252.0 308.0 314.0 *157 x5
6

-..934.0 252.0 308.0 314.0 *157+40 *

ALL LANE/RECE

RETR

RS = -4.7 DBA

IVER/PAI

Py




SOUND32 - RELEASE 07/30/91

"TITLE: : , , . , '
“SUTURE LDN AT BALCONIES SWEETWATER ONLY VACANT SITE WITH BERM
EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS
***************************.
BAR : '
ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 - g.* 153
2 - 0.* 154+40
3 - 0% ‘ 154+50
4 - 0.%x . : 155
5 0.+ SITE
6 - 0.+ 155+40
7 - o.*x : 156
8. - 0.* : 156+40
g - 0.* . _ 157
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1
BARRIER DATA
dkk ok khkhkhkAhkhR
JAR BARRIER HEIGHTS .~ BAR _ S
‘ELE 0 1 2 3 a5 6 7. ID - LENGTH TYPE:
1 - B.* 153 500.0 MASONRY
2 - 6. 154+40 36.0 MASONRY
3 - 6% 154450 133.1 MASONRY
4 - 6.% 155 143.0 MASONRY
5 - g - SITE- 22.0 MASONRY
6 - 7.5 | . " 155440 ©  155.5 BERM
e ' - 156 _ .50.0 BERM
B .= e.% . 7 Y 1563140 °186.2 MASONRY
9 .- 6% . : . 157 . 125.0 MASONRY

1

1 - 637
2 9:BI 67.  500. 60.5
3107 BAL 67. ~ 500. ~-59.7
4 11 BAL 67. 500. .59.5
5 12.BAL - 67.  500: = 59.0
6 13 BAL 67. 500. 58.3°
7 2
8 3
9 6
0 7

67.. . S00.°

. 14 BAL 67. 500. 58"
15 BAL . 67. 500. 57.
16 BAL 67. . 500. 56 .
17 BAL: 67. 500. 56.7



BARRIER TYPE COST

BERM . 4739.
MASONRY 60242. .
MASONRY/JERSEY 0.
CONCRETE : 0.

TOTAL COST = § 65000.

BARRIER HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH. BARRIER SECTION
i1 »r1 1 1 1 1 1 1

CORRESPONDING BARRIER HEIGHTS.FOR EACH SECTION
6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 7. 7. 6. 6.




GORDON BR ICKEN & ASSOCIATES \ |

- ACOUSTICAL and ENERGY ENGINEERS

APPENDTI X 1 2

5N ' ' RUN 235A

K o 1621 East Selenteenth Street SusteK . Santa Ana Caln‘ornla 92705 8518 - ' B
’k _ _ Phone (714) 835 0249 FAX(714) 8351957 o R / L




"GORDON BRICKEN & ASSOCIATES \

1621 East Seventeenth Street, Stite K~ Santa Ana, California 92705-8518

ACOUSTICAL and ENERGY E,-NGINEERS

A‘P‘pENDIX' 12

RUN 23SA

Phone (714) 835-0249  FAX (714) 835-1957




g * * SOUND32 (CALTRANS VERSION OF STAMINAZ2/OPTIMA) * *

INPUT DATA FILE : HOSS23SA

JARRIER COST FILE : CALIFS.DTA.
DATE : 07-20-2006

FUTURE LDN/BALCONIES/BUILT SITE/NO FW OR SW WALLS/BERMS UNITS 8-13 EW ONLY

LANE AUTO .. MEDIUM TRKS  HEAVY TRKS. : _
NG . VPH MPH VPH MPH VPH MPH DESCRIPTION
1 8096 65 " 239 65 273 65 SR125 NORTHBOUND
2 8096 65 239 65 273 65  SR125 SOUTHBOUND-
LANE DATA
LANE SEG. GRADE. o S : SEGMENT
NO. NO- COR. X Y Sz DESCRIPTION
1 1 NO -500.0 60.0 - 328.0 153
2 NO 0.0 60.0 328.0 154+40.
3 NO 36.0 60.0 328.0 154450
4 NO 169.0 60.0 328.0 155
R 5 NO 312.0 60.0 328.0 SITE
- 6 NO 334.0 60.0 328.0 155440
7 NO 489.0 60.0 328.0 156
8 NO 539.0 60.0 328.0 156+15
9 NO 623.0 60.0 328.0 156+40
10 NO 809.0 .60.0 328.0 157 .
934.0 60.0 328.0 157+40°
2 1 NO -500.0 -60.0 328.0 153
2 NO 0.0 -60.0 328.0 154+40
3 NO 36.0 -60.0 328.0 154450
4 NO 169.0 -60.0 328.0 155
5 NO 312.0 -60.0 328.0 SITE
6 NO . 334.0 .. -60.0 328.0 155440
7 NO 489.0 ~60.0 328.0 156
8 NO 539.0 -60.0 328.0 156+15
9 NO 623.0 ~60.0 328.0 156+40°
10 = NO . 809:.0 -60.0 32870 157
: 934.0 ~60.0 328.0 157+40
BARRIER DATA
_ Barrier No. 1 .- " Description: SWEETWATER MHP SOUTH WALL
Type - (2)MASONRY ‘ S - '
'}eight Increment: (DELZ)= 0.0 S No. Height Changes (P)=0
" GROUND . TOP " BARRIER

SEG. X Y (Z0) - (2) _ HEIGHTS AT ENDS



1 -500.0 226.0 . 304.0 310.0 *153 * 6
2 0.0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *154+40 * 6
3 36.0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *154+50 * 6
4 165.,0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *155 . * 6
5 312.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *SITE * 6
334.0" 226.0 308.0 314.0 *155+40 * 6
Barrier NO 2 Description: SWEETWATER WALL NORTH OF SITE
Type - (2)MASONRY
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)-=
) : GROUND TOP BARRIER
. SEG. X Y . (ZO). (z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 623.0 T 243.0 308.0 314.0 *156+40 * &6
2 802.0 252.0 308.0 314.0 *157 * 6
934.0 252.0 ’ 308.0 314.0 *157+40 * &
Barrier No 3 Descrlptlon NORTH SIDE BLDG 1
Type - (2)MASONRY :
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Helght Changes (P) =0
o . GROUND TOP BARRIER
SEG. X Y (Z0) (Z) , HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 372.0 254 .0 307.6 327.6 *B3 P1 * 20
' 372.0 433.0 316.0 339.0 *B3 P2 * 20
Barrier No. 4 Description: UNIT 8/9/10 BLDG
Type - (2)MASONRY
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
_ GROUND TCP : BARRIER
SEG. X Y - (Z0) (Z) : HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 317.0 - 467.0 323.0 343.0 *B4 P1  * 20
392.0 467.0 323.0 343.0 *B4 P2 * 20
Barrier No 5 7; Description: WING ALL 8 WEST
Type - (2)MASONRY | : ‘ :
Height Ificrement (DELZ)= 0.0 . No. Height Changes (P)=0
i GROUND -~ . TOP | "BARRIER . . . .
5 (20) S ) B HEIGHTS AT ENDS
307, O ;3327.0 *BS;Pl * 20

$307.0 .5327.0 *B5 P2 . * 20

:,escrlptlon-:WING ALL 8 EAST

.0 - : .ANO»,Helght.Changeé:(P)=O

. Helght Increment (éEsz

e ‘ GROUND - - TOP - BARRIER
Y o (zo _'"(z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS

'SEG.

R —d



1 372.0 . 283.0  307.0 327.0 *B6 P1  +* 20

382.0 283.0 307.0 327.0 *B6 P2 * 20
Barrier No. 7 Description: WING ALL 9 WEST
Type - (2)MASONRY ‘
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 . No. Height Changes (P)=0
| o GROUND TOP . BARRIER
SEG. - X , Y (Z0) (Z2) HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 372.0 296.0 309.0 329.0 *B7 Pl * 20
- 382.0 - 296.0 309.0 "329.0. *xB7 P2 * 20
‘Barrier No. 8 - Description: WING ALL 9 EAST/10 WEST
Type - (2)MASONRY .- -
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Helght Changes (P)=0
- ) ) GROUND TOP = - ’ " BARRIER
SEG. ’ X Y (ZO)._ (Z) ". HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 372.0 . 316.0 309.0 329.0 *B8 Pl * 20
382.0 316.0 3092.0 329.0 *B8 P2 * 20
Barrier No. 9 Description: WING ALL 10 EAST
Type - (2)}MASONRY
‘Height Increment (DELZ}= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=
4 GROUND TOP BARRTER
SEG. . X Y (Z0) (Z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 372.0 336.0 © 311.0 331.0 *B9 P1 * 20
382.0 336.0 - 311.0 ’ 323.0 *B9 P2 * 12
Barrler No. 10 , Description: WING ALL 11 WEST
" Type - (2}MASONRY -
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
: 7 GROUND TOP BARRIER
- SEG. - X Yoo (Z0) - (Z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 - 372.0 346.0 313.0 333.0 *B10 Pl * 20
’ 382.0 346.0 313.0 333.0 *B10- P2 * 20
Barrier No 11 . | ‘ Descrlptlon WING ALL ll EAST/12 WEST
‘Type - (2)MASONRY . '
Height' Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 . No. Helght Changes (P)=0
_ | GROUND TOP BARRIER
SEG. X Y (Z0) (Z) o HEIGHTS AT ENDS
_}i 372.0 365.0 313.0 333.0 *B11 P1 - * 20

382.0 365.0 -313.0 . 333.0 *B11 P2 * 20



Barrier No. 12 . Description: WING ALL 12 EAST
Type - (2)MASONRY. '

.Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 " . No. Height Changés-(P);O
l GROUND TOP BARRIER
SEG. : X Y (z0) (Z), } "BEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 372.0 387.0 315.0 . 335.0 *B12 Pl P 20 -
. 382.0 387.0 '315.0 335.0 *B1l2 P2 * 20
Barrler No. 13 ‘ Descrlptlon WING ALL 13 WEST
Type - (2)MASONRY _ ’
-Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 . ~ No. Height Changes (P)=0
GROUND - TOP BARRIER
" SEG. ) X Y (z20) (Z) . " HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 . 372.0 385.0 317-.0 ‘ 337.0 *B13 . P1 * 20
382.0 395.0 T 317.0 337.0 *B13 P2 * 20
Barrier No. 14 Description: WING ALL 13 EAST/14 WEST
Type - (2)MASONRY : , ' .
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 ' No. Height Changes (P)=0
_ GROUND TOP BARRTER ,
SEG. : X Y . {z0) : (Z)' : HEIGHTS-AT ENDS
1. 372.0 ' 414.0 . ° 317.0 337.0 *Bl4a P1 * 20
382.0 414 .0 317.0 337.0 *B14 P2 * 20
Barrier No. 15 Descrlptlon BAL 8 42" WALL
Type - (2)MASONRY .
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
: , - GROUND TOP BARRIER - )
SEG. X Y - (20) . (2) 7 HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 382.0 267.0  307.0 320.5 *B15 P1 * 14
382.0 283.0. 307.0 320.5 *B15 P2 * 14
Barrier No. 16 " Description: BAL 9 42" WALL
- Type - .{2)MASONRY - , | : .
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 - No. Height Changes (P)=0
SR A - GROUND ©  TOP - BARRTER »
-+ SEG. T X ) . Y '(ZQ) (2) ' HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 .- 382.0 .296.0 ©  309.0 . 322.5 *B16-P1 *. 14
[382.0  :316.00 ' 309.0 . 322.5 *Bl6 P2 * 14
Barrier No. 17 . ' Description: BAL 10 42" WALL
.. Typé - (2)MASONRY o o A S o
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0.. . No. Height Changes (P)=

.GROUND TOP" ; BARRIER -



SEG. 'S LY (Z0) . (z) - - HEIGHTS AT ENDS

L1 382.0 316.0 ©312.0 ' 325.5 *B17 P1 * 14
3 . 382.0 336.0 312.0 325.5 *B17 P2 * 14
Barrier No.‘18 Description: BAL 11 42" WALL
Type - (2)MASONRY : :
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 ‘No. Height Changes (P)=0

: : : . _ GROUND TOP BARRIER .
SEG. X Y (Z0) (Z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS

1 382.0 346.0 ' '313.0 -326.5 *B18 P1 * 14

382.0 - 365.0 0 313.0 326.5 *B18 P2 * 14
Barrier No. 19 . ‘Description: BAL 12 42" WALL
Type - (2)MASONRY . :
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 . : No. Height Changes (P)=0
' _ GROUND TOP BARRIER

SEG. ) X Y . (Z0) (Z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS

1 - 382.0 ] 365.0 315.0 328.5 *B19 P1 * 14

382.0 387.0 315.0 328.5 *B1l9 P2 * 14

Barrier No. 20 ‘ _ Description: BAL 13 42" WALL
Type - (2)MASONRY

gelght Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0

_ . GROUND | TOP BARRTER _

SEG. X Y : (Z0) (2) HEIGHTS AT ENDS

1 -382.0 395.0 317.0 330.5 *B20 P1 * 14

382.0 - . 414.0 317:0 330.5 *B20 P2 * 14

RECEIVER DATA

“NO. X B Z  DNL PEOPLE  ID

K — CONSTANTS 



B e e e e



SOUND32 --RELEASE 07/30/91

TITLE: - - , -
FUTURE LDN/BALCONIES/BUILT SITE/NO FW OR SW WALLS/BERMS UNITS 8-13 FW ONLY

¥

-EFFECTIVENESS / COST.RATIOS

' khkhkkkkikdhdhkhbhkhkhirrohkdhohkhrrihkx

BAR
ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
R S ee 153
2 N 154+40
3 - 0. - - 154450
4 - 0.x 155
5 - 0.+ SITE
6 - 0. | 156+40
- 0.x - | 157
8 - 0% B3 P1
9. - 0.% : | B4 P1
10 ~ 0. | - BS Pl
i1 - 0.x | B6 Pl
)12 S oo | | B7 Pl
13 - 0.x B8 P1
12 - 0.x BS Pl
15 - - 0.% . B10 P1
16 - 0. - B11 P1
17 - 0.+ EE B12 P1
18 - 0.+ o o 'B13 P1
ig T A | ' | Bl4 P1
,-éd L 5»1 oux _ o ~ B1S 1
21 -0 0Lk S . B16 PL
.5f22f S 0.% """_ﬁ{i'1 . i _“  B17 P1
'123; , ;4 ‘?6;*. - »J | B18 P1
24 o 0,.* B19 P1
325 - 0. o B20 P1
S o 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 .



BARRIER' DATA

Fokok ok k ok kk ok k kK

BAR BARRIER HEIGHTS . BAR

ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 IiD .. LENGTH TYPE
P e T T T 500.0 MASONRY
2 - 6. 154440 36.0 MASONRY
3 - 6. : 154450 - 133.1 MASONRY
4 - s.* 155 143.0 MASONRY
5 - 6.k SITE 22.0 MASONRY
6 -  6.* | 156+40 186.2 - MASONRY
7 - 6. . 157 125.0 MASONRY
8 o~ 20+ _ B3 P1 179.4- MASONRY -
9 - a0 _ . Bap1. 75.0 MASONRY
10 - 20.% , - 'B5 P1 10.0 MASONRY -
11 - - 20.% o B6 P1 10.0 MASONRY -
12 - 20+ , ' B7 PL . 10.0 MASONRY
13 - 20.% o v B8 P1 10.0 MASONRY
14 - - 16.*% - B9 P1 12.8 MASONRY
15 - 20.%* ‘ _ : B10 P1 16‘0 MASONR?
le - 20 | B11l P1 10.0 MASONRY
17 - 20.% B12 P1 10.0 MASONRY
18 - 20.% o | | B13 P1 10.0 MAéoNRy_
19 - 20.% . | " Bl4 P1 © 10.0 MASONRY
20 VI e - B15 P1 16.0 MASONRY
21 - - 14+ T B16 P1 '20.0 MASONRY

22 <14 % T ‘ BI7 P1 20.0 MASONRY
23 - 14l | L B18 P1 | 19.0 MASONRY
24 '_:_ég 14 | o S - Bi9 P1  22.0 MASONRY

25 Ql"14.* S - . B20 P1 '  19foj MASONRY
_______ o0 1 2 3 4 5 & o T



BARRIER DATA

HHRkAk Kk K kk Kk kk

BAR BARRIER HEIGHTS | BAR
ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ID . LENGTH TYPE
A e T 153 500.0 MASONRY
2 - 6.* | 154440 36.0 MASONRY
3 - 6.* I 154+50 133.1 MASONRY
a S 6% : 155 143.0 MASONRY
5 - 6% SITE 22.0 MASONRY
6 S . 156+40  186.2 MASONRY
7 - 6.% 157 125.0 MASONRY
8 - 20, o | B3 P2 '179.4 MASONRY
s - 20.% | | , B4 P1 '75.0 MASONRY
10 - 20+ | B5 P1  10.0 MASONRY
11 - 20 - ' B6 P1 10.0 MASONRY
12 - 20.% o _ | B7 P1 10.0 MASONRY
13 - 20.% | B8 1 10.0 MASONRY
14 . 16.% B9 P1 12.8 MASONRY
15 - 20.% B10 P1  10.0 MASONRY
Js - 20.% © B11 P1 10.0 MASONRY
17 - 20.% ‘ | B12 P1 10.0 MASONRY
18 - 2§.* B B13 P1 10.0 MASONRY
19 - 20.% o , Bla P1 .  10.0 MASONRY
20 - 14, % 5 | ~ B15 P1 16.6 MASONRY
21 - la.x : : o Bl6 P1 20.0 MASONRY
22 ._"— }14;?_ : N . B17 P1 20.0 MASONRY
23 - iéf* - B1s P1 15.0 MASONRY
f_241a-  r_:i4.*7' - - . ‘B19 B1 22.0 MASONRY
as e cldlx . o | 'B20 P1 19.0 MASONRY
T o i 2 3 4 s e 9 T
. :

'REC REC ID 'DNL PEOPLE LEQ(CAL)

.1 8 BAL  67. 500. 66.2
jjz 9 BAL . 67... 500. 65.8
#3 10 BAL  67. . 500. 62.8

4 11 BAL 67. . 500. 63.2
9

5 12 BAL: 67. 500.  66.



BARRIER TYPE COST
JERM 0.
MASONRY 149337.
MASONRY / JERSEY 0.
CONCRETE 0.
TOTAL COST = 5 1435000.

BARRIER HEIGHT INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION - . .
11111 11 1 1 1 % 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
CORRESPONDING BARRIER HEIGHTS FOR EACH SECTION
6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 6.20.20.20.20.20.20.16.20.20.20.20.20. 14 14 14.14.14.14.

i



APPENDTIX - 1 3

" RUN 248A

1621 East Sevente‘enth'Street, Suite K Santa Ana, California 92705-8518

- Phone (714)835-0249  FAX (714) 835-1957 .

)




s * * SOUND32 (CALTRANS VERSION OF STAMINAZ/OPTIMA) * *

[

TNPUT.DATA FILE .. HOSS24SK "
PRIER COST FILE .: CALIF$.DTA"
DATE . :.07-20-2006

FUTURE. LDN/BALCONTES/BUILT: STTE/NO ‘FW'OR. SW.WALLS/BERMS UNTTS 8-13 SW-ONLY .

LANE .. AUTO MEDIUM TRKS = HEAVY TRKS
NO . VPH MPH- VPH © MPH' VPH :MPH:

LANE SEG. GRADE .~ SEGMENT,

NO. NO. COR. . X Y DESCRIPTION
0 0 0 153 -
0 0 0 154+40"
0 0 0 154+50
0 0 0 155 .
.0 82.0 ;0 SITE .
NO 334.0. - 182.0°  308.0. 155340
0 5.0 3. 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

156
156415
156440

157
157+40

BARRIER DATA
Barrier No. 1 ‘DeScription’ :SWEETWATERMHP SOUTH WALL -

Type - (2) MASONRY
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0

“No. Héight Qhénggéfféy;qa;

" BARRIER .
-~ HEIGHTS. AT ENDS

'ER WALL NORTH OF SITE

No. Hgight~chang¢§:(P)£O



GROUND TOD - BARRIER

SEGr X -y - (z0) (z) , HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 623.0. 243.0 308.0 314.0 *156+40 * 6,
2 809.0 252.0 308.0 314.0 *157 S Y
934.0 252.0 308.0 314.0 *157+40 * 6
Barrier-No. 3 . Description: NORTH SIDE BLDG 1
Type - (2)MASONRY ' _ : '
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
_ : GROUND TOP . BARRIER
SEG. . X 'Y (Z0) (Z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 372.b 254.0 - 307.6 327.6°*B3 P1 * 20
372.0 433.0 319.0 339.0 *B3.P2 * 20
Barrier No. 4 Descrlptlon UNIT 8/9/10 BLDG :
-Type - {(2)MASONRY : ) -
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 ' No. Height Changes (P)=0 ;
: _ GROUND TOP BARRIER :
SEG. . X Y (Z0) +(2) : - HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 317.0 467.0 323.0 343.0 *B4 P1  * 20 .
' 392.0 7 467 .0 323..0 343.0 *B4 P2 * 20 ¥
Barrier No 5 Descrlptlon WING ALL 8 WEST B : '“jf
Type - (2)MASONRY : - : )
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Helght Changes (P)
GROUND TOP - BARRIER
SEG. X Y (Z0) (Z) : " HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 ’ 372.0 267.0 307.0 327.0.*%B5 Pl * 20
- 382.0 ~267.0 307.0 327.0 *B5 P2 * 20
Barrier No. & Descrlptlon WING ALIL 8 EAST
Type - (2)MASONRY - : o
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0:0 . No. Height Changes - (P)=0

'BARRIER
HEIGHTS AT ENDS

WING - ALLj9 WEST -

Barriéer No. 7 Descrlptlon

Type - (2)MASONRY _ _ g

Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 - No Helght Changes (P) )
-iGRQGND;a TOR - BARRIER - .

SEG. X Y (@) j () | HEIGHTS AT ENDS




. 300, 2 3329.0 *B7 py w5
tier No. g Descripeisn; i
“Type® (2)MASQNRY;S FURE R A
height Increhenﬁ;(DELZ)

=.030

NSJ,Héight Changes

P)$Q, -

) 3290 *Bg p3
309. 0. ©.329.0 *Bg py

Barzier No. g Descript sy, WING ALL 1 EAST.- - '
Type - (2)MASONR¥ , E T e L
Height Increment (DELZ) = g. ¢

No; ﬁéi@ht Changes

(P) =0

Barrier No. 1 Description;'WING”ALLfll'WE

Tyvpe = (Z)MASONRY B R C  f S -

-Height Increment (DELZ)z 0.0 No. Height Changes (P) =0

- GROUND. .
:  zoy

BarrierﬁN@.‘l o . DesCriptigﬁ:
Type - (2) MASONRY . : """ﬁ;
Height Increment (DELZ) = 0.0

SEGi

_ 12 _ 1
Y. MASONRY S -y
rement (DELZ)= 0.9

Height Changes (z).,




Height Increment- (DELZ)= 0.0 : No. Height Changes (P)-=

. ‘ - GROUND TOP .~ BARRIER
SEG. X Y (20) - (2) - HEIGHTS AT ENDS-
1 372.0 395.0 317.0 337 0 *B13 P1 * 20
382.0 395.0 317.0 337.0 *B13 P2 % 20
Barrler No. 14 ' Description: WING ALL 13 EAST/14 WEST -
Type - (2)MASONRY. ‘ ' _
" Height: Increment (DELZ})= 0.0 . No. Height Changes (P)=
_ , GROUND TOP _ BARRIER
SEG. ’ X . Y {Zz0) {2) _ ' HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 372.0 414.0 . = 317.0 - 337.0 *Bl4 P1 * 20°
382.0 414 .0 317.0 -337.0 °*%B14 P2 * .20 -
Barrier No. 15 - | Description: BAL 8 42" WATL
Type - (2)MASONRY ' -
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0. - No. Height Changes (P)=
_— : GROUND - TOP _BARRIER v
SEG. X Y - (z0) (z) : HEIGHTS AT ENDS . .
1 ©382.0 '267.0 307.0 320.5 *B1S P1  * 14 :
382.0 283.0 307.0 : 320.5 *B15 P2 * 14 ;
Barrier No. 16 Description: BAL 9 42" WALL ‘f ' -ﬂ*
Type - (2)MASONRY ‘ , '
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P) =
: GROUND TOP . BARRIER
SEG. ' X ¥ o (Z0) (z) - HEIGHTS AT "ENDS
1 382.0 296.0 . 30%.0 322, S *B16 Pl * 14
382.0 316.0 309.0 322.5 *B16 P2 .+ 14°
Barrier No. 17 = - " Description: BAL 10 42" WALL
Type - (2)MASONRY. = .
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 = . . No. Helght Changes (P)
“GROUND TOB f , BARRIER

HEIGHTS ‘AT ENDS : ..

1 382.0 . 316.0 . .o-312.0 0 32875 7%E1Y SR 14
.382.0 $7336.0 . 312.0 . 325.5 #B17.P2 T4’

Barrier No 18 L Descrlptlon. BAL 11° M WALL'
Type = (2)MASONRY : . S
Helght Increment (DELZ)— 0.0

S SR PGROUND* 'ITOP ‘,' BARRIER
SEG. - X Y - (Z20) - (z) - .. . HEIGHTS AT ENDSl




1 382.0 346.0 313.0 326.5 *B18 Pl * 14

: 382.0  365.0 313.0 326.5 *B1l8 P2 " * 14 .
omagrierNo. 18 - Description: BAL:12 42" WALL.
“ge;gu)wmmmy S . :
Height. Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 _ No. Height Chang_es (P)=0
. . _ GROUND ETQRL - “BARRIER: i .
SEG. X Y (z0) A(z)" - HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 382.0 365.0 315.0 328.5 *B19 P1 * 14
382.0 387.0 315.0 328.5 *B19 P2 * 14
Barrier No. 20 Description: BAL 13 42" WALL
Type - (2)MASONRY B . o
Height - Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 . " No. Height Changes (P)=0" "
| o S GROUND  TOP | BARRIER
SEG. X Y - (20) - (2) . HEIGHTS' AT ENDS
1 . 382.0 395.0  317.0 330.5 *B20 P1 * 14

- 382.0 414.0 317.0 - 330.5 *B20 P2 * 14




SOUKD32 —‘RELEASE 07/30/91

TITLE:

FUTURE LDN/BALCONIES/BUILT SITE/NO -FW OR SW WALLS/BERMS UNITS 8-13 SW'ONLY '

0
11
12
13
13
15
16
18
19 -
20
21
22

23

EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS

PR RS R SRS E RS EEEEEREEEE X BT e

153
154

" 154

155

+40
+50

SITE

156+40

157

B3

B4

- BS

B6
B7

B8

B9
. B10
B11

“B12

B13

Bl4
. B15
TH‘EIG
:féiﬁ.

.. B18

Pl
Pl
Pl
P1
Pl
Pl
Pl

Pl

P1 -

Pl

P1

‘P1

P1

b1
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" fl%?ééﬁND32 (CALTRANS VERSION OF STAMINAZ/OPTIMA) + *.

TNPUT DATA FILE 1: H08825SB=“
RIER COST FILE : CALIF$.DTA
DATE'f: . 07-20- 2oos

LANEV}’f‘ AUTO. MEDTUM TRKS HEAVY TRKS
NO. -~ VPH MPH. St ' -

'SWEETWATER

LANE SEG GRADE - B SEGMENT:

NO. ' NO. COR . - - g CRE DESCRIPTION

NO ~500. - 178.
S178-.
11785
178

b
™
N,

153
7154+40
154+50"
155 ’

NO 36
NO 169.
NO 312,
NO 334,
- NO 489 .
NO 539
NO 623.
NO . .809.

o934

o;:ét;o

1950
195
~204.0
204 .0

-156+15W
156+40
157
157+40.

o
G
0

. 00000000000
o000 BCo0d S o

HP SOUTH WALL

Helght Iﬁcrement (DELZ)— 0 O“"




GROUND TOP - ' BARRIER

SEG: - X Y . (Zo) - (z) - © HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 623.0 243.0 308.0 © 314.0 *156+40 * &
2 809.0 252.0 -308.0 314.0 *187 .. * 6
934.0 . 252.0 308.0 314.0 *157+40 * €
Barrier No. 3. - ' Description: NORTH SIDE BLDG 1
Type - (2)MASONRY .
Height Increment- (DELZ)= 0.0-. . No. Height Changes (P)=0"
' . GROUND. TOP - BARRIER
SEG. X Y : (Z0). (Z) HEIGHTS AT .ENDS
1 372.0 254+ 0 307.6 327.6 *B3'P1 % 20- -
372.0 433.0 - 319.0 339.0. *B3 P2 * 20
Barrler No 4 . Description: UNIT 8/9/10 BLDG
Type - {2)MASONRY » 7
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
_ R ~ GROUND - TOP ' BARRIER
SEG. . . . X Y (z0) - (z) 'HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 317.0 467.0. . 323.0 343.0 *B4 Pl + 20 s
392.0 467.0 . 323:0 343.0 *B4 P2 * 20 ' e
Barrier No. 5 -~ Descrlptlon WING ALL 8 WEST.
Type - (2)MASONRY - e
‘Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 ‘ - No. Helght Changes (P) 0
| . . GROUND  TOP BARRIER
SEG. X ‘ Y (zo) (Z) “HEIGHTS AT _ENDS
1 . 372.0 . 267.0 307.0 327.0 *B5 -P1 - *-20-
382.0 - 267.0 307.0 ° 327.0 *BS P2 * 20
Barrier No. 6 ‘. Description:: WING ALL:8:EAST
Type - (2)MASONRY . , . e oo
- Height Increment (DELZ)=.0.0 . B No .- Helght Changes {B) =0 s

BARRIER .
HEIGHTS ‘AT ENDS

1 - 372.0 0 283.0
382.0- :

Barrier No. 7 S Descrlptﬁon S
Type - (2)MASONRY | o = | G e
Height" Increment (DELZ)- O 0 . No. Helght Changes (P) O L
- e »4}“Wk:ijJ?E%GRQHNQﬁ:"“’* BARRIER - ij'
'SEG. L (20) e
* 20 .




382.0 1296.0 i 030900, L 329.0 *B7 P2 %20

‘ Barrler :No. e e
(2)MASONRY . T _ ..
ght Increment (DELZ)zAO.O:V QJVFEV

BARRIER
HEIGHTS AT;ENDS”

'329 0 *BB P1  * 20
32910 *B8 P2 _*;zq;wean*

Barrler No 2. -
‘Type "= {(2)MASONRY - . Lo
Helght Increment (DELZ)="0 foﬁﬁ

“__fht Changes (P)=o'

BARRIER
HEIGHTS AT ENDS

' 311 . 33100 *BY P1 _*,2015;;
2820 33600 3TL0 . G 323 0 *BY P2 .¥.12

BarriériNo. 10
Typéfja(Z)MASQNRY )
*Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 - 'iht ChangeS‘(P)—

' BARRIER .
HEIGHTS AT ENDS

: 31 0 ¥Bio 1 * 20"
382.0 346.0-%.0 31300 - ¢ 333.0 *BL0- P2 - *720

Helght Increment

(DEEZ)=

'BARRIER .
HEIGHTS AT ENDS

Barriexr:® No 13

Description:. WING ALL 13 WEST‘
‘Type ='(2)MASONRY G e . P



. Type - (2)MASONRY

Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 - ) No. Height Changes (P)=0
W - .

» GROUND TOP ' 'BARRIER
SEG. X ' Y (z0) A2) HEIGHTS AT ENDS -
1 372.0 395.0 . 317-.0 337.0 *B13 P1 * 20
382.0 395.0 - 317.0 337.0 *B13 P2 * 20
Batrier No. 14 -Description: WING ALL 13 EAST/14 WEST
Type - {2)MASCONRY C
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
, GROUND TOP ' BARRIER
. SEG. X Y (Z0) - (Z) . ' HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 372.0 414.0 .317.0 337.0 *B14 P1 *.20
382.0 414.0 317.0 _337.0 *Bl4 P2 * 20
Barrier No. 15 * Description: BAL 14 60" WALL
Type - {2)MASONRY o - , .
. Height Increment {(DELZ)= 0.0 ~No. Height Changes (P)=0
: : GROUND - TOP ‘ BARRIER
SEG. X Y . (Z0) - (2) : ~ HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 1382.0 414.0 319.0. .- 332.5 *B15 Pl * 14 _
382.0 434 .0 - 319.0 332.5_*B15 P2 * 14 :
—-——--———'———'———;-—-_-l-.—--—________..______,_____~_ ________________________________ _ 5}
Barrier No.. 16 Description: BAL 15 42" WALL S
Type - (2)MASONRY L
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes (P)=0
v , GROUND TOP BARRIER
SEG. X Y - (zo) - (2) HEIGHTS AT
1 372.0 © - 457, 0 322.0 337.0 *B16 Pl .15

392.0 4570 322.0 7 337.0 *Bl6 P2 * 15

T B

Barrler No 17 L Descrlptlon BAL 16 60" WALL
Height Increment (DELZ)—_O 0. ' j;;- No. Helght ChanQééé(P):O

-BARRIER -
HEIGHTS . AT ENDS

33830;fB17”gl.s3
1338.0 *B17 P2

Barrief¥” No 18;1w
Type - (2 )MASONRY N
‘Height Increment- (DELZ)— 0 O

BAL‘ii 60"‘WALL

Helght Changes (P) 0
TOP : BARRIER
{2 HEIGHTS AT ENDS -




—

DA

338.0 *Bl8 Pl
 338.0°%BL8. P2
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TITLE: S , = :
'~ LDN/BALCONIES/BUILT/NO FW OR SW WALLS/BERMS UNITS 14-17/15-17 60"/SW ONLY

EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS

Thhkhkhkhhhkhkhhhohdhhhkhkqhhhhdkkk

BAR
ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1L e T 183
2 - 0.* . .154+40 .
3 . - o.x | _ 154450
4 - 0.% 155
5 - 0.+ SITE
6 - 0.% » | | 156+40.
7 ¢ : 157 ...
8 e | . mp
9 - 0% : " B4 p1
10 - - o« | | | B5 Pl
11 -0 | | B6 P1
12 - 0.% o B7 P1
13 - 0. L : . B8 Pl
14 - 0.« . - . B9 P1
15 - 0% o | B10 Pl
16 S -0t : | B11l P1.
17 - o , - o B1Z P1° .
.181" - 0. T - 4 i'313 Pl
e - oLk L o B14 P1
20': _ '—  ) 0. x | o o . B L Q1~_5 P1
21 ~_\ O - ;s fi B16 P1 .
22 - 0% B17 P1
23 - 0.% ' B1s b1
_______ o 1 2 3 4 s e 777 ‘
BARRIFR DATA . . T _f!_, - o ,5‘i)f?-

EELEEER X R TR

BER . BARRIER HEIGHTS . BAR



6. %
. 6_*
6.
” 6.* 1430 ‘MASO
5 - 6. % 220, "MASONRY
¢ - s | 156440 186.2. MASONRY
7 L L% 159 125.0 MASONRY
8 . - 20.% ' | B3 PI ' 175.4 -MASONRY.
9 .- 20.% B4 P1  75.0 MASONRY
10 - 20.% - ' BS P1 © 10.0 MASONRY
11 = 20.% : L . B6 P1 10.0 'MASdNRY
12 .- 20.% | S . .B7 pP1 10.0 MASONRY
13 . - 20.% B8 P1 10.0 MASONRY
14 - 16 | | B9 P1 12.8 MASONRY
15 - 20.% - B10 P1 10.0 MASONRY
16 - 20.% | B11 P1 10.0 MASONRY
17 ~ 20 % B12 P1 10.0 MASONRY

Ly} _ﬁﬁ— 20 * B13 P1  10.0° MASONRY
19 o200 ‘ Bi4 Pl 10.0 MASONRY
20 - 14.% . -815 P1 20.0 MASO&RYl
21 - 15. « - o . Bls P1 200 MASGNRX

22 .- 15 % ' - ‘ -~ 'B17 Pi: 20.0 MASONRY

1 o
REC RE

. ID

67. -~ 500. 5§
67.  500.

oPNRY o daezes.
"MASONRY/JERSEY N
 CONCRETE = A



TOTAL COST ="¢  146000.
,BAR&IER;HEIGHT INDEX- FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION
1 11211 1721 1-1 121 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
CORRESPONDING BARRIER HEIGHTS FOR EACH SECTION :
6. 6. 6.76. 6. 6. 6.20.20.20.20.20.20.16.20.20.20.20.20.14.15.15.15.




" APPENDIX 15

. . RUN 268B.

) S - Phone (714) 835:0249  FAX { 35-1957

. 1621 East SeventeenthStr%fSUfteK S&ﬂ?ﬁﬁ Cahfoms3927o58518




T RUT. DATA FILE 1055
JRIER COST FILE “: CALI

DATE - . -

LANE 0 . AUTO. . .
"NO. ' . .VPH - MPH:

MEDIUM TRKS::  HEAVY:TRKS
PH MPH : VPH "MPH-

1 . 8096 = 65
2 7809 65

LANE DATA .

LANE ‘SEG: ‘GRADE . - . .0
NO. NO. COR. X

SEGMENT -
DES CRIPTICN

154440
154450,
155 oo

156+15
156440
. 157
157440

SO @ oy e W
2
o
98]
98]
[fe
o

153
{I84440° +
154450«

o ho
Z
o

No. 1
. 2 *(2)MASONRY - . . .
.. Aht Increment *(DELZ)

 BARRIER. -
. 7. HEIGHTS AT ENDS

SEG.



1 -500.0 226.0 304-0 310:0 *153" * 6
2 0.0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *154+40 * 6
3 36.0 226.0 304.0 310.0 *154+50 * 6
4 169.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *155. - % §
5 312.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *SITE . .- * 6
334.0 226.0 308.0 314.0 *155%40. * 4
Barrler No. 2 . Descrlptlon SWEETWATER WALL NORTH OF SITE
. Type = (2 )MASONRY . _
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Helght Changes (P)=0
‘ GROUND TOP BARRIER
SEG. X Y {zo) - (2. - HEIGHTS ‘AT ENDS
1 . 623.0 243.0 - - 308.0  314.0.%156+40 * &
2 . 809.0 . 252.0 .7 308.0 314.03%157 /. - * 6.
'934.0 . ;'252.0° 308.0 '314.0:*157+40 * ¢
Barrier No. 3 Description: NORTH SIDE BLDG 1
Type - (2)MASONRY. .
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 . No. Height Changes (P)=0
A : CROUND - TOPR '~ BARRIER
SEG. X Y (Z0o) (Z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 372.0 254.0 .« - 307.:6 327.6 *B3 P1  * 20
372.0 433.0 - 319.0 339::0.*B3 P2 * 20
Barrier. No. 4 ’ Descrlptlon UNIT 8/9/10 BLDG
Type - (2)MASONRY o )
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 ©  No: Helght Changes (P):O
GROUND BARRIER
SEG X Y (Z0) HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 ©317.0 467.0. . 333.0 %20

Barrler No.
" Type - (2)MASONRY A
"Height Increment (DELZ)= 0

Descrlptldn

SEG.

Barrier No. %
_Type —_(2)MASONRY

+, Description: WING.ALL . EAST | e
Height.Increment (DELZLEUQQQ cwio, ~No. He1ght Changes (P) 0,.ﬂ,.,;¥i

T o R GROUND A~vaQE= ' " BARRIER
SEG. sy KX aiae Y (z0) - L (2) - HEIGHTS AT ENDS




327 O *B6 Pl * 202
327. OV*BGﬁPZZZQf”2O L

;-”(2)MASONRY o .
Helght Increment (DELZ) = OHQ--

BARRIER :
HEIGHTS AT ENDS

329 0 *B7 P1  * 20 L
329.0 *B7 P2 *7:20 *=?f*--

LL 9 EAST/lO WEST

No. Helght Changes (P)

TOP : BARRIER _
(Z) - . HEIGHTS' AT ‘ENDS

3290 *B8 P1  * 20
329.0 *B8 P2 - * 20

=rNo:.. 9. 7 Descrlptlon WING ALL 10 EAST
Type -7"(2) MASONRY AN
ﬁelght_lncrement (DELZ)— 0. O

_ N Helght Changes (P})=0"

op . . BARRTER
(z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS

.331 0 *B9Y -p1 * Q.
323.0 *Bg P2 * 12

Barri Tﬂ}
Type:: ,')MASONRY
Heigh Increment (DELZ)=

133370 %B11 prj,
333 o *311 P2




Barrier No. 12  Description: WING ALL 12 EAST
Typé - (2)MASONRY _ o
-Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 No. Height Changes  (P)=0
- _ GROUND TOP BARRIER-
SEG. X Y (zo) (Z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 1 372.0 : 387.0" " 31550 335.0 *B12 P1 * .20 - -
©.382.0 387.0 ' 315.0 33510 *Bl2 P2 * 20
Barrler No 13 Descrlptlon. WING - ALL 13 WEST
Type -. {2)MASONRY .
Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 - : No. Height Changes (P)=OA
GROUND TOP BARRIER
SEG. ) X oo Y . (z0). - oAZ) ‘ HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 372.0 385.0- - 3170 337. 0 *B13. Pl kT 20_
382.0 395.0 317.0 337.0,*B13 B2 * 20
Barrler No 14 . Description: WING ALL 13 EAST/14 WEST
Type - (2)MASONRY ' o
-Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 - No. Helght Changes (P):O
_ GROUND = - TOP BARRIER
SEG. - X Y (zo)y. . = . (2Z) HEIGHTS AT ENDS
1 372.0 414.0 317.0 337. 0 *Bl4 Pl * 2.0

* 20

337.0 *Bl4 P2

. Barrler No

Description: BAL 14 42" WALL
Type - {2)MASONRY :

Height Increment (DELZ)= 0.0 . No. Helght Changes (P)=0
) » GROUND T@P -BARRIER
SEG. . N ‘ . P} o R HEIGHTS AT ENDS

1 © 3820 414.0 . 319:0 . 332.5 *B15 Pl %14
-382.0 " 434.0 319.0 332.5 *B15 P2 * 14

ri 0. .16 * Déscripﬁion: BAL 15’60" WALL
Type —?(2)MASONRY o s

o Height Inerement (DELZ):e0.0 B R ! Heaght Changes ( ):O
R - N GROUND -- ¢ibP}v BARRIER{{M‘;W“
USEG. T X ST S 2Oy HEIGHTS;
1 372.0 32250 . -, 337;0‘*316391 : 5
382.0 322.0 "337.0 *Bl6 P2 * 15
v‘Barrler No 17 o : Description: BAL 16w60" WALL IR
Type - (2)MASONRY SR E s s ,%Di
Height Ihcrement (DELZ) .0 _ No Helght Changes (P)=Q o

GROUND _ TOP - BARRIER




« SEG. . . X Y (20) ‘ (2) . ',  o HEIGHTS AT ENDS

'Barrler No. 18 . Deéscription: BAL_17 60"‘WALL

(2) MASONRY - o
ncrement (DELZ): 0.0

',—.

Type:- .
Helg_

S | ROU BARRTER

SEG. .- X Y , (20) . HEIGHTS AT ENDS
338 0 *BlB P1 * 15

338.0 *BI8 P2 * 15

DNL PEOPLE iD .

. ALL LANE/RECEIVER PATIRS

K - CONSTANTS

ALL LANE,RECEIVER/PAIRS
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TITLE: - _ o L A o DT
LDN/BALCONTES/BUILTE/NO FW OR'SW WALLS/BERMS UNITS 14-17/ 15-17 60"/FW ONLY.

EFFECTIVENESS / COST RATIOS

Ahdkkkkkdkkhkhkkk khkokdedkdkd kb dk

BAR
ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
R ~ 0. Tt 153
2 - 0. . 154440
3 - 0.* "154+50
4 - 0. * 155
5 - 0.% SITE. .
6 - 0.« - , ' 156+40
7 - 0.% : : 157
8 - 0.x | - . B3Pl :
9 I o : o B4 P1 ?
10 - 0% L o BS D1 f
11 - 0.* i - | o -’_Bs_Ply 5
12 - 0.¥ ' - v " B7 P1 ¥
13 - 0% - B8 P1
14 . o o B9 P1
15 - o.% o - o B0 P1
16 - 0% | - Cpiipr
17 - - Q.+ | ' Bi2 P1
8. - o.x 5 : B13 P1
19 - Tp.* : o ' B14 P1
200 - 0. : S _' B15 P1
21 L o : . Bise p1
2 0. * : Bi? P1
23 - T 0.* B18 P1 ’
_______ 0o 1 2 3 4 s e T
1

BARRIER DATA

Ak kkhkhkdkkk ok ) ST . . _ et

BAR , BARRIER HEIGHTS | ~ BAR.



0153, ° . 500.0 . MASONRY -
' 154%40  36.0 MASONRY.
154450 133.1 MASONRY -
0
0

155, . 143.0.. MASONRY
SITE: 22.0. MASONRY.

156440 .  186.2 MASONRY.
157 1125:0" MASONRY

B3 PI  179.4 ' MASONRY

B4 Pl 75.0 MAéd&QY
10 ff- 20.* | - ) o ﬁs;?lv | lQ;Ql-ﬁAéQ&éf-
11 :ESFv 20.% R jééﬁ?i o 10_0’.M£é§ﬁﬁY
12 ffﬁé,:zo.f | o S B7;éi' ~10.0 'MAéﬁﬁRY
13 . _ 20 . * . - _ , B8 Pl | 16.0 MASONRY _
14 il 16. % | -~ B9 P1 12.8 - MA56N§Y 
15 - 20.% o | B10 P1 10.0 MASONRY |
*16 - 20+ ; B11 P1 10.0 ° MASONRY
17 L 20 - Bl2 Pl 10.0 MASONRY
A R - » B13 P1 10.0 .MASONRY
19 o o20.+ | L . Bl4 P1 10.0 MAsONRYz
20 - 4. ‘ | B15 P1 20.0 MASONRY
21 ;fiaA 15 . * ,. . = . : Ble Pi S 20.0 -MéSoNRi"
22_ '51{?111;* T : 3¥jfp1 ‘ -'20-0"ﬁ550ﬁﬁ¥.
Bié;ﬁ; '__]‘20}0 ‘MASQﬁRQ

2 3. .4 .5 . & 7

_DNL, PEOPLE -LEQ(CAL)
67, |
e
67
67.

MASONRY/JERSEY - :
CONCRETE =~ = o,



BEARRIER. DATA

& : %ok Kk ok ok ok ok okokok &

BAR .. BARRIER HEIGHTS , BAR: T
TR0 2 3 4. 5 &6 7 rnig ... LENGTH TYPE

153 i 0500,
154+40 , 16

1 6. % MASONRY .
2 6. % . .

3 Sol6.* ' 154450 133

4 6. * : Lo

5 6. %

MASONRYH

| MASONRY

1557 . 143, i :
‘wMASONRY,

SITE s 22

o oroo,

6 Y-S : ST -1515156+40 ;?'186$2¥fMASONRY~
7 e 6.% B _ - 257 . 125,0 :MASONRY

8 .= 20.% | e 77”u1é3 Plﬂqfﬁfiigé;éifmAsQNsz
5 Eff' 20. % | Ba P1 7.75.0-.MASCNﬁ¥T
10 e 20.% : . ' BSiPi | 10.0 -MASONEY.-
11 ‘;- 20. % . B6 P1 1 10.0 MASONRY
12 - 20.% o . . B7 P1 . 10.0  MASONRY
13 - 20.% _ : B8 PL 10.0 MASONRY
a14 - 16.% B9 Pl 12.8 MAS@&RY,
1is -  — 20.* , B10 P1 10.0 MASONRY .
B R ' ' B11 P1 10.0 MASQﬁRi-
17 - 20.% - B12 P1 10.0 MASQNﬁY_
18 - 20 3 | B13 P1 10.0 MASQ&R?-
19 ,i—‘fzo.* ‘ | . Bl4 P1 10.0 MAsoﬁRY
20 U 14w | - . B15. P1 16.0 . MASONRY
21 14.% - | B16 P 20.0 ‘MASONRY_
22‘,f";f¢i§f£h | o B17 Pl 20.0 MASONRY .
23 7?{ 146 R B18 . Pl 19.0 ;MAéQﬁR?T
| | -Biér?l | gzﬁo:,MASbNRYIL

B20 P1 19.0 7MASONRYfVH

8.: BAL . 67. 500.
9-BAL 67. 500..
10 BAL - .67. 500.
11 BAL =~ 67.  500.
12 BAL“ w67 500

'THJS£5kﬁdL



BARRIER TYPE COST
BERM ., : C 0.
MASONRY - .° 149337,
MASONRY / JERSEY o
CONCRETE- . 0-
TOTAL COST = $  149000.

BARRIER HEIGHT. INDEX FOR EACH BARRIER SECTION L ‘ -

11> 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 14
CORRESPONDING BARRIER HEIGHTS FOR EACH SECTION ' .
6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 6.20.20.20.20.20.20.16.20.20.20.20.20.14.14.14.14.14.14.
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1.0 PURPOSE

The purpose of this réport-is:

« To satisfy the-requirements of the conditions, of approval necessary to support’
- the pr0pesed development . '»j; RIS

..
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2.0 INTRODUCTION

TR e

. - - ~Subject -property.-is -in- an- "L-shaped”.and contains of 1.15 Acres of land situated
--*Fdjacent and-on-the east side of Sweetwater road, south of lldica Street, in the vicinity
- ~-of-Spring:Valley, County.of San Diego. : _
There is an existing 28 feet wide paved Access Road at northerly part of the subject
' prop:e’rty which is accessing Sweetwater Road to adjacent apartment complex located at
o U northseasterty sideof “subject - property: (2049 Sweetwater Road). Also there is an
- gxisting *6-foothigh-Earth-Berm (Sound Berm) along the westerly side of the subject
- - -—and~and-adjacent -to -westerly. property. line_which has been constructed recently- by
"~ “Caltrans for purpose of sound mitigation and is subject to remain in place.. o

a. ExistingVCondition

Subject property sloping down westerly with ‘approximately 10% of slope into an existing
temporary drainage ditch located at the toe of the existing sound berm. The drainage
ditch carries the storm water from north of the project site by an 18 inch culvert which is

- under the existing access road. The tributary drainage area to the 18” RCP culvert is
approximately 2.9 acres and no flows from the lidica Street contributes to this off-site
drainage area (See Hydrology Map for Existing Condition and also Figure 5). There is
also an 8 inch storm drain from the adjacent apartment complex that discharging into
-subject property over a rip-rap and then sheet flows towards the said drainage ditch.
The drainage ditch collects all the on-site and the off-site storm drains, then flows
-southerly and passes the property line and then drains into a 30" CSP drop inlet which

" has been built recently by Caltrans. This new drop inlet drains to 24" RCP. The 24" RCP
carries the flows to an existing RCB that is constructed under the Sweetwater Road by
Caltrans (See Figure 6).

b. Proposed Condition by Tentative Tract Map
Per Tentative Tract map, we 'are'proposing'to install the followings:

« - Remove existing temporary drainage ditch and replace it with a 24-inch Corrugated

- Still Pipe (CSP). : ' :

e Construct a catch basin with traffic rated grate at the low point of the existing access
road. : °

e Construct a junction structure to collect storm water from the proposed catch basin
above and from the 8 inch storm drain run-off from the apartment' complex into our
property. - :

e Construct also a catch basin at the low point of the west of the property to collect on-

site storm drain and discharge it into proposed 24-inch CSP storm drain.

Note:
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_..  The we'sterly portion of subject property used to be in flood zone, but since the Caltrans
‘=%=-- - has.built the SR125 FWY, the area is no longer in flood zone due to the fact that a large
- # .relnforced Concrete Box has been constructed under the Sweetwater Rd. by Caltrans to
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3.0 METHODOLGY

_—_ .. e The 2003 Year ‘County of San Diego Hydrology Manual Design Criteria ~ .. ..
Procedure was used to calculate the 100-year peak runoff. - S

[ U R S -
o AL 2T T e

" 'The 20- and 50-scale Grading Plan prepared by Hoss, William and Associates, 1. 20

e et e e |nC, WaS-used as a base map for the hydrology map. . &w.*___,f;__ja;-.@

e Soils map was prepared based on the he County of San Diego Hydrology
Manual Design (See Figure 2).

« San Diego Hydrology Manual 100-Year Rainfall Event, 6 and -24 Hour Maps
was used in the Rational Method Hydrology (See Figures 3 and 4)

e Hydrocalc Hydraulics program by Dodson was used to perform hydraulic
analysis.
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_ | 3.0 REFERENCES

- e - The County of San Diego Hydrology Manual

-~ - == - e Grading Plan prepared by Hoss, William and Associates, Inc., dated January 2005 [

-+ e Podson Hydrocalc Hydraulics, developed by Dodson Company

-

T x tammsed e et We wd it
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FINDING AND CONCLUSION

" Based on performancc of this hvdrology study (on- 51te and off-szte ) and hvdraullc ,
- rTrTrgdlculations 6f (on-site and downstream facilitiés), I conclude that devélopmeit of - :- S
this project wiil not exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water dramag;e'" e

-z system , : B I R T

Sincerely;

~

/méé:%/b/\/\ 8/29/05

Massoud Vatankhahi, PE 37348 . Date
Principal of MV Consulting

6 HYDROLOGY STUDY
TM 5392RPL3, STP04-05
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P APPENDIXA .

HYDROLOGY STUDY
FOR EXISTING CONDITION
(100-YEAR STORM.EVENTS)



San Diego County Rational Hydrology Program
CIVILCADD/CIVILDESIGN Engineering Software, (c¢)1991-2004 Version 7.4

Raﬁional method hydrology program based on
. ... -i8an-Diego County Flood Control Division 2003 hydrology manual
Ceesome o SESTREtional Hydrology Study . Date: 02/01/05

HYDROLOGY STUDY FOR
. - TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 5392
LTLnlemET - 100-YEAR STORM EVENT

""”j“:f“?fﬁfffizf*‘"Hydrologyxstudy Control Information *****&kxdx

-v*éfogramiLIéense,Serial Number 4000

EETES [

English (in-1b) input -data Units used

Map data precipitation entered:
6 hour, precipitation{inches) = 2.900
24 hour precipitation{inches) =. 6.500

P6/P24 = 42.6%
- Adjusted € hour~precipitation-{inches) =. 2.925
Adjusted P6/P24 = 45.0%

San Diego hydrology manual 'C' values used



O T O L S b R E o e o
Process from Point/Station 1.000 to Point/Station 2.000
~k%k%x INITIAL AREA EVALUATIQON **¥*

T R Decim: lffractlon soil group A = 0.000 } . .
L Dec1ma1 fractionm soil group B =0.0007. 77~ ... ... ... . .. .. .. . . -
,~vpﬁwDe01ma1_fractlpn soil group C = 0.000
B, -.Decimal fraction soil group D = 1.000

- [MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL a : ]
(4.3 DU/A or Less )
-Impervious value, Ai = 0.300

T ”Sub“‘“'é‘a “C value =:01520 . TR s ccos o
R ‘Inltlal :subarea total flow dlstance = 700.000(Ft.)
o nghest elevation = --330¢--000 (Ftx)---- -
7 _Lowest elevation = 303. 000 (Ft.) .
TElevation difference = 27.000(Ft.) Slope = 3.857 %

-~Top -of Initial- Area.Slope adjusted by User to 6.000 %
B&Ytom ‘of Initial Area Slope adjusted by User to 1.000 %
-INITIAL AREA TIME OF CONCENTRATION CALCULATIONS:
“The maximum overland flow. distance is 100.00 (Ft)}
- for ‘the top area slope value of - 6.00 %, in a development type of
.4.3 DU/A or Less
In Accordance With Table 3-2
Initial Area Time of Concentration = 6.70 minutes
(for slope value of 5.00 %)
The initial area total distance of 700. OO (Ft.}) entered leaves a
-~remaining ‘distance of 600-00-:(F&-) " .
Using Figure 3-4, the travel time for this distance 1is 6.34 minutes
for a distance of 600.00 (Ft.) and a slope of 1.00 %
with an elevation difference of 6.00(Ft.) from the end of thé top area
Tt = [11.9%length(Mi}” /(elevatlon change (Ft.))]".385 *60 (min/hr)
= 6.335 Minutes
Te={(11.9%0.113673)/( ae.no)} .385= 6.34

Total initial area Ti = 6.70 minutes from Table 3-2 plus

. 6.34 minutes from the Figure 3-4 formula = 13.04 minutes
Rainfall intensity (I) = -~ 4.154{In/Hr) for a 100.0 year storm
Effective runoff coefficient used for area (Q=KCIA) is C = 0.520
Subarea runcff = 6.221(CFS8)

Total initial stream area = 2.880(Ac.)



B Rk b b b o o e I A R et i Rk b R Rk Rk e
Process from Point/Station 2.000 to Point/Station 3.000
**x%x% PIPEFLOW TRAVEL TIME (User specified size)

L B
- " Upstream point/station elevation =  303.000(Ft.)
-~ Dowristream.point /stationielevation =. .302.000.(Ft.).
= Pipe length = - 50.00(Ft:) - Manning's N = 0.013

."w__;"“_,__No. of pipes = 1 Required pipe flow =

= 2o~ -Pime of concentration (TC) =

= 6.221(CFs)
© Given pipe sizZe "= - 18.00(In.)

Calculated individual pipe flow.

= .  6.221(CFS)
Normal flow depth in pipe =

= 8.12(In.}
= ~Flow top width inside pipe-= " 17.91(In.)
ZCritical .Depth = 11.57(In.) '
*Pipe -flow velocity = -—-8.03(Ft/s)
Travel time through-pipe = 0.10 min.

= 13.14 min. N



B R ko e a2 A S TP
Process from Point/Station 3.000 to Point/Station 3.000
© kxk* SQUBAREA FLOW ADDITION ****

- o ——

et T v ——

T : Decimal fraction soil group A

= 0.000 . “
e men 122 UL LDécimal fraction soil group B = 0.000 ) o co
Decimal fraction soil group C = 0.000 -
Decimal fraction soil group D = 1.000
T [HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ]
(24.0 DU/A or Less . ) -
Impervious value, Ai = 0.650
h FITTT O L cgUb*Area” CValue = 0.710
S ..Time_of concentration = 13.14 win. . R ] .a
—rwcs === - -~ - Rainfall intensity = 4.133(In/Hr) for a . 100.0 year storm - T .
om0t - - - Effective runoff coefficient used for total area ) : : T
~me o - - - (Q=KCIA) is € = 0.562 CA = 2.080 S T T

vw s o .o . .. . Bubarea runoff = 2.374 (CFS) for 0.820(Ac.) . e
Total runoff = 8.595 (CFS) Total area = 3.700(Ac.) ‘



B R o L e B a2 2 B L e e o A e N O 3

Process from Point/Station . 3.000 to Point/Station 4.000
* %%+ . TMPROVED CHANNEL TRAVEL TIME *#**¥* . N
Upstream point elevation = 302.000(Ft.) - :
Downstream point elevation = 299.000(Ft.) - Ci e
Channel length thru subarea = 250.000(Ft.) ) Q-_ i
Channel base width = . 3.000(Ft.) . o
Siope or 'Z' of left channel bank = 1.000 P
Slope or 'Z' of right.channel bank = .1.000 '
Estimated mean flow rate at midpoint of channel = 9.403 (CFS)
‘Marring's TN = 0.015 Cr s e el s s
Maximum depth of channel = 1.000(Ft.) ' I
Flow(q) thru subarea = 9.403 (CFS) ' - S e e
‘Depth of flow = 0.475(Ft.), Average velocity = 5.695(Ft/s) - o TS
Channel flow top width = 3.950({Ft.) O
Flow Velocity = 5.69(Ft/s} . S . -
Travel time = 0.73 min. .
Time of concentration = 13.87 min.
Critical depth = 0.625(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
[UNDISTURBED NATURAL TERRAIN 1
(Permanent Open Space )
Impervious value, Ai = 0.000
Sub-Area C Value = 0.350 »
Rainfall intensity = 3.991(In/Hxr) for a 100.0 year storm
Effective runoff ccefficient used for total area
(Q=KCIA) is C = 0.507 CA = 2.535
Subarea runoff = 1.521(CFS) for 1.300(Ac.) : .
Total runoff = 10.115(CFS} Total area = . . 5.000 (Ac.)
Depth of flow = 0.496(Fc.), Average velocity = 5.832(Ft/s)

Critical depth 0.656 (Ft.)
End of computations, total study area = 5.000 (Ac.)



APPENDIX B

HYDROLOGY STUDY
FOR PROPOSED CONDITION
(100-YEAR STORM EVENTS)




San Diego County Rational Hydrology Program
CIVILCADD/CIVILDESIGN Engineering Software, (c)1991-2004 Version 7.4

Rational -method hydrology program based on
San Diego County Flcod Control Division 2003 hydrology manual

e e o

Rational Hydrology Study Date: 02/01/05 e T e
HYDROLOGY STUDY FOR TRACT 5392 ' e
PROPOSED CONDITION ' )

100-YEAR PEAK RUNOFF

Tk ok k kR ok k% Hydrology Study Control Information-*******.;***.'-w T

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

Map data precipitation entered:

6 hour, precipitation(inches) = 2.900

24 hour precipitation{inches) = 56.500

P&/P24 = 44 .6%

Adjusted 6 hour precipitation (inches} = 2.925
Adjusted P6/P24 = 45.0%

San Diego hydrology manual 'C' values used
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Process from Point/Station 10.000 to Point/Station 11.000
*#%%x TNITIAL AREA EVALUATION ***w%

.OOOZ.,_“_‘I' T

L000. Lo T ntt L s i e T

Decimal fraction soil group A
" Decimal fraction soil group B
Decimal fraction seil group C .000 S
Decimal fraction soil group D .000

[HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL o ]
{(24.0 DU/A or Less ) ' oo
Impervious value, Ai = 0.650
Sub-Area C Value =" 07710 -~
Initial subarea total flow distance =.265:000(Ft.)..
Highest elevation = 330.000(Ft.) R -
Lowest elevation = 322.000(Ft.) . .
Elevation difference = 8.000(Ft.) Slope = 3.019 %
INITIAL AREA TIME OF CONCENTRATION CALCULATIONS:
The maximum overland flow distance is 90.00 (Ft)
- for the top area slope.value of 3.02 %, in a development type of

24.0 DU/A or Less
In Accordance With Table 3-2
Initial Area Time of Concentration = 8.10 minutes

(for slope value of 3.00 %)
The initial area total distance of 265.00 (Ft.) entered .leaves a
remaining distance of 175.00 (Ft.) ‘
Using Figure 3-4, the travel time for this distance is 1.60 minutes
for a distance of 175.00 (Ft.) and a slope of 3.02 %
with an elevation difference of 5.28(Ft.) from the end of the top area
Tt = [11.9*length(Mi)"3)/(elevation change(Ft.))]1".385 *60(min/hr)

= 1.603 Minutes :

non, o
H OO

- R - - s

Tt=[(11.9%0.033173)/( 5.28)]17.385= 1.60 :
" Total initial area Ti = 8.10Lminutes from Table 3-2 plus

1.60 minutes from the Figure 3-4 formula = 9.70 minutes
Rainfall intensity (I) = 5.025{(In/Hr) for a 100.0 year storm
Effective runoff coefficient used for area (Q=KCIA) is C = 0.710
Subarea runoff = 1.927(CFS)

Total initial stream area = 0.540(Ac.)
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Process from Point/Station 11.000 to Point/Station 12.000
**** DIPEFLOW TRAVEL TIME (User specified size) ****

Upstream point/station elevation = 319.000(Ft.)}:

Downstream point/station elevatiom:-= __3@5.000(Ft.) = . _ A
Pipe length . = 40.00(Ft.) Manning's N = 0.013

No. of pipes = 1 Required pipe flow = 1.927(CFS)

Given pipe size = 8.00(In.) . oo

Calculated individual pipe flow = 1.927 (CFS)

Normal flow depth in pipe = 2.84{In.)

Flow top width inside pipe = 7.65(Fn.). -+ -
Critical Depth = 7.45(In.) _ N R i
Pipe flow velocity = 17.35(Ft/s). .

Travel time through pipe = 0.04 min.

Time of concentration (TC} =  9.74 .min.
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Process from Point/Station 12.000 to Point/Station 12.Q000
*%*% QUBAREA FLOW ADDITION ***#*

Decimal fraction soil group A =-0.000~=
Decimal fraction soil grdup B =707000.""
Decimal fraction soil group € =-0-0007%-"7 -
becimal fraction soil group D =.1.000
(HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL o] _

(24.0 DU/A or Less ) : G e e -
Impervious value, Ai = 0.650 -~ - -
Sub-Area ¢ Value ="0.7i0
Time of concentration = 9.74 min..zi.e.o N .
Rainfall intensity = 5.012(In/Hr) for'a - 100.0 year storm
Effective runoff coefficient used for total area

(Q=KCIA) is C = 0.710 CA = - 0.462" ’

Subarea runoff = 0.387(CFS) for--: 0.110(Ac.) :
Total runoff = 2.313 (CFS) ‘Total area = 0.650(Ac.)

T T
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Process from Point/Station 12.000 to Point/Station 13.000
*%+* PIPEFLOW TRAVEL TIME. (User specified size) #****

[

Upstream point/station elevation = 305.000{Ft.)
Downstream’ point/station.elevation.= . .303.500(Ft.)
Pipe length = -=—38,,00{(Ft.) . Manning's N = 0.013

No. of pipes = 1 Required pipe flow = 2.313 (CFS}
Given pipe size = * -8.00(In.)

Calculated individual-.pipe flow = 2.313(CFS) . S
Normal flow depth in pipe = 6.31(In.)

"Flow tép width inside pipe =z - 6.53{(In.) ~

Critical depth_could-not be calculated.

Pipe flow velocityr = - _ -7.83(Ft/s) —-— = -

Travel time through pipe = .0.08 min.

Time of cgncentration*(TC) = 9.82 min.
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Process from Point/Station 13.000 to Point/Station 13.000
w4k SUBAREA FLOW ADDITION ***x* '

Decimal fragtion. §011Tg¥dup & = 0.000°
Decimal.-fraction soil. .group B =.0.000. . _ _ -
Dec1méi_f§5bgionm501l group C = "0.000" T T
Decimal fraction s6il’ group D = 1.000 )

(HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ]
(24.0° DU/A or Less )
Imperv1ous value, Ai = 0.650

--8ub-Area C- Valueﬂrro T10o oo . . e
Time of concentratlon 9.82 min. '
RalnfallmiﬁEéhgity w.s-.4.986(In/Hr) for a 100.0 year storm
Effective runoff coeff1c1ent used for total area
(Q=KCIA) is C = 0.710 CA_=, . .0.61B8 ' -
Subarea runoff = 0.766{CFS) for 0.220(Ac.)

Total runoff = 3.980(CFS) Total area = 0.870(Ac.)



\

N

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
Process from Point/Station 13.000 to Point/Station 14.000
*+x* PTPEFLOW TRAVEL TIME (Program estimated size) ****

—t A ‘.h-'m—t_—nf - - - et

" Upstream point/station elevation =  303.500 (Ft.)
Downstream'pelﬁt/station elevafion == 301.500(Ft.)
Pipe Y®&rigth™: -38-.00(Ft.). Manning's N = (0.013
No. of pipes- ;; Required pipe flow = 3.080(CFS)
Nearest computed_plpe diameter = 9.00(In.)
Calculated individual pipe flow = 3.080.(CFS) T
~Normal flow. depth in pipe = 6.15{(In.} .

Flow ‘top width.inside pipe ="_. '8.37(In.} "
i'Craplcal depth could not be calculated.
Pipe- Flow velocity =.. . 9:57(Ft/s).

Travel time - through plpe = 6.07 min. .
Time of econcentration™ (TC) . 9.89 min.
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Process from Point/Station 14.000 to Point/Station 14.000
#*** CONFLUENCE OF MINOR STREAMS ****

T, -

o '-Sgieg flowrarea = "5 .0:870(Ac.)z22 . ...
-:Rurigff from this stream = . _3.080{CFS)
... .Time_  of concentration = 9.89 min.
."_Rainfall” intensity = 4.964 (In/Hr)




B et b b e o e O b ok a0 o T O o o L i Mot 2 s it stk e b o S RS
Process from Point/Station 14.000 to Point/Station 14.000
**++ [JSER DEFINED FLOW INFORMATION AT A POINT ****

soil éroup A = 0.000

Decimal fraction

LT TTDeeiWE-FrAtion soil group B = 0.000. - o E
Decimal fraction soil group C = 0.000 :
- . Decimal fraction soil group D = 1.000 ) .
cI . [MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ] A ST
(4.3 DU/A or Less ) . e S e s . S - .
Impervious value, Ai = 0.300
T ". -. 'Sub-Area C Value = 0.520 ST s
e L - .Rainfall intensity (I) = | 4.161(In/Hr) for a 100.0 year storm PO S
L i - "7 " User specified values are as follows: IR IR
TC = " 13.00 min. Rain intensity = 4.16 (In/Hx) IR

Total area = 2.880(Ac.) Total runoff = 6.200{CFS) - R
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Process from Point/Station 14.00
**x*x%* CONFLUENCE OF MINOR STREAMS **+*%

0 to Point/Station

14.000

Along Main Stream number: 1 in normal

" StEréam-flow area = 2.880(Ac.)
Runoff- from this stream = 6.200(C
Time of concentration = 13.00 min.

Rainfall intensity =

_ 4.161 (In/Hr)
Summary of stream data: C

. .8tréam™  Flow rate TC .

No... . (CFS) {min)

1 3.080 5.89

2 6.200 13.00

Qmax (1) = :
1.000 * . 1.000 * 3.080)
1.000 = 0.761 * 6.200)

Qmax(2) =
0.838 ~ 1.000 =+ . 3.080)
1.000 * 1.000 * 6.200)

Total of 2 streams to confluence:

Flow rates before confluence point:
3.080 6.200

Maximum flow rates at confluence using
7.796 8.781

Area of streams before confluence:
D.870 2.880

Results of confluence:

Total flow rate = 8.781 (CFS)

Time of concentration = 13.000 min.

Effective stream area after confluence

stream number 2

FS)

Rainfall Intensity

{In/Hr)
4.964
4.161
+
+ = 7.7%6
+
+ = 8.781

above data:

3.750(Ac.)

It
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Process from Point/Station 14.000 to Point/Station 15.000
*k+% PTPEFLOW TRAVEL TIME (Program estimated size) ****

. Upstream point/station elevation = 301.000(Ft.) ThIE T

Downstream point/station elevation = 300.500(FL.)7 - [ =

Pipe length = 140.00(Ft.) Manning's N = 0.013 " e

No. of pipes = 1 Required pipe flow = 8.781(CFS) )
Nearest computed pipe diameter = 21.00{In.) LU el
Calculated individual pipe flow = 8.781(CFS)

Normal flow depth in pipe = 15.988(In.)

Flow top width inside pipe = 17.91(In.) ' T S
Critical Depth = 13.21{(In.) B
Pipe flow velocity = 4.47(Ft/s) ot e
Travel time through pipe = 0.52 min. T .

Time of concentration (TC) = 13.52 min.
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15.000 to Point/Station

Process from Point/Station
** %% GSUBAREA FLOW ADDITION ***%*

15.000

Decimal fraction socil group A = 0.000
Decimal fraction soil group B = 0
Decimal fraction soil group C = 0.000
Decimal fraction soil group D = 1.000
[HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ‘
(24.0 DU/A or Less )

Impervious value, Ai = 0.650

Sub-Area C Value = 0.710

Time of concentration = 13.52 min.

Rainfall intensity =

(Q=KCIA) is C = 0.596 CA =
Subarea runcff = 2.795(CFS)
Total runcff = 11.577(CFS)

.000

4.057{In/Hr)
Effective runoff ceoefficient used for total area

: 2.854 D
for

100.0 year

1.040(AcC.)’

Total area 4:790(Ac.)



+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++{++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
Process from Point/Station 15.000 to Point/Stapion 16.000
*okk ok PIPEFLOW TRAVEL TIME (Program estimated size) *w»xx

Upstream point/station elevation = 3003500+Ft2[ﬁ}
Downstream point/station elevation’™= ~.299<000/(Ft ) .--270 . . .o
Pipe length = 110.00(Ft.) Manning's-N -£.0.7013 - .
No. of pipes = 1 Required pipe flow = 11.577{CFS)
Nearest computed pipe diameter = 18.00(In). 0 T
Calculated .individual pipe flow = 11.577(CFS)
Normal flow depth in pipe = 13.92(In.)

Flow top width inside pipe = 15.07(In.) .~ - 777
Critical Depth = 15.55(In.) e e
Pipe flow velocity = T.90(Ft/g)y =~ TTE= Rt ocw
Travel time through pipe = 0.23 min. -

Time of concentration (TC) = 13.75 min.

End of computations, total study area = 4.790 (Ac.)
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CIRCULAR CHANNEL ANALYSIS

RATING CURVE COMPUTATION
FOR STORM DRAIN NO. 55 (S&e Fi&, 7) @
TR. NO. 5392

February 10, 2005

- PROGRAM INPUT DATA

DESCRIPTION =s e e
VALUE
Channel Bottom Slope (ft/ft) ... uus it vt i meaeeceeernennn 0.010
Manning's Roughness Cogfficient (n-value)................. . .0.013
Channel Diameter (ft)............... . ..o 0nnn SRR 2.0
Minimum Flow Depth (ft)y.:.. ... .. i i 0.1
Maximum Flow Depth (ft) ...l ot ittt i e i .. 2.1
Incremental Head (ft)......iiiuiviiiinannniinaan. TR 0.1
COMPUTATION RESULTS .
Flow Flow Flow . Froude Velocity . Energy Flow Top
Depth Rate Velocity “Number Head Head Area Width
(ft) (cfs) {fps) . (£t} (ft)  {sg ft) {ft)
0.1 0.11 1.85 1.256 0.053 0.153 0.06 0.87
0.2 .47 2.89 1.38 0.13 0.33 0.16 1.2
0.3 1.1 3.72 1.442 0.215 0.515 0.3 1.43
0.4 1.98 4.43 1.477 0.305 0.705 0.45 1.6
0.5 3.1 5.05 1.494 0.396 0.8396 0.61 1.73
0.6 . 4.43 5.58 1.498 0.485 1.085 0.79 1.83
0.7 5.85 6.07 1.483 0.573 1.273 0.98 1.91
0.8 7.62 6.5 1.48 0.656 1.456 1.17 1.986
0.9 9.42 ©.87 1.4¢6 0.734 1.634 1.37 1.99
1.0 11.31 7.2 1.432 0.806 1.806 1.57 2.0
1.1 13.25 7.48 1.399 0.87 1.97 1.77 1.99
1.2 15.2 7.72 1.358 0.927 2.127 1.87 1.96
1.3 17.11 7.92 1.311 6.974 2.274 2.16 1.91
1.4 18.94 8.06 1.256 1.01 2.41 2.35 1.83
1.5 20.63 8.16 1.191 1.035 2.535 2.53 1.73
1.6 22.11 8.21 1.115 1.047 2.647 2.69 1.6
1.7 23.31 8.19 1.023 1.042 2.742 2.85 1.43
1.8 24.11 8.1 . 0.906 1.018 2.818 2.98 1.2
1.9 7.88 0.739 0.966 2.866 3.08 0.87
2.0 0.0 B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

COMPUTATION NOTES

*** Rating Curve terminated at flow depth = 2.00
Flow depth equals or exceeds channel diameter (2.00)

HYDROCALC Hydraulics for Windows, Version 1.2 Copyright {(c) 1996
Dodson & Associates, Inc., 5629 FM 1960 West, Suite 314, Houston, TX 77068
Phone: (281)440-3787, Fax:({281)440-4742, Email:software@dodson-hydro.com

All Rights Reserved.
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CIRCULAR CHANNEL\ANALYSIS
NORMAL DEPTH COMPUTATION
FOR TR. NO.5392

February 12, 2005

- PROGRAM INPUT DATA

DESCRIPTION

..VALUE e -
FLONW RALE (CFS) « v v v vt e neeee e e et e e eeen e r e eeeen, 11.6 T
Channel Bottom Slope _{ft/ft).......... e PR : © 0.0125
Manning's Roughness Coefficient (n-value)................... 0.0224
Channel Diamete€r (ft).............iiiviiiiiiiiiiin i, : 2.0 - ML S

) _ COMPUTATICN RESULTS ) T

DESCRIPTION T ] S

- VALUE . T e LEEETaat T
Normal Depth (ft) ........................................... 1.34
Flow Velocity (fps) ......................................... 5.18 -
'E"roude Nu.fnbe]: ............................................... 0_836 ) _ o
Velocity Head (f) -t esrrrsssees ot 0_42'.
Energy Head (ft) ............................................ 1.76
Cross-Sectlonal Area of Flow (sq ft)-r---r--remremerne. e 2.24
TOp Wldth Of FlOW (ft) ...................................... 1‘88

HYDROCALC Hydraulics for Windows, Version 1.2 Copyright (c} 1996
Dodson & Associates, Inc., 5629 M 1960 West, Suite 314, Houston, TX 7706°¢
Phone: (281)440-3787, Fax:(281)440-4742, Email:software@dodson-hydro.com

All Rights Reserved.
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO - DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE

DATE: July 27, 2007
TO: Planning Comimission

SUBJECT: SWEETWATER CONDOMINIUMS; TENTATIVE MAP TM 5392 AND
SITE PLAN S04-050, SPRING VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN (District: 2)

SUMMARY:

Overview

The project proposes the construction of ten new condominium units on a 1.15-acre site
in the Spring Valley Community Plan area. The General Plan Regional Category is
CUDA and ECA. The General Plan land use is (7) Residential Use (10.9 dwelling
units per gross acre) and the Zoning is RV11 (Variable-Family Residential) - 10.9
dwelling units per net acre. The project is located east of Sweetwater Road, south of
Ildica Street (adjacent to 2047 Sweetwater Road), in the Spring Valley Community
Planning area.

Recommendation(s)

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE:

1. Adopt the Resolution approving TM 5392 that makes the appropriate findings
and includes those requirements and conditions necessary to ensure that the
project is implemented in a manner consistent with the Subdivision Ordinance
and State Law (Attachment B).

2. Grant Site Plan Review S04-050 that makes the appropriate findings and includes
those requirements and conditions necessary to ensure that the project is

implemented in a manner consistent with the Zoning Ordinance (Attachment C).

Fiscal Impact
NA

Business Impact Statement
NA :

5201 RUFFIN ROAD, SUITE B, SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1666 * (858)694-2960 « MS O650 * FAX [(858) 694-3373
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SUBJECT: SWEETWATER CONDOMINIUMS; TENTATIVE MAP TM 35392 AND
SITE PLAN S04-050, SPRING VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN (District: 2)

Advisory Board Statement
NA

Involved Parties

Owner: A&E Sweet Homes, LLC; Representative: Hossein Eftekhari, A&E Sweet
Homes, LLC

See Ownership Disclosure in Attachment F

BACKGROUND:

The proposal is for the construction of ten new condominium units on a 1.15-acre site in the
Spring Valley Community Planning area. The project will consist of two 2-story buildings, one
with seven attached units and the other with three attached units. Each unit will have three
bedrooms and an attached two-car garage. Eight guest parking spaces including one handicapped
space will be provided on-site. Access will be provided by a private driveway easement
connecting to Sweetwater Road via an existing private road easement. The site 1s currently
vacant. A six-foot high berm is located along the western site boundary adjacent to Sweetwater
Road. The berm will be landscaped and retained as a noise barrier. Additionally, a six-foot high
sound wall will be built on the south property line. Sewer service will be provided by the Spring
Valley Sanitation District and water will be provided by the Helix Water District. Lands
surrounding the project site are characterized by a mix of multi-family and single-family
residential uses including manufactured homes.

A Site Plan Review Permit is required because of three special area zoning designators: 1) the B
designator for compliance with the Spring Valley Design Guidelines, 2) the D1 designator, for
development within the 100-year floodplain of Spring Valley Creek, and 3) the D2 designator
which provides neighborhood noise standards within Spring Valley.

The Spring Valley Planning Group/Design Review Board met on March 8, 2005 and found the
Site Plan to be consistent with the Spring Valley Design Review Guidelines. The building
features a contemporary architectural theme that provides a sloping roof and an articulated
building elevation. Building materials include stucco siding and flat roof tiles. The maximum
building height will be 24 feet 8 inches. Group usable open will consist of a 620 square-foot
children’s play area along the east property line and a 1,160 square-foot multi-purpose common
recreation area near the entrance driveway. The project complies with all usable open space,
landscaping, parking, vehicular access, and fire access requirements. Landscaping conditions
have been incorporated into the Site Plan. The Site Plan complies with the 100-year floodplain
requirement because specific conditions have been added to require the buildings to be sited
outside the 100-year flood way. The project is subject to potential noise impacts from
Sweetwater Road and SR-125. As discussed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, noise
mitigation conditions include retention of the six-foot high berm along Sweetwater Road,
construction of a six-foot high sound wall along the southern property boundary, and
construction of balcony sound attenuation barriers. Additionally, a noise protection easement
will be granted for the entire site so that an interior noise analysis of the final building design will
be required prior to the issuance of the building permit to demonstrate future compliance with the

_2.
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SUBJECT: SWEETWATER CONDOMINIUMS; TENTATIVE MAP TM 5392 AND
SITE PLAN S04-050, SPRING VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN (District: 2)

County’s 45-decibel CNEL interior criterion. The required findings for the Site Plan Review
Permit are provided in Attachment C, Site Plan Review Decision.

PROJECT ISSUES:
No project issues have been identified. For a complete discussion of the project, see the Land
Use Analysis, Attachment G.

ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS:

A Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for this project (ER 04-18-008) has been prepared and
is on file with the Department of Planning and Land Use (Attachment D). Mitigation measures
are included as part of the MND and have been incorporated in the Resolution approving
T™ 5392.

PREVIOUS ACTIONS:
N/A

ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN WITHOUT APPROPRIATE PERMITS:
N/A

PUBLIC INPUT:
On March 8, 2005, the Spring Valley Planning Group voted 9-2-0 to recommend approval of the
project. See Attachment E for the Planning Group Minutes.

DEPARTMENT REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION:

1. The project, as proposed, is consistent with the (7) Residential Land Use Designation of
the General Plan because it proposes residential uses with a density that does not exceed
10.9 dwelling units per acre. The project is compatible with the character of adjacent
properties.

2. The project, as proposed, is consistent with the Spring Valley Community Plan because it
proposes residential uses in area designated for residential uses.

3. The project, as proposed, is consistent with the RV11 Use Regulation because it proposes
a multi-family attached residential use which is a permitted use.

4, The Tentative Map as proposed complies with all the required findings of the Subdivision
Map Act and County Subdivision Ordinance as described and incorporated in the
attached Resolution, Attachment B.

5. The Site Plan as proposed complies with all of the requirements pursuant to Sections
5750, 5900 and 7150 of the Zoning Ordinance.
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SUBJECT: SWEETWATER CONDOMINIUMS; TENTATIVE MAP TM 5392 AND
SITE PLAN S04-050, SPRING VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN (District: 2)

6. The project complies with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State
and County CEQA Guidelines because the project has completed a Mitigated Negative
Declaration dated March 22, 2007 and on file with the Department of Planning and Land
Use as Environmental Review No. ER 04-18-008.

cc: Hossein Eftekhari, A&E Sweet Homes, LLC, 100 S. Anaheim Blvd. #360, Anaheim, CA
92805
William T. Duke, 100 S. Anaheim Blvd. #360, Anaheim, CA
Barry Beech, DPW Project Manager, Department of Public Works, M.S. 0336
Jeff Murphy, Chief, Department of Planning and Land Use, M.S. 0650
Joe Farace, Planning Manager, Department of Planning and Land Use, M.S. 0650
Lisa Robles, Case Closure, Department of Planning and Land Use, M.S. 0650
Carl Hebert, Case Tracking System, Department of Planning and Land Use, M.S. 0650

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment A — Planning Documentation

Attachment B — Resolution or Form of Decision Approving TM 5392RPL?
Attachment C - Site Decision Approving S04-050

Attachment D — Environmental Documentation

Attachment E — Public Documentation

Attachment F — Ownership Disclosure

Attachment G — Land Use Analysis

CONTACT PERSON:

Greg Konar

Name
858-495-5873

Phone
858-694-3373

Fax
0650

Mail Station
Greg.Konar@sdcounty.ca.gov

E-mail

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE: \ ,

\_/ERI

PCO7\07-2N\TMS5392-LTR;jer
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Planning Documentation

ATTACHMENT A



