



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































GEOCON

-

PHASE | ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT

REPORT

o




GEOCON
INCORPORATED 2
GEOTECHNICAL @« ENVIRONMENTAL @ MATERIALS )'>

Project No. 08003-62-31
September 4, 2018

Lennar
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Attention: Alex Plishner
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BLOCKS F (AVANTE) AND G (SKYE)
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

Dear Mr. Plishner:

In accordance with your request and our Proposal No. LE-18300 dated August 17, 2018, we have
performed a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the property south of Templeton Street
and west of Garretson Street (the Site) in San Diego, California.

The Phase I ESA was performed to provide information regarding the potential for existing hazardous
substances and/or petroleum product impacts at the Site as part of Lennar’s construction loan
financing requirements. The accompanying report presents the details of our Phase [ ESA.

We appreciate the opportunity to have performed this Phase I ESA for Lennar. Please contact us if you
have any questions concerning this report or if we may be of further service.

Very truly yours,

GEOCON INCORPORATED

Brett G. ConneryCEG Jim'Brake, PG
Senior Geologist / Senior Geologist
BGC:JB:cam

(e-mail)  Addressee

6960 Flanders Drive ® San Diego, California 92121-2974 ®  Telephone 858.558.6900 ® Fax 858.558.6159
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PHASE | ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT REPORT

1.  INTRODUCTION

This report presents the findings of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the property
south of Templeton Street and west of Garretson Street (the Site) in San Diego, California. The Phase
I ESA was requested by Lennar (the Client) to provide information regarding the potential for existing
hazardous substances and/or petroleum product impacts at the Site as part of their construction loan

financing requirements.

1.1 Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of the Phase I ESA was to identify evidence or indications of ‘recognized environmental
conditions’ (REC) as defined by the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Designation
E 1527-13 Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment Process. Section 1.1.1 of ASTM Designation E 1527-13 defines an REC as “the presence
or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at a property: (1) due
to release to the environment; (2) under conditions indicative of a release to the environment; or (3)
under conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the environment. De minimis
conditions are not recognized environmental conditions.” De minimis conditions are those that
generally do not present a threat to human health or the environment and that generally would not be

the subject of enforcement action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies.

ASTM Designation E 1527-13 also defines ‘Historical’ and ‘Controlled” RECs. They define an
‘Historical REC’ (HREC) as “A past release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products that
has occurred in connection with the property and has been addressed to the satisfaction of the
applicable regulatory authority or meeting unrestricted use criteria established by a regulatory
authority, without subjecting the property to any required controls (for example, property use
restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or engineering controls).” ASTM
defines a ‘Controlled REC’ (CREC) as “a recognized environmental condition resulting from a past
release of hazardous substances or petroleum products that has been addressed to the satisfaction of
the applicable regulatory authority (for example, as evidenced by the issuance of a no further action
letter or equivalent, or meeting risk-based criteria established by regulatory authority), with hazardous
substances or petroleum products allowed to remain in place subject to the implementation of required
controls (for example, property use restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or
engineering controls).” An HREC is not an REC if a property meets current standards for unrestricted
residential use. A CREC remains an REC by definition when the property does not meet the

unrestricted residential use requirements unconditionally.
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We also conducted the Phase I ESA in general accordance with the requirements of 40 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 312 titled Standards and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries, as
required under Sections 101(35)(B)(ii)) and (iii) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). The purpose of conducting an all appropriate inquiries
investigation into the previous ownership and uses of a property is to meet the provisions necessary for
the landowner, contiguous property owner, and/or bona fide prospective purchaser to qualify for
certain landowner liability protections under CERCLA.

The following principles are an integral part of ASTM Designation E1527-13:

° “Uncertainty Not Eliminated - No environmental site assessment can wholly eliminate
uncertainty regarding the potential for recognized environmental conditions in connection
with a property. Performance of this practice is intended to reduce, but not eliminate,
uncertainty regarding the potential for recognized environmental conditions in connection
with a property, and this practice recognizes reasonable limits of time and cost.”

° “Not Exhaustive - All Appropriate Inquiries does not mean an exhaustive assessment of a
property. There is a point at which the cost of information obtained or the time required to
gather it outweighs the usefulness of the information and, in fact, may be a material detriment
to the orderly completion of transactions. One of the purposes of this practice is to identify a
balance between the competing goals of limiting the costs and time demands inherent in
performing an environmental site assessment and the reduction of uncertainty about unknown
conditions resulting from additional information.”

° “Level of Inquiry is Variable - Not every property will warrant the same level of assessment.
Consistent with good commercial and customary practice, the appropriate level of
environmental site assessment will be guided by the type of property subject to assessment,
the expertise and risk tolerance of the user, and the information developed in the course of the

inquiry.”
1.2 Scope of Services

We performed the scope of services outlined in our Proposal No. LE-18300 dated August 17, 2018,
with the exception that we did not review Sanborn fire insurance maps, as Environmental Data
Resources, Inc. (EDR) indicated that there are none available for the Site or surrounding vicinity. The
main components of the Phase I ESA and their objectives, as specified by the referenced standards,

include the following:

° Physical Setting Review: we reviewed physical setting references for information concerning
the topographic, geologic, and hydrogeologic characteristics of the Site and vicinity. Such
information may be indicative of pathways (i.e., direction and/or extent) that a contaminant
could migrate along in the event of a spill or release.

° Regulatory Agency Records Review: we reviewed publicly available Federal, State, and
local regulatory agency records for information regarding the use, storage, and disposal of
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hazardous substances and/or petroleum products at the Site and facilities and properties
adjoining or within % mile of the Site. Such records may identify RECs at or potentially
affecting the Site.

° Site History Review: we reviewed information regarding the historical uses of the Site and
adjoining and nearby facilities and properties back to the Site’s and other properties’ first use
or 1940, whichever is earlier, that could have led to RECs on or near the Site. Historical
sources reviewed included aerial photographs, topographic maps, and city directories. In
addition, we conducted interviews with persons who were expected to be reasonably
knowledgeable about historical and/or current conditions at and uses of the Site.

° Site Reconnaissance: we performed a site reconnaissance to observe site conditions and
activities for evidence of RECs. The site reconnaissance was for the Site only. We viewed
offsite properties and features solely from the vantage of the Site and public thoroughfares.

1.3 Report Limitations

We prepared this Phase I ESA report exclusively for the Client. The information obtained is only
relevant for the dates of the records reviewed and the latest site visit. Therefore, the information
contained herein is only valid as of the date of the report and will require an update after 180 days to

reflect updated records and another reconnaissance to assess current site conditions.

The Client should recognize that a Phase I ESA is not a comprehensive site characterization and
should not be construed as such. The findings and conclusions presented in this report are predicated
on the site reconnaissance, information in the specified regulatory records, and information regarding
the historical usage of the Site, as presented in this report. The Client should also understand that
wetlands, asbestos-containing building materials, lead-containing paint, lead in drinking water, radon,
mercury related to mining activities, methane, and mold surveys were not included in the scope of
services for this Phase I ESA. Assessment for potential naturally occurring hazards such as asbestos

and arsenic was also not included.

Therefore, the report should only be deemed conclusive with respect to the information obtained. No
guarantee or warranty of the results of the Phase I ESA is implied within this report or any subsequent
reports, correspondence or consultation, either express or implied. We strived to conduct the services
summarized herein in accordance with the local standard of care in the geographic region at the time

the services were rendered.

1.4 Data Gaps

A data gap is defined by ASTM Designation E 1527-13 as “a lack of or inability to obtain information
required by this practice despite good faith efforts by the environmental professional to gather such
information.” Data gaps could include such things as insufficient historical information, the inability
to interview persons with direct site knowledge (e.g., the owner(s), past owner(s), tenants, workers,
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etc.) or the lack of access to all parts of a site during the site reconnaissance. As indicated in Section
1.2, we did not review Sanborn fire insurance maps for the Site and surrounding vicinity because there
are none for the Site and vicinity. We do not consider this a significant data gap however, because of
other available historical information we reviewed.

2. SITE DESCRIPTION

This section provides information regarding the location and physical characteristics of the Site

including its size, topography, geologic, soil, and hydrogeologic conditions.

21 Location and Legal Description

The 11.88-acre Site is located south of Templeton Street and west of Garretson Street in the 4S Ranch
area of San Diego, California (Figure 1). The Site is situated south of Camino Del Sur and adjacent to
the west of the Del Sur Town Center retail complex. The San Diego County assessor’s parcel numbers
(APNs) for the Site are 678-690-12 through -19. A copy of the parcel map is in Appendix A.

The Site is depicted in the northwestern quarter of Section 30 of Township 13 South, Range 2 West,
San Bernardino Base and Meridian on the United States Geological Survey’s (USGS) Rancho Santa
Fe, California, 7.5-minute topographic map (USGS, 2012).

2.2 Site and Vicinity General Characteristics

The Site is two sheet-graded pads separated by Coyote Bush Drive that are currently under
construction with multi-family residential structures. The western portion of the Site west of Coyote
Bush Drive is identified as Block F and is also known as “Avante.” The eastern portion of the Site is
identified as Block G and is also known as “Skye.” The surrounding vicinity includes single- and
multi-family residences, and commercial (retail) development. Figure 2 depicts the site boundaries and

features and surrounding properties. Further site description is provided in Sections 2.4 and 6.

221 Topography

The topography of the site vicinity is characterized by hills and ravines with moderate to steep slopes.
The Site is situated in an area that has been graded relatively flat for development. The USGS Rancho
Santa Fe, California, 7.5-minute topographic map (USGS, 2012), depicts the elevation of the Site as

approximately 520 feet above mean sea level.
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2.2.2 Geologic and Soil Conditions

The Site is located in the Peninsular Ranges geomorphic province of Southern California (Norris and
Webb, 1990). This geomorphic province extends approximately 900 miles from its northern terminus
against the Transverse Ranges and Los Angeles Basin, south to the tip of Baja California. In general,
the province is characterized by rugged mountains in Mesozoic igneous and metamorphic rocks to the
east, with a dissected coastal plain on Cenozoic sediments to the west. The Peninsular Ranges vary in
width from approximately 30 to 100 miles, and are traversed fault zones trending roughly northwest-
southeast.

We performed an update geotechnical investigation (GI) of the Site in August 2017 during which we
evaluated the Site’s geologic conditions by trenching in several locations to a maximum depth of 7
feet (Geocon, 2017). During our GI we observed that the majority of the Site is underlain by
compacted fill generally consisting of silty to clayey sands and silty to sandy clays with thicknesses up
to 2 ' feet. The western and southwestern portions of Block F are underlain by the Stadium
Conglomerate and the Mission Valley Formation, respectively. The Stadium Conglomerate typically
consists of dense to very dense, sandy to clayey, gravel and cobble conglomerate with interbedded
silty sands. The Mission Valley Formation typically consists of dense to very dense, sandstone and
interbedded siltstones and claystones. The compacted fill is underlain by the Mission Valley
Formation (generally in the south-central portion of the Site), Stadium Conglomerate (central and
southeastern portions of the Site) or Friars Formation/Delmar Formations (undifferentiated;
northwestern portion of the Site). The Friars/Delmar Formations typically consist of dense sandstones,

hard claystones and siltstones.

Information concerning the soil conditions at and in proximity to the Site from the United States
Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Web Soil Survey
(http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/HomePage.htm) indicates that site soils are Diablo clay,
which is well drained and has low infiltration rates, and Huerhuero loam, which is moderately well

drained and has very low to moderately low infiltration rates.

223 Hydrologic and Hydrogeologic Conditions

Groundwater quality and occurrence information available from the California Department of Water
Resources and the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) indicates that the Site is
located in the Solana Beach Hydrologic Area (905.10) of the San Dieguito Hydrologic Unit (905.00).
Groundwater in the Solana Beach Hydrologic Area has existing beneficial use designations for
municipal, agricultural, and industrial supply purposes (SWRCB, 2018).

We did not encounter groundwater in any of our trenches excavated at the Site as part of our
geotechnical investigation in 2017. The maximum depth explored was 7 feet. Therefore, in an effort to
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assess local groundwater conditions, we reviewed reports available on the SWRCB’s GeoTracker
online database (http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov) for nearby facilities with a groundwater
monitoring well array. However, the nearest such facility is over 2 miles east of the Site and
groundwater conditions there are likely not representative of those beneath the Site. Based on the site
topography and elevation, depth to groundwater is anticipated to be in excess of 50 feet and
groundwater flow direction is expected to be generally to the west toward the Pacific Ocean with local

variations associated with topography.

2.3 Current and Planned Uses of the Site

The Site is currently being developed with multi-family residential structures. Further description of

the Site is provided in Section 6.

2.4 Descriptions of Structures, Roads, Other Improvements on the Site

Multi-family residential structures are currently under construction at the Site. An improved road,
Coyote Bush Drive, extends north to south through the central portion of the Site and separates Blocks
F and G. Further description of the Site is provided in Section 6.3.

25 Current Uses of Adjoining Properties

Current uses of adjoining properties are primarily single- and multifamily residential with commercial
(retail) to the east and sheet-graded pads to the north. Further information regarding adjoining

properties is provided in Section 6.4.

3. USER-PROVIDED INFORMATION

This section summarizes site information provided by the Client — the “user” of this Phase I ESA. Also
provided are responses to inquiries to the Client via a “user” questionnaire for information pertaining

to the Site. Alexander Plishner with Lennar completed the questionnaire (Appendix B).

31 Title, Appraisal and Sale Agreement Records

Mr. Plishner provided Preliminary Title Reports (PTRs) for Blocks F and G of the Site prepared by
North American Title Company and dated March 2 and March 7, 2018, respectively. The PTRs
indicate that the site parcels are owned by SPIC Del Sur, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company.
The PTRs identify no issues regarding the environmental condition of the Site.
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3.2 Environmental Liens or Activity and Use Limitations

Mr. Plishner indicated that he has no knowledge of environmental liens on or activity and use

limitations for the Site.

3.3 Specialized Knowledge

Mr. Plishner indicated he has no specialized knowledge of the Site.

34 Commonly Known or Reasonably Ascertainable Information

Mr. Plishner indicated he is not aware of commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information

pertaining to the Site other than that the Site is actively under construction.

3.5 Owner, Property Manager, and Occupant Information

Mr. Plishner indicated the Site is owned by Standard Pacific Investment Corporation (SPIC), an entity

owned/operated by Lennar Homes.

3.6 Valuation Reduction for Environmental Issues

A real estate transaction and appraisal is not the basis for this Phase I ESA. Therefore, there is no

purchase price to compare to fair market value.

3.7 Reason for Performing the Phase | ESA

The Phase I ESA was requested to provide information regarding the potential for existing hazardous

substance and/or petroleum product impacts at the Site for construction loan financing purposes.

4. RECORDS REVIEW

This section summarizes information we obtained from readily available agency records for the Site

and properties and facilities in the surrounding vicinity.

4.1 Standard Environmental Record Sources

EDR searched federal, state, and local databases regarding the use, storage, disposal, or release of
hazardous substances and/or petroleum products for the Site and area within one mile of the Site. The

databases that list the Site and/or properties/facilities within one mile of the Site and the number of
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properties/facilities listed are summarized in the table below. A copy of The EDR Radius Map™

Report with GeoCheck, dated August 17, 2018, is in Appendix C.

Search | Number
Database Name Radius of
(Mile) Listings
FEDERAL DATABASES
RCRA-CESQG (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act — Conditionally v, 1
Exempt Small Quantity Generators) ¢
RCRA-SQG (Small Quantity Generators) Ya 1
STATE AND LOCAL DATABASES
CA ENVIROSTOR (Department of Toxic Substance Control Database) 1 3

411 Site

The Site is not listed on any of the databases searched by EDR.

4.1.2 Offsite Properties

The following table summarizes information provided by various databases and presented in EDR’s

report for listed properties/facilities located less than Y4 mile (or ¥4 mile for LUST facilities) from the

Site, their status, and their potential, if any, to cause (or have caused) an REC at the Site. Information

for properties/facilities in excess of %4 mile (or % mile for LUST facilities) of the Site is not included

in the table. Distances reported by EDR may differ from actual distances.

Approximate
Distance,
Property Name Direction,
and Databases Pertinent Information
and Address .
Hydraulic
Gradient
Position
This facility was first listed as a
conditionally exempt small-quantity
generator (CESQQG) in March 2016. No
CVS Pharmacy #17668 | 485 feet RCRA —CESQG | Viplations are noted for the RCRA or
17170 Camino Del Sur | northeast FINDS ECHO listings. The distance from the
Suite B Upgradient ECHO Site and lack of inclusion on any
release-related databases !, indicate that
this facility is unlikely to have caused an
REC at the Site.
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Approximate
Distance,
Direction,
Property Name and Databases Pertinent Information
and Address .
Hydraulic
Gradient
Position
This facility was first listed as a small-
quantity generator (SQG) in August
485 feet RCRA - SQG 2015. No violations are noted for the
Target Store T2855 northeast FINDS RCRA or ECHO listings. The distance
17170 Camino Del Sur . from the Site and lack of inclusion on
Upgradient ECHO any release-related databases !, indicate
that this facility is unlikely to have
caused an REC at the Site.

! "Release" refers to an unauthorized release of a petroleum product or hazardous substance to the environment -
i.e. the ground surface, soil, soil vapor, groundwater, or surface water on a property. "Release-related database"
refers to those which provide information regarding an unauthorized release. "Non-release-related database"
refers to those that may report use, storage, or disposal of hazardous substances and/or petroleum products or
other environmental conditions, but do not report releases of such.

41.3 Orphan Summary

EDR’s Orphan Summary identifies properties with incomplete address information and therefore
cannot be accurately plotted. Three properties are listed but because they are all greater than

approximately 900 feet from the Site none are suspected of having caused an REC at the Site.

4.2 Additional Environmental Record Sources

This section summarizes information from additional, readily available environmental record sources

regarding the Site and properties/facilities within one mile from the Site.

4.2.1 GeoTracker and EnviroStor Databases

We reviewed GeoTracker and the California Department of Toxic Substance Control’s (DTSC)
EnviroStor (http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/) online databases for information regarding the
Site and nearby properties/facilities within 4 mile of the Site. GeoTracker and EnviroStor do not have
information pertaining to the Site or any properties/facilities within 4 mile of the Site.

4.2.2 State of California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and
Geothermal Resources (DOGGR)

We reviewed the California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources’ (DOGGR) website

(http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/doggr/index.html) to evaluate the potential for existing/former oil,
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gas, or geothermal wells on the Site or properties proximal to the Site. DOGGR information indicates
that no former or current wells are or were located within one mile of the Site.

4.2.3 County of San Diego Department of Agriculture, Weights and Measures

We submitted a request to the County of San Diego, Department of Agriculture, Weights and
Measures (DAWM), Pesticide Use Enforcement Division regarding possible use of restricted
pesticides/herbicides at the Site. That office maintains such records for approximately 4 years. The
DAWM indicated that no record of restricted pesticide/herbicide use was reported for the site APNs
for the period of 2015 through 2018.

424 San Diego Air Pollution Control District

We submitted a request to the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD) for records pertaining
to the Site. The APCD indicated that no records are on file for the site APNs.

4.2.5 County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health

We submitted a request to the DEH for records pertaining to the Site. The DEH indicated that no
records are on file for the site APNs.

4.2.6 San Diego Gas and Electric Company

Pad-mounted transformers are present on the Site. Documented discussions with San Diego Gas &
Electric Company (SDG&E) representatives regarding transformers indicate that SDG&E has never
specified polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-containing transformers for its electrical distribution system.
Regardless, SDG&E has determined that some older (pre-1980s) mineral transformers were
inadvertently contaminated with PCBs by the manufacturer. Based on a statistical sampling and testing
program reportedly performed by SDG&E, it is unlikely that transformers found within its service area
contain PCBs.

4.3 Previous Documents/Reports

Following are summaries of documents pertaining to the Site that the Client provided.

Geocon Inc. — Limited Pesticide Assessment and Soil Reuse Plan, Black Mountain Ranch, North
Village East and Future Golf Course Site, San Diego, California dated February 7, 2006
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We performed an investigation of soil and prepared the referenced Soil Reuse Plan (SRP) for an
approximate 294-acre property that included the Site. The SRP references a Phase I ESA from July
2003 that identified agricultural use of the property from approximately the 1950s through 1988. The
soil investigation included collecting 76 soil samples from the North Village East portion of the
property, which contains the Site, and analyzing them for organochlorine pesticides (OCPs). We
compared the OCP concentrations reported for the samples to the U.S. EPA Region IX Preliminary
Remediation Goals (PRGs, since replaced by the EPA’s Regional Screening Levels or RSLs) for

residential land use. We summarized those results as follows:

“Of the analytes detected, concentrations of DDD, DDE, DDT, dieldrin, or endrin aldehyde
were not reported at or above the respective TTLC [Total Threshold Limit Concentration]
and/or residential PRG in any of the soil samples analyzed from the site. Of the analytes
detected, only concentrations of toxaphene were reported at or above the residential PRG in
more than 1% of the soil samples analyzed from the site. Toxaphene was not reported at
concentrations at or above the TTLC. Based upon a review of the analytical data, toxaphene
was selected as the indicator constituent that would provide the best human health-based
assessment of the site. The lateral extent of toxaphene in soil exceeding the residential PRG
also encompasses the extent of all other OCPs.”

We stated the following regarding arsenic in soil on the property:

“Based upon information gathered during the soils investigation conducted on contiguous
properties (West Cluster Unit 2) within the Black mountain Ranch development, no soil
samples collected during this investigation were analyzed for arsenic. In 2004, fifty-two
discrete surface soil samples from West Cluster Unit 2 were analyzed for total arsenic.
Concentrations of arsenic ranged from below the laboratory detection limit to 27 mg/kg
[milligrams per kilogram]. The 90% UCL [upper confidence limit] mean concentration of
arsenic a calculated from the 52 soil samples analyzed is 9.8 mg/kg. Concentrations of arsenic
did not exceed the TTLC in any of the soil samples analyzed from West Cluster Unit 2.
Concentrations of arsenic exceeded the residential PRG (non-cancer endpoint) in eight of the
soil samples.”

We recommended special management of soil containing OCPs at concentrations exceeding the
residential PRGs. In addition to best management practices, we specifically recommended the

following:

° “Soil containing concentrations of OCPs above the residential PRGs shall only be used as fills
where encapsulation by a minimum of 10 feet of soil that does not exhibit concentrations of
OCPs above the residential PRGs.

° Soil containing concentrations of OCPs above residential PRGs shall not be placed adjacent to
slopes exceeding (steeper than) a ratio of 1 vertical to 2 horizontal.

° Soil containing concentrations of OCPs at or above the residential PRGs shall not be placed
within 5 feet of an engineered drainage structure or the groundwater table.”
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It was estimated that approximately 330,000 cubic yards of soil would require special management
and that there was approximately 368,000 cubic yards of available fill volume for the project that met

this criteria.

We concluded that soil containing concentrations of OCPs exceeding residential PRGs are generally
limited to depths of 2 feet below ground surface or shallower; that capacity for placement exceeds the
estimated volume of soil containing concentrations of OCPs above the residential PRG by 38,000
cubic yards; and that management of soil containing concentrations of OCPs above the residential
PRG, providing a minimum 10-foot buffer to final grade and 5-foot buffer to canyon drains as

described in the SRP, would be protective of human health, surface water, and groundwater.

Geocon Inc. — Updated Limits of Toxaphene in Soil and Placement Areas, Black Mountain Ranch,
North Village East, San Diego, California dated March 20, 2013

This letter report describes the collection of 28 additional soil samples in December 2011 and January
2012 from the North Village East portion of Black Mountain Ranch, which includes the Site. The soil
samples were collected from both new locations and locations previously sampled as part of the
February 2006 soil investigation and analyzed for OCPs to further delineate/update the extent of
toxaphene-impacted soil. Prior to preparing this letter report, portions of the initially defined limits of
toxaphene-impacted soil from the 2006 SRP were excavated and encapsulated per the SRP. The area
where impacted soil was excavated prior to this additional investigation included the Site, and the
impacted soil removed was encapsulated in two areas, one area adjacent to the northwest of the Site
and the other approximately 800 feet southeast of the Site. Based on the laboratory analysis results for
the soil samples collected in 2011 and 2012, the total volume of toxaphene-impacted soil requiring
excavation and encapsulation, including the soil previously excavated and encapsulated prior to the
additional investigation, was revised to approximately 159,000 cubic yards. Following the excavation
and encapsulation performed prior to the additional investigation, two areas remained on North
Village East with toxaphene-impacted soil that still required excavation and encapsulation, and they

were located approximately 2,000 and 3,300 feet south of the Site.

Geocon Inc. — Transmittal, Black Mountain Ranch (Del Sur), North Village East, San Diego,
California dated June 5, 2013

This transmittal includes four figures that depict three areas where toxaphene-impacted soil was
encapsulated and the survey data defining the limits of the encapsulation areas. The encapsulation
areas are adjacent to the northwest of the Site, approximately 800 feet southeast of the Site, and
approximately 4,500 feet south-southwest of the Site. The transmittal states: “The soils containing
toxaphene were incorporated into properly compacted embankments in accordance with the

recommendations contained in our reports entitled Limited Pesticide Assessment and Soil Reuse Plan,
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Black Mountain Ranch, North Village East and Future Golf Course, dated February 7, 2006, and
update date March 20, 2013.” A copy of this transmittal is in Appendix B.

As described above and depicted on the figures in our June 2013 transmittal (Appendix B), soil
impacted with toxaphene at concentrations exceeding the PRG for residential land use was removed
from the Site and encapsulated offsite. This removal effectively remediated the toxaphene-impacted
soil at the Site and, therefore, the impacted soil would no longer be considered an REC. However, the

former presence of toxaphene impacted soil at the Site would be considered an HREC.

5. HISTORICAL USE

This section summarizes information obtained from a variety of sources regarding the historical uses
of the Site in an effort to identify those uses that could have led to RECs. The sources of information
included historical aerial photographs, historical topographic maps, and an abstract of city directories
provided by EDR.

5.1 Sanborn, Inc. Fire Insurance Maps

EDR’s Certified Sanborn Map Report dated August 17, 2018, indicates that Sanborn maps do not exist
for the Site or site vicinity.

5.2 Aerial Photographs

We reviewed historical aerial photographs for the years 1939, 1947, 1949, 1953, 1964, 1966, 1970,
1979, 1985, 1989, 1994, 2005, 2009, 2012 and 2016 (Appendix D) for indications of past land uses
that had the potential to have impacted the Site through the use, storage or disposal of hazardous
substances and/or petroleum products. The following table summarizes our observations of the Site

and adjacent properties.

Observations
Year
Site Adjacent Properties

1939 The Site appears to have been | Adjacent properties appear to have been
(17 = 500) undeveloped land with native vegetation. | undeveloped land with native vegetation.

1947 Conditions appear to have been similar | Conditions appear to have been similar to those

. s to those observed on the 1939 aerial | observed on the 1939 aerial photograph.
(17 =5007) photograph.

1949 Conditions appear to have been similar | Conditions appear to have been similar to those

. , to those observed on the 1947 aerial | observed on the 1947 aerial photograph.
(17 =5007) photograph.
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Observations

Year
Site Adjacent Properties
1953 Conditions appear to have been similar | Conditions appear to have been similar to those
. , to those observed on the 1949 aerial | observed on the 1949 aerial photograph.
(17=500%) photograph.
1964 The Site appears to have been | Adjacent properties appear to have been
(17 = 500" agricultural land (likely row crops). agricultural land.
1966 Conditions appear to have been similar | Conditions appear to have been similar to those
to those observed on the 1964 aerial | observed on the 1964 aerial photograph.
(1”=500") | photograph.
1970 Conditions appear to have been similar | Conditions appear to have been similar to those
to those observed on the 1966 aerial | observed on the 1966 aerial photograph.
(17=500") | photograph.
1979 Conditions appear to have been similar | Conditions appear to have been similar to those
. i to those observed on the 1970 aerial | observed on the 1970 aerial photograph.
(1”=500") | photograph.
1985 Conditions appear to have been similar | Conditions appear to have been similar to those
. , to those observed on the 1979 aerial | observed on the 1979 aerial photograph.
(17=500") | photograph.
1989 Conditions appear to have been similar | Conditions appear to have been similar to those
. , to those observed on the 1985 aerial | observed on the 1985 aerial photograph.
(17 =5007) photograph.
1994 Conditions appear to have been similar | Conditions appear to have been similar to those
. , to those observed on the 1989 aerial | observed on the 1989 aerial photograph.
(17=500") | photograph.
Conditions appear to have been similar | Conditions appear to have been similar to those
2005 to those observed on the 1994 aerial | observed on the 1994 aerial photograph except that
. , photograph. an unimproved road extended north-south near the
(17=5007) western boundary of the Site, beyond which was
vacant land.
The Site appears to have been | Adjacent properties appear to have been
undeveloped land not wused for | undeveloped land not used for any specific
2009 agricultural purposes with the western | purpose. An unimproved road extended north-south
(17=500") | portion used to store construction | near the western boundary of the Site.
equipment and materials likely related to
development west of the Site.
The Site appears to have been graded | Adjacent properties to the north, south and west
2012 land. appear to have been graded land and the adjacent
(17 =500 property to the east was undeveloped land not used
for any specific purpose.
The Site appears to have been two | Adjacent properties to the north and northwest
graded pads separated by an improved | appear to have been graded pads. Multi-family and
road. single-family residences were present adjacent to
2016 the south and southwest, respectively, and
(1 =500") commercial (retail) development was present

adjacent to the east. The Site was bound by
improved roads similar to the present-day
configuration.
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The past agricultural use (row crops) of the Site suggests that persistent pesticides may have been used
on the Site. As described in Section 4.3, toxaphene was detected in soil samples collected from the
Site in 2006 at concentrations exceeding the PRGs in use at that time for residential land use and the
impacted soil was encapsulated offsite during grading activities. The former presence of toxaphene-
impacted soil at the Site is considered an HREC.

5.3 Topographic Maps

We reviewed historical topographic maps for the years 1893, 1901/1903, 1947, 1948,
1949/1952/1953, 1967/1968, 1975, 1983, 1994/1996 and 2012 (Appendix E). The following table

summarizes observations of the Site and adjacent properties on the historical topographic maps.

Observations
Year
Site Adjacent Properties
No structures or land use are depicted No structures or land use are depicted on the adjacent
1893 on the Site. properties to the north, south and west. A structure is
) depicted adjacent to the east of the Site and an
(1:62,500) improved road is depicted extending east-west north of
the Site.
An improved road is depicted extending | Conditions are similar to those depicted on the 1893
1901/1903 | roughly north-south through the eastern | topographic map except that an improved road is
portion of the Site. depicted extending south from the eastern portion of
(1:62,500) the Site and a structure is depicted north of the western
portion.
1947 No structures or land use are depicted No structures or land use are depicted on the adjacent
(1:50.000) on the Site. properties.
1948 Conditions are similar to those depicted | Conditions are similar to those depicted on the 1947
(1:24,000) on the 1947 topographic map. topographic map.
1949/1952/ | Conditions are similar to those depicted | Conditions are similar to those depicted on the 1948
1953 on the 1948 topographic map. topographic map.
(1:24,000)
Conditions are similar to those depicted | Conditions are similar to those depicted on the
1967/1968 | on the 1949/1952/1953 topographic 1949/1952/1953 topographic map except that an
(1:24,000) | map. unimproved road extended roughly east-west south of
the Site.
1975 The Site is located in a portion of the Adjacent properties are located in a portion of the map
(1:24,000) | map labelled “unmapped.” labelled “unmapped.”
1983 Conditions are similar to those depicted | Conditions are similar to those depicted on the
(1:24,000) | " the 1967/1968 topographic map. 1967/1968 topographic map.
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Observations

Year
Site Adjacent Properties
1994/1996 | Conditions are similar to those depicted | Conditions are similar to those depicted on the 1983
(1:24,000) | 0 the 1983 topographic map. topographic map.
2012 No shading or structures are depicted. No shading or structures are depicted.
(1:24,000)

The historical topographic maps depict no conditions, structures, or uses on the Site or adjacent

properties that would suggest the presence of RECs.

54 City Directories

EDR prepared an abstract of city directories including city, cross-reference, and telephone directories
summarized in the EDR-City Directory Image Report dated August 18, 2018. The directories were
reviewed at approximately 5-year intervals, if available, from 1903 to 2014. A copy of the EDR city
directory abstract including information regarding offsite facilities is in Appendix F. Neither the Site

nor adjacent properties are listed in the city directories reviewed.
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6. SITE RECONNAISSANCE

This section summarizes observations of the Site and surrounding properties made during the site

reconnaissance.

6.1 Methodology and Limiting Conditions

Brett Conner, Senior Geologist with Geocon, performed the site reconnaissance unaccompanied on
August 22, 2018, by walking the Site. Mr. Conner performed the offsite survey by observing adjacent
properties from the Site and adjacent public streets. Weather on the day of the site reconnaissance was
clear with temperatures in the mid-80s. Photographs of various site features and offsite properties are

appended. Figure 2 is a Site Plan illustrating selected site features.

6.2 General Site Setting

The Site is located in an area of predominantly residential (single- and multi-family) and commercial
(retail and dining) use. Sheet-graded pads are adjacent to the north of the Site beyond Templeton
Street.

6.3 Onsite Survey

The Site is composed of two parcels/blocks referred to as Block F (Avante) and Block G (Skye). Both
blocks are sheet-graded pads with two- and three-story multi-family residential structures currently

under construction on both.

Block F is the western portion of the Site west of Coyote Bush Drive (Figure 2; Photograph Nos. 1
through 5). Eight multi-family residential structures are currently being constructed on the southern
portion of Block F, six of which are roughly half completed and two nearly/fully completed
(Photograph Nos. 6 and 7). A sales office is also located on the eastern portion of Block F (Photograph
No. 8).

Block G is the eastern portion of the Site east of Coyote Bush Drive (Photograph Nos. 9 through 12).
Three multi-family residential structures are currently being constructed on the northern and western
portions of Block G, two of which are roughly half completed and one nearly/fully completed
(Photograph Nos. 13 and 14). We observed a metal storage container on the southern portion of Block
G (Photograph No. 15). Although we were unable to access the container, no staining or evidence of a

release was observed near it.
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We observed no odors, pools of liquid, stained soil or distressed vegetation on the Site. We observed
no evidence of RECs on the Site.

6.4 Offsite Survey

Properties within the site vicinity include:

° North: Templeton Street beyond which are sheet-graded pads with the eastern portion of the
pads containing temporary construction trailers related to the Site as well as being used to
store construction equipment and materials (Photographs Nos. 16 and 17).

° South: Del Sur Ridge Road beyond which are multi-family residences/townhomes
(Photograph No. 18).

° East: Garretson Street beyond which is commercial (retail) development (Photograph No. 19).
° West: Paseo Del Sur beyond which is a dog park and single-family residences (Photograph
No. 20).

We observed no evidence of RECs on the surrounding properties.
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7. INTERVIEWS

The current property owner representative, Alexander Plishner, reported via a site owner/occupant
questionnaire (Appendix B) that the Site has been under construction since November 2017. Mr.
Plishner also reported that the Site was previously owned by Black Mountain Ranch and was empty,

graded lots. The owner/occupant questionnaire identifies no environmental concerns.
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8. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The following table summarizes our findings and opinions regarding the Site, including known or
suspect RECs, CRECs, HRECs, and de minimis environmental conditions.

(REC/
CREC/
Recommen R
Assessment Category Observed (Y/N) HREC/ ecomme ded eport
Actions Section(s)
DM or
None)
Hazardous
Substances/Petroleum Products N N NFA
Hazardous Wastes N N NFA
Non-Hazardous Wastes N N NFA
Aboveground/Underground N N NFA
Storage Tanks
Unidentiﬁed. Substance N N NFA
Containers
Equipment Potentially
Containing PCBs N N NFA
Wastewater Systems N N NFA
Evidence of Releases N N NFA
Pools of Liquid, Pits, Ponds, N N NFA
Lagoons
Wells N N NFA
Other Site Issues N N NFA
Nearby Properties N N NFA
Historical Land Use — Site Y HREC NFA 43,52
Historical Land U‘se — Nearby N N NFA
Properties

Recommended Action:

AA = Additional action recommended.
NFA = No further action required at this time.
DM = De minimis condition where additional activities do not appear warranted at this time.

As described in Section 4.3 and 5.2, toxaphene was detected in soil samples collected from the Site at
concentrations exceeding PRGs for residential land use and the impacted soil was encapsulated offsite
during grading activities. The former presence of toxaphene-impacted soil at the Site is considered an
HREC.
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9. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We have performed a Phase I ESA, in general conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM E
1527-13, of the approximate 11.88-acre property located south of Templeton Street and west of
Garretson Street in San Diego, California. The San Diego County APNs for the Site are 678-690-12
through -19.

This Phase I ESA identified no evidence of RECs in connection with the Site. Toxaphene-impacted
soil on the Site was removed and encapsulated offsite. The former presence of toxaphene-impacted
soil on the Site is considered an HREC. An HREC is an environmental condition which would have
been considered a REC in the past, but which is no longer considered an REC based on subsequent
assessment and/or remediation of any contaminants to meet the most restrictive (generally residential)
cleanup target concentrations or regulatory closure with no formal or implied restricted uses.

Additional environmental assessment of the Site does not appear to be warranted at this time.
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APPENDIX IX AUTHOR’S CREDENTIALS

Curriculum Vitae, Marc Boogay
1584 Whispering Palm Drive, Oceanside 92056; phone 760.407.4000

Experience

Over thirty years of experience in environmental assessment and teaching in Southern
California counties including research, site inspection, review of manufacturing processes and
commercial site usage. Site assessment familiarity includes regulations and regulatory practice
concerning soil/groundwater contamination and remediation/monitoring requirements; teaching
experience includes mathematics, science, and aviation.

Experience including designing, maintaining and regulatory requirements for sanitary landfills,
landfill monitoring and closure reports, and soil-gas monitoring to assess risks for methane and
volatile vapors as might intrude into structural spaces of buildings near a landfill.

Phase Il site assessments have included soil, soil-gas, and groundwater sampling for
assessment of many sites in Southern California, preparation of work plans to county
Department of Environmental Health standards, estimations for risk assessment.

Experience with site-remediation includes comparisons of alternative strategies, project design,
negotiation for approvals by regulatory agencies, and progress monitoring and follow-up
studies; preparation of reports through case-closure status on several sites.

Regqistrations-

Registered Professional Engineer, Civil Engineering, California, No. 27718.
Registered Professional Engineer, Civil Engineering, Arizona, No. 25146.

Registered Professional Engineer, Mechanical Engineering, California, No. 19245.
Contractor's Licenses: General Building, General Engineering, Hazardous Substances
Removal and Remedial Actions Certificates, California, all under License No. 491501
certificates in inactive status.

YV VY

Education-

B.S., Mechanical Engineering, University of Missouri, Columbia, MO, 1971.
M.S., Civil Engineering, New Mexico State University, Las Cruces, NM, 1974.

Experience-
Environmental Engineer, Phase | and Phase Il environmental site assessments, abatement
designs, Marc Boogay Consulting Engineer, Vista, CA, 1988-present.

Project Manager, general environmental site assessments, restoration of prior oil well sites,
Applied Geosciences Inc., Tustin, CA, 1987-1988.

Environmental Engineer, Design Section Supervisor, Public Works Office, Marine Corps Base,
Camp Pendleton, 1976-1988, Camp Pendleton, CA.

Environmental Engineer, Research and Test/Evaluation, Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory,
Port Hueneme, CA, 1974-1976.
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February 12, 2025 MARC BOOGAY

Consulting Engineer

1584 Whispering Palm Drive
Oceanside, CA 92056 ph

The Cambridge School ph. 760.212-0012
12855 Black Mountain Rd
San Diego, CA 92106 boogay.com

attn: Brandon Hong, Business Mgr
subj: Phase | report, “Cambridge School,” APNs 678-690-70, -71 -72, San Diego, CA
Dear Mr. Hong,

Among comments from the City of San Diego, dated August 22, 2024, were those
identified as #191, requesting an additional explanation on “how the nearby concerns
with adjacent aboveground diesel fuel tanks and automotive repair will be addressed”
and “are diesel fuel tanks and automotive repair past uses or are they existing?”

The adjoining usage at issue was Snap-on, reportedly having an aboveground diesel
fuel tank, automotive repair, and wastes including lead-acid batteries. These things or
activities appeared to be existing, but not near the boundary between this property and
the site, and no history involving release was known or suspected; as such, these
matters were not deemed “recognized environmental concerns,” and no additional
protective countermeasures or investigative actions were deemed appropriate.

After additional consideration, our opinion regarding this is unchanged.

Sincerely,
Marc Boogay, RCE 27718
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