FORM 1 - PROJECT CATEGORY DETERMINATION CHECKLIST

This form is used to assess stormwater BMP requirements applicable to the proposed project. The form
is available as a stand-alone fillable checklist on the City’s website and a completed copy must be
included with the final SWQMP submitted to the City. The form is available at:

http://www.cityofvista.com/services/city-departments/community-development/building-planning-
permits-applications/land-development-autocad-templates/storm-water-forms
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replaced impervious area considering all of the collective project components through all phases
of the project)?

o Are any facilities or agreements to build facilities offsite in conjunction with providing service to the
project (street-widening, utilities)?

Responses to the checklist represent an initial assessment of the proposed project conditions and impacts.
City staff will confirm this checklist based on assessment of the development application and/or project
plans. Results of the checklist will classify a project as one of the following: Priority Development Project,
Standard Project, or Non-development Project.

If additional information is needed while completing this checklist, please refer to the City’s BMP Design
Manual. Alternatively, contact City Land Development staff.

This Form is divided into 4 sections:
1. Post-Construction Stormwater Requirement Exemptions
2. Priority Development Project Determination
3. Special Consideration for Redevelopment Projects (50 Percent Rule)

4. Final Project Determination












SECTION 3 — SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR City of Vista

REDEVELOPMENT PROJECTS (50 PERCENT RULE) BMP Design Manual

This section determines additional considerations required for Redevelopment

PDPs. See section 1.7 of the City’'s BMP Design Manual for further discussion. YES NO
Will redevelopment result in the creation or replacement of impervious surface in
an amount of more than 50 percent of the surface area of the previously existing D D

development? See clarification on calculation of the ratio of impervious surface
below.

These requirements for managing storm water on an entire redevelopment
project site are commonly referred to as the "50 Percent Rule". For the purpose
of calculating the ratio, the surface area of the previously existing development
shall be the area of impervious surface within the previously existing
development. The following steps shall be followed to estimate the area that
requires treatment to satisfy the MS4 Permit requirements:

1.  How much total impervious area currently exists on the site?

2. How much existing impervious area will be replaced with new impervious
area?

3. How much new impervious area will be created in areas that are pervious in
the existing condition?

4. Total created and/or replaced impervious surface = Step 2 + Step 3.

5. 50 Percent Rule Test: Is step 4 more than 50 Percent of Step 1? If yes, treat
all impervious surface on the site (including existing impervious surface not
being replaced or added). If no, then treat only Step 4 impervious surface and
any area that comingles with created and/or replaced impervious surface
area.

Note: Step 2 and Step 3 must not overlap, as it is fundamentally not possible for
a given area to be both “replaced” and “created” at the same time. Also activities
that occur as routine maintenance (see Section 1 of this form) shall not be
included in Step 2 and Step 3 calculation.

For example, a 10,000 square foot development proposes replacement of 4,000
square feet of impervious area. The treated area is less than 50 percent of the
total development area and only the 4,000 square foot area is required to be
treated.

If you answered YES, then you must implement the PDP requirements for all impervious surfaces across
the entire site. Please proceed to Section 4 and check the box under PDP indicating that the Project Is a
Redevelopment Project Subject to the 50 Percent Rule.

If you answered NO, then you are only required to treat impervious surfaces that are replaced or created.
Please proceed to section 4 and check the box under PDP indicating this is Not a Redevelopment
Project Subject to the 50 Percent Rule.
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3599 Kensho
8/5/2022

Harvest and Use Feasibility Checklist

1. Is there a demand for harvested water (check all that apply) at the project site that is reliably present during the wet
season?

V Toilet and urinal flushing

\/ Landscape irrigation

Other:

2. If there is a demand; estimate the anticipated average wet season demand over a period of 36 hours.
Guidance for planning level demand calculations for toilet/urinal flushing and landscape ittrigation is provided in
Section B.3.2.

Toilet/Urinal Flushing
(9.3 gal/person-day) x (0.13368 cuft/gal) x (1.5 days) = 1.86 cuft/person-36hr
Assume (2 people per house x 183 units) x (1.86 cuft/person-36 hr) = 366 cuft/36hr

Landscape Irrigation
(1.82 ac irrigated) x (390 gal/ac-36hr) x (0.13368 cuft/gal) = 95 cuft/36hr

Total = 366 cuft + 95 cuft = 461 cuft
3. Calculate the DCV using worksheet B-2.1.

DCV = 5,916 cuft

3a. Is the 36-hour demand greater than
or equal to the DCV?
Yes / Vv No

3b. Is the 36-hour demand greater than
0.25DCV but less than the full DCV?
Yes / VvV No

3c. Is the 36-hour demand less
than 0.25DCV?
V Yes

Harvest and use appears to be feasible.
Conduct more detailed evaluation and
sizing calculations to confirm that DCV
can be used at an adequate rate to meet
drawdown criteria.

Harvest and use may be feasible. Conduct
more detailed evaluation and sizing

calculations to determine feasibility. Harvest

and use may only be able to be used for a

portion of the site, or (optionally) the storage

may need to be upsized to meet long term

capture targets while draining in longer than

36 houts.

V Harvest and use is
considered to be infeasible.
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Appendix C: Geotechnical and Groundwater Investigation Requirements

Worksheet C.4-1: Categorization of Infiltration Feasibility Condition

Categorization of Infiltration Feasibility Condition WorkSheet €At

Part 1 - Full Infiltration Feasibility Screening Criteria

Would infiltration of the full design volume be feasible from a physical perspective without any undesirable
consequences that cannot be teasonably mitigated?

Criteria Screening Question Yes No

Is the estimated reliable infiltration rate below proposed facility
1 locations greater than 0.5 inches per hour? The response to this X
Screening Question must be based on a comprehensive evaluation of

the factors presented in Appendix C.2 and Appendix D.

Provide basis:

The infiltration rates of the existing soil for locations P-1 through P-4 and P-7 through P-10
based on the on-site infiltration study were calculated to be less than 0.5 inches per hour
(P-1=0.03 in/hr; P-2 =0.05 in/hr; P-3=0.06 in/hr, P-4=0.03 in/hr, P-7=0.06 in/hr, P-8=0.34 in/hr,
P-9=0.08 in/hr, and P-10= 0.19 inches per hour) after applying a minimum factor of safety (F)
of FS=2.

Can infiltration greater than 0.5 inches per hour be allowed
without increasing risk of geotechnical hazards (slope stability,
5 groundwater mounding, utilities, or other factors) that cannot be X
mitigated to an acceptable level? The response to this Screening

Question must be based on a comprehensive evaluation of the factors
presented in Appendix C.2.

Provide basis:

No. See Criterion 1.

C-11 February 26, 2016



Appendix C: Geotechnical and Groundwater Investigation Requirements

Worksheet C.4-1 Page 2 of 4

Criteria Screening Question Yes No
Can infiltration greater than 0.5 inches per hour be allowed
without increasing risk of groundwater contamination (shallow
3 water table, storm water pollutants or other factors) that cannot X

be mitigated to an acceptable level? The response to this Screening
Question must be based on a comprehensive evaluation of the factors
presented in Appendix C.3.

Provide basis:
No. See Criterion 1.

Can infiltration greater than 0.5 inches per hour be allowed
without causing potential water balance issues such as change of
seasonality of ephemeral streams or increased discharge of
contaminated groundwater to surface waters? The response to this
Screening Question must be based on a comprehensive evaluation of
the factors presented in Appendix C.3.

Provide basis:
No. See Criterion 1.

Part 1
Result*

If all answers to rows 1 - 4 are “Yes” a full infiltration design is potentially feasible.
The feasibility screening category is Full Infiltration

If any answer from row 1-4 is “No”, infiltration may be possible to some extent but
would not generally be feasible or desirable to achieve a “full infiltration” design.
Proceed to Part 2

Proceed to
Part 2

*To be completed using gathered site information and best professional judgment considering the definition of MEP in
the MS4 Permit. Additional testing and/or studies may be required by County staff to substantiate findings.

C-12

February 26, 2016



Appendix C: Geotechnical and Groundwater Investigation Requirements

Worksheet C.4-1 Page 3 of 4

Part 2 — Partial Infiltration vs. No Infiltration Feasibility Screening Criteria

Would infiltration of water in any appreciable amount be physically feasible without any negative
consequences that cannot be teasonably mitigated?

Criteria Screening Question Yes No

Do soil and geologic conditions allow for infiltration in any
5 appreciable rate or volume? The response to this Screening X

Question must be based on a comprehensive evaluation of the factors
presented in Appendix C.2 and Appendix D.

Provide basis.

The infiltration rates of the existing soil for locations P-1 through P-4 and P-7 through P-10
based on the on-site infiltration study were calculated to be less than 0.5 inches per hour
(P-1=0.03 in/hr; P-2 =0.05 in/hr; P-3=0.06 in/hr, P-4=0.03 in/hr, P-7=0.06 in/hr, P-8=0.34 in/hr,
P-9=0.08 in/hr, and P-10= 0.19 inches per hour) after applying a minimum factor of safety (F)
of FS=2.

However, infiltration will increase the risk of geotechnical hazards as described below and in
NOVA's reporting (NOVA 2022).

Can Infiltration in any appreciable quantity be allowed without

increasing risk of geotechnical hazards (slope stability,

6 groundwater mounding, utilities, or other factors) that cannot X
be mitigated to an acceptable level? The response to this Screening

Question must be based on a comprehensive evaluation of the factors

presented in Appendix C.2.

Provide basis:

C2.1 A geologic investigation was performed at the subject site.

C2.2 Settlement due to water infiltration is possible due to the loose fill/colluvium on site.

C2.3 Infiltration has the potential to cause slope failures. BMPs are to be sited a minimum of 50
feet away from any slope. This setback may not be achieved due to the limited space at the
site.

C2.4 BMPs are to be sited a minimum of 10 feet away from all underground utilities.

C2.5 Stormwater infiltration can result in damaging ground water mounding during wet periods.
The dense tonalite underlying the entire site may be an impermeable unit causing groundwater
mounding.

C2.6 BMPs are to be sited a minimum of 10 feet away from any foundations or retaining walls.
C2.7 Other Factors: It is NOVA's judgment that this site is not suitable for permanent
stormwater infiltration BMPs. NOVA recommends lining any BMPs with the required
impermeable liner ands be limited by siting any such structures away from property lines.

C-13 February 26, 2016



Appendix C: Geotechnical and Groundwater Investigation Requirements

Worksheet C.4-1 Page 4 of 4

Criteria Screening Question Yes No

Can Infiltration in any appreciable quantity be allowed without
posing significant risk for groundwater related concerns X
7 (shallow water table, storm water pollutants or other factors)?
The response to this Screening Question must be based on a
comprehensive evaluation of the factors presented in Appendix C.3.

Provide basis:

Based on the geotechnical hazards associated with the relatively low infiltration rates, it is
NOVA's judgment that infiltration should not be considered at this site.

Can infiltration be allowed without violating downstream water
3 rights? The response to this Screening Question must be based on a X
comprehensive evaluation of the factors presented in Appendix C.3.

Provide basis:

Based on the geotechnical hazards associated with the relatively low infiltration rates, it is
NOVA's judgment that infiltration should not be considered at this site.

If all answers from row 5-8 are yes then partial infiltration design is potentially feasible.

ibili i 7 is Partial Infiltration. . .
Part 2 The feasibility screening category is Partial Infiltration No Infiltration
Result* . . . . .
If any answer from row 5-8 is no, then infiltration of any volume is considered to be

infeasible within the drainage area. The feasibility screening category is No Infiltration.

*To be completed using gathered site information and best professional judgment considering the definition of MEP in
the MS4 Permit. Additional testing and/or studies may be required by Agency/Jurisdictions to substantiate findings

C-14 February 26, 2016



Appendix C: Geotechnical and Groundwater Investigation Requirements

Worksheet C.4-1: Categorization of Infiltration Feasibility Condition

Categorization of Infiltration Feasibility Condition WorkSheet €At

Part 1 - Full Infiltration Feasibility Screening Criteria

Would infiltration of the full design volume be feasible from a physical perspective without any undesirable
consequences that cannot be teasonably mitigated?

Criteria Screening Question Yes No

Is the estimated reliable infiltration rate below proposed facility
1 locations greater than 0.5 inches per hour? The response to this
Screening Question must be based on a comprehensive evaluation of
the factors presented in Appendix C.2 and Appendix D.

Provide basis:

The infiltration rates of the existing soils for locations P-5 and P-6 were calculated to be
1.5 and 1.2 inches per hour, respectively, after applying a minimum factor of safety of F=2.
Infiltration rates of greater than 0.5 inches per hour imply that geologic conditions allow for full
infiltration; however, infiltration rates at this site are highly variable, due to the degree of
weathering of the tonalite under the site, with many of the tests resulting in rates consistent
with a No Infiltration Condition. Therefore, based on the widely variable rates across the site, it
is NOVA's judgment that more conservative partial infiltration rates should be utilized for design
of BMPs in the location of P-5 and P-6.

Can infiltration greater than 0.5 inches per hour be allowed
without increasing risk of geotechnical hazards (slope stability,
5 groundwater mounding, utilities, or other factors) that cannot be
mitigated to an acceptable level? The response to this Screening
Question must be based on a comprehensive evaluation of the factors
presented in Appendix C.2.

Provide basis:
No. See Criterion 1.

C-11 February 26, 2016



Appendix C: Geotechnical and Groundwater Investigation Requirements

Worksheet C.4-1 Page 2 of 4

Criteria Screening Question Yes No
8
Can infiltration greater than 0.5 inches per hour be allowed
without increasing risk of groundwater contamination (shallow
3 water table, storm water pollutants or other factors) that cannot X

be mitigated to an acceptable level? The response to this Screening
Question must be based on a comprehensive evaluation of the factors
presented in Appendix C.3.

Provide basis:
Based on the geotechnical hazards associated with the high infiltration rates, it is NOVA's
judgment that partial infiltration rates be utilized for the design at this site in the locations

of P-5 and P-6.

Can infiltration greater than 0.5 inches per hour be allowed
without causing potential water balance issues such as change of
seasonality of ephemeral streams or increased discharge of
contaminated groundwater to surface waters? The response to this
Screening Question must be based on a comprehensive evaluation of
the factors presented in Appendix C.3.

Provide basis:
Based on the geotechnical hazards associated with the high infiltration rates, and the
highly variable infiltration rates across the site, it is NOVA's judgment that partial
infiltration rates be utilized for the design at this site in the location of P-5 and P-6.

Part 1
Result*

If all answers to rows 1 - 4 are “Yes” a full infiltration design is potentially feasible.
The feasibility screening category is Full Infiltration

If any answer from row 1-4 is “No”, infiltration may be possible to some extent but
would not generally be feasible or desirable to achieve a “full infiltration” design.
Proceed to Part 2

Proceed to
Part 2

*To be completed using gathered site information and best professional judgment considering the definition of MEP in
the MS4 Permit. Additional testing and/or studies may be required by County staff to substantiate findings.

C-12

February 26, 2016



Appendix C: Geotechnical and Groundwater Investigation Requirements

Worksheet C.4-1 Page 3 of 4

Part 2 — Partial Infiltration vs. No Infiltration Feasibility Screening Criteria

Would infiltration of water in any appreciable amount be physically feasible without any negative
consequences that cannot be teasonably mitigated?

Criteria Screening Question Yes No

Do soil and geologic conditions allow for infiltration in any
appreciable rate or volume? The response to this Screening

5 . . .

Question must be based on a comprehensive evaluation of the factors

presented in Appendix C.2 and Appendix D.

Provide basis.

The infiltration rates of the existing soils for locations P-5 and P-6 were calculated to be 1.5
and 1.2 inches per hour, respectively, after applying a minimum factor of safety of F=2.
Infiltration rates of greater than 0.5 inches per hour imply that geologic conditions allow for full
infiltration; however, infiltration rates at this site are highly variable, due to the degree of
weathering of the tonalite under the site, with many of the tests resulting in rates consistent
with a No Infiltration Condition. Therefore, based on the widely variable rates across the site, it
is NOVA's judgment that more conservative partial infiltration rates should be utilized for
design of BMPs in the location of P-5 and P-6.

Can Infiltration in any appreciable quantity be allowed without
increasing risk of geotechnical hazards (slope stability,

6 groundwater mounding, utilities, or other factors) that cannot
be mitigated to an acceptable level? The response to this Screening
Question must be based on a comprehensive evaluation of the factors
presented in Appendix C.2.

Provide basis:

C2.1 A geologic investigation was performed at the subject site.

C2.2 Settlement due to water infiltration is possible due to the loose fill/colluvium on site.

C2.3 Infiltration has the potential to cause slope failures. BMPs are to be sited a minimum of
50 feet away from any slope.

C2.4 BMPs are to be sited a minimum of 10 feet away from all underground utilities.

C2.5 Stormwater infiltration can result in damaging ground water mounding during wet periods.
The dense tonalite underlying the entire site may be an impermeable unit causing groundwater
mounding.

C2.6 BMPs are to be sited a minimum of 10 feet away from any foundations or retaining walls.
C2.7 Other Factors: It is NOVA's judgment that this site design should utilize partial infiltration
rates for the locations tested. NOVA recommends lining any BMPs with the required
impermeable liner ands be limited by siting any such structures away from property lines.

C-13 February 26, 2016



Appendix C: Geotechnical and Groundwater Investigation Requirements

Worksheet C.4-1 Page 4 of 4

Criteria Screening Question Yes No

Can Infiltration in any appreciable quantity be allowed without
posing significant risk for groundwater related concerns
7 (shallow water table, storm water pollutants or other factors)? X
The response to this Screening Question must be based on a
comprehensive evaluation of the factors presented in Appendix C.3.

Provide basis:

Based on the widely variable infiltration rates across the site, and the geotechnical
hazards associated with the high infiltration rates, it is NOVA's judgment that partial
infiltration rates be utilized for the design at this site in the locations tested.

Can infiltration be allowed without violating downstream water
8 rights? The response to this Screening Question must be based on a X
comprehensive evaluation of the factors presented in Appendix C.3.

Provide basis:

Based on the widely variable infiltration rates across the site, and the geotechnical
hazards associated with the high infiltration rates, it is NOVA's judgment that partial
infiltration rates be utilized for the design at this site in the locations tested.

If all answers from row 5-8 are yes then partial infiltration design is potentially feasible.

Part 2 The feasibility screening category is Partial Infiltration. Partial

Result* . . . . . Infiltration
est If any answer from row 5-8 is no, then infiltration of any volume is considered to be

infeasible within the drainage area. The feasibility screening category is No Infiltration.

*To be completed using gathered site information and best professional judgment considering the definition of MEP in
the MS4 Permit. Additional testing and/or studies may be required by Agency/Jurisdictions to substantiate findings

C-14 February 26, 2016
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SITE SPECIFIC DATA

PROJECT NUMBER
PROJECT NAME
PROJECT LOCATION
STRUCTURE ID

TREATMENT REQUIRED
VOLUME BASED (CF) FLOW BASED (CFS)

N/A 0.115
PEAK BYPASS REQUIRED (CFS) — IF APPLICABLE OFFLINE
PIPE DATA IE. MATERIAL DIAMETER
INLET PIPE 1
INLET PIPE 2 N/A N/A N/A
OUTLET PIPE
PRETREATMENT | BIOFILTRATION | DISCHARGE
RIM ELEVATION
SURFACE LOAD | PEDESTRIAN
FRAME & COVER| 36" X 36" |OPEN PLANTER | N/A
NOTES:

* PRELIMINARY NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

INSTALLATION NOTES

1. CONIRACTOR TO PROVIDE ALL LABOR, EQUIPMENT, MATERIALS AND
INCIDENTALS REQUIRED TO OFFLOAD AND INSTALL THE SYSTEM AND
APPURTENANCES IN ACCORDANCE WITH THIS DRAWING AND THE
MANUFACTURERS SPECIFICATIONS, UNLESS OTHERWISE STATED IN
MANUFACTURERS CONTRACT.

2. UNIT MUST BE INSTALLED ON LEVEL BASE. MANUFACTURER

RECOMMENDS A MINIMUM 6" LEVEL ROCK BASE UNLESS SPECIFIED BY

THE PROJECT ENGINEER. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO VERIFY
PROJECT ENGINEERS RECOMMENDED BASE SPECIFICATIONS.

4. CONTRACTOR TO SUPPLY AND INSTALL ALL EXTERNAL CONNECTING
PIPES.  ALL PIPES MUST BE FLUSH WITH INSIDE SURFACE OF
CONCRETE. (PIPES CANNOT INTRUDE BEYOND FLUSH). INVERT OF
OUTFLOW PIPE MUST BE FLUSH WITH DISCHARGE CHAMBER FLOOR.
ALL PIPES SHALL BE SEALED WATER TIGHT PER MANUFACTURERS
STANDARD CONNECTION DETAIL.

5. CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBLE FOR INSTALLATION OF ALL RISERS,

MANHOLES, AND HATCHES. CONTRACTOR TO GROUT ALL MANHOLES AND
HATCHES TO MATCH FINISHED SURFACE UNLESS SPECIFIED OTHERWISE.

6. VEGETATION SUPPLIED AND INSTALLED BY OTHERS. ALL UNITS WITH
VEGETATION MUST HAVE DRIP OR SPRAY IRRIGATION SUPPLIED AND
INSTALLED BY OTHERS.

7. CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBLE FOR CONTACTING BIO CLEAN FOR

ACTIVATION OF UNIT.  MANUFACTURERS WARRANTY IS VOID WITH OUT

PROPER ACTIVATION BY A BIO CLEAN REPRESENTATIVE.
GENERAL NOTES

1. MANUFACTURER TO PROVIDE ALL MATERIALS UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.
2. ALL DIMENSIONS, ELEVATIONS, SPECIFICATIONS AND CAPACITIES ARE SUBJECT TO
CHANGE.  FOR PROJECT SPECIFIC DRAWINGS DETAILING EXACT DIMENSIONS, WEIGHTS

AND ACCESSORIES PLEASE CONTACT BIO CLEAN.
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TREATMENT FLOW (CFS) 0.115
OPERATING HEAD (FT) 3.4
PRETREATMENT LOADING RATE (GPM/SF) 2.0
WETLAND MEDIA LOADING RATE (GPM/'SF) 1.0

PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL:

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS DOCUMENT IS THE SOLE
PROPERTY OF FORTERRA AND ITS COMPANIES. THIS DOCUMENT,
NOR ANY PART THEREOF, MAY BE USED, REPRODUCED OR MODIFIED|
IN ANY MANNER WITH OUT THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF FORTERRA.
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STORMWATER BIOFILTRATION SYSTEM

STANDARD DETAIL




ATTACHMENT 2A — HYDROMODIFICATION MANAGEMENT EXHIBIT

For Attachment 2A, provide map(s) for the project site, titled “Hydromodification Management Exhibit.”
The checklist below identifies minimum elements that must be included with the exhibit.

Underlying hydrologic soil group

Approximate depth to groundwater

Existing natural hydrologic features (watercourses, seeps, springs, wetlands, etc.)

Critical coarse sediment yield areas to be protected

Existing topography and impervious areas

Existing and proposed site drainage network and storm drain structures

Proposed connections to offsite drainage

Proposed demolition

Proposed grading

Proposed impervious features

Proposed design features and surface treatments used to minimize imperviousness

Points of Compliance for hydromodification management

Existing and proposed drainage boundary and drainage area to each Point of Compliance (when
necessary, create separate exhibits for pre-development and post-project conditions)

Structural BMPs for hydromodification management (location, type, and size)
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ATTACHMENT 3 - BMP MAINTENANCE INFORMATION

Each of the attachments indicated below should be considered for inclusion with the SWQMP. Use this
checklist to indicate which attachments are included behind this coversheet.

Attachment Contents Checklist
Sequence
Attachment 3A | Structural BMP Operations | [ Included
and Maintenance Plan

See Structural BMP Maintenance Information
Checklist on the back of this Attachment cover sheet.

Attachment 3B | Draft Maintenance ] Included
Agreement [] Not Applicable

This report is for Discretionary Permit purposes only. The project will be required to prepare and submit
a Stormwater Structural BMP Operations and Maintenance Plan as a part of Final Construction
Permitting as a condition of approval.
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