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Dear Mr. Lynch:

In accordance with your request and authorization, GeoSails, Inc. (GSl) is presenting the
results of our preliminary geotechnical investigation of Tentative Tract 20793 (Linden project)
in the City of Rialto, San Bernardino County, California. The purpose of this study was to
evaluate the onsite soils and geologic conditions and their effects on the proposed residential
development, from a geotechnical viewpoint, and to provide code compliant conclusions and
recommendations for future residential development of the property. A secondary function
of this study was to provide feasibility level infiltration testing within the proposed area of the
stormwater basin onsite, for use in Best Management Practice (BMP) design by the civil
engineer of record for the project.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Based on our review of the Tentative Tract Map by Encompass Associates, Inc., (EAI, 2025),
the previous geotechnical studies by GSI on other nearby properties (see Appendix A), our
recent field exploration, laboratory testing, geologic, and geotechnical engineering analysis,
the residential development within the proposed project site appears feasible from a
geotechnical viewpoint, provided the recommendations presented in the text of this report
are appropriately implemented. The primary developmental considerations are summarized
below:

J Our review indicates no known active faults are crossing the site, and the site is not
located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (California Department of
Conservation, California Geological Survey [CGS], 2018). In addition, our review of
the Geologic Hazard Overlay maps in the San Bernardino County Land Use Plan
(County of San Bernardino, 2010), the site is not located within an area designated
as having a potential for liquefaction. Our evaluation and general liquefaction
screening process (pursuant to Special Publication 117 [SP117A, CGS, 2008])
indicates that the potential for liquefaction and associated adverse effects within the
site is considered low.



J The earth materials encountered during our subsurface investigation included
undocumented artificial fill, placed over a majority of the site, colluvium/topsoil, and
Holocene-age (Quaternary) young alluvial-fan deposits (Morton and Matti, 2001).
Removal of all undocumented artificial fill, colluvium/topsoil and near surface
weathered young alluvial-fan deposits will be necessary prior to fill placement, in areas
proposed for settlement-sensitive improvements. Approximate depths of removals
are outlined in the conclusions and recommendations section of this report. For
preliminary planning purposes, these depths are estimated to be on the order of 7 to
11 feet across the majority of the site, or potentially more where infiltration-pond
grading was previously performed on the northern portion of the site. Variations from
these thicknesses should be anticipated. Actual depths of removals will be evaluated
in the field during grading by the geotechnical consultant.

. Due to the nature of the earth materials encountered onsite, localized oversized rock
materials (i.e., greater than 12 inches in diameter) are anticipated be generated
during rough grading, which will require specialized placement techniques. Per the
San Bernardino County guidelines, oversized materials 12 inches or greater, should
not be placed within 10 feet of finish pad grades. This may necessitate the need for
scraper or dozer pits or rockfill blankets if the oversized materials (=12 inches) cannot
be reduced in size during grading. Oversized rock materials should be placed in
accordance with the Rock Placement Guidelines section of this report. Proper
disclosure to all interested and affected parties, and any homeowners association, will
be required regarding the potential for difficult excavation due to oversize materials
and their hold-down distances from finish grade, etc. Local utility entities may also
require a more stringent backfill size restriction (i.e., less than 6 inches or so in
maximum size) which may require some screening during underground utility backfill
placement.

. Percolation testing was performed to evaluate the feasibility of the site in regards to
the design and installation of stormwater BMP systems. Further discussions of the
test procedures used, the onsite USDA soil groups, general infiltration basin siting
requirements and limitations, along with the converted infiltration rates obtained, are
presented in following sections of this report.

o The recommendations presented in this report should be incorporated into the design
and construction considerations of the project.
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The opportunity to be of service is sincerely appreciated. If you should have any questions,
please do not hesitate to contact our office.

GeoSails, Inc.
No. 2377
\ Certified
Enmc..:-—»-

Todd A. Greer NS
Engineering Geologist, CEG 237

~Jorge F. Meneses, PhD, PE, GE, BC. GE, F.ASCE
Geotechnical Engineer, GE 3041

MAM/TAG/JEM/i

Distribution: (1) Addressee (via pdf)
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PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
TENTATIVE TRACT 20793
67 LOT RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
(LINDEN AVENUE PROJECT), CITY OF RIALTO
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

SCOPE OF SERVICES

The scope of our services has included the following:

1.

Review of available soils and geologic data for the site area, including previous
geotechnical reports by GSl in the vicinity of the subject site (Appendix A).

Geologic site reconnaissance and geologic mapping of surficial deposits.

Our field investigation was conducted on June 6, 2025, using a rubber-tired backhoe.
Subsurface exploration consisted of the advancement of 10 exploratory test pits
throughout the property for geotechnical logging, and sampling (Appendix B). Two
(2) of the test pits advanced were used for feasibility level infiltration testing. The field
infiltration data sheets are presenting in Appendix C.

Seismic ground motion values (Appendix D).

Laboratory testing of representative soil samples collected during our subsurface
exploration program. Testing included maximum density testing, expansion index,
sieve analysis, resistance value (R-value), and sulfate and corrosion testing of the
materials encountered during our onsite field investigation. Results of our laboratory
testing are provided in Appendix E.

Appropriate engineering and geologic analyses of data collected, and preparation of
this geotechnical report, including test pit logs, infiltration test results, laboratory test
results, regional seismic data and ground motion values, general earthwork factors,
recommendations for site grading, and preliminary foundation design
recommendations.

SITE LOCATION AND CONDITIONS

The project area consists of a slightly curved and loosely rectangular shaped 6.93-acre
parcel in the City of Rialto, San Bernardino County, California (see Figure 1, Site Location
Map). In general, the site may be described as a relatively flat to gently sloping remnant of
the young alluvial fans that make up the higher topographic benches (i.e., the Rialto Bench),
of the outwash area of the Lytle Creek Wash. Topographically, drainage is generally directed
to the south- southeast via sheetflow and constructed drainage courses. According to the
Tentative Tract Map by EAI (2025), elevations across the site range from a high of
approximately 1,595 feet Mean Sea Level (MSL) on the north to approximately 1,576 feet
MSL at the southwest corner of the project site. Therefore, overall relief across the site is on

GeoSoils,Inc.
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the order of approximately 19 feet. Historically, the site was used during construction of the
adjacent West Valley Water District (WVWD) water filtration facility to the east and south.
During construction in 2004, additional storage basins were constructed at the WVWD
filtration facility, and the excavation spoils brought to, and used to cap the subject site with
the undocumented artificial fill. The adjacent areas to the west- northwest have been
residentially developed with single-family tract homes.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

Based on our review of the 30-scale tentative tract map by EAl (2025), it is our understanding
that the proposed development of the project would consist of the construction of an alley-
loaded 67 lot residential development, a dog park, tot-lot and other parklets are proposed
along with the installation of underground utility and interior and exterior roadway
infrastructure improvements. In addition, a water quality BMP basin is proposed in the
southern portion of the site, along with perimeter block wall improvements. We further
understand that the buildings are proposed as one- or two-story structures with slab-on-
grade foundation systems. Building loads are assumed to be typical for these types of
relatively light residential structures. Typical cut and fill grading techniques would be required
to bring the site to design elevations. The need for import soils is currently unknown. Sewage
disposal is anticipated to be accommodated by connection to the regional disposal system.
Due to the flat-laying nature of the site, no significant cut or fill slopes are currently proposed
(EAI, 2025).

FIELD STUDIES

As indicated above, field studies conducted during our evaluation of the property consisted
of geologic reconnaissance mapping, and the excavation and logging of 10 exploratory test
pits throughout the property for evaluation of near-surface soil and geologic conditions. Two
(2) of the exploratory test pits were used for infiltration feasibility testing. The field exploration
was performed on June 6, 2025. The test pits were logged by a staff geologist from our firm
who also collected representative bulk samples for appropriate laboratory testing. The logs
of the test pits are presented in Appendix B. The field data sheets for the infiltration testing
conducted are presented in Appendix C. The approximate locations of the test pits
advanced onsite and infiltration testing locations are presented on Plate 1 (Geotechnical
Map).

REGIONAL AND SITE GEOLOGY

Regional Geologic Setting

The subject property is located on the northeastern fringe of a prominent natural geomorphic
province in southwestern California known as the Peninsular Ranges. The Peninsular
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Ranges are characterized by steep, elongated ranges and valleys that trend northwestward,
whereas, the Transverse Ranges trend east-west. The site area is situated within the Rialto-
Colton Basin of the Perris block, an eroded mass of Cretaceous-age and older rocks. The
Perris Block is defined by the San Jacinto and Elsinore-Chino faults, to the east and west,
respectively, and by the Cucamonga fault, to the north. It is located on coalescing alluvial
fans derived locally from alluvium and ancient debris flows originating from the San Gabriel
Mountains (basement rock uplifted by bounding faults) to the north, and the Jurupa
Mountains (an isolated knob of basement rock) to the south.

Local Geology

The site may be characterized as being primarily underlain by Holocene-age young alluvial-
fan deposits (Morton and Matti, 2001), which historically emanated from Lytle Creek Wash.
The alluvial-fan deposits onsite are mantled by a layer of undocumented artificial fill, on the
order of approximately 2 to 6 feet in thickness, relatively thin layers of colluvium/topsoil
underlie the artificial fill. As described by Miller and Matti (2001), the young alluvial-fan
deposits (Unit 5, Qyfs) are generally coarse-grained alluvial-fans having slightly dissected
surfaces, typically have high coarse to fine clast ratios, and can also be distinguished by the
higher terrace level (i.e., the Rialto Bench). At depth, the young alluvial-fan deposits
encountered during this study were generally observed to be varying hues of light gray, and
dark to light brown silty sands, and sands that were friable (uncemented) and contained
abundant sub-rounded gravel- to boulder-sized clasts. Due to the friable nature of surficial
soils, localized caving was encountered in a majority of the excavations (see Appendix B).

Site Geologic Units

The site geologic units encountered during our subsurface investigation and site geologic
mapping included undocumented artificial fill mantling the site, colluvium/topsoil, and
Quaternary-age young alluvial-fan deposits (Unit 5, Qyfs). The distribution of mappable units
is shown on Plate 1 (Geotechnical Map). Supplemental descriptions for the geologic units
are shown in the Test Pit Logs (Appendix B). The geologic units are generally described
below (from youngest to oldest):

Artificial Fill - Undocumented (Map Symbol - Afu)

Undocumented artificial fill was identified during our subsurface investigation mantling the
colluvium and topsoil materials. These surficial fill materials are associated with the past
grading and construction in 2004 of several water storage basins in the neighboring WVWD
filtration facility, and then in 2009 where the majority of the site appears to have been used
as a construction yard. These surficial soils were generally observed to range from two (2)
feet (TP-6) to as much as six (6) feet in thickness (TP-7). As encountered onsite, the artificial
fill materials were typically light gray, friable, fine- to coarse-grained gravelly sands and sandy
gravels with few to some boulder-sized clasts ranging from 12 to 24 inches in diameter. The
undocumented fill materials were generally dry and loose. Due to the potentially
compressible nature of these surficial soils, and the volume of boulder-sized clasts observed
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that would require special handling techniques, they are considered unsuitable for support
of structures or improvements in their existing state and therefore, will be need to be removed
and recompacted.

Colluvium and Topsoil (Unmapped)

Colluvium and topsoil materials were observed in our subsurface investigation beneath the
artificial fill, and mantling the young alluvial-fan deposits onsite. These materials appear to
be associated with in-place weathering, and previous tilling for weed abatement purposes.
These subsurface soils were generally observed to be about 1 to 2 feet in thickness. As
encountered onsite, the colluvium and topsoil is typically dark brown, fine- to coarse-grained
silty sands, with sub-rounded gravels and cobbles, with a few roots and rootlets, generally
marking the boundary of the colluvium and topsoil. The colluvium and topsoil materials were
generally dry to damp, loose, and friable. Due to the potentially compressible nature of these
surficial soils, they are considered unsuitable for support of structures or improvements in
their existing state and therefore, will be need to be removed and recompacted.

Quaternary Young Alluvial-Fan Deposits - Unit 5 (Map Symbol - Qyfs)

Regional geologic mapping by Morton and Matti (2001) indicates that Quaternary-age young
alluvial-fan deposits (Unit 5) are present across the entirety of the site. As encountered
onsite, these deposits generally consisted of light gray to dark brown to light brown gravelly
sands and sands with gravels. Locally abundant sub-rounded gravel and cobbles, to a few
boulder-sized clasts, up to 30 inches in diameter, were encountered during our subsurface
investigation. These deposits were generally dry to locally damp and loose to medium dense
with depth. On a preliminary basis, these deposits generally have a very low expansion
potential. Where unweathered, these deposits appear suitable for the support of additional
engineered fill and settlement-sensitive improvements. During site grading the weathered
portions (upper 3 to 4 feet) should be removed to competent/dense young alluvial-fan
deposits.

FAULTING, REGIONAL SEISMICITY, AND GROUND MOTION VALUES

Local Faulting

The site is situated in an area of active as well as potentially-active faults. The nearby San
Bernardino segment of the San Jacinto fault zone is considered active and is included within
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. Our review of published data indicates that there
are no known active faults crossing the site, and the site is not within an Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone (CGS, 2018). During our review of aerial photographs (USDA, 1980),
we did not observe any photolineaments transecting the site. However, a splay of the San
Bernardino segment of the San Jacinto fault is located approximately 1.9 miles (3.0
kilometers) to the southeast. This fault should have the greatest effect on the site in the form
of strong ground shaking.
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Seismic Ground Motion Values

Using a latitude of 34.1527 degrees and a longitude of -117.4004, risk category of Il and
based on the site conditions, the following table summarizes the design criteria obtained from
the 2022 CBC, Chapter 16 Structural Design, Section 1613, Earthquake Loads. The ASCE
Hazard Tool (ASCE Hazard Tool) has been used to aid in design. Since the site class is D, a
site-specific procedure would be required, but it is not performed as we follow the Exception
of Section 11.4.8.1, ASCE 7-16, Supplement 3.

2022 CBC SEISMIC GROUND MOTIONS

PARAMETER VALUE 2022 CBC OR REFERENCE
Risk Category [, I, or llI Table 1604.5
Site Class D Chapter 20, ASCE 7-16
MCERr spectral acceleration - (0.2 sec), Ss 2198 ¢g Section 1613.2.1
MCEr spectral acceleration - (1.0 sec), Si 0.851¢g Section 1613.2.1
Site Coefficient, Fa 1.0 ASCE 7-16, Supplement 3
Site Coefficient, Fy 1.7 ASCE 7-16, Supplement 3
MCERr spectral acceleration (0.2 sec), Sws 2.198 ¢ Section 1613.2.3
MCERr spectral acceleration (1.0 sec), Swmi 2170g ASCE 7-16, Supplement 3
Design spectral acceleration (0.2 sec), Sos 1.465¢ Section 1613.2.4
Design spectral acceleration (1.0 sec), So1 1.447 g ASCE 7-16, Supplement 3
PGAwM 1.0g ASCE 7-16, Section 11.8.3
Seismic Design Category E Section 1613.2.5

Conformance to the criteria above for seismic design does not constitute any kind of
guarantee or assurance that significant structural damage or ground failure will not occur in
the event of a large earthquake. The primary goal of seismic design is to protect life, not to
eliminate all damage, since such design may be economically prohibitive. Cumulative effects
of seismic events are not addressed in the 2022 CBC (CBSC, 2022) and regular
maintenance and repair following locally significant seismic events will likely be necessary,
as is the case in all southern California.

GROUNDWATER

Regional groundwater was not encountered within any of the subsurface excavations
advanced during our field work. Likewise, seeps, springs, or other indications of a high
groundwater level were not noted on the subject property during the time of our field
investigation. Based on our review of the California Department of Water Resources (CDWR)
Water Data Library (2025), the depth to groundwater in nearby wells ranges from
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approximately 344.5 feet below the ground surface (11/15/2010) in the water treatment
facility directly east of the site (Well Station No. 341539N1173987W002), to 421.5 feet below
the ground surface (11/23/2010) further south on Linden Avenue, just north of Birdsall Park
(Well Station No. 341483N1173993W001). Based on the above, regional groundwater will
not be encountered during grading; however, the possibility of transient and localized
perched groundwater conditions, cannot be precluded within existing drainage areas, and
impermeable zones. These observations reflect site conditions at the time of our field work
and do not prevent future changes in local groundwater conditions from excessive irrigation,
precipitation, or that were not evident, at the time of our investigation.

LIQUEFACTION POTENTIAL

Seismically induced liquefaction is a phenomenon in which cyclic stresses, produced by
earthquake-induced ground motion, create excess pore pressures in soils. The soils may
thereby acquire a high degree of mobility and lead to lateral movement, sliding, sand boails,
consolidation and settlement of loose sediments, and other damaging deformation. This
phenomenon occurs only below the water table; but after liquefaction has developed, it can
propagate upward into overlying, non-saturated soil as excess pore water dissipates.
Typically, liquefaction has a relatively low potential at depths greater than 50 feet.

Liquefaction has two principal effects. One is the consolidation of loose sediments with
resultant settlement of the ground surface. The other is lateral sliding. Significant permanent
lateral movement generally occurs only when there is considerable differential loading on
susceptible soils, such as fill or natural ground slopes on alluvium.

Based on our review of the Geologic Hazard Overlay map in the San Bernardino County
Land Use Plan (County of San Bernardino, 2010), the site does not lie within a zone of
generalized liquefaction susceptibility, and is designated as non-susceptible to liquefaction.

Based on previous site specific data from nearby historic investigations by GSI and others,
we found there is a potential for seismic activity; however, based on the generally dense
granular and coarse onsite soils, current hydrologic regime and the depth to regional
groundwater, the potential for liquefaction to affect the site is considered very low.

SUBSIDENCE

Our experience in the site vicinity and review of readily available data indicate that the site
area may be subsiding owing to down-faulting along bordering fault zones, or regional
groundwater withdrawal. The scope of this potential for affecting the subject site is beyond
the scope of this current study. However, based on our review of Fife et al. (1976) aerial
subsidence within the generalized area may be on the order of 0.4 feet. The main subsidence
zone is located near San Bernardino, which is approximately 7 miles southeast of the site. It
should be noted that areal subsidence generally occurs at the transition condition between
materials of substantially different engineering properties (i.e., bedrock and alluvium), or
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active faults. At the site, no potential for this transition condition appears to exist; however,
faults transect the site. Our review of available stereoscopic aerial photographs (USDA,
1980) also showed no features generally associated with areal subsidence (e.g., radially-
directed drainages flowing into a depression(s), linear depressions associated with mountain
fronts).

The Rialto-Colton Basin is an adjudicated water basin. Past overdraft had resulted in
subsidence as early as 1971, and resulted in some damage to existing infrastructure.
Pumping induced drawdown and subsequent aquifer-system compaction were identified as
the most likely cause of the land subsidence in the affected area. The main areas of known
subsidence lie several miles to the southeast of the subject site (Fife et al., 1976). Since the
groundwater basin is now adjudicated, it is unlikely that the Watermaster would allow
groundwater extraction to increase to the point that significant subsidence would occur
onsite.

OTHER GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

The following list includes other geologic and seismic related hazards that have been
considered during our evaluation of the site. The hazards listed are considered negligible or
mitigated as a result of site location, soil characteristics, and typical site development
procedures:

. Liguefaction

. Lateral Spreading

. Dynamic Settlement

. Surface Fault Rupture

. Ground Lurching or Shallow Ground Rupture
. Tsunami

. Seiche

Based on our review of Geologic Hazard Overlay maps in the San Bernardino County Land
Use Plan (County of San Bernardino, 2010), the site does not lie within a generalized
landslide susceptibility zone. However, due to the non-cohesive (friable) materials that exist
onsite, caving and sloughing should be anticipated in all subsurface excavations and
trenching. Appropriate safety considerations for potential caving and sloughing, such as
shoring or sloping layback cuts, should be incorporated into the construction design details.

LABORATORY TESTING

Classification

Soils were classified visually according to the Unified Soils Classification System. The soil
classifications are shown on the Test Pit Logs, Appendix B.
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Moisture Density

The field moisture contents and dry unit weights were measured for the onsite soils
encountered in the exploratory test pits. Field moisture and density tests were performed
using the nuclear (densometer) methods per ASTM D 6938 (Procedure A). The results of
the field moisture and density testing are presented on the Test Pit Logs (Appendix B).

Laboratory Standard

The maximum density and optimum moisture content was determined for the major soil types
encountered within the exploratory test pits. A rock correction was determined and the
maximum density values listed below reflect the “rock corrected” test results. The laboratory
standard used was ASTM D 1557. The moisture-density relationship obtained for the site
soils are shown below:

LOCATION AND MAXIMUM DRY | OPTIMUM MOISTURE

SOl R DEPTH (it DENSITY (pcf) CONTENT (%)

Well Graded SAND with SILT and P-1, TP-4, TP-6 @ 6'-9'

GRAVEL, Dark Yellowish Brown (Composite) 141.3 5.4

Well Graded SAND with SILT and

GRAVEL, Dark Yellowish Brown TPe@2 140.5 50

Expansion Potential

Expansion Index (E.l.) testing and expansion potential classification were performed in
general accordance with ASTM Standard D 4829 on a representative sample of the onsite
soils collected from the field exploration. Based on the preliminary test results obtained, the
soils exhibit a very low expansion potential (E.l. 0-20). Additional E.l. testing should be
conducted at the conclusion of site grading to further evaluate the preliminary test results
obtained. The results of the expansion index testing are presented in the following table.

SAMPLE LOCATION

AND DEPTH (FT) EXPANSION INDEX | EXPANSION POTENTIAL

TP-6 @ 2' 0 Very Low

Particle-Size Analysis

A particle-size evaluation was performed on representative soil samples (P-1/TP-4/TP-6
(composite) @ 6-9 feet and TP-6 @ 2 feet) in accordance with ASTM D 6913. The testing
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was used to evaluate the soil classification in accordance with the Unified Soil Classification
System (USCS). The results of the particle-size evaluation indicate that the tested samples
are a well-graded sand with silt and gravel, to a well-graded gravel with sand, to a silty Gravel
with sand. The testing results indicate a range between 48.4 to 45.9 percent gravel, 44.5 to
48.7 percent sand, and 7.1 to 5.4 percent fines [USCS Symbol - SW-SM and GW-GM]). The
particle-size test results are presented in Appendix E.

Corrosion

A typical sample of the site soil materials were analyzed for soluble sulfates, chloride, pH,
and resistivity. The soluble sulfate and corrosion potential results are shown as follows:

LOCATION AND SOLUBLE SULFATES CHLORIDE RESISTIVITY
DEPTH (FT.) PERCENTAGE BY WEIGHT (PPM) PH (OHMS-CM)
TP-6 @2' <0.003 11 7.4 24,000

For preliminary planning purposes, and based upon the soluble sulfate test results and the
latest edition of the 2022 CBC (CBSC, 2022), the soluble sulfate content is classified as “S0”
per the ACI 318-14 (0.00 to 0.10 soil percentage by weight is considered Exposure Class
“S0”). As such, sulfate-resistant concrete is currently not anticipated. Based on the results
of the resistivity and pH testing, the onsite soils are generally considered slightly alkaline (a
pH of 7.4 to 7.8 is considered slightly alkaline) and are considered mildly corrosive to ferrous
metals in a saturated state (over 10,000 ohm-cm is considered mildly corrosive). Chloride
levels are generally low.

Although the site soils are categorized as being mildly corrosive toward ferrous metals, it is
our understanding that ferrous metals embedded in properly poured and formed concrete
with the proper mix should be adequately protected from these conditions. GSI does not
consult in the field of corrosion engineering. Therefore, additional comments and
recommendations should be obtained from a qualified corrosion engineer based on the level
of corrosion protection required for the project, as recommended by the project architect or
structural engineer, assuming Exposure Classes “S0,” “W0,” and “C1” conditions, per ACI
318-14, as the foundations would likely be exposed to moisture.

R-Value Test

An evaluation of the resistance value (R-value) for a representative sample of the site soils
was performed in accordance with the latest revisions to the Department of Transportation,
State of California, Material & Research Test Method No. 301. Test results obtained
indicated an R-value of 78. Based on the test results obtained, preliminary pavement designs
for the project have been developed, and are provided in the Preliminary Pavement Design
Recommendations section of this report. The R-value test results obtained are presented in
Appendix E.
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STORMWATER INFILTRATION FEASIBILITY

As mentioned previously, a secondary purpose of this study was to perform percolation and
infiltration feasibility testing within the proposed stormwater quality BMP system. In
accordance with the guidelines outlined in Appendix D of the San Bernardino County (SBC,
2013) Technical Guidance Document for Water Quality Management Plans, two (2)
percolation tests were conducted onsite within the approximate area of the currently
proposed water quality basin, at a depth of approximately 10 feet below existing site grades.
The percolation testing was performed to further evaluate site conditions with respect to the
proposed water quality basin that will retain and filter onsite storm water. The percolation
testing was performed in general conformance with the SBC (2013) and CASQA (2003)
design handbooks for such testing. The field percolation testing and geologic logging were
performed by a trained field technician and staff geologist from our firm. Logs of the test pits
advanced for this study can be found in Appendix B. For convenience, the field percolation
data sheets are presented in Appendix C. Procedures for testing are outlined briefly below:

Percolation Test Procedures

Test Borings: 1. Backhoe excavated to a depth of 9 feet. Then, the percolation
cup further excavated with hand tools another 1 foot in depth.
2. Diameter - 8 inches.
3 After the removal of loose materials, 2 inches of gravel was

placed on the bottom of each test boring.

4, A perforated pipe was then installed within each percolation cup
to facilitate accurate field measurements and prevent caving
during the pre-soak period and testing intervals.

Pre-Soaking: After the installation of the perforated pipes, the boring was filled with
clear water to a depth of approximately 15 inches. The testing period
for the percolation tests commenced immediately, as all the water
seeped away while the tester was present and sandy soils were known
to exist onsite.

Sandy Soil Test: During the sandy soil criteria test period, two (2) consecutive
measurements were conducted at each test location at intervals of
approximately 25 minutes. More than 6 inches of water seeped away
during each of the two (2) test measurements within the percolation
test locations; therefore, the testing began using the criteria for sandy
soils testing at all locations.

Testing: After required pre-soak assessment and sandy soil criteria test periods,
percolation testing measurements were made. A column of clear water
was re-established within each of the test locations. The drop in water
level was measured from a fixed reference point, refilling after each test
measurement. For each test, a series of test measurements were taken
for an additional hour, at time intervals of 10 minutes.
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Precision: All test measurements were read to the nearest Y-inch.

Test Results: Calculations from our field testing indicate a percolation rate between
0.67 and 3.08 minutes/inch. Per the SBC (2013) guidelines, the
percolation rates obtained were then converted to infiltration rates
using the “Porchet Method,” to be used by the design engineer for
appropriate sizing of the basins. The converted infiltration rates
obtained varied between 2.54 and 18.95 inches/hour, yielding an
overall average of 10.74 inches/hour. Typically, the lowest infiltration
rate (2.54 inches/hour) obtained is applied to the design. The
converted infiltration rates, along with the formulas used are presented
in Figure 2 (Percolation Rate to Infiltration Rate Conversion).

USDA Site Soil Groups, Soil Units, Ksat Values

Our review of the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA, 2025) Web Soil Survey,
indicates only one (1) major soil unit underlies the site. The Tujunga gravelly loamy sand, O
to 9 percent slopes (Map Unit Symbol: TvC) is distributed throughout the entirety of the site.
Based on our review, the soils onsite belong to Hydrologic Soil Group “A,” with the capacity
of the most limiting soil layer to transmit water classified as “high to very high.” The “Ksat”
value (i.e., hydraulic conductivity or infiltration rate) for the soil type onsite was evaluated to
be within the range of 5.95 to 19.98 inches per hour.

Infiltration Basin Siting Requirements

Our review of the general infiltration basin siting requirements and limitations (CASQA,
2003), indicates sites characterized as belonging to Hydrologic Soil Groups “A,” “B,” and
“C” may be suitable for infiltration, requiring a minimum soil infiltration rate of 0.5 inches/hour
(CASQA, 2003). Based on our review of historic regional groundwater levels, and provided
a relatively shallow basin is constructed, a minimum 10-foot vertical separation from the
bottom of the basin to the top of historic high groundwater levels appears to be maintained.
The design engineer will need to review basin siting requirements by CASQA (2003) and the
converted infiltration rates obtained during this study with respect to the proposed water

quality basin.

Onsite Storm Water Quality Best Management Practice (BMP) Systems

Based on our review, onsite infiltration-runoff retention systems (OIRRS) are currently
planned for Best Management Practices (BMP’s) or Low Impact Development (LID)
principles for the project (EAI, 2025). As such, certain guidelines must be followed in the
planning, design, and construction of such systems. Such systems, if improperly designed
or implemented without consideration of the geotechnical aspects of site conditions, can
contribute to flooding, saturation of bearing materials beneath site improvements, slope
instability, and possible concentration and contribution of pollutants into the groundwater or
storm drain or utility trench systems.
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Percolation Rate to Infiltration Rate Conversion

*

Where:

Infiltration Rate (I;) =

l; = tested infiltration rate, inches/hour
AH = change in head over the time interval, inches

AH 7tr? 60

t(nr? + 2nrH,,

At = time interval, minutes
r = effective radius of test hole

Ha.vg = average head over the time interval, inches

AH 60 r
At(r+2H,,4)

At | Init Level | Fnl Level AH || H,g 1,
TP-9/P-1 @ 9 ft. 10 15 11.3/4 31/4 13 3/8 2.54
o TP-10/P-2 @ 9 ft. 10 15 0 15 71/2 18.95
Infiltration
Test Low = 2.54
Average = 10.74
Numbers “DIR = 127

* Conversion per the "Porchet Method" (RCFWCD, 2011)
FOS =2.0 = 2.54/2 = 1.27 = DIR**

**DIR = Design Infiltration Rate (Inches/Hour)

W.0O. 8972-A-IE
Figure 2




A key factor in these systems is the infiltration rate (often referred to as the percolation rate)
which can be ascribed to, or determined for, the earth materials within which these systems
are installed. Additionally, the infiltration rate of the designed system (which may include
gravel, sand, mulch ortopsoil, or other amendments) will need to be considered. The project
infiltration testing is very site specific, any changes to the location of the proposed OIRRS or
estimated size of the OIRRS, may require additional infiltration testing. Locally, relatively
impermeable formations include: clayey surficial soils, igneous and metamorphic bedrock,
as well as future fine grained fill soils.

Some of the methods which are used for onsite infiltration include percolation basins, dry
wells, bio-swale and bio-retention, permeable pavers and pavement, infiltration trenches,
filter boxes and subsurface infiltration galleries and chambers. Some of these systems are
constructed using native and import soils, perforated piping, and filter fabrics while others
employ structural components such as stormwater infiltration chambers and filters and
separators. Every site will have characteristics which should lend themselves to one or more
of these methods, but not every site is suitable for OIRRS. In practice, OIRRS are usually
initially designed by the project design civil engineer. Selection of methods should include
(but should not be limited to) review by licensed professionals including the geotechnical
engineer, hydrogeologist, engineering geologist, project civil engineer, landscape architect,
environmental professional, and industrial hygienist.  Applicable governing agency
requirements should be reviewed and included in design considerations.

The following geotechnical guidelines should be considered when designing onsite
infiltration-runoff retention systems:

. It is not good engineering practice to allow water to saturate soils, especially near
slopes or improvements; however, the controlling agency or authority may now
require the use of OIRRS.

. Areas adjacent to, or within, the OIRRS that are subject to inundation should be
properly protected against scouring, undermining, and erosion, in accordance with
the recommendations of the design engineer.

. Where infiltration systems are located near slopes or improvements, impermeable
liners and subdrains should be used along the bottom or sides of bioretention swales
and basins located within the influence of such slopes and structures. Impermeable
liners used in conjunction with bioretention basins should consist of a 30-mil polyvinyl
chloride (PVC) membrane that is covered by a minimum of 12 inches of clean soail,
free from rocks and debris, with a maximum 4:1 (h:v) slope inclination, or flatter, and
meet the following minimum specifications:

Solid Soils Specific Gravity (ASTM D792): 1.2 (g/cc, min.); Tensile (ASTM
D882): 73 (Ib/in-width, min); Elongation at Break (ASTM D882): 380 (%, min);
Modulus (ASTM D882): 32 (Ib/in-width, min.); and Tear Strength (ASTM
D1004): 8 (Ib/in, min); Seam Shear Strength (ASTM D882) 58.4 (Ib/in, min);
Seam Peel Strength (ASTM D882) 15 (Ib/in, min).
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Subdrains should consist of at least 4-inch diameter Schedule 40 or SDR 35 drain
pipe with perforations oriented down. The drain pipe should be sleeved with a filter
sock.

Storm drain, standpipes, and utilities that cross BMPs should be slurried with a 172-
sack slurry mix, to 5 feet outside the structure.

Infiltrations systems should not be installed within approximately 8 feet of building
foundations utility trenches, and walls, or a 1:1 (horizontal to vertical [h:v]) slope
(down and away) from the bottom elements of these improvements. Alternatively,
deepened foundation (pile orpier) supported improvements may be used.

Infiltrations systems should not be installed adjacent to pavement or hardscape
improvements.  Alternatively, deepened and thickened edges and curbs or
impermeable liners may be used in areas adjoining the OIRRS.

As with any OIRRS, localized ponding and groundwater seepage should be
anticipated. The potential for seepage or perched groundwater to occur after site
development should be disclosed to all interested and affected parties.

Infiltration systems should not be installed where the vertical separation of the
groundwater level is less than approximately 10 feet from the base of the system.

Infiltration systems should be designed using a suitable factor of safety (FOS) to
account for uncertainties in the known infiltration rates (as generally required by the
controlling authorities), and reduction in performance over time.

As with any OIRRS, proper care will need to be provided. Best management practices
should be followed at all times, especially during inclement weather. Provisions for
the management of any siltation, debris within the OIRRS, or overgrown vegetation
(including root systems) should be considered. An appropriate inspection schedule
will need to adopted and provided to all interested and affected parties.

Any designed system will require regular and periodic maintenance, which may
include rehabilitation or complete replacement of the filter media (e.g., sand, gravel,
filter fabrics, topsoil, mulch) or other components used in construction, so that the
design life exceeds 15 years. Due to the potential for piping and adverse seepage
conditions, a burrowing rodent control program should also be implemented onsite.

Newly established vegetation and landscaping (including phreatophytes) may have
root systems that will influence the performance of the OIRRS or nearby LID systems.

The potential for surface flooding, in the case of system blockage, should be
evaluated by the design engineer.
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. Any proposed utility backfill materials (i.e., inlet/outlet piping or other subsurface
utilities) located within or near the proposed area of the OIRRS may become
saturated. This is due to the potential for piping, water migration, and seepage along
the utility trench line backfill. If utility trenches cross or are proposed near the OIRRS,
cut-off walls or other water barriers will need to be installed to mitigate the potential
for piping and excess water entering the utility backfill materials. Planned or existing
utilities may also be subject to piping of fines into open-graded gravel backfill layers
unless separated from overlying or adjoining OIRRS by geotextiles or slurry backfill.

. The use of OIRRS above existing utilities that might degrade or corrode with the
introduction of water and seepage should be avoided.

PRELIMINARY EARTHWORK FACTORS

Preliminary earthwork factors (shrinkage and bulking) for the subject property have been
estimated based upon our field and laboratory testing, visual site observations, and
experience in the site area. Itis apparent that shrinkage would vary with depth and with areal
extent over the site based on previous site use. Variables include vegetation, weed control,
discing, and previous filling or exploring. However, all these factors are difficult to define in
a three-dimensional fashion.

Therefore, the information presented below represents average shrinkage values (excluding
the removal of oversize materials):

Undocumented Artificial Fill (Afu) ... 15% to 20% shrinkage
Colluvium and TOPSOIl......eveveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiie 12% to 18% shrinkage
Young Alluvial Fan Deposits (Qyfs) .....oooovveeeeiiiiiiiiii, 10% to 18% shrinkage

The above factors indicate that earthwork balance for the site would be difficult to define and
flexibility in design is essential to achieve a balanced end product. Subsidence due to
equipment loadings (dynamic compaction) may be on the order of up to 0.10 feet, but will
depend on haul routes, and other factors.

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on our current field exploration, laboratory testing, and our engineering and geologic
analyses, it is our opinion that the project site appears suited for the proposed residential
development from a geotechnical engineering and geologic viewpoint, provided that the
recommendations presented in the following sections are incorporated into the design and
construction phases of site development. The recommendations presented below should be
incorporated in the design, grading, and construction considerations.
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General

1.

Geotechnical engineering and compaction testing services should be provided during
grading operations to assist the contractor in removing unsuitable soils and in his
effort to compact the fill.

Geologic observations should be performed during grading to verify and further
evaluate geologic conditions. Although unlikely, if adverse geologic structures are
encountered, supplemental recommendations and earthwork may be warranted.

In general, and based upon the available data to date, groundwater is not expected
to be a factor in development of the site. Due to the sandy nature of the site materials
and terrain, minor seepage may be encountered throughout the site along with
seasonal perched water within the drainage areas. Given the high permeability of
onsite soils and lack of significant canyon areas, no subdrain systems are currently
anticipated. However, subdrainage systems for the control of localized groundwater
seepage, cannot be precluded and should be anticipated.

Based upon our field explorations throughout the property, the site materials should
be rippable to the depths anticipated for development.

Due to the non-cohesive nature of the onsite materials, caving and sloughing may be
anticipated to be a factor in subsurface excavations and trenching. Therefore, current
local and state and federal safety ordinances for subsurface trenching should be
enforced.

General Earthwork, Grading Guidelines are provided at the end of this report as
Appendix F. Specific recommendations are provided below.

Demolition/Grubbing

1.

Any existing surficial or subsurface structures (i.e., foundations, septic systems, etc.),
major vegetation, and any miscellaneous debris should be removed from the areas of
proposed grading.

The project geotechnical consultant should be notified of any previous foundation,
irrigation lines, septic tanks or leach fields, or other subsurface structures that are
uncovered during the recommended removals, so that appropriate remedial
recommendations can be provided.

Cavities or loose soils (including all previous exploratory test pits) remaining after
demolition and site clearance should be cleaned out, observed by the geotechnical
consultant, processed, and replaced with fill that has been moisture conditioned to at
least optimum moisture content and compacted to at least 90 percent of the
laboratory standard, if not removed by proposed remedial grading.
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Treatment of Existing Ground

1.

Removal of all undocumented artificial fill, subsurface colluvium and topsoil, and near
surface weathered young alluvial fan deposits will be necessary prior to fill placement,
in areas proposed for settlement-sensitive improvements. The near surface deposits
should be removed to competent materials (i.e., greater than or equal to 85 percent
saturation, or greater than or equal to 105 pcf for in-place native materials), if not
removed by proposed excavation within areas proposed for settlement-sensitive
improvements. For preliminary planning purposes, these depths are estimated to be
on the order of 7 to 11 feet across the majority of the site, or potentially more where
infiltration-pond grading was previously performed on the northern portion of the site.
Variations from these thicknesses should be anticipated. A minimum of 2 feet of
compacted fill should underlie the proposed footings. Actual depths of removals will
be evaluated in the field during grading by the geotechnical consultant.

Subsequent to the above removals, the fill should be cleansed of any oversized rock,
and the upper 6 to 8 inches of the exposed subsoils should be scarified, brought to
at least optimum moisture content, and recompacted to a minimum relative
compaction of 90 percent of the laboratory standard.

The existing onsite soils may be reused as compacted fill provided that any significant
concentrations of vegetation and miscellaneous trash and debris, and oversized rock
(>12 inches) are removed prior to or during fill placement. In general, any oversized
rock constituents greater than 12 inches in any one dimension should not be placed
within 10 feet of finish pad grade.

Localized deeper removal may be necessary due to buried drainage channel
meanders or dry porous materials. The project geotechnical consultant/geologist
should observe all removal areas during the grading.

Fill Placement

1.

Fill materials should be cleansed of major vegetation, debris, and oversized rock
(greater than 12 inches) prior to placement.

Fill materials should be brought to at least optimum moisture, placed in thin 6- to 8-
inch lifts and mechanically compacted to obtain a minimum relative compaction of 90
percent of the laboratory standard (ASTM D 1557).

Any oversized rock materials greater than 12 inches in diameter should not be placed
within 10 feet of finish grade. The maximum particle size for utilities in this area may
be as stringent as 4 to 6 inches, as directed by the controlling authority. The use of
particles greater than 4 to 6 inches in utility backfill may require screening prior to re-
use. Procedures for oversized rock are outlined in the “Rock Placement Guidelines”
section of this report. Additional guidelines for rock placement are provided in
Appendix F.
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PLAN REVIEW

Final project plans (e.g., grading, precise grading, foundation, retaining wall, landscaping),
should be reviewed by this office prior to construction, so that construction is in accordance
with the conclusions and recommendations of this report. Based on our review,
supplemental recommendations or further geotechnical studies may be warranted.

LIMITATIONS

The materials encountered on the project site and utilized for our analysis are believed
representative of the area; however, soil and bedrock materials vary in character between
excavations and natural outcrops or conditions exposed during mass grading. Site
conditions may vary due to seasonal changes or other factors.

Inasmuch as our study is based upon our review and engineering analyses and laboratory
data, the conclusions and recommendations are professional opinions. These opinions have
been derived in accordance with current standards of practice, and no warranty, either
express or implied, is given. Standards of practice are subject to change with time. GSI
assumes no responsibility or liability for work or testing performed by others, or their inaction;
or work performed when GSI is not requested to be onsite, to evaluate if our
recommendations have been properly implemented. Use of this report constitutes an
agreement and consent by the user to all the limitations outlined above, notwithstanding any
other agreements that may be in place. In addition, this report may be subject to review by
the controlling authorities. Thus, this report brings to completion our scope of services for
this portion of the project. All samples will be disposed of after 30 days, unless specifically
requested by the client, in writing.
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GENERAL EARTHWORK, GRADING GUIDELINES, AND PRELIMINARY CRITERIA

General

These guidelines present general procedures and requirements for earthwork and grading
as shown on the approved grading plans, including preparation of areas to be filled,
placement of fill, installation of subdrains, excavations, and appurtenant structures or
flatwork. The recommendations contained in the geotechnical report are part of these
earthwork and grading guidelines and would supersede the provisions contained hereafter
in the case of conflict. Evaluations performed by the consultant during the course of grading
may result in new or revised recommendations which could supersede these guidelines or
the recommendations contained in the geotechnical report. Generalized details follow this
text.

The contractor is responsible for the satisfactory completion of all earthwork in accordance
with provisions of the project plans and specifications and latest adopted Code. In the case
of conflict, the most onerous provisions shall prevail. The project geotechnical engineer and
engineering geologist (geotechnical consultant), or their representatives, should provide
observation and testing services, and geotechnical consultation during the duration of the
project.

EARTHWORK OBSERVATIONS AND TESTING

Geotechnical Consultant

Prior to the commencement of grading, a qualified geotechnical consultant (soil engineer
and engineering geologist) should be employed for the purpose of observing earthwork
procedures and testing the fills for general conformance with the recommendations of the
geotechnical report(s), the approved grading plans, and applicable grading codes and
ordinances.

The geotechnical consultant should provide testing and observation so that an evaluation
may be made that the work is being accomplished as specified. It is the responsibility of the
contractor to assist the consultants and keep them apprised of anticipated work schedules
and changes, so that they may schedule their personnel accordingly.

All remedial removals, clean-outs, prepared ground to receive fill, key excavations, and
subdrain installation should be observed and documented by the geotechnical consultant
prior to placing any fill. It is the contractor’s responsibility to notify the geotechnical
consultant when such areas are ready for observation.

Laboratory and Field Tests

Maximum dry density tests to determine the degree of compaction should be performed in
accordance with American Standard Testing Materials test method ASTM designation D-
1557. Random or representative field compaction tests should be performed in accordance
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with test methods ASTM designation D-1556, D-2937 or D-2922, and D-3017, at intervals
of approximately +2 feet of fill height or approximately every 1,000 cubic yards placed. These
criteria would vary depending on the soil conditions and the size of the project. The location
and frequency of testing would be at the discretion of the geotechnical consultant.

Contractor's Responsibility

All clearing, site preparation, and earthwork performed on the project should be conducted
by the contractor, with observation by a geotechnical consultant, and staged approval by the
governing agencies, as applicable. It is the contractor's responsibility to prepare the ground
surface to receive the fill, to the satisfaction of the geotechnical consultant, and to place,
spread, moisture condition, mix, and compact the fill in accordance with the
recommendations of the geotechnical consultant. The contractor should also remove all
non-earth material considered unsatisfactory by the geotechnical consultant.

Notwithstanding the services provided by the geotechnical consultant, it is the sole
responsibility of the contractor to provide adequate equipment and methods to accomplish
the earthwork in strict accordance with applicable grading guidelines, latest adopted Code
or agency ordinances, geotechnical report(s), and approved grading plans. Sufficient
watering apparatus and compaction equipment should be provided by the contractor with
due consideration for the fill material, rate of placement, and climatic conditions. If, in the
opinion of the geotechnical consultant, unsatisfactory conditions such as questionable
weather, excessive oversized rock or deleterious material, insufficient support equipment,
etc., are resulting in a quality of work that is not acceptable, the consultant will inform the
contractor, and the contractor is expected to rectify the conditions, and if necessary, stop
work until conditions are satisfactory.

During construction, the contractor shall properly grade all surfaces to maintain good
drainage and prevent ponding of water. The contractor shall take remedial measures to
control surface water and to prevent erosion of graded areas until such time as permanent
drainage and erosion control measures have been installed.

SITE PREPARATION

All major vegetation, including brush, trees, thick grasses, organic debris, and other
deleterious material, should be removed and disposed of off-site. These removals must be
concluded prior to placing fill. In-place existing fill, soil, alluvium, colluvium, or rock materials,
as evaluated by the geotechnical consultant as being unsuitable, should be removed prior to
any fill placement. Depending upon the soil conditions, these materials may be reused as
compacted fills. Any materials incorporated as part of the compacted fills should be
approved by the geotechnical consultant.

Any underground structures such as cesspools, cisterns, mining shafts, tunnels, septic
tanks, wells, pipelines, or other structures not located prior to grading, are to be removed or
treated in a manner recommended by the geotechnical consultant. Soft, dry, spongy, highly

Lytle Development Company . Appendix F
File::\cb\wopro\8900\8972a.pgi GeoSoils,Inc. Page 2



fractured, or otherwise unsuitable ground, extending to such a depth that surface processing
cannot adequately improve the condition, should be overexcavated down to firm ground and
approved by the geotechnical consultant before compaction and filling operations continue.
Overexcavated and processed soils, which have been properly mixed and moisture
conditioned, should be re-compacted to the minimum relative compaction as specified in
these guidelines.

Existing ground, which is determined to be satisfactory for support of the fills, should be
scarified (ripped) to a minimum depth of 6 to 8 inches, or as directed by the geotechnical
consultant. After the scarified ground is brought to optimum moisture content, or greater
and mixed, the materials should be compacted as specified herein. If the scarified zone is
greater than 6 to 8 inches in depth, it may be necessary to remove the excess and place the
material in lifts restricted to about 6 to 8 inches in compacted thickness.

Existing ground which is not satisfactory to support compacted fill should be overexcavated
as required in the geotechnical report, or by the on-site geotechnical consultant.
Scarification, disc harrowing, or other acceptable forms of mixing should continue until the
soils are broken down and free of large lumps or clods, until the working surface is reasonably
uniform and free from ruts, hollows, hummocks, mounds, or other uneven features, which
would inhibit compaction as described previously.

Where fills are to be placed on ground with slopes steeper than 5:1 (horizontal to vertical
[h:v]), the ground should be stepped or benched. The lowest bench, which will act as a key,
should be a minimum of 15 feet wide and should be at least 2 feet deep into firm material,
and approved by the geotechnical consultant. In fill-over-cut slope conditions, the
recommended minimum width of the lowest bench or key is also 15 feet, with the key founded
on firm material, as designated by the geotechnical consultant. As a general rule, unless
specifically recommended otherwise by the geotechnical consultant, the minimum width of
fill keys should be equal to 72 the height of the slope.

Standard benching is generally 4 feet (minimum) vertically, exposing firm, acceptable
material. Benching may be used to remove unsuitable materials, although it is understood
that the vertical height of the bench may exceed 4 feet. Pre-stripping may be considered for
unsuitable materials in excess of 4 feet in thickness.

All areas to receive fill, including processed areas, removal areas, and the toes of fill benches,
should be observed and approved by the geotechnical consultant prior to placement of fill.
Fills may then be properly placed and compacted until design grades (elevations) are
attained.

COMPACTED FILLS

Any earth materials imported or excavated on the property may be utilized in the fill provided
that each material has been evaluated to be suitable by the geotechnical consultant. These
materials should be free of roots, tree branches, other organic matter, or other deleterious
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materials. All unsuitable materials should be removed from the fill as directed by the
geotechnical consultant. Soils of poor gradation, undesirable expansion potential, or
substandard strength characteristics may be designated by the consultant as unsuitable and
may require blending with other soils to serve as a satisfactory fill material.

Fill materials derived from benching operations should be dispersed throughout the fill area
and blended with other approved material. Benching operations should not result in the
benched material being placed only within a single equipment width away from the
fill/lbedrock contact.

Oversized materials defined as rock, or other irreducible materials, with a maximum
dimension greater than 12 inches, should not be buried or placed in fills unless the location
of materials and disposal methods are specifically approved by the geotechnical consultant.
Oversized material should be taken offsite, or placed in accordance with recommendations
of the geotechnical consultant in areas designated as suitable for rock disposal. GSI
anticipates that soils to be utilized as fill material for the subject project may contain some
rock. Appropriately, the need for rock disposal may be necessary during grading operations
on the site. From a geotechnical standpoint, the depth of any rocks, rock fills, or rock
blankets, should be a sufficient distance from finish grade. This depth is generally the same
as any overexcavation due to cut-fill transitions in hard rock areas, and generally facilitates
the excavation of structural footings and substructures. Should deeper excavations be
proposed (i.e., deepened footings, utility trenching, swimming pools, spas, etc.), the
developer may consider increasing the hold-down depth of any rocky fills to be placed, as
appropriate. In addition, some agencies/jurisdictions mandate a specific hold-down depth
for oversize materials placed in fills. The hold-down depth, and potential to encounter
oversize rock, both within fills, and occurring in cut or natural areas, would need to be
disclosed to all interested/affected parties. Once approved by the governing agency, the
hold-down depth for oversized rock (i.e., greater than 12 inches) in fills on this project is
provided as 10 feet, unless specified differently in the text of this report. The governing
agency may require that these materials need to be deeper, crushed, or reduced to less than
12 inches in maximum dimension, at their discretion.

To facilitate future trenching, rock (or oversized material), should not be placed within the
hold-down depth feet from finish grade, the range of foundation excavations, future utilities,
or underground construction unless specifically approved by the governing agency, the
geotechnical consultant, or the developer’s representative.

If import material is required for grading, representative samples of the materials to be utilized
as compacted fill should be analyzed in the laboratory by the geotechnical consultant to
evaluate its physical properties and suitability for use onsite. Such testing should be
performed three (3) days prior to importation. If any material other than that previously tested
is encountered during grading, an appropriate analysis of this material should be conducted
by the geotechnical consultant as soon as possible.
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Approved fill material should be placed in areas prepared to receive fill in near horizontal
layers, that when compacted, should not exceed about 6 to 8 inches in thickness. The
geotechnical consultant may approve thick lifts if testing indicates the grading procedures
are such that adequate compaction is being achieved with lifts of greater thickness. Each
layer should be spread evenly and blended to attain uniformity of material and moisture
suitable for compaction.

Fill layers at a moisture content less than optimum should be watered and mixed, and wet fill
layers should be aerated by scarification, or should be blended with drier material. Moisture
conditioning, blending, and mixing of the fill layer should continue until the fill materials have
a uniform moisture content at, or above, optimum moisture.

After each layer has been evenly spread, moisture conditioned, and mixed, it should be
uniformly compacted to a minimum of 90 percent of the maximum density as evaluated by
ASTM test designation D-1557, or as otherwise recommended by the geotechnical
consultant. Compaction equipment should be adequately sized and should be specifically
designed for soil compaction, or of proven reliability to efficiently achieve the specified degree
of compaction.

Where tests indicate that the density of any layer of fill, or portion thereof, is below the
required relative compaction, or improper moisture is in evidence, the particular layer or
portion shall be re-worked until the required density and moisture content has been attained.
No additional fill shall be placed in an area until the last placed lift of fill has been tested and
found to meet the density and moisture requirements, and is approved by the geotechnical
consultant.

In general, per the latest adopted Code, fill slopes should be designed and constructed at a
gradient of 2:1 (h:v), or flatter. Compaction of slopes should be accomplished by over-
building a minimum of 3 feet horizontally, and subsequently trimming back to the design slope
configuration. Testing shall be performed as the fill is elevated to evaluate compaction as
the fill core is being developed. Special efforts may be necessary to attain the specified
compaction in the fill slope zone. Final slope shaping should be performed by trimming and
removing loose materials with appropriate equipment. A final evaluation of fill slope
compaction should be based on observation and testing of the finished slope face. Where
compacted fill slopes are designed steeper than 2:1 (h:v), prior approval from the governing
agency, specific material types, a higher minimum relative compaction, special
reinforcement, and special grading procedures will be recommended.

If an alternative to over-building and cutting back the compacted fill slopes is selected, then
special effort should be made to achieve the required compaction in the outer 10 feet of each
lift of fill by undertaking the following:

1. An extra piece of equipment consisting of a heavy, short-shanked sheepsfoot should
be used to roll (horizontal) parallel to the slopes continuously as fill is placed. The
sheepsfoot roller should also be used to roll perpendicular to the slopes, and extend
out over the slope to provide adequate compaction to the face of the slope.
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2. Loose fill should not be spilled out over the face of the slope as each lift is compacted.
Any loose fill spilled over a previously completed slope face should be trimmed off or
be subject to re-rolling.

3. Field compaction tests will be made in the outer (horizontal) +2 to +8 feet of the slope
at appropriate vertical intervals, subsequent to compaction operations.

4, After completion of the slope, the slope face should be shaped with a small tractor
and then re-rolled with a sheepsfoot to achieve compaction to near the slope face.
Subsequent to testing to evaluate compaction, the slopes should be grid-rolled to
achieve compaction to the slope face. Final testing should be used to evaluate
compaction after grid rolling.

5. Where testing indicates less than adequate compaction, the contractor will be

responsible to rip, water, mix, and recompact the slope material as necessary to
achieve compaction. Additional testing should be performed to evaluate compaction.

SUBDRAIN INSTALLATION

Subdrains should be installed in approved ground in accordance with the approximate
alignment and details indicated by the geotechnical consultant. Subdrain locations or
materials should not be changed or modified without approval of the geotechnical consultant.
The geotechnical consultant may recommend and direct changes in subdrain line, grade,
and drain material in the field, pending exposed conditions. The location of constructed
subdrains, especially the outlets, should be recorded/surveyed by the project civil engineer.
Drainage at the subdrain outlets should be provided by the project civil engineer.

EXCAVATIONS

Excavations and cut slopes should be examined during grading by the geotechnical
consultant. If directed by the geotechnical consultant, further excavations or overexcavation
and refilling of cut areas should be performed, or remedial grading of cut slopes should be
performed. When fill-over-cut slopes are to be graded, unless otherwise approved, the cut
portion of the slope should be observed by the geotechnical consultant prior to placement of
materials for construction of the fill portion of the slope. The geotechnical consultant should
observe all cut slopes, and should be notified by the contractor when excavation of cut slopes
commences.

If, during the course of grading, unforeseen adverse or potentially adverse geologic
conditions are encountered, the geotechnical consultant should investigate, evaluate, and
make appropriate recommendations for mitigation of these conditions. The need for cut
slope buttressing or stabilizing should be based on in-grading evaluation by the geotechnical
consultant, whether anticipated or not.
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Unless otherwise specified in geotechnical and geological report(s), no cut slopes should be
excavated higher or steeper than that allowed by the ordinances of controlling governmental
agencies. Additionally, short-term stability of temporary cut slopes is the contractor’s
responsibility.

Erosion control and drainage devices should be designed by the project civil engineer and

should be constructed in compliance with the ordinances of the controlling governmental
agencies, or in accordance with the recommendations of the geotechnical consultant.

COMPLETION

Observation, testing, and consultation by the geotechnical consultant should be conducted
during the grading operations in order to state an opinion that all cut and fill areas are graded
in accordance with the approved project specifications. After completion of grading, and
after the geotechnical consultant has finished observations of the work, final reports should
be submitted, and may be subject to review by the controlling governmental agencies. No
further excavation or filling should be undertaken without prior notification of the geotechnical
consultant or approved plans.

All finished cut and fill slopes should be protected from erosion and be planted in accordance
with the project specifications or as recommended by a landscape architect. Such
protection and planning should be undertaken as soon as practical after completion of
grading.

PRELIMINARY OUTDOOR POOL/SPA DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS

The following preliminary recommendations are provided for consideration in pool/spa design
and planning. Actual recommendations should be provided by a qualified geotechnical
consultant, based on site specific geotechnical conditions, including a subsurface
investigation, differential settlement potential, expansive and corrosive soil potential,
proximity of the proposed pool/spa to any slopes with regard to slope creep and lateral fill
extension, as well as slope setbacks per Code, and geometry of the proposed improvements.
Recommendations for pools/spas and deck flatwork underlain by expansive soils, or for areas
with differential settlement greater than Ya-inch over 40 feet horizontally, will be more onerous
than the preliminary recommendations presented below.

The 1:1 (h:v) influence zone of any nearby retaining wall site structures should be delineated
on the project civil drawings with the pool/spa. This 1:1 (h:v) zone is defined as a plane up
from the lower-most heel of the retaining structure, to the daylight grade of the nearby
building pad or slope. If pools/spas or associated pool/spa improvements are constructed
within this zone, they should be re-positioned (horizontally or vertically) so that they are
supported by earth materials that are outside or below this 1:1 plane. If this is not possible
given the area of the building pad, the owner should consider eliminating these improvements
or allow for increased potential for lateral/vertical deformations and associated distress that
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may render these improvements unusable in the future, unless they are periodically repaired
and maintained. The conditions and recommendations presented herein should be disclosed
to all homeowners and any interested/affected parties.

General

1.

The equivalent fluid pressure to be used for the pool/spa design should be 60 pounds
per cubic foot (pcf) for pool/spa walls with level backfill, and 75 pcf for a 2:1 sloped
backfill condition. In addition, backdrains should be provided behind pool/spa walls
subjacent to slopes.

Passive earth pressure may be computed as an equivalent fluid having a density of
150 pcf, to a maximum lateral earth pressure of 1,000 pounds per square foot (psf).

An allowable coefficient of friction between soil and concrete of 0.30 may be used
with the dead load forces.

When combining passive pressure and frictional resistance, the passive pressure
component should be reduced by one-third.

Where pools/spas are planned near structures, appropriate surcharge loads need to
be incorporated into design and construction by the pool/spa designer. This includes,
but is not limited to landscape berms, decorative walls, footings, built-in barbeques,
utility poles, etc.

All pool/spa walls should be designed as “free standing” and be capable of supporting
the water in the pool/spa without soil support. The shape of pool/spa in cross section
and plan view may affect the performance of the pool, from a geotechnical standpoint.
Pools and spas should also be designed in accordance with the latest adopted Code.
Minimally, the bottoms of the pools/spas, should maintain a distance H/3, where H is
the height of the slope (in feet), from the slope face. This distance should not be less
than 7 feet, nor need not be greater than 40 feet.

The soil beneath the pool/spa bottom should be uniformly moist with the same
stiffness throughout. If a fill/cut transition occurs beneath the pool/spa bottom, the cut
portion should be overexcavated to a minimum depth of 48 inches, and replaced with
compacted fill, such that there is a uniform blanket that is a minimum of 48 inches
below the pool/spa shell. If very low expansive soil is used for fill, the fill should be
placed at a minimum of 95 percent relative compaction, at optimum moisture
conditions. This requirement should be 90 percent relative compaction at over
optimum moisture if the pool/spa is constructed within or near expansive soils. The
potential for grading or re-grading of the pool/spa bottom, and attendant potential for
shoring or slot excavation, needs to be considered during all aspects of pool/spa
planning, design, and construction.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

If the pool/spa is founded entirely in compacted fill placed during rough grading, the
deepest portion of the pool/spa should correspond with the thickest fill on the lot.

Hydrostatic pressure relief valves should be incorporated into the pool and spa
designs. A pool/spa under-drain system is also recommended, with an appropriate
outlet for discharge.

All fittings and pipe joints, particularly fittings in the side of the pool or spa, should be
properly sealed to prevent water from leaking into the adjacent soils materials, and
be fitted with slip or expandible joints between connections transecting varying soil
conditions.

An elastic expansion joint (flexible waterproof sealant) should be installed to prevent
water from seeping into the soil at all deck joints.

A reinforced grade beam should be placed around skimmer inlets to provide support
and mitigate cracking around the skimmer face.

In order to reduce unsightly cracking, deck slabs should minimally be 4 inches thick,
and reinforced with No. 3 reinforcing bars at 18 inches on-center. All slab
reinforcement should be supported to ensure proper mid-slab positioning during the
placement of concrete. Wire mesh reinforcing is specifically not recommended. Deck
slabs should not be tied to the pool/spa structure. Pre-moistening or pre-soaking of
the slab subgrade is recommended, to a depth of 12 inches (optimum moisture
content), or 18 inches (120 percent of the soil’'s optimum moisture content, or 3
percent over optimum moisture content, whichever is greater), for very low to low,
and medium expansive soils, respectively. This moisture content should be
maintained in the subgrade soils during concrete placement to promote uniform
curing of the concrete and minimize the development of unsightly shrinkage cracks.
Slab underlayment should consist of a 1- to 2-inch leveling course of sand (S.E.>30)
and a minimum of 4 to 6 inches of Class 2 base compacted to 90 percent. Deck
slabs within the H/3 zone, where H is the height of the slope (in feet), will have an
increased potential for distress relative to other areas outside of the H/3 zone. If
distress is undesirable, improvements, deck slabs or flatwork should not be
constructed closer than H/3 or 7 feet (whichever is greater) from the slope face, in
order to reduce, but not eliminate, this potential.

Pool/spa bottom or deck slabs should be founded entirely on competent bedrock, or
properly compacted fill. Fill should be compacted to achieve a minimum 90 percent
relative compaction, as discussed above. Prior to pouring concrete, subgrade soils
below the pool/spa decking should be thoroughly watered to achieve a moisture
content that is at least 2 percent above optimum moisture content, to a depth of at
least 18 inches below the bottom of slabs. This moisture content should be
maintained in the subgrade soils during concrete placement to promote uniform
curing of the concrete and minimize the development of unsightly shrinkage cracks.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

In order to reduce unsightly cracking, the outer edges of pool/spa decking to be
bordered by landscaping, and the edges immediately adjacent to the pool/spa, should
be underlain by an 8-inch wide concrete cutoff shoulder (thickened edge) extending
to a depth of at least 12 inches below the bottoms of the slabs to mitigate excessive
infiltration of water under the pool/spa deck. These thickened edges should be
reinforced with two No. 4 bars, one at the top and one at the bottom. Deck slabs may
be minimally reinforced with No. 3 reinforcing bars placed at 18 inches on-center, in
both directions. All slab reinforcement should be supported on chairs to ensure
proper mid-slab positioning during the placement of concrete.

Surface and shrinkage cracking of the finish slab may be reduced if a low slump and
water-cement ratio are maintained during concrete placement. Concrete utilized
should have a minimum compressive strength of 4,000 psi. Excessive water added
to concrete prior to placement is likely to cause shrinkage cracking, and should be
avoided. Some concrete shrinkage cracking, however, is unavoidable.

Joint and sawcut locations for the pool/spa deck should be determined by the design
engineer or contractor. However, spacings should not exceed 6 feet on center.

Considering the nature of the onsite earth materials, it should be anticipated that
caving or sloughing could be a factor in subsurface excavations and trenching.
Shoring or excavating the trench walls/backcuts at the angle of repose (typically 25
to 45 degrees), should be anticipated. All excavations should be observed by a
representative of the geotechnical consultant, including the project geologist or
geotechnical engineer, prior to workers entering the excavation or trench, and
minimally conform to Cal/OSHA (“Type C” soils may be assumed), state, and local
safety codes. Should adverse conditions exist, appropriate recommendations should
be offered at that time by the geotechnical consultant. GSI does not consult in the
area of safety engineering and the safety of the construction crew is the responsibility
of the pool/spa builder.

It is imperative that adequate provisions for surface drainage are incorporated by the
homeowners into their overall improvement scheme. Ponding water, ground
saturation and flow over slope faces, are all situations which must be avoided to
enhance long term performance of the pool/spa and associated improvements, and
reduce the likelihood of distress.

Regardless of the methods employed, once the pool/spa is filled with water, should it
be emptied, there exists some potential that if emptied, significant distress may occur.
Accordingly, once filled, the pool/spa should not be emptied unless evaluated by the
geotechnical consultant and the pool/spa builder.

For pools/spas built within (all or part) of the Code setback or geotechnical setback,
as indicated in the site geotechnical documents, special foundations are
recommended to mitigate the effects of creep, lateral fill extension, expansive soils
and settlement on the proposed pool/spa. Most municipalities or County reviewers

Lytle Development Company . Appendix F
File::\cb\wopro\8900\8972a.pgi GeoSoils,Inc. Page 10



22.

23.

24.

25.

do not consider these effects in pool/spa plan approvals. As such, where pools/spas
are proposed on 20 feet or more of fill, medium or highly expansive soils, or rock fill
with limited “cap soils” and built within Code setbacks, or within the influence of the
creep zone, or lateral fill extension, the following should be considered during design
and construction:

OPTION A: Shallow foundations with or without overexcavation of the pool/spa
“shell,” such that the pool/spa is surrounded by 5 feet of very low to low
expansive soils (without irreducible particles greater that 6 inches), and the
pool/spa walls closer to the slope(s) are designed to be free standing. GSI
recommends a pool/spa under-drain or blanket system (see attached Typical
Pool/Spa Detail). The pool/spa builders and owner in this optional construction
technique should be generally satisfied with pool/spa performance under this
scenario; however, some settlement, tilting, cracking, and leakage of the
pool/spa is likely over the life of the project.

OPTION B: Pier supported pool/spa foundations with or without
overexcavation of the pool/spa shell such that the pool/spa is surrounded by 5
feet of very low to low expansive soils (without irreducible particles greater than
6 inches), and the pool/spa walls closer to the slope(s) are designed to be free
standing. The need for a pool/spa under-drain system may be installed for leak
detection purposes. Piers that support the pool/spa should be a minimum of
12 inches in diameter and at a spacing to provide vertical and lateral support
of the pool/spa, in accordance with the pool/spa designers recommendations
current applicable Codes. The pool/spa builder and owner in this second
scenario construction technique should be more satisfied with pool/spa
performance. This construction will reduce settlement and creep effects on
the pool/spa; however, it will not eliminate these potentials, nor make the
pool/spa “leak-free.”

The temperature of the water lines for spas and pools may affect the corrosion
properties of site soils, thus, a corrosion specialist should be retained to review all spa
and pool plans, and provide mitigative recommendations, as warranted. Concrete
mix design should be reviewed by a qualified corrosion consultant and materials
engineer.

All pool/spa utility trenches should be compacted to 90 percent of the laboratory
standard, under the full-time observation and testing of a qualified geotechnical
consultant. Utility trench bottoms should be sloped away from the primary structure
on the property (typically the residence).

Pool and spa utility lines should not cross the primary structure’s utility lines (i.e., not
stacked, or sharing of trenches, etc.).

The pool/spa or associated utilities should not intercept, interrupt, or otherwise
adversely impact any area drain, roof drain, or other drainage conveyances. If it is
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necessary to modify, move, or disrupt existing area drains, subdrains, or tightlines,
then the design civil engineer should be consulted, and mitigative measures provided.
Such measures should be further reviewed and approved by the geotechnical
consultant, prior to proceeding with any further construction.

26.  The geotechnical consultant should review and approve all aspects of pool/spa and
flatwork design prior to construction. A design civil engineer should review all aspects
of such design, including drainage and setback conditions. Prior to acceptance of
the pool/spa construction, the project builder, geotechnical consultant and civil
designer should evaluate the performance of the area drains and other site drainage
pipes, following pool/spa construction.

27.  All aspects of construction should be reviewed and approved by the geotechnical
consultant, including during excavation, prior to the placement of any additional fill,
prior to the placement of any reinforcement or pouring of any concrete.

28.  Any changes in design or location of the pool/spa should be reviewed and approved
by the geotechnical and design civil engineer prior to construction. Field adjustments
should not be allowed until written approval of the proposed field changes are
obtained from the geotechnical and design civil engineer.

29. Disclosure should be made to homeowners and builders, contractors, and any
interested/affected parties, that pools/spas built within about 15 feet of the top of a
slope, or H/3, where H is the height of the slope (in feet), will experience some
movement or tilting. While the pool/spa shell or coping may not necessarily crack,
the levelness of the pool/spa will likely tilt toward the slope, and may not be esthetically
pleasing. The same is true with decking, flatwork and other improvements in this
Zone.

30. Failure to adhere to the above recommendations will significantly increase the
potential for distress to the pool/spa, flatwork, etc.

31.  Local seismicity and the design earthquake will cause some distress to the pool/spa
and decking or flatwork, possibly including total functional and economic loss.

32.  The information and recommendations discussed above should be provided to any
contractors, subcontractors, or homeowners, interested/affected parties, etc., that
may perform or may be affected by such work.

JOB SAFETY
General
At GSI, getting the job done safely is of primary concern. The following is the company's
safety considerations for use by all employees on multi-employer construction sites. On-

ground personnel are at highest risk of injury, and possible fatality, on grading and
construction projects. GSI recognizes that construction activities will vary on each site, and
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that site safety is the prime responsibility of the contractor; however, everyone must be safety
conscious and responsible at all times. To achieve our goal of avoiding accidents,
cooperation between the client, the contractor, and GSI personnel must be maintained.

In an effort to minimize risks associated with geotechnical testing and observation, the
following precautions are to be implemented for the safety of field personnel on grading and
construction projects:

Safety Meetings: GSI field personnel are directed to attend contractor’s regularly
scheduled and documented safety meetings.

Safety Vests: Safety vests are provided for, and are to be worn by GSI personnel, at
all times, when they are working in the field.

Safety Flags: Two safety flags are provided to GSI field technicians; one is to be
affixed to the vehicle when on site, the other is to be placed atop the
spoil pile on all test pits.

Flashing Lights: All vehicles stationary in the grading area shall use rotating or flashing
amber beacons, or strobe lights, on the vehicle during all field testing.
While operating a vehicle in the grading area, the emergency flasher on
the vehicle shall be activated.

In the event that the contractor's representative observes any of our personnel not following
the above, we request that it be brought to the attention of our office.

Test Pits Location, Orientation, and Clearance

The technician is responsible for selecting test pit locations. A primary concern should be
the technician’s safety. Efforts will be made to coordinate locations with the grading
contractor’s authorized representative, and to select locations following or behind the
established traffic pattern, preferably outside of current traffic. The contractor’s authorized
representative (supervisor, grade checker, dump man, operator, etc.) should direct
excavation of the pit and safety during the test period. Of paramount concern should be the
soil technician’s safety, and obtaining enough tests to represent the fill.

Test pits should be excavated so that the spoail pile is placed away from oncoming traffic,
whenever possible. The technician's vehicle is to be placed next to the test pit, opposite the
spoil pile. This necessitates the fill be maintained in a driveable condition. Alternatively, the
contractor may wish to park a piece of equipment in front of the test holes, particularly in
small fill areas or those with limited access.

A zone of non-encroachment should be established for all test pits. No grading equipment
should enter this zone during the testing procedure. The zone should extend approximately
50 feet outward from the center of the test pit. This zone is established for safety and to
avoid excessive ground vibration, which typically decreases test results.

When taking slope tests, the technician should park the vehicle directly above or below the
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test location. If this is not possible, a prominent flag should be placed at the top of the slope.
The contractor's representative should effectively keep all equipment at a safe operational
distance (e.g., 50 feet) away from the slope during this testing.

The technician is directed to withdraw from the active portion of the fill as soon as possible
following testing. The technician's vehicle should be parked at the perimeter of the fill in a
highly visible location, well away from the equipment traffic pattern. The contractor should
inform our personnel of all changes to haul roads, cut and fill areas or other factors that may
affect site access and site safety.

In the event that the technician’s safety is jeopardized or compromised as a result of the
contractor’s failure to comply with any of the above, the technician is required, by company
policy, to immediately withdraw and notify his/her supervisor. The grading contractor’s
representative will be contacted in an effort to affect a solution. However, in the interim, no
further testing will be performed until the situation is rectified. Any fill placed can be
considered unacceptable and subject to reprocessing, recompaction, or removal.

In the event that the soil technician does not comply with the above or other established
safety guidelines, we request that the contractor bring this to the technician’s attention and
notify this office. Effective communication and coordination between the contractor’s
representative and the soil technician is strongly encouraged in order to implement the above
safety plan.

Trench and Vertical Excavation

It is the contractor's responsibility to provide safe access into trenches where compaction
testing is needed. Our personnel are directed not to enter any excavation or vertical cut
which: 1) is 5 feet or deeper unless shored or laid back; 2) displays any evidence of instability,
has any loose rock or other debris which could fall into the trench; or 3) displays any other
evidence of any unsafe conditions regardless of depth.

All trench excavations or vertical cuts in excess of 5 f