March 20, 2023

William Weisgerber, President
Weisgerber Consulting
El Macero, CA 95618

Ms. Leila Moncharsh, Attorney at Law
5707 Redwood Rd., # 10
Oakland, CA 94619

Ms. Moncharsh:

At your request, Weisgerber Consulting has reviewed the Final EIR (FEIR) for the proposed expansion of
the Head Royce School (HRS) Planned Unit Development (PUD). As President of Weisgerber Consulting, |
am specifically responding to FEIR comments on the following areas of my professional expertise on
mass evacuation, and contained in my earlier letter, dated December 7, 2021, regarding the Draft EIR
(DEIR) for HRS:

o Chapter 3—Master Response to Comments on Evacuation (pages 3-8 to 3-11)

e Chapter 4—Response to Comment Letter B — Law Offices of Veneruso & Moncharsh, Leila H.
Moncharsh, December 20, 2021 (pages 4-17)

o Chapter 4—Response to Comment Letter B3 - Weisgerber Consulting, December 7, 2021 (pages
4-50 to 4-56)

Professional Background: To reiterate the December 7, 2021, letter, my career qualifications consist of
a professional fire service career spanning over 45 years, rising through the fire service ranks from
firefighter and engine company officer to include over 30 years as a chief officer (Battalion Chief,
Operations Chief, Fire Marshal, and Fire Chief). My responsibility within the chief officer ranks not only
included fire administration and incident command, but also California Fire Code regulatory compliance
and enforcement, oversight and direct management of local emergency services, local hazard mitigation
planning (including emergency evacuation planning), and emergency/disaster response operations. |
also have a proven background in interim chief and fire marshal service (post-retirement), as well as
consulting on local hazard mitigation, emergency planning, and fire prevention bureau administration
and operations.

FEIR Opinion Background: Among the mission critical life-safety issues insufficiently addressed in the
FEIR review of the HRS PUD Project, is the non-existence of a realistic, on-going, and verifiable
evacuation plan for the HRS campus site. Which is of primary concern.

WUI EVACUATION RESEARCH:

To this point, there has been a plethora of research published on the specific topic of WUI evacuation,
compiled from a cohort of global experts, by the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Research
Foundation (2021). This work introduces an evacuation modeling platform called WUI-NITY: a platform
for the simulation for the wildland-urban interface fire evacuation (specifically concentrating on the
WUI commu-NITY). The platform accounts for fire spread, pedestrian movement, and traffic; in
consideration of situational awareness by responders and human behavior of residents in evacuation
scenarios under the life-threatening duress of an actual emergency and the dynamic evolution of the



situation. Its credibility is furnished through rigorous testing (working closely with stakeholders to
ensure the model is valid and valuable), by enhancing outputs to provide insights not ordinarily
generated elsewhere (i.e., trigger buffer designs; vulnerability assessments, effects on traffic impact,
panic, and life-safety values).
https://www.nfpa.org/News-and-Research/Data-research-and-tools/Wildland-Urban-
Interface/WUINITY-a-platform-for-the-simulation-of-wildland-urban-interface-fire-evacuation

Additionally, in the wake of the 2018 Camp Fire disaster in Paradise, CA, there have been numerous
high-profile engineering studies prepared specifically on modeling WUI Egress and Evacuation, including
the following:

UCLA Engineering Department Study prepared for PG&E (2022);
https://staticl.squarespace.com/static/54628adae4b0f587f5d3e03f/t/62543e3b217100425b1aff5f/164
9688125299/GIRS-2022-03 Wildfire+Egress+Model.pdf

Caltrans Division of Research, Innovation and System Information (DRISI) (2021); https://dot.ca.gov/-
/media/dot-media/programs/research-innovation-system-information/documents/preliminary-
investigations/pi-0278-ally.pdf

American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) (2019). https://ascelibrary.org/doi/10.1061/JTEPBS.0000221

Furthermore, the Readiness and Emergency Management for Schools (REMS) Technical Assistance (TA)
Center has prepared an 11-page Wildfire [Preparedness] Fact Sheet for K-12 schools and Institutes of
Higher Learning (IHLs) (2018). https://rems.ed.gov/docs/WildfireFactSheet 508C.pdf

None of these innovative research products of advanced methodologies have been referenced or
incorporated into the planning of this Project, the DEIR, or FEIR.

The preparers of the FEIR have anchored an HRS mass evacuation strategy to the viability of Lincoln
Avenue as the primary route for the impact on capacity during a mass evacuation—experiencing a
simultaneous convergence of the HRS and surrounding population in an uncontrolled manner.
Moreover, there has been no consideration given toward modeling secondary and tertiary routes
(essential elements to emergency planning). A strategy of this depth requires a mission critical proof-of-
concept for accommodating the additional student and staff population (361) to the existing traffic and
pedestrian load on campus; and in full consideration of the existing uphill population (estimated in the
FEIR at only 50% of actual population and still totaling 8,945people of myriad ages and abilities).
Furthermore, it remains unconvincing that the FEIR suggests K-12 aged students (particularly lower
primary grades) will be able to just calmly march down the street amidst the other frantic population
trying to escape harm’s way on foot, bicycle, or vehicle.

It is recommended that decision-makers for both the City of Oakland and HRS view the KTVU-2 raw
news footage of the 1991 Oakland Hills Fire evacuation attempts, and evaluate the impact of “history
repeating itself,” on the heels of this decision. The first 2-minutes of this 6-minute clip (link below)
provides real-world, Oakland evidence, sufficient to give pause for further thoughtful consideration
toward adding 344 school-aged children to the equation of mass evacuation from the VHFSHZ, in which
HRS is located.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NseOhUgZAhQ.




The conclusions in this response to the HRS FEIR are anchored in the fact that the caliber of evacuation
modeling referenced herein should—in any practical sense—already be in place for existing conditions
at HRS. It then should be of paramount importance to update the existing modeling for any proposed
expansion such as the HRS South Campus—as part and parcel of the due diligence.

CHAPTER 3—MASTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON EVACUATION (pages 3-8 to 3-11)

[FEIR] Chapter 3, page 3-4—Project Impacts (excerpted):

“...public comments on the [DEIR] do not identify any reasons that the Project...would have any
reasonable possibility of significantly increasing the risk of fire hazards in the area...the risk of existing
wildfire hazards may affect the Project is not a CEQA threshold...”

OPINION: Regardless of the CEQA thresholds set for exacerbating existing conditions, the introduction
and presence of an increased vulnerable population into the VHFSHZ, by definition, exacerbates the
severity of the existing condition of the life-safety situation. In the absence of recognizing this level of
life-safety impact—performing due diligence in advance of a decision—the only logical conclusion that
decision-makers can reach is that this Project is not ready for approval.

[FEIR] Chapter 3, page 3-5—Existing Wildfire Risks vs. Exacerbation of Wildfire Risks (excerpted):

“... While not an impact of the Project, the Draft EIR certainly does not suggest that the risk of wildfire
hazard that is present at the site and in the surrounding area is less than significant, but rather highlights
the significance of the risk that is present...No public comments on the Draft EIR suggest that the Draft
EIR did not identify this potential impact such that it represents a new impact not discussed in the Draft
EIR, or that this impact is substantially greater than as described in the Draft EIR...”

OPINION: The CEQA process, in its current form, is unbending at every level in the face of introducing
hundreds of additional vulnerable populations into the VHFSHZ, by excusing it away as not meeting
CEQA thresholds for exacerbating existing conditions.

[FEIR] Chapter 3, page 3-6—Comments on Merits of the Project (excerpted):

“..That CEQA consideration does not preclude City decision-makers from considering, based on
substantial evidence, whether the Project is appropriate at the location proposed...However, when
considering the relative merits of the Project, the City can consider whether it is prudent to increase the
number of people, especially student populations, in an area of high wildfire risk...”

OPINION: Fully concur that this remains a policy-level decision as to whether the Project is appropriate
for the location. As there is substantial evidence that the HSR Project has not performed sufficient due
diligence with respect to significant life-safety issues associated with the addition of 344 vulnerable
population to the VHFSHZ. Moreover, it is not prudent to approve the Project in its current form.

[FEIR] Chapter 3, page 3-6—Comments on Merits of the Project (excerpted):

“..However, the Project does present a very important concern pertaining to increasing the number of
children that would be present within an area of very high fire hazard risk, and the Draft EIR does present
sufficient information for City decision-makers to evaluate that risk when weighing the relative merits of
the proposed Project...”

OPINION: Fully concur that the Project does present a very important concern pertaining to increasing
the number of children that would be present. However, strongly disagree that the Draft EIR does



present sufficient information for City decision-makers to evaluate that risk when weighing the relative
merits of the proposed Project. To the contrary, it is the DEIR comment letters that present sufficient
information for City decision-makers in this risk evaluation.

[FEIR] Chapter 3, page 3-8—Project Impacts (excerpted):

“..the CEQA threshold pertaining to emergency evacuation is whether the project would, “impair
implementation of, or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan...the City of Oakland does not have a publicly facing evacuation plan for the Oakland
Hills and there are no specified public emergency evacuation routes to be followed...As such, the Project
does not conflict with or interfere with any such plans...”

OPINION: The City of Oakland not having a publicly facing evacuation plan for the Oakland Hills does not
mitigate, nor preclude, HRS from professionally developing their own campus safeguards for mass
evacuation planning in a disaster.

[FEIR] Chapter 3, page 3-8—Exacerbation of Evacuation Congestion (excerpted):

“..Irrespective of the presence (or lack thereof) of a publicly facing evacuation plan, the hazards of a
wildfire could be exacerbated by the Project, if the Project resulted in a condition whereby community
residents were unable to evacuate safely due to increased traffic congestion on potential evacuation
routes. As noted in a recent California Supreme Court decision (Center for Biological Diversity v. Lake
County, Superior Court of the State of California, Case #CV42115, January 2020), “additional people
competing for the same limited routes can cause congestion and delay in evacuation, resulting in
increased wildfire related deaths. By bringing a significant number of people into the area, [the project]
maly significantly exacerbate existing environmental hazards, specifically, wildfires and their associated
risks. Therefore, this is an issue that is required to be addressed under CEQA.” ...”

OPINION: Fully Concur

[FEIR] Chapter 3, page 3-9—Exacerbation of Evacuation Congestion (excerpted):

“..Under such a catastrophic scenario, as many as 8,945 people may be seeking to use Lincoln Avenue as
an evacuation route to safe, downhill locations. Under a worst-case scenario that assumes Lincoln
Avenue as the only evacuation route from the School, the Project could add as many as 361 more people
(or an approximately 4 percent increase in people) using Lincoln during an evacuation. However, the
School is not in full session year-round, is open only about 50 hours per week, and has a limited number
of special evening events that are to be finished by 10:00 pm. These conditions effectively limit the
School’s full operations to approximately 20 percent of the total hours of any given year, reducing the
chances that full occupancy and operation at the School would occur at the same time as an emergency
evacuation...”

OPINION: Disaster and emergency planning, particularly mass evacuation, must operate on the
premise of worst-case scenario. To suggest that the chances of an emergency or disaster is
reduced because HRS is only at full occupancy and operation 20% of the time is unconscionable.
That is not the premise you would want planned for your airline, your elevator, your fire alarm,
or sprinkler system. And it should be no less diligent for mass evacuation planning, training, and
execution for a vulnerable school population located in the VHFSHZ.



[FEIR] Chapter 3, page 3-10—Evacuation Planning as Reasonable and feasible Mitigation (excerpted):
“...They also recommend developing a better mechanism to communicate directly with local officials and
Incident Commanders; identifying primary and secondary destinations and routes for an evacuation, and
effectively communicating these destinations to parent and guardians; and regularly practicing an
evacuation in concert with the Oakland Fire Department...”

OPINION: Fully concur.

[FEIR] Chapter 3, page 3-10—Evacuation Planning as Reasonable and Feasible Mitigation (excerpted):
“..intended as a condition of approval for the Project’s PUD permit, requiring a detailed implementation
plan as a precondition prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the first building permit that
would enable an increase of current student enrollment. It would serve to further increase student
safety, rather than significantly exacerbating existing environmental hazards in the event of an extreme
wildfire event...”

OPINION: To ensure full compliance with this crucial requirement of life-safety, disaster, and
emergency planning, it would be most precise to require the approval of a complete emergency
mass evacuation plan as part of the EIR, and before granting any building permits for the PUD.
The FEIR language is ambiguous and open to broad (and detrimental) interpretation.

[FEIR] Chapter 3, page 3-11—Additional Mitigation (excerpted):

“...City decision-makers may believe that these recommendations require further evaluation and detail,
or additional coordination with the OFD and the City’s Emergency Services Department, or that on-going
City monitoring of the School’s implementation of these recommendations is warranted...”

OPINION: It is recommended that City decision-makers make this condition mandatory.

BEST PRACTICES FOR ANALYZING AND MITIGATING WILDFIRE IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT
PROJECTS UNDER CEQA:

In 2022, the California Attorney General became active in local land use issues concerning rural
development and wildfire risk, focusing on the capability of the CEQA documentation for projects in
higher fire risk areas. The Attorney General also issued a CEQA “best practices” memorandum in
October 2022. This Memorandum provides detailed recommendations for how local governments
should be evaluating risk and mitigation in higher fire risk areas.

The California Attorney General’s letter is another resource the FEIR preparer should have studied and
incorporated into its report. https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/attachments/press-
docs/Wildfire%20guidance%20final%20%283%29.pdf) (Attorney General of California, Rob Bonta,
October 2022, pp. 10-11, 12).

Many of the variables that should be considered in analyzing a project’s impact on wildfire risk are in the
following excerpts from the Attorney General’s memorandum, which outlines several key mass
evacuation “best practices” for further deliberation under the CEQA review:

“..IV. C. Analyzing the project’s impact on evacuation and emergency access



Evacuation modeling and analysis should include the following:

Evaluation of the capacity of roadways to accommodate project and community
evacuation and simultaneous emergency access.

Assessment of the timing for evacuation.

Identification of alternative plans for evacuation depending upon the location and
dynamics of the emergency.

Evaluation of the project’s impacts on existing evacuation plans.

Consideration of the adequacy of emergency access, including the project’s proximity to
existing fire services and the capacity of existing services.

Traffic modeling to quantify travel times under various likely scenarios.

In considering these evacuation and emergency access impacts, lead agencies may use
existing resources and analyses, but such resources and analyses should be augmented when
necessary. For example, agencies should:

Utilize information from the EIR’s analysis of traffic/transportation impacts, but they
should not limit themselves to that information, which may not reflect the impact of
emergency conditions on travel times.

Consult with local fire officials and ensure that assumptions and conclusions regarding
evacuation risk are substantiated with sound facts. Emergency conditions may not allow
for ideal evacuation scenarios—staggered, staged, or targeted evacuation in response to
a wildfire may sometimes be possible, but human behavior is difficult to predict and
wildfires can be erratic, unpredictable, and fast-moving.

Consider impacts to existing evacuation plans, but recognize that, depending on the
scope of an existing evacuation plan, additional analyses or project-specific plans may be
needed. Community evacuation plans often identify roles and responsibilities for
emergency personnel and evacuation routes, but do not necessarily consider the
capacity of roadways, assess the timing for community evacuation, or identify
alternative plans for evacuation depending upon the location and dynamics of the
emergency.

Avoid overreliance on community evacuation plans identifying shelter-in-place locations.
Sheltering in place, particularly when considered at the community planning stage, can
serve as a valuable contingency, but it should not be relied upon in lieu of analyzing and
mitigating a project’s evacuation impacts.

IV. D. Mitigating wildfire risk, evacuation, and emergency access impacts

Enhanced communication to the project population about emergency evacuation plans
and evacuation zones.
Parking limitations to ensure access roads are not clogged with parked vehicles...”



CHAPTER 4— RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B — LAW OFFICES OF VENERUSO & MONCHARSH, LEILA
H. MONCHARSH, DECEMBER 20, 2021 (pages 4-17)

[FEIR] Response to Comment B-9 (excerpted):

“...This comment cites statements made by the Oakland’s Fire Chief and Deputy Fire Chief about the
dangers of increasing density and blocking evacuation routes in and below the hills. These statements
were made during a public hearing on the merits and dangers of continuation of the Accessory Dwelling
Unit provision of the City Planning Code within the Oakland Hills. These comments were not made in
reference to Head-Royce School. Head-Royce School and the proposed South Campus have very different
access conditions by being located adjacent to Lincoln Avenue, and the School would not include a full-
time residential population....”

OPINION: This FEIR Response to Comment B-9 makes a bright-line distinction between the impact of
Accessory Dwelling Units and the HSR Project, when they are addressing the same phenomena of adding
a significant number vulnerable population to a mass evacuation equation. The FEIR preparer’s
contention that Lincoln Avenue has sufficient capacity is unfounded, as there has not been any credible
modeling study on the impacts of this additional load on Lincoln Avenue’s capacity to remain serviceable
for such an evacuation. This is a very dangerous assumption to make, absent any practical data from a
realistic, on-going, verifiable plan that has been developed through a systematic modeling platform.

CHAPTER 4—RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B3 - WEISGERBER CONSULTING, DECEMBER 7, 2021
(pages 4-50 to 4-56)

[FEIR] Response to Comment B3-2 (excerpted):

“..By introducing the pedestrian evacuation strategy, faculty and students from Head-Royce (including
the additional population attributed to the Project) would not compete for the limited evacuation routes
with residents in the surrounding area, and would not add additional vehicle congestion and delay, and
this potentially significant impact would be reduced to less than significant levels. The recommended
evacuation strategy identified in the Evacuation Planning Recommendations report (an Appendix to the
Draft EIR) would serve to further increase student safety, rather than significantly exacerbating existing
environmental hazards in the event of an extreme wildfire event. If required as conditions of Project
approval, these recommendations would also serve to address cumulative emergency evacuation
conditions throughout the Oakland Hills by reducing potentially conflicting evacuation conditions...”

OPINION: The FEIR response statements to Comment B3-2 are unfounded, as there has been no bona
fide modeling of a proposed mass evacuation plan to establish a proof-of-concept. The preparers of the
FEIR envision the students calmly walking down the sidewalk under intense emergency conditions,
when there is no practical or experiential point of reference such as is documented in raw news-video
footage of the evacuation efforts during the wind-driven, 1991 Oakland Hills Fire.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NseOhUgZAhQ.

This footage represents the worst-case scenario, and which should be the benchmark for emergency
planning of mass evacuation in the Oakland Hills. The circumstances in 1991 included: traffic stalled to a
halt, public panic, residents running down the sides and middle of the street, burning material trapped
under vehicles, and burning brands of fuel carried by winds at street level, Additionally, there is no data
or reasonable conclusion to support the FEIR statements of “...not competing for limited evacuation
routes...” “...reduction of significant impact to less than significant...”, nor “..increased student safety...”




[FEIR] Response to Comment B3-5 (excerpted):

“..As indicated in the Master Response to comments on Evacuation Planning, Head-Royce School shall be
required to prepare a stand-alone Emergency Evacuation Plan for the School...This Emergency
Evacuation Plan for the School shall be subject to review and approval by the Oakland Fire Department,
with input from Emergency Services, OPD Traffic Division, and the Public Works’ Transportation Planning
staff. This Plan shall consider the recommendation to subscribe to the AC Alert program...”

OPINION: Fully concur with the requirement that an approved Emergency Evacuation Plan be a
condition of the EIR approval for the Project, and that it be vetted prior to granting any building
permits.

[FEIR] Response to Comment B3-8:

“City Planning staff and the EIR consultant team did discuss this project with OFD to obtain comments
and source materials regarding existing evacuation plans for the area. OFD also reviewed the
administrative Draft EIR prior to publication, but provided no additional comments.”

OPINION: The OFD was shown the administrative draft of the DEIR. However, there is no indication that
the OFD has been afforded the opportunity to review and opine on the comment letters for the DEIR,
and to give OFDs thoughts prior to the FEIR. This appears to be an egregious omission in the process.

[FEIR] Response to Comment B3-13 (excerpted):

“... Pursuant to this SCA, Head-Royce School would be required to submit a Vegetation Management Plan
to the Oakland Fire Department for review and approval prior to approval of any construction-related
permit, with ongoing monitoring and inspection by OFD prior to, during, and after construction of the
Project...”

OPINION: An HSR Vegetation Management Plan needs to be fully vetted as part of CEQA, the EIR, and
prior to granting any building permits. Fully concur with the requirement that HSR submit to the
Oakland Fire Department for review and approval prior to issuance of any construction-related permits,
with ongoing monitoring and inspection by OFD prior to, during, and after construction of the Project.

[FEIR] Response to Comment B3-15 (excerpted):

“..The DEIR does note that the ABAG Annex for Oakland and the City of Oakland Local Hazard Mitigation
Plans are silent on a publicly facing emergency evacuation plan that would include HRS, and that without
such a public-facing plan, Head-Royce School may have to be its own decision-maker in a wildfire.”
However, the School should not be in the position of making its own decisions on this critical matter...”

OPINION: Absent a publicly-facing emergency mass evacuation plan—and while HRS should not have to
make its own decisions on this critical matter—as matter of due diligence, HRS should maintain the
responsibility to their campus and community to seek professional consultation on the proper elements
of a well-designed mass evacuation plan for their part in an expanded impact to the influx of evacuees
on Lincoln Avenue. As, when the emergency occurs, and HRS is ill-prepared, the question will remain,
“How could you let this happen?”

[FEIR] Response to Comment B3-16:

“Staff fully concurs with the recommendation that a bona-fide mass evacuation plan be developed for
the School, with training for students, staff, and parents. This Evacuation Plan is to be developed by a
professional consultant who specializes in emergency planning and evacuation, subject to approval by




the OFD Fire prevention Bureau, with advice and input from Emergency Services, OPD Traffic Division,
and the Public Works’ Transportation Planning staff.”
OPINION: Fully concur.

[FEIR] Response to Comment B3-22 (excerpted):

“..However, as is also noted in the Evacuation Planning Recommendations report, there is a broader
issue (or shortcoming), in that there is no publicly facing emergency mass evacuation plan for the
remainder of the Oakland Hills. This includes the surrounding neighborhoods, the LDS Temple, Immersion
Preschool, Ascension Cathedral, Ability Now (with multiple wheelchair user clients), and the UCP Plant
Exchange Event Center. Head-Royce School is not the responsible party, and this EIR is not the
appropriate venue for establishing such a broader plan for the rest of the surrounding neighborhood and
other nearby institutional uses...”

OPINION: See opinion on [FEIR] Response to Comment B3-15 (excerpted), above.

Conclusions: The shortcomings of HRS’s emergency mass evacuation planning remain glaringly
apparent.

Once again, given the location (and large student census) HRS needs to have instilled in their leadership,
a sense of urgency with which to have laser-focused attention on coordination with the OFD, OPD and
Oakland Emergency Services regarding not only HRS, but also actively coordinating with the adjacent
neighbors: LDS Temple, Immersion Preschool, Ascension Cathedral, Ability Now (with multiple
wheelchair user clients), and the UCP Plant Exchange Event Center. Each component affects the
dynamics for effecting mass evacuation of the campus and neighborhood.

Moreover—and this point cannot be emphasized strongly enough—there remains the highest degree of
need for a bona fide mass evacuation plan to be vetted through the public safety community of the OFD
(FPB and Emergency Services) in the same manner as a high-rise facility is required to. The OPD Traffic
Division should review the plan for impact and conflict with other street evacuation protocols—and to
insure it is incorporated and in compliance with existing OPD plans. Also, Oakland Public Works—
Transportation Planning Division should review the plan for impacts on the existing Traffic Impact
Analysis and established traffic service level rating(s) for the area. Once completed, the HRS Board
should thoroughly review the plan before approval and adoption—and mandate that all faculty, staff,
students, and parents be trained on the plan, with a minimum of semi-annual exercises (at least one
observed by the OFD). Try to visualize 900-1200 students (plus faculty & staff) trying to simultaneously
get onto the same streets as evacuating residents and businesses—without training.

The evacuation plan described in the DEIR has many unsupported conclusions, and a contrived approach
to safety procedures without any measure of practical application or execution. The health and safety
liability associated with this is not of an acceptable measure. A school organization that is responsible
for over 1,000 people, daily, cannot write a mass evacuation plan in the absence of experiential
expertise. To take this approach is a recipe for disaster in an emergency, holding increasingly significant
potential for people (especially the vulnerable population of primary grade school-aged children, and
the ADA at-risk population) to be lost, injured, or killed. And, once again, in the aftermath of such a
disaster the public and the media will turn to HRS, the City, and OFD to ask, “How could you let this
happen?”’



Recommendations:

Given the demonstrative wildfire history evidence from the 1991 Oakland Hills Fire, the likelihood for a
wildfire starting in the Oakland Hills and reaching HRS is of an extremely high and dangerous probability;
and, as such, HRS should diligently plan accordingly.

To remedy the situation, it is strenuously re-emphasized herein, the primary recommendations
contained in the December 7, 2021 opinion letter authored by Weisgerber Consulting. HRS should
immediately move to execute a concentrated effort toward the following elements for an emergency
mass evacuation plan:

A Bona Fide Written Emergency Plan:

e Develop a written campus mass evacuation plan and procedure, completed with the expertise of a
professional consultant who specializes in evacuation; with some particular emphasis on routes,
alternate routes, exit design calculations, pedestrian planning and flow rates, evacuee
accountability, ADA compliance considerations, and designs for emergency movement via bus-
shuttle systems. The plan should be written in cooperation with the OFD and City of Oakland Local
Hazard Mitigation Plan, to include, but not be limited to:

e A decision-making process for initiating evacuation.

e A campus accountability system to ensure all persons are safely evacuated.

Campus Staff Training

e Training in supervising and managing a mass evacuation of students K-12, with ADA considerations
for the campus population with mobility needs. Particularly in managing students walking distances
of up to 1-mile to an assembly point.

e Pre-designated assembly points for parents or guardians. It is recommended that a new, thoroughly
developed plan be written for adequately communicating emergency evacuation information, and
instructions to parents or guardians, to reunify with their students.

o The plan should contain a methodology for primary, secondary, and tertiary assembly
sites—based on the circumstances; and not de facto reporting to one pre-designated
location to await further instructions.

Coordinated Emergency Communications:

e A coordinated emergency communication plan for real time updates with the City of Oakland
Emergency Operations Center (EOC) and/or OFD Operations Center (DOC).

e A planned interface relationship between a dedicated HRS representative and the Liaison Officer
designated by the City of Oakland Emergency Operations Plan (EOP). This desighee could request
pre-authorization to report to the EOC, as do public schools.

Semi-annual Exercises:

e Itisrecommended that HRS should absolutely conduct semi-annual evacuation exercises with at
least one being in coordination with OFD, to ensure that the campus is well-indoctrinated toward an
emergency reflex response to a disaster.

e The role of exercises cannot be over-stated in preparing the campus for a wildfire.

Other notable assumptions in Appendix 16B that HRS :
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These items should address immediately, as integral components to a written emergency plan, include:

e Itis noted in DEIR, Appendix 16B, page 8 (Additional Notes and Observations), that the Oakland
2016-2021 Local Hazard. Mitigation Plan and the Oakland Safety Plan do not have a publicly facing
evacuation plan or response plan.

o This does not absolve HRS from working diligently with the City, and HRS’s own consultant,
toward the best practices objectives of responsibly protecting their students, staff, and the
neighborhood from the effects of a mass evacuation during a wildfire.

o HRS staff should thoroughly review all pertinent documents in preparation for a bona fide
plan to protect the population of the campus and the neighborhood.

o Shelter-in-place should not be a protective action under wildfire conditions, as this has extremely
high potential for leading to injury or death.

o Itisstrongly recommended that a dedicated HRS Liaison be designated to coordinate
strong, direct lines of communication with City officials (OFD, OPD, Emergency Services) as
paramount to an HRS emergency plan and decision-making process for initiating evacuation.

e |tis recommended that HRS make a capital investment in an emergency back-up power generator
system for the campus—to power essential functions during an emergency.

This concludes the analysis and opinion commentary of the FEIR Responses to the HRS DEIR comment
letters, for expansion to a south campus. Do not hesitate to contact me with any questions.

Respectfully,
William Weisgenber
William Weisgerber

Weisgerber Consulting

Cc: file
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