
 
 

 

SMP 39/SMP 40 
Project 

 
SCH# 2023010091 

 

Final Environmental Impact 
Report 

  
 
 

Prepared for the 
City of Livermore  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

January 2024 
 
 
 
 

Prepared by 

 
1501 Sports Drive, Suite A, Sacramento, CA 95834 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

 
 
  



Final EIR 
SMP 39/SMP 40 Project 

  January 2024 
 

 
Table of Contents 

Page i 

 
 

CHAPTER PAGE 

1. Introduction and List of Commenters .................................... 1-1 

1.1 Introduction ................................................................................................... 1-1 
1.2 Background .................................................................................................. 1-1 
1.3 Purpose of the Final EIR .............................................................................. 1-3 
1.4 List of Commenters ...................................................................................... 1-3 
1.5 Certification of the Final EIR ......................................................................... 1-3 
1.6 Organization of the Final EIR ....................................................................... 1-4 

2. Responses to Comments ....................................................... 2-1 
2.1 Introduction ................................................................................................... 2-1 
2.2 Responses to Comments ............................................................................. 2-1 

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR Text ............................................. 3-1 
3.1 Introduction ................................................................................................... 3-1 
3.2 Description of Changes ................................................................................ 3-1 

4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program....................... 4-1 
4.1 Introduction ................................................................................................... 4-1 
4.2 Compliance Checklist ................................................................................... 4-1 
4.3 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program .............................................. 4-2 

 
APPENDICES 
Appendix A Comment Letter 5 (Carpenters Union Local 713) Attachments 
Appendix B Construction Health Risk Assessment AERMOD Results 
Appendix C Update to Environmental Noise Study for SMP 39 Site 
Appendix D Update to Environmental Noise Study for SMP 40 Site 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Introduction and List of 
Commenters 

 

 
  



Final EIR 
SMP 39/SMP 40 Project 

January 2024 

 
Chapter 1 – Introduction and List of Commenters 

Page 1-1 

 
 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains comments received during the Draft EIR 
public review period for the SMP 38/SMP 39/SMP 40 Project. As discussed further below, 
subsequent to the Draft EIR public review period, all components of the project related to SMP 38 
were removed from the proposed project. All other components of the proposed project remain the 
same. This Final EIR incorporates the various revisions to the Draft EIR accordingly, as presented 
in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR Text. 
 
This document has been prepared by the City of Livermore, as Lead Agency, in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. The 
Introduction and List of Commenters chapter of the Final EIR discusses the background of the Draft 
EIR and purpose of the Final EIR, identifies the comment letters received on the Draft EIR, and 
provides an overview of the organization of the Final EIR. 
 
1.2  BACKGROUND 
The Draft EIR identifies the proposed project’s potential environmental impacts and the mitigation 
measures that would be required to be implemented. The Draft EIR includes the following 
environmental analysis chapters:  
 

 Agricultural Resources;  
 Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy;  
 Biological Resources;  
 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources;  
 Hydrology and Water Quality;  
 Noise;  
 Public Services and Utilities; and  
 Transportation.  

 
The remaining environmental issue areas identified by Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines are 
addressed in the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project, which was circulated for review 
with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR. 
 
In accordance with CEQA, the City of Livermore used the following methods to solicit public input 
on the Draft EIR: 
 

 An NOP for the Draft EIR was released for a 30-day public review period from January 6, 
2023 to February 6, 2023. The NOP comment letters are included as Appendix B to the Draft 
EIR. 

 A public scoping meeting was held before the Planning Commission on January 17, 2023 to 
solicit comments regarding the scope of the Draft EIR. 
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 On August 30, 2023, the Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse for distribution 
to State agencies for a 45-day public review period from August 30, 2023 to October 13, 
2023. 

 On August 30, 2023, a Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was posted to the City’s 
website (https://www.livermoreca.gov/departments/community-development/planning/ 
environmental-documents), and the Alameda County Clerk’s Office (1106 Madison Street. 
Oakland CA 94607), and mailed to local agencies and interested members of the public. 

 A public meeting was held before the Planning Commission on October 3, 2023 to solicit 
comments regarding the Draft EIR. 

 
All public comments received on the Draft EIR are listed in this chapter, and written responses to 
comments are included in Chapter 2, Response to Comments, as discussed in more detail in 
Section 1.6 of this chapter. 
 
As noted above, subsequent to the Draft EIR public review period, the City has chosen to remove 
all components of the project related SMP 38 from the proposed project. As discussed on page 3-7 
of the Draft EIR, the project included an SOI Amendment to modify the City of Livermore’s SOI to 
include SMP 38. Approval of the SOI Amendment would not have altered the existing land use or 
zoning designation of SMP 38. The City of Livermore General Plan land use designation for SMP 38 
would have remained Limited Agriculture and Open Space/Sand and Gravel, the Alameda County 
land use designation would have remained Industrial and Water Management, and the Alameda 
County zoning designation would have remained Agriculture. Annexation of SMP 38 into the City of 
Livermore was not proposed as part of the project, nor was development of the parcels that consist 
of SMP 38. Because specific development proposals for SMP 38 are not available at this time, the 
City of Livermore decided to remove SMP 38 from the proposed project. The City of Pleasanton has 
agreed to participate in a discussion of the Sphere of Influence (SOI) amendment when a 
development proposal is brought forth for SMP 38.  
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a), a lead agency is required to recirculate a Draft 
EIR if “significant new information” is added after the Draft EIR is circulated but before certification. 
Significant new information is defined as information that changes the Draft EIR “…in a way that 
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on…” a significant impact, a feasible 
way to mitigate an impact, or a feasible way to avoid an impact. The following identifies 
circumstances that would be considered “significant new information” that would trigger 
recirculation: 
 

 Information that shows a new significant impact; 
 Information that shows an increase in the severity of an impact (unless mitigation 

measures are identified to reduce it to acceptable levels); 
 Information that identifies a feasible new alternative or mitigation measure considerably 

different from other analyzed alternatives or mitigation measures that would clearly lessen 
project impacts and the applicant declines to implement the measure; and/or 

 Information that demonstrates that the Draft EIR was fundamentally flawed, basically 
inadequate, and conclusory in nature, thus, precluding meaningful public review and 
comment. 

 
Because the components of the project related to SMP 38, as discussed throughout the Draft 
EIR, would not result in any physical changes to the environment, given that development of SMP 
38 was not proposed, the analysis throughout the Draft EIR focused on the potential 
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environmental impacts associated with the development of SMP 39 and SMP 40, as well as the 
off-site trail connection options. Therefore, removal of the components of the project associated 
with SMP 38 would not result in any changes to the Draft EIR analysis, nor significant new 
information pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), and the revisions reflected in this 
Final EIR clarify, amplify, and are consistent with the analyses and conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
Accordingly, the changes presented within this Final EIR would not trigger the need for 
recirculation of the Draft EIR. 
 
1.3  PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, this Final EIR consists of the following: 
 

1. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR 
(included as Section 1.4 of this chapter); 

2. Comments received on the Draft EIR (Chapter 2 of this Final EIR); 
3. Responses to the comments received on the Draft EIR (Chapter 2 of this Final EIR); 
4. Revisions to the Draft EIR (Chapter 3 of this Final EIR); and 
5. Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

 
1.4 LIST OF COMMENTERS 
The City of Livermore received six comment letters during the public comment period on the Draft 
EIR for the proposed project. The comment letters were authored by the following agencies and 
groups. 
 
Agencies 
Letter 1 .................................................................... Alameda County Transportation Commission 
Letter 2 ......................................... California Department of Transportation, Aeronautics Program 
Letter 3 ................................................ San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Letter 4 ......................................................................................................... Zone 7 Water Agency 
 
Groups 
Letter 5 ............................................................................................... Carpenters Union Local 713 
Letter 6 ..................................................................... Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance 
 
In addition, comments were received from three commenters during the public hearing held on 
October 3, 2023 to solicit public comments regarding the Draft EIR. A summary of the comments 
from the Draft EIR comment hearing are included as Letter 7. 
 
Letter 7 ............................. Summary of Verbal Comments: Draft EIR Public Hearing (October 2023) 
 
1.5 CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL EIR 
State law requires that the City make several types of CEQA “findings” at the time of final action 
on the project. Findings describe the conclusions reached regarding particular issues, including 
specific evidence in support of those conclusions. The Final EIR typically provides much of the 
substantial evidence to support these findings. The required findings for the project are as follows: 
 

 Certification of the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15090) – These findings support 
the adequacy of the Final EIR for decision-making purposes. The Lead Agency must make 
the following three determinations in certifying a Final EIR: 
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1. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA. 
2. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, 

and the decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final 
EIR prior to approving the project. 

3. The Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 
 

 Findings Regarding Significant Impacts and Project Alternatives (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091) – These findings explain how the City chose to address each identified 
significant impact, including the mitigation measures adopted or an explanation of why 
such measures are infeasible.  A discussion of the feasibility of project alternatives is also 
required by this section (see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). 

 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093(b), when a Lead Agency approves a project that 
would result in significant unavoidable impacts, the agency must state in writing the reasons 
supporting the action (Statement of Overriding Considerations). The Statement of Overriding 
Considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence. The SMP 39/SMP 40 Project would 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to agricultural resources; thus, a Statement 
of Overriding Considerations must be adopted if the project is approved. The required Findings 
of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations will be included as part of the resolution 
considered by the City of Livermore.  
 
1.6 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR 
The Final EIR is organized into the following four chapters.  
 
1. Introduction and List of Commenters 
Chapter 1 provides an introduction and overview of the document, describes the background of 
the Draft EIR and the purposes of the Final EIR, provides a list of commenters, and describes the 
organization of the Final EIR. 
 
2. Responses to Comments 
Chapter 2 presents the comment letters received and responses to each comment within the 
letters. Each comment letter received has been numbered at the top of the page and bracketed 
to indicate how the letter has been divided into individual comments. Each comment is given a 
number with the letter number appearing first, followed by the comment number. For example, 
the first comment in Letter 1 would have the following format: 1-1. The response to each comment 
references the comment number. 
 
3. Revisions to the Draft EIR Text  
Chapter 3 summarizes minor changes made to the Draft EIR text since its release, including 
clarifications, modifications, and amplifications of the analysis. Section 15088.5 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines states that a Lead Agency is required to recirculate a Draft EIR when “significant 
new information” is added to the document after public notice is given of the availability of the 
Draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification. Pursuant to this section, 
the term "information" can include changes in the project or environmental setting, as well as 
additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is not considered 
"significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a 
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feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the 
City has decided not to implement.  
 
“Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes any of the following: 
 

1. A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

2. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

3. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 
project's proponents decline to adopt it. 

4. The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

 
Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or 
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. The modifications to the Draft 
EIR identified in Chapter 3 have been examined with these requirements and obligations in mind. 
The City has determined that the provisions of Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines are not 
triggered and recirculation of the EIR is not required. A more detailed description of this 
determination will be included in the CEQA Findings of Fact described above. 
 
4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097, requires lead agencies to adopt a program for monitoring the 
mitigation measures required to avoid the significant environmental impacts of a project. The 
intent of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is to ensure implementation 
of the mitigation measures identified within the EIR for the SMP 39/SMP 40 Project. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Responses to Comments 
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2.1 INTRODUCTION 
The Responses to Comments chapter contains responses to each of the comment letters 
submitted regarding the SMP 38/SMP 39/SMP 40 Project (proposed project) Draft EIR during the 
public review period. As discussed in the Introduction and List of Commenters chapter of this 
Final EIR, SMP 38 was removed from the proposed project. Accordingly, among other changes, 
the proposed project’s title has been revised to be the SMP 39/SMP 40 Project. This change has 
been reflected in the response to comments below. Please see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft 
EIR Text, of this Final EIR for all changes made to the Draft EIR text, including those related to 
removal of the SMP 38 components from the project.  
 
2.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
Each bracketed comment letter is followed by numbered responses to each bracketed comment. 
The responses amplify or clarify information provided in the Draft EIR and/or refer the reader to 
the appropriate place in the document where the requested information can be found. Comments 
that are not directly related to environmental issues (e.g., opinions on the merits of the project 
that are unrelated to its environmental impacts) are either discussed or noted for the record. 
Where revisions to the Draft EIR text are required in response to the comments, such revisions 
are noted in the response to the comment, and are also listed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. All 
new text is shown as double underlined and deleted text is shown as struck through. 
  

2. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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1-1 

Letter 1 
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LETTER 1: ALAMEDA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 
Response to Comment 1-1 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 1-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As noted by the commenter, 
traditionally, lead agencies used level of service (LOS) to assess the significance of such impacts, 
with greater levels of congestion considered to be more significant than lesser levels. However, 
as discussed on page 4.8-7 of the Draft EIR, as a result of Senate Bill (SB) 743, passed in 2013, 
local jurisdictions may not rely on vehicle LOS and similar measures related to delay as the basis 
for determining the significance of transportation impacts under CEQA. Consistent with the CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.3(b), vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is the primary metric used to identify 
transportation impacts to roadway systems in the Draft EIR. Potential impacts related to VMT are 
evaluated under Impact 4.8-3 of the Draft EIR, which starts on page 4.8-19. As discussed on page 
4.8-20 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related 
to VMT with incorporation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-3, which requires preparation of a 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program. 
 
The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix N of the Draft 
EIR) includes LOS analyses at 16 key intersections along the road network. The intersections 
include four intersections along Isabel Avenue (State Route [SR] 84) and the Interstate 580 (I-
580) ramps at El Charro Road/Fallon Road. All intersections were scoped, coordinated, and 
vetted with City of Livermore staff. The North Canyon Parkway corridor was not analyzed due to 
the recommended trip distribution that was identified (i.e., zero project trips were assigned to 
North Canyon Parkway). 
 
Response to Comment 1-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 1-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 1-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 1-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, the project applicant 
is amenable to exploring a partnership with the Livermore-Amador Valley Transit Authority 
(WHEELS). It should be noted that a possible partnership is not required to reduce potential 
impacts related to transit services, as the Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project would 
not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including 
transit facilities. The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 1-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment 1-8 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 1-9 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 1-10 
With respect to the first bullet point provided in the comment, the Draft EIR concludes that a 
potentially significant impact could occur related to VMT under Impact 4.8-3, which starts on page 
4.8-19. To address the potential impact, the Draft EIR requires implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.8-3 on page 4.8-20, which mandates that the project applicant develop a TDM 
Program for both SMP 39 and SMP 40. The TDM Program must be developed prior to the 
issuance of the first building permit associated with the proposed project. The TDM Program 
would include an Employer Carpool Program and must be monitored by the project 
applicant/operator on an annual basis to determine the efficacy of the selected TDM strategies in 
achieving the reduction below the average VMT per employee of three percent (i.e., the 
performance target). If the performance target is not initially met, Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 
includes clear performance standards to ensure that additional TDM strategies are incorporated 
to reduce the average VMT per employee, such that the potential impact is reduced to a less-
than-significant level. 
 
With respect to the second and third bullet points provided in the comment, the TDM Program 
would be funded by the project applicant. Finally, with respect to the adequacy of Mitigation 
Measure 4.8-3, case law demonstrates the components that a mitigation measure must include 
in order to meet CEQA’s requirements (Sacramento Old City Assoc. v. City Council of Sacramento 
[1991] 229 Cal. App. 3d 1011). A lead agency must commit itself to the mitigation by identifying 
and adopting one or more mitigation measures for the identified significant effect. In addition, 
performance standards must be included in the mitigation measure, as specific performance 
standards are needed in order to show that the final mitigation measure will be effective. 
Furthermore, the lead agency must ensure that the future mitigation will be implemented, which 
is oftentimes done through a condition of approval for obtaining a development permit. Inherent 
in the commitment to mitigation and adoption of performance standards is a responsibility to 
ensure that the final mitigation is effective and is actually implemented. Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 
meets the requirements for contents that must be included in the mitigation measure to address 
the potentially significant impact, as necessitated by CEQA. Thus, Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 is 
adequate. The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers as part of their consideration 
of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 1-11 
Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-3 of the Draft EIR do not include changes in roadway geometry, 
intersection control, or other changes to the transportation network. Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 on 
page 4.8-17 of the Draft EIR necessitates preparation of a Construction Traffic Management Plan 
prior to grading permit issuance for the SMP 39 and SMP 40 sites to ensure that potentially 
significant disruptions to the transportation network near the project site, such as along West Jack 
London Boulevard or Isabel Avenue/SR 84, do not occur during project construction. Mitigation 
Measure 4.8-3 on page 4.8-20 mandates that the project applicant develop a TDM Program for 
both SMP 39 and SMP 40. The Transportation chapter of the Draft EIR does not include any other 
mitigation measures. The comment is noted for the record. 
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Response to Comment 1-12 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 does not include requirements for roadway or transit improvements. 
However, consistent with the recommendations contained in the comment, the TDM Program 
would include an Employer Carpool Program that implements a ridesharing program and 
establishes a permanent transportation management association, with funding requirements for 
employers. As such, the Draft EIR considers the use of TDM measures that could reduce peak 
hour traffic trips. 
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LETTER 2: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 
AERONAUTICS PROGRAM 

 
Response to Comment 2-1 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 2-2 
Potential hazards and noise impacts related to the project site’s proximity to Livermore Municipal 
Airport are evaluated in Section IX, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Initial Study 
prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix A of the Draft EIR) and Chapter 4.6, Noise, of 
the Draft EIR. In addition, page 4.0-4 of the Draft EIR includes the following: 
 

In addition, it should be further noted that, while the proposed project was determined not 
to result in a safety hazard for people working in the project area related to the Livermore 
Municipal Airport, the proposed project would still be required to comply with all policies of 
the ALUCP, including policies related to safety and Airspace Protection. ALUCP policies 
that may be applicable to the proposed project include the following: Policy 3.3.2.5 related 
to airport safety zones; Policy 3.3.2.6 related to airport protection areas; Policy 3.3.2.8 
related to non-residential development criteria; Policy 3.3.2.9 related to land uses of 
particular concern; Policy 3.3.3.5 related to Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
notification; Policy 3.3.3.7 related to flight hazards due to building design or project 
operations; Policy 3.3.3.8 related to avigation easement dedication; and Policy 3.3.4.6 
related to buyer awareness measures such as the requirement for sellers or leasers of 
property within an airport influence area (AIA) to provide a notice as part of all real estate 
transactions within the AIA disclosing such information. The proposed project would be 
subject to review and any conditions set forth by the ALUCP.  

 
Furthermore, the Alameda County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) considered the 
compatibility of the proposed project with the Livermore Municipal Airport Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) on October 9, 2023. The Alameda County ALUC adopted Resolution 
2023-02 confirming that the proposed project would be compatible with the ALUCP, specifically 
concluding that the proposed uses are compatible with Safety Zone 6 and would be capable of 
attenuating exterior aircraft-related to 50 dB CNEL through standard building practices. Thus, the 
proposed project is consistent with the ALUCP, and the analyses and conclusions in the Draft 
EIR are adequate. 
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LETTER 3: SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONROL 
BOARD 

 
Response to Comment 3-1 
The comment is an introductory statement, including a summary of the specific comments and 
recommendations included in the remainder of the letter. Detailed responses to the subsequent 
comments of the letter are provided below. 
 
Response to Comment 3-2 
Potential impacts related to water quality, which includes evaluation of the proposed project’s 
consistency with the provisions of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) and low-impact development (LID) features, are assessed 
under Impact 4.5-2, which begins on page 4.5-23 of the Draft EIR. As discussed on page 4.5-24 
of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would be required to incorporate LID features into the on-
site stormwater drainage facilities. All on-site LID features would be required to comply with the 
provisions included in the Alameda County C.3 Stormwater Technical Guidance, and, as part of 
required C.3 compliance, the project applicant would be required to prepare a Stormwater Control 
Plan and Maintenance Plan for submittal to the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
to ensure that final C.3 stormwater requirements have been integrated into the project design. 
 
To ensure the proposed project complies with applicable water quality requirements as part of 
each project component, Mitigation Measure 4.5-2(a) on page 4.5-27 of the Draft EIR requires 
that a final Stormwater Control Plan and Maintenance Plan be submitted to the City Director of 
Public Works and the City Engineer for review and approval prior to the approval of final project 
improvement plans for SMP 39, SMP 40, and the selected off-site trail connection option. 
Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.5-2(a) requires that the final Stormwater Control Plan and 
Maintenance Plan comply with all applicable provisions of the Alameda Countywide Clean Water 
Program C.3 Stormwater Technical Guidance publication and meet the standards of the California 
Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) Stormwater Best Management Practices (BMP) 
Handbook for New Development and Redevelopment. Site design measures, source control 
measures, hydromodification management, and LID standards, as necessary, must be 
incorporated into the design and shown on the improvement plans. Finally, the final plans must 
include calculations demonstrating that the water quality BMPs are appropriately sized, using 
methodology in the CASQA Stormwater BMP Handbook for New Development and 
Redevelopment. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-2(a), as well as Mitigation 
Measures 4.3-3(b) through 4.3-3(e) of the Biological Resources chapter (which are related to 
applicable requirements to protect water resources), the Draft EIR concludes a less-than-
significant impact would occur. Thus, the analyses and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR 
are adequate. 
 
Nonetheless, in response to the comment and for clarification purposes, page 3-14 of the Draft 
EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Stormwater from the new impervious areas within SMP 39 would be collected and treated 
pursuant to the requirements listed the City of Livermore’s Municipal Separate Storm 
Sewer System (MS4) Permit. Stormwater quality and hydromodification controls would be 
provided by a proposed bioretention planter in the expanded right-of-way of West Jack 
London Boulevard. The Stormwater flows from the eastern half of the site would be 
discharged directly to the existing storm drain system within West Jack London Boulevard, 
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following treatment for water quality and hydromodification by the bioretention planter 
through new service laterals connected to each lot. The Following treatment and 
hydromodification by the bioretention planter, stormwater flows from the remaining western 
portion would be routed through a three-acre-foot detention pond before discharging to a 
new 18- to 24-inch public storm drain line that runs approximately 600 feet north along the 
western property line of City of Livermore parcel APN 904-3-1-1 and connects to the 
existing storm drain system of West Jack London Boulevard. Additionally, it should be 
noted that the western detention pond is intended for detaining high-flow runoff and would 
not provide stormwater quality or hydromodification controls.  

 
Similarly, in response to the comment and for clarification purposes, page 4.5-24 of the Draft EIR 
is hereby revised as follows: 
 

SMP 39 
Stormwater on the SMP 39 site would be collected through an on-site storm drainage 
system, which would be required to incorporate LID treatment features, before being routed 
to the existing drainage system located within West Jack London Boulevard. The drainage 
system for the eastern half of the site would convey flows to the new stormwater quality 
and hydromodification controls that would be provided by a proposed bioretention planter 
in the expanded right-of-way of West Jack London Boulevard. Following treatment and 
hydromodification by the bioretention planter, stormwater flows would be conveyed 
connect to multiple existing storm drains within West Jack London Boulevard, which would 
discharge north into the existing modified channels at the Livermore Municipal Airport, 
before ultimately discharging at the existing large drop structure under West Jack London 
Boulevard, west of the Livermore Municipal Airport.  
 
The drainage system for Following treatment and hydromodification by the bioretention 
planter, stormwater flows from the remaining the western half of the site would be routed 
through a three-acre-foot detention pond, which would be required to incorporate LID 
treatment features serve to detain high-flow runoff. The outflow from the detention pond 
would flow north through an 18-inch storm drain and 24-inch storm drain within West Jack 
London Boulevard, before flowing into an existing modified channel located immediately 
north, along the northern edge of the roadway, before ultimately discharging at the existing 
large drop structure under West Jack London Boulevard, west of the Livermore Municipal 
Airport. 

 
The above revisions are for clarification purposes only and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 3-3 
The proposed project does not include the use of pumps for stormwater treatment associated with 
SMP 40. The intent of the SMP 40 stormwater treatment design is to utilize a treatment train 
design, as described in Section 7.4 of the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program C.3 
Stormwater Technical Guidance publication. Pursuant to Section 7.4, non-LID measures may be 
used in the treatment train, so long as the last measure is a LID treatment measure. For SMP 40, 
the last treatment measure would be the buried 96-inch perforated gravel encased storage vaults, 
which would provide 100 percent volume capture and infiltration of runoff. Infiltration is listed as a 
LID treatment measure. Section 7.4 specifically describes the treatment train system proposed 
for SMP 40 with the following sentence: “Another example is when a hydrodynamic separator is 
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used to remove trash and coarse sediment upstream of a media filter or subsurface infiltration 
system.”1 
 
It should be noted that subsequent to preparation of the Draft EIR, the project applicant 
determined that at least two Contech Engineered Solutions Vortech Systems Hydrodynamic 
Separators would be installed on-site within SMP 40 to provide pretreatment and trash capture. 
The project applicant decided upon the Vortech Systems Hydrodynamic Separators, as the 
devices meet emerging stormwater treatment technologies (TAPE) certification standards.2 The 
Vortech Systems Hydrodynamic Separators would be installed in areas proposed for disturbance 
as part of development of SMP 40, which were evaluated in the Draft EIR. Thus, the installation 
of Contech Engineered Solutions Vortech Systems Hydrodynamic Separators within SMP 40 
does not affect the adequacy of the environmental analyses contained in the Draft EIR. 
 
In response to the comment and for clarification purposes, page 4.5-25 of the Draft EIR is hereby 
revised as follows: 
 

SMP 40 
As shown on the Preliminary Stormwater Quality Control Plan prepared for SMP 40 (see 
Figure 4.5-5), stormwater on the SMP 40 site would be collected through an on-site storm 
drainage system, which would include an underground detention storage system 
comprised of three parallel 96-inch-wide, 1,000-foot-long corrugated metal pipes. The 
underground detention storage system would connect to the existing Oak Detention Basin, 
located to the north of the site, where water would be treated in accordance with the 
regional C.3 standards. 
 
In addition, the SMP 40 storm drainage system would include installation of at least two 
Contech Engineered Solutions Vortech Systems Hydrodynamic Separators to provide 
pretreatment and trash capture, prior to conveyance of flows to the corrugated metal pipes. 
The Vortech Systems Hydrodynamic Separators meet emerging stormwater treatment 
technologies (TAPE) certification standards and would be installed in areas proposed for 
disturbance as part of development of SMP 40. 
 
Outflow from the Oak Detention Basin would flow north through an existing 24-inch storm 
drain line to West Jack London Boulevard, where runoff would be conveyed north into the 
existing modified channels at the Livermore Municipal Airport, before ultimately discharging 
at the existing large drop structure under West Jack London Boulevard, west of the 
Livermore Municipal Airport.  
 
The proposed detention system would include an overflow connection to Arroyo Mocho to 
the south. A flap gate would be installed on the outlet to prevent water from Arroyo Mocho 
to backflow into the underground storage system. 

 
Similarly, in response to the comment and for clarification purposes, page 3-17 of the Draft EIR 
is hereby revised as follows: 
 

According to the Stormwater Quality Control Plan that has been prepared for the SMP 40 
site, stormwater from impervious areas within SMP 40 would flow to a number of catch 
basin filtration inserts located throughout the SMP 40 site. The catch basins would connect 

 
1  Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program. C.3 Stormwater Technical Guidance Version 8. March 22, 2023. 
2  Washington Department of Ecology. Emerging Stormwater Treatment Technologies (TAPE). Available at: 

https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/guidance-technical-assistance/stormwater-permittee-guidance-
resources/emerging-stormwater-treatment-technologies#tape. Accessed October 2023. 
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a new network of stormwater lines to three 96-inch underground storage vaults located 
west of Building 1, within the internal drive aisle, between the dock doors and trailer 
parking. The storage vaults would be placed five feet underground and surrounded by rock. 
Stormwater from the storage vaults would be routed north and west to the existing 
detention basin located northwest of Building 1, within the Oaks Business Park, before 
being ultimately directed into a portion of the Arroyo Mocho Bypass Channel. 
 
In addition, the SMP 40 storm drainage system would include installation of at least two 
Contech Engineered Solutions Vortech Systems Hydrodynamic Separators to provide 
pretreatment and trash capture, prior to conveyance of flows to the corrugated metal pipes. 
The Vortech Systems Hydrodynamic Separators meet emerging stormwater treatment 
technologies (TAPE) certification standards and would be installed in areas proposed for 
disturbance as part of development of SMP 40. 
 
A portion of SMP 40 and the annexation only parcel, owned by the Zone 7 Water Agency 
and identified by APN 904-10-2-5, are within an area identified by FEMA as Zone AE, which 
is considered a SFHA within the 100-year floodplain. The proposed project would involve 
importing soils to bring the proposed building area above the 100-year floodplain, subject 
to approval of a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) from FEMA.  

 
The above revisions amplify the analyses contained in the Draft EIR and do not change the 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
In addition to stormwater treatment, the proposed infiltration system is designed to provide 
hydromodification controls. It should be noted that as part of the project application process, Bay 
Area Hydrology Model (BAHM) calculations showing the proposed infiltration system’s 
compliance with applicable hydromodification requirements were provided to the City of Livermore 
Engineering Division. Based on the above, the design of the SMP 40 stormwater system would 
be MRP-compliant. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 4.5-2(a) requires that the final Stormwater 
Control Plan and Maintenance Plan prepared for the project comply with all applicable provisions 
of the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program C.3 Stormwater Technical Guidance 
publication and meet the standards of the CASQA Stormwater BMP Handbook for New 
Development and Redevelopment. Please see Response to Comment 3-2 above. In addition, the 
City would require pretreatment measures with TAPE certification as a condition of approval for 
the project in response to the comment. 
 
Response to Comment 3-4 
Please see Responses to Comments 3-2 and 3-3 above. 
 
Response to Comment 3-5 
With respect to the contents that must be included in a mitigation measure, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(a)(1) provides that mitigation measures must be feasible. In addition, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(2) requires that mitigation measures must be fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments. Mitigation Measures 
4.3-3(a) through 4.3-3(e), which begin on page 4.3-32 of the Draft EIR, address potentially 
significant impacts that could occur to wetland and riparian areas from development of Trail 
Connection Option 2 and/or SMP 40, in accordance with applicable federal and State regulations. 
Altogether, the mitigation measures require that the project applicant complies with the applicable 
provisions of the Clean Water Act (CWA), NPDES Permitting Program, and California Fish and 
Game Code (CFGC) to prevent significant impacts to protected wetland and riparian habitats. 
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To ensure compliance with federal and State regulations, each of the aforementioned mitigation 
measures includes timing requirements that specifically address when each mitigation measure 
must be implemented (i.e., prior to ground-disturbing activities or prior to the issuance of grading 
permits). The mitigation measures establish from which regulatory authority the project applicant 
must obtain approval (i.e., the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [USACE], RWQCB, and/or the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]). The mitigation measures also set forth clear 
performance standards with which the project applicant must comply in order for the mitigation to 
be deemed successfully implemented, including, but not limited to, completion and submittal of a 
formal wetland delineation to USCAE for verification to determine the extent of all hydrological 
features, their jurisdictional status, and the extent of any potential impacts associated with the 
project; preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and final Stormwater 
Control Plan; notification of CDFW, pursuant to California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) Section 
1600; obtaining of Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 from the RWQCB; and obtaining a CWA 
Section 404 permit from USACE. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), 
mitigation measures that include sufficient performance standards, such as those established by 
Mitigation Measures 4.3-3(a) through 4.3-3(e), are deemed adequate. The proposed project 
would be subject to the mitigation measures set forth in the Draft EIR as a required condition of 
approval by the City. Thus, the mitigation measures established by the Draft EIR, including 
Mitigation Measures 4.3-3(a) through 4.3-3(e), are feasible and contain permit conditions, 
agreements, or other legally binding instruments that ensure their completion and efficacy. Thus, 
Mitigation Measures 4.3-3(a) through 4.3-3(e) comply with the applicable provisions of CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4, and the analyses and conclusions in the Draft EIR are adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 3-6 
Please see Responses to Comments 3-1 through 3-3. 
 
Response to Comment 3-7 
In response to the comment and for clarification purposes, page 4.5-27 of the Draft EIR is hereby 
revised as follows: 
 

It should also be noted that given the nature of the off-site trail connection options, 
pollutants such as oil and grease from vehicle leaks, traffic, and maintenance activities are 
not anticipated to be carried into storm drainage systems, as the trail would be used for 
bicycle and pedestrian activities only. Although airborne contaminants have the potential 
to settle on impervious surfaces between storm events, which can eventually result in high 
levels of contaminants in runoff even from surfaces not used by motorized vehicles, as 
demonstrated throughout this chapter, the proposed project would be subject to applicable 
regulations and standards, as well as the mitigation measures set forth herein. Compliance 
with the aforementioned requirements would ensure runoff from the off-site trail connection 
options is directed to stormwater treatment features prior to entering the City’s storm 
drainage system. 

 
The above revisions are for clarification purposes only and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 3-8 
Please see Responses to Comments 3-1 through 3-3. The proposed underground 
storage/infiltration system is designed to meet the hydromodification requirements mentioned by 
the commenter. Specifically, the proposed system is sized to provide hydromodification controls 
through storage vaults that include two orifices and a high-flow weir to provide the flow control. 
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The BAHM calculations for the project demonstrate compliance with the MRP by showing that the 
post-project discharge rates and durations for the selected hydromodification control structure 
does not exceed the pre-project discharge rates and durations from 10 percent of the pre-project 
two-year peak flow up to the pre-project 10-year peak flow.  
 
Response to Comment 3-9 
The comment is a conclusory statement, summarizing the comments contained in the letter. 
Please see Responses to Comments 3-2 through 3-8. 
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LETTER 4: ZONE 7 WATER AGENCY 
 
Response to Comment 4-1 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 4-2 
Based on the comment and for clarification purposes, page 4.5-16 of the Draft EIR is hereby 
revised as follows: 
 

Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District  
ACFCWCD was created in 1949, and plans, designs, constructs, and maintains Western 
Alameda County’s flood control systems such as natural creeks, channels, levees, pump 
stations, dams, and reservoirs. The ACFCWCD also cares for the natural environment 
through public outreach and enforcement of pollution control regulations governing County 
waterways. The ACFCWCD’s updated Hydrology and Hydraulics Manual defines current 
practices in the hydrologic and hydraulic design of all flood control facilities in Alameda 
County that are subject to district approval. The ACFCWCD is divided into 10 active flood 
control zones based on discrete drainage boundaries, one for which Zone 7 is responsible 
that includes the cities of Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton and unincorporated areas of 
Alameda County. Zone 7 owns and manages more than 37 miles of engineered and natural 
channels throughout its service area, including a portion of Arroyo Mocho adjacent to SMP 
40 and a channel bypass section to the east of SMP 39. Zone 7 is committed to deliver 
safe, reliable, efficient, and sustainable water and flood protection services. 

 
The above revisions are for clarification purposes only and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 4-3 
Based on the comment and for clarification purposes, pages 4.5-17 and 4.5-18 of the Draft EIR 
are hereby revised as follows: 
 

Zone 7 Stream Maintenance Management Master Plan  
The 2006 Zone 7 Stream Maintenance Management Master Plan (SMMP), which updates 
the Zone 7’s 1966 Flood Control Master Plan, identifies 45 conceptual projects across 12 
distinct reaches, which are delineated by the geography of the Alameda Creek watershed 
and its subbasins within Zone 7’s service area. Zone 7 established a specific emphasis for 
each reach depending on that reach’s role in providing flood protection to the valley and its 
relation to other resource areas such as water supply, habitat, and recreation. The 2006 
SMMP includes a recommended project to divert stormwater in a major storm event within 
the Arroyo Mocho channel, referred to in the SMMP as the Arroyo Mocho Bypass and 
Regional Storage at Chain of Lakes (Project Number R.6-2). Because widening of the 
existing Arroyo Mocho in this area is likely to be infeasible, the bypass and regional storage 
at Chain of Lakes are considered a viable alternative to provide the 100-year flood 
protection. A major component of the approach to regional flood protection includes 
detention of flood water in the Chain of Lakes, which requires diversion of flood waters 
from the Arroyo Mocho during high flow events. The project involves routing peak flows 
into a bypass channel running within the western boundary of the SMP 40 property, located 
east of Lake E, ultimately traveling within the southern boundaries of the SMP 38 and 39 
properties, located north of Lakes F and G, and eventually connecting to the Chain of Lakes 
for regional storage as shown on Figure 4.5-4. Zone 7 has informed the City that they are 
unsure whether the bypass will proceed and will be conducting further analysis through a 
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system-wide evaluation as part of Phase 2a of the Flood Management Plan, the update to 
the 2006 SMMP. 

 
The above revisions are for clarification purposes only and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment 4-4 
The proposed fill for the building pads would be located outside the regulatory floodway and would 
not be subject to the No-Rise Certification for Floodways established by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA). In other words, the proposed fill would not block the active channel 
flow. Furthermore, the displacement of floodplain storage would not impact downstream flows nor 
floodplain limits, based on the Zone 7 and FEMA HEC-RAS models, which were used to form this 
conclusion. 
 
Response to Comment 4-5 
Please see Response to Comment 4-4 above. Additionally, the displacement of the floodplain for 
the proposed buildings would not significantly impact the floodplain boundaries. The Arroyo 
Mocho hydraulics control the spill into the north overbank, and fill in this area does not appear to 
significantly impact channel water levels. The Zone 7 HEC-RAS models do not show an increase 
in floodplain area due to the proposed fill for the building pads. The stage and flow hydrograph 
extracted from model results also does not show water level increases adjacent to the project 
site, nor downstream near the confluence with the Arroyo Las Positas. The model results support 
the conclusion that the existing floodplain storage at SMP 40 is not effective in attenuating 
downstream flows, nor reducing flooding. 
 
Response to Comment 4-6 
The City of Livermore’s storm drain ICM hydraulic modeling does not show a significant impact 
on the 10-year or 100-year system. The additional flows from the proposed development site 
would be mitigated through detention storage. The displaced floodplain storage by the proposed 
buildings would not impact channel, or storm system capacities. The City of Livermore’s drainage 
system, like all other municipalities in the region, is not intended to capture 100-year channel 
spills. Drainage networks are designed to convey 10-year runoff to flood control channels.  
 
Response to Comment 4-7 
Based on the Zone 7 HEC-RAS modeling, the proposed project would not impact potential spills 
onto Stanley Boulevard. 
 
Response to Comment 4-8 
The SMP 40 Flood Study Memorandum and SMP 39/SMP 40 Drainage Analysis Memorandum 
prepared for the Draft EIR (see Appendices H and I of the Draft EIR) focused on the City of 
Livermore’s storm drainage network and are not intended to analyze the large flood control 
channels. The potential impacts related to flooding from the proposed project are modeled using 
the Zone 7 and FEMA HEC-RAS floodplain and floodway models (see Appendices H and I of the 
Draft EIR for the full modeling results). Those analyses show the removal of the floodplain 
associated with the proposed buildings would not significantly impact neighboring parcels, nor 
downstream water levels or flow rates. The volume of floodplain storage at the proposed building 
sites would be negligible compared to the overall watershed runoff. 
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The current Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) for Arroyo Las Positas and Arroyo Mocho would 
remove the proposed building locations from the regulatory floodway. In addition, as discussed 
on page 4.5-33 of the Draft EIR, Livermore Municipal Code Section 16.12.120 requires that the 
building pads of all site development within a FEMA-designated Special Flood Hazard Area 
(SFHA) be elevated above the 100-year base flood elevation (BFE). In compliance with Livermore 
Municipal Code Section 16.12.120, Mitigation Measure 4.5-5 on page 4.5-34 of the Draft EIR 
requires that if buildings within SMP 39 are determined to be within a SFHA, the City or project 
applicant must obtain a LOMR from FEMA. In addition, prior to building permit issuance for SMP 
40, the mitigation measure requires that the City or project applicant obtain a LOMR. 
 
Response to Comment 4-9 
According to Figure 3-9 in the Project Description chapter of the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR page 3-
18), the proposed buildings for SMP 39 would be located a minimum of 135 feet from the southern 
property boundary. Thus, buildings would not be constructed immediately adjacent to the mining 
pits that occur to the south of SMP 39. In addition, within the southernmost portion of SMP 39, 
the proposed project would include only surface-level improvements. Thus, the proposed project 
would meet the commenter’s recommended setback of 20 feet from the top of the nearest mining 
pit. 
 
With respect to SMP 40, as shown in Figure 3-11 of the Draft EIR on page 3-21, the proposed 
project does not include construction in areas within SMP 40 immediately adjacent to the mining 
pits. The siting of buildings within SMP 40 would be well outside of the 20-foot setback distance 
recommended by the commenter. Additionally, as discussed on page 4.3-31 of the Draft EIR, the 
proposed development of SMP 40 would avoid all impacts to potential waters of the U.S. and 
State, and all grading and building development would be setback a minimum of 25 feet from the 
top of the Arroyo Mocho’s bank and outside of the riparian tree canopy, consistent with CDFW 
requirements. 
 
Response to Comment 4-10 
As discussed on page 4.0-3 of the Draft EIR, the Initial Study prepared as part of the Draft EIR 
(see Appendix A of the Draft EIR) evaluated the potential for ground-disturbing activities 
associated with the proposed project to encounter the existing groundwater well located along 
the western boundary of SMP 39. In addition, as further noted on page 4.0-4 of the Draft EIR, 
since the Initial Study was prepared for the proposed project, a Zone 7 supply well was identified 
in the south-central portion of the SMP 39 site. As a result, the project applicant would be required 
to contact Zone 7 regarding the supply well and either obtain an abandonment permit to properly 
abandon the well, or, if required by Zone 7, implement other measures identified by Zone 7, such 
as providing any necessary upgrades or adjustments to the well and/or well box elevation to match 
the final grade. Mitigation Measure IX-1 included in Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR was revised to 
reflect these changes. 
 
Response to Comment 4-11 
The proposed project would be required to comply with applicable policies, regulations, and/or 
standards, including those established by the Alternative Groundwater Sustainability Plan. From 
a CEQA standpoint, as discussed on page 4.5-12 of the Draft EIR, the Livermore Valley 
Groundwater Basin has been designated a “Medium” priority basin, which is the threshold for 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) compliance. In addition, potential impacts 
related to conflicts with a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan 
are evaluated under Impact 4.5-3 of the Draft EIR, starting on page 4.5-28, and concluded to be 
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less than significant. The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 4-12 
As discussed on page 4.5-28 of the Draft EIR, water service for the proposed project would be 
provided by the City of Livermore, which is supplied water through a wholesale agreement with 
Zone 7. The City does not currently pump groundwater (nor plans to in the future); however, a 
portion of the water supply that the City receives from Zone 7 is obtained through groundwater 
from the Livermore Valley Groundwater Basin. The comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 4-13 
As discussed on pages 3-14 and 3-17 of the Draft EIR, sanitary sewer service for the proposed 
project would be provided by the City of Livermore. The proposed project does not include on-
site disposal of wastewater from the proposed non-residential facilities. 
 
Response to Comment 4-14 
The projected water demand in the City’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) did not 
include the project water demands associated with the proposed project. Based on the comment 
and for clarification purposes, the discussion under Impact 4.7-4 on pages 4.7-29 and 4.7-30 of 
the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Based on the WSA, the total projected water supplies determined to be available for the 
proposed project and other development served by Zone 7 Water Agency LMW, as well 
as the anticipated demand, during normal, single dry, and multiple dry years during a 20-
year projection is summarized in Table 4.7-8. The WSA determined anticipated demand 
within the LMW service area through incorporation of projections from the City’s 2020 
UWMP, which included the expected buildout of the Livermore General Plan planning area, 
as well as Isabel Neighborhood Specific Plan. As detailed in the City’s 2020 UWMP, 
projections are developed based on expected retailer demands on Zone 7 Water Agency 
from an analysis conducted by Zone 7 Water Agency. Projected retailer demands were 
based on 2020 deliveries, retailer delivery requests for 2022 to 2025, and projected 
buildout demands. According to the WSA, in 2020, the City’s potable and raw water 
demand was approximately 2,134 million gallons per year (mgy), or 6,549 AFY. The City 
is anticipated to be built out by 2040, when potable and raw water demands are projected 
to reach 2,263 mgy (6,945 AFY). The growth in potable and raw water demands equates 
to six percent, which reflects the City’s status as being mostly built out already. The 
projected water demands in the City’s 2020 UWMP did not include the projected water 
demands for the proposed project. As shown in Table 4.7-4, the additional potable water 
demand for the proposed project is projected to be 88 AFY. The additional demand 
represents an approximately 1.3 percent increase in the City’s projected potable water 
demands, which is considered to be well within the margin of error for water supply planning 
purposes. Furthermore, Zone 7’s 2020 UWMP indicates that Zone 7 would have a supply 
surplus greater than the 88 AFY generated by the proposed project in all hydrologic 
conditions through 2045. Therefore, as shown in Table 4.7-8, water demand within the 
LMW’s service area (including the proposed project) is not expected to exceed supplies in 
any year or hydrologic condition. 
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Table 4.7-8 
Potable and Raw Water Supply and Demand During Normal, 
Single Dry, and Multiple Dry Years (AFY) in the LMW Service 

Area 
Hydrologic Condition 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Normal Year 
Potable and Raw Water Supply1 6,533 6,702 6,868 7,033 7,033 

Total Water Demand2 6,533 6,702 6,868 7,033 7,033 
Shortfall? NO NO NO NO NO 

Single Dry Year 
Potable and Raw Water Supply1 6,533 6,702 6,868 7,033 7,033 

Total Water Demand2 6,533 6,702 6,868 7,033 7,033 
Shortfall? NO NO NO NO NO 

Multiple Dry Year 1 
Potable and Raw Water Supply1 6,533 6,702 6,868 7,033 7,033 

Total Water Demand2 6,533 6,702 6,868 7,033 7,033 
Shortfall? NO NO NO NO NO 

Multiple Dry Year 2 
Potable and Raw Water Supply1 6,567 6,735 6,901 7,033 7,033 

Total Water Demand2 6,567 6,735 6,901 7,033 7,033 
Shortfall? NO NO NO NO NO 

Multiple Dry Year 3 
Potable and Raw Water Supply1 6,601 6,768 6,934 7,033 7,033 

Total Water Demand2 6,601 6,768 6,934 7,033 7,033 
Shortfall? NO NO NO NO NO 

Multiple Dry Year 4 
Potable and Raw Water Supply1 6,634 6,801 6,967 7,033 7,033 

Total Water Demand2 6,634 6,801 6,967 7,033 7,033 
Shortfall? NO NO NO NO NO 

Multiple Dry Year 5 
Potable and Raw Water Supply1 6,668 6,834 7,000 7,033 7,033 

Total Water Demand2 6,668 6,834 7,000 7,033 7,033 
Shortfall? NO NO NO NO NO 

1 Based on excess supplies presented in Zone 7 Water Agency’s 2020 UWMP and the relatively small 
demand from the proposed project, Because the potable water demand associated with the proposed 
project represents less than a 1.3 percent increase from the demands evaluated in the City’s 2020 UWMP, 
and because the Zone 7 2020 UWMP shows a supply surplus in all hydrologic conditions through 2045, 
the City’s Zone 7 Water Agency’s supplies are assumed to equal the LMW service area projected 
demands, including the proposed project. 

2 Equals the City’s total projected potable and raw water demand (as shown in Table 4.7-3) with the 
additional potable water demand for the proposed project (as shown in Table 4.7-4) (see also Tables 4-2 
and 4-4 of the WSA). 

 
Source: West Yost Associates, 2023. 

 
As shown in Table 4.7-8, water demand within the LMW’s service area is not expected to 
exceed supplies in any year or hydrologic condition. In addition, the WSA determined that 
the recycled water demand associated with the proposed project would be approximately 
21 AFY, or about one percent of the City’s annual projected recycled water demand 
through 2045, which would, similarly, not exceed anticipated recycled water supplies (see 
Table 4.7-4). Given the high reliability of the City’s recycled water supply and the relatively 
small recycled water demand associated with the proposed project, the WSA concluded 
the City would be capable of meeting the recycled water demand associated with the 
project under all hydrologic conditions. 

 
The above revisions are for clarification purposes only and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment 4-15 
As discussed on page 3-19 of the Draft EIR, all landscaping improvements would be consistent 
with the City’s Design Standards and Guidelines and the City’s Water Efficient Landscape 
Ordinance. The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 4-16 
The comment includes three attached figures and does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. 
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LETTER 5: CARPENTERS UNION LOCAL 713 
 
Response to Comment 5-1 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 5-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the 
record and the commenter will be notified of future notices referring or related to the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 5-3 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but rather, recommends 
the hiring of a local workforce in order to reduce environmental impacts related to VMT and 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The Draft EIR determined on page 4.8-20 that with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-3, potential impacts related to VMT would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level. In addition, as discussed starting on page 4.2-69 under Impact 
4.2-7, the Draft EIR concludes that potential impacts related to GHG emissions would be less 
than cumulatively considerable. Thus, as concluded by the Draft EIR, development of the 
proposed project, with incorporation of the mitigation measures set forth in the Draft EIR, would 
result in a less-than-significant impact related to VMT and GHG emissions. Nevertheless, the 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 5-4 
The prevention of COVID-19 spread is not a physical environmental issue area required for 
analysis under CEQA. Thus, the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
is noted for the record. The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 5-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 5-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the record. Please 
see Response to Comment 5-7. 
 
Response to Comment 5-7 
As previously discussed, subsequent to the Draft EIR public review period, SMP 38 was removed 
from the proposed project. Thus, the currently proposed project includes only the project 
components discussed and evaluated in the Draft EIR associated with SMP 39 and SMP 40 and 
off-site trail connection options.  
 
Nevertheless, as discussed on page 3-7 of the Project Description chapter of the Draft EIR, the 
proposed project, as previously proposed, included a Sphere of Influence (SOI) Amendment to 
include SMP 38 and SMP 39 within the City of Livermore SOI to align the City’s SOI and South 
Livermore Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to be consistent with each other. However, as clearly 
explained in the Draft EIR, development of SMP 38 was not proposed as part of the project. SMP 
38 would have remained outside of the City limits and within the unincorporated portion of 
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Alameda County. The site would have continued to be designated by the County as Industrial and 
Water Management and zoned Agriculture. SMP 38 would have also continued to be designated 
by the City of Livermore as Limited Agriculture and Open Space/Sand and Gravel. Changes to 
the land use and zoning designations of SMP 38 were not proposed in the Draft EIR.  
 
Thus, the comment’s suggestion that an SOI Amendment to include SMP 38 within the Livermore 
SOI would make future annexation and development of SMP 38 “more than likely and reasonably 
foreseeable” constitutes speculation, and CEQA does not require an EIR to evaluate speculation. 
Therefore, the description and analyses of SMP 38 in the Draft EIR are adequate, pursuant to 
CEQA.  
 
Response to Comment 5-8 
The comment claims that the Project Description chapter of the Draft EIR is too “narrow, vague, 
and open-ended,” arguing that the Notice of Availability (NOA) prepared for the proposed project 
includes more details of the proposed project that the actual Project Description chapter. 
 
The comment is incorrect. 
 
For example, the Project Description chapter of the Draft EIR includes the following description 
of SMP 39 on page 3-17: 
 

Site Plan for SMP 39 
SMP 39 would be developed with up to six light industrial buildings totaling approximately 
755,500 sf of new building space (see Figure 3-9). Each building would have a maximum 
height of 50 feet or 55 feet with a Conditional Use Permit. The buildings are conceptually 
proposed at this time. They would range in size from 89,400 sf to 183,600 sf and would 
each include between eight to 34 dock doors for a total of 104 dock doors. A total of 1,647 
parking stalls would be provided at the SMP 39 site. This includes 104 truck/trailer stalls. 

 
The Project Description chapter includes similar levels of detail in the discussions on the proposed 
utility, circulation, and parking improvements that would be constructed as part of development of 
SMP 39, as well as new landscaping (see Draft EIR pages 3-13 to 3-14 and 3-17 to 3-19). 
Additionally, the Project Description chapter includes discussions on the proposed utility, 
circulation, and parking improvements that would be constructed as part of development of SMP 
40, as well as new landscaping and three off-site trail connection options (see Draft EIR pages 3-
14 to 3-17 and 3-19 to 3-24). Nonetheless, in response to the comment and for clarification 
purposes, page 3-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

For SMP 39, the proposed project would include development of a total of up to six light 
industrial buildings, consisting of up to approximately 755,500 square feet (sf) of new 
building space, and associated internal roadways and other improvements (which would 
include associated utility, and parking improvements, as well as new landscaping, all of 
which are discussed in further detail below); for SMP 40, the proposed project would 
include development of two industrial buildings consisting of up to 759,275 sf of new 
building space with related internal roadways and other improvements (which would 
include associated utility, and parking improvements, as well as new landscaping, all of 
which are discussed in further detail below). A number of approvals would be required for 
development of SMP 39 and SMP 40, including a SOI Amendment for SMP 39, General 
Plan Amendment, Pre-zoning and Annexation, Zoning Map Amendment/Planned 
Development, Vesting Tentative Subdivision Maps, a Pre-Annexation Agreement, and 
Development Agreement. A Site Plan Design Review entitlement is required for SMP 39 
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and SMP 40, which would include a review of the site plan, building, and landscape design; 
however, the Site Plan Design Review entitlement is only proposed for SMP 40 at this time. 
A Site Plan Design Review entitlement will be required at a later date for the future 
development of SMP 39. Development of SMP 38 is not proposed. The proposed project 
includes an SOI Amendment to include SMP 38 within the City of Livermore SOI. The City 
of Livermore General Plan land use designation for SMP 38 would remain Limited 
Agriculture and Open Space/Sand and Gravel and the Alameda County zoning would 
remain Agriculture. A detailed description of the proposed project, including the necessary 
approvals, is provided below. 

 
The above revisions are for clarification purposes only, as the “other improvements” referenced 
by the commenter are already described in detail on pages 3-13 to 3-24 of the Draft EIR. Given 
the level of detail provided therein, the Project Description chapter of the Draft EIR provides a 
comprehensive description of the proposed project to allow readers to understand the potential 
significant effects of the project and its alternatives, in accordance with the CEQA Guideline 
Section 15125. Thus, the Project Description chapter of the Draft EIR is adequate. 
 

Response to Comment 5-9 
The Draft EIR clearly discusses the entitlements requested as part of the proposed project, which 
are listed on pages 3-26 and 3-27 of the Draft EIR and discussed in further detail throughout the 
Project Description chapter. With respect to the Site Plan and Design Review that will be required 
of SMP 39 at a later date, although such an entitlement is not currently proposed for SMP 39, the 
Draft EIR, nonetheless, includes the Preliminary Site Plan for SMP 39 (see Figure 3-9 on page 3-
18 of the Draft EIR), identifies the maximum footprint and building square footage shown on the 
Preliminary Site Plan that could result from buildout of SMP 39, and evaluates potential 
environmental impacts that could occur through such development. As such, the Draft EIR 
properly evaluates the whole of the action and is adequate.  
 
Response to Comment 5-10 
The Draft EIR does not include project objectives that are narrowly drawn and lead to an 
inadequate range of alternatives. The project objectives included in the Project Description 
chapter of the Draft EIR (see pages 3-6 and 3-7) are drawn such that reasonable alternatives to 
the proposed project are properly evaluated and allow for meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 
comparison with the proposed project. Such is evident based on the fact that the project objectives 
are not so narrow that only the project, as proposed, could attain most of the basic objectives. For 
example, while Objective 3 establishes a goal of developing industrial facilities, none of the project 
objectives establish a specific amount of square feet that would need to be developed to meet 
the goal, nor a specific number of buildings. As such, alternative industrial developments at a 
reduced intensity could be developed within SMP 39 and SMP 40 that could meet most of the 
project objectives, while also resulting in less severe environmental impacts.  
 
Such a result is key in determining the adequacy of the project objectives. For example, the court 
determined the following in We Advocate Through Environmental Review v. County of Siskiyou 
(2022) 78 Cal.App.5th 683: 
 

In taking this artificially narrow approach for describing the project objectives, the County 
ensured that the results of its alternatives analysis would be a foregone conclusion. It also, 
as a result, transformed the EIR’s alternatives section—often described as part of the “core 
of the EIR” (In re Bay-Delta, supra, 43 Cal.4th at p. 1162)—into an empty formality. No 
alternative apart from the rehabilitation of the existing plant, after all, could “site the 
proposed facility at the Plant,” involve the use of “the full production capacity of the existing 
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Plant,” allow the “operation of the Plant as soon as possible,” or involve the “modification 
[of] the existing facilities at the Plant.” We find that the County produced a flawed EIR as a 
result. 

 
Based on the court’s ruling, an EIR cannot include project objectives that lead to a foregone 
conclusion of only a project, as proposed, meeting the majority of the project objectives. As 
demonstrated in Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft EIR, the project objectives do not 
transform the Draft EIR’s analysis of project alternatives such that only the proposed project could 
meet most of the objectives. Such is made clear on page 6-21 of the Draft EIR, which finds that 
the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generally meet all of the objectives of the proposed 
project, while also resulting in fewer impacts to all seven environmental issue areas, relative to 
the proposed project. 
 
Additionally, given that the existing land use designations of SMP 39 and SMP 40 allow for 
industrial development, Objective 3’s goal of developing industrial facilities is consistent with the 
existing allowable uses of the sites. Thus, for the reasons discussed above, the project objectives 
included in the Draft EIR are adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 5-11 
The commenter’s statement that “it is possible that the biological landscape” of the project site 
has changed since October 2021 constitutes speculation. The commenter does not provide 
evidence that such changes have occurred. The project site is farmed and has been for decades. 
At the time of the site visits completed by Monk & Associates’ qualified biologists, which occurred 
in different months over several years, the site was always in a disced, mowed, hayed, or 
otherwise farmed/disturbed state and supported only ruderal (weedy) herbaceous vegetation and 
common wildlife species. The landscape remained essentially unchanged over the years and 
Monk & Associates’ qualified biologists never noted any significant changes in flora or fauna or 
reason to believe that special-status plants or animals resided on-site. Thus, the field surveys 
conducted by Monk & Associates are adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 5-12 
One single field survey is sufficient to get a baseline description of a project site’s plant 
communities and wildlife habitats and to determine if additional surveys for special-status species 
are necessary. For most biological resource assessments conducted for the purposes of CEQA, 
one baseline site survey is typical. Because the SMP 39 and SMP 40 sites are farmed and have 
been for decades, one site survey for each was sufficient to establish a baseline vegetation and 
wildlife condition, determine project-related impacts, and prescribe appropriate mitigation 
measures. 
 
Response to Comment 5-13 
As detailed in the Biological Resources Analysis for SMP 39 (SMP 39 BRA) prepared for the 
proposed project (see Appendix D of the Draft EIR), the SMP 39 BRA employed industry standard 
practices, which are discussed in further detail on pages 1 to 2 of the SMP 39 BRA. Additionally, 
Monk & Associates is an established biological consulting firm with a number of qualified 
biologists on staff with particular knowledge of the project site and vicinity, as documented in the 
SMP 39 BRA. Furthermore, the comment is speculative, and the commenter does not provide 
evidence that Monk & Associates failed to adequately survey the SMP 39 site for the purposes of 
CEQA. 
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Response to Comment 5-14 
Please see Response to Comment 5-12. 
 
Response to Comment 5-15 
Please see Responses to Comments 5-11 through 5-13. In addition, one cannot complete a 
wetland delineation without noting the plant species present, because hydrophytic vegetation (i.e., 
wetland plants) is one of the three indicators necessary for an area to be classified as a USACE 
jurisdictional wetland. Thus, all plants observed were recorded during the June 2022 wetland 
delineation. Additionally, Sarah Lynch, Monk & Associates Principal Biologist, keeps a “wildlife 
observed” list each time she is in the field, and all wildlife observed in June 2022, as with all other 
survey dates, were noted and included in the Biological Resource Analysis for the Oaks Business 
Park (SMP 40 BRA) (see Appendix E of the Draft EIR). 
 
In addition, the CDFW’s survey guidelines that the commenter cites are the guidelines for 
conducting floristic surveys for rare and endangered or other special-status plant species. 
Focused floristic surveys require multiple site visits during the growing season, when the target 
plants are in flower or are otherwise identifiable, so that they can be identified to the taxa level 
necessary to determine if the plant is a special-status species. However, Monk & Associates’ 
qualified biologists made a determination based on the site’s farmed conditions and Monk & 
Associates’ past survey experience of the properties (dating back to 2000) that such focused 
surveys for special-status plants would not be necessary, given that discing, mowing, planting, 
and haying are all incompatible land uses with special-status plants known within the project area. 
Furthermore, Monk & Associates’ review of the CNDDB prior to conducting site surveys and 
preparing the SMP 39 BRA and SMP 40 BRA is the correct use of the CNDDB. To allege any 
misuse occurred would be speculative and without evidence. 
 
Finally, case law demonstrates that biological reports need to provide “adequate information to 
ensure that ‘decisions be informed, and therefore balanced’” (Association of Irritated Residents v. 
County of Madera [2003] 107 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1404). The BRAs supporting the Draft EIR more 
than meet the aforementioned standard and provide substantial evidence supporting the 
conclusions in the Draft EIR, based on multiple years of site visits that found stable conditions. 
 
Response to Comment 5-16 
The comment summarizes portions of the Noise chapter of the Draft EIR and expresses a general 
opinion that the impact analysis in the Noise chapter is “legally lacking and flawed,” but does not 
provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response.  
 
Please see Responses to Comments 5-17 and 5-18. 
 
Response to Comment 5-17 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), the deferred formulation of a mitigation 
measure to the future is ordinarily inappropriate; however, the rule is not absolute, with the courts 
having recognized exceptions in a number of situations (see POET, LLC v. State Air Resources 
Bd. (2013) 218 Cal. App. 4th 681, 735). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) acknowledges 
such exceptions, explaining that mitigation measures may set forth performance standards for 
mitigating a significant impact when the specification of specific details of mitigation during the 
EIR review process is impractical or infeasible, provided that the lead agency commits to 
implement the mitigation, adopts the specified performance standard, and identifies the types of 
actions that may achieve compliance with the performance standard. The exception to the general 
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rule against deferred mitigation was first described in the leading case of Sacramento Old City 
Assoc. v. City Council of Sacramento (1991) 229 Cal. App. 3d 1011, 1022, in which the court held 
that an agency may defer selection of specific mitigation measures when the agency approves a 
project, if the measures that will be considered subsequently are described, performance criteria 
are identified, and the agency commits to devising measures that will satisfy those criteria. 
Furthermore, a mitigation performance standard is sufficient if the standard identifies the specific 
criteria the agency will apply in determining that the impact will be mitigated (see Sierra Club v. 
County of Fresno [2018] 6 Cal. 5th 52, 525). Performance standards based on specific objectives 
that inform the agency “what it is to do and what it must accomplish” are sufficient (see Center for 
Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife [2015] 234 Cal. App. 4th 214, 245). 
 
The Draft EIR concludes under Impact 4.6-1, which starts on page 4.6-21, that the proposed 
construction activities could result in a potentially significant impact only during construction of 
the selected off-site trail connection option. As such, Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 includes a very 
concrete requirement to address noise generated during such activities. In particular, the last 
bullet point of the mitigation measure requires the use of temporary sound barriers along the outer 
work area of the construction site, east of Isabel Avenue/SR 84, with specific requirements further 
included related to the barrier height, location, and fencing to ensure the resultant construction 
noise levels at the nearest residence would meet the applicable noise level standard. Thus, while 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 starts by requiring a Construction Noise Management Plan, the 
mitigation measure follows with a very specific performance standard containing detailed criteria 
to address the sole issue that the City of Livermore is capable of ensuring is accomplished. As 
such, Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 does not improperly defer mitigation, and the analyses and 
conclusions in the Draft EIR are adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 5-18 
Please see Response to Comment 5-17 above. 
 
Response to Comment 5-19 
The comment summarizes portions of the Transportation chapter of the Draft EIR and expresses 
a general opinion that potential transportation impacts are “inadequately disclosed and mitigated” 
in the Draft EIR, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. 
 
Response to Comment 5-20 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 on page 4.8-17 of the Draft EIR contains the components that a 
mitigation measure must include in order to meet CEQA’s requirements. For example, Mitigation 
Measure 4.8-1 includes clear language on the timing of when the mitigation must be implemented 
(i.e., prior to grading permit issuance for the SMP 39 and SMP 40 sites, as well as the chosen off-
site trail connection option). The mitigation measure also includes clear performance standards 
that the required Construction Traffic Management Plan must meet to be determined satisfactory. 
Finally, the City of Livermore’s adoption of the MMRP would ensure the mitigation measures set 
forth in the Draft EIR, including, but not limited to, Mitigation Measure 4.8-1, are implemented. 
Therefore, the Draft EIR does not defer mitigation, and the analyses and conclusions in the Draft 
EIR are adequate. 
 
Please see Response to Comment 5-17 above. 
 
Response to Comment 5-21 
Please see Response to Comment 5-17 above.  
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Response to Comment 5-22 
The Draft EIR’s incorporation of a TDM Program to reduce VMT and GHG emissions is 
appropriate. In City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of California State University (2015), the 
court found the TDM mitigation measure adequate, even though the project’s traffic impact was 
ultimately determined to be significant and unavoidable. 
 
CEQA requires that feasible mitigation measures for significant environmental effects must be set 
forth in an EIR for consideration by the lead agency's decision-makers and the public before 
certification of the EIR and approval of a project. Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 of the Draft EIR 
requires the project applicant to develop and implement a TDM Program and annual reporting 
program to reduce potential impacts associated with the proposed project. Mitigation Measure 
4.8-3 outlines the targets, timing requirements, and potential TDM strategies that would be 
included in the TDM program, including an Employer Carpool Program. Mitigation Measure 4.8-
3 additionally describes requirements for annual TDM performance monitoring, evaluation, and 
reporting if targets are not met. The TDM mitigation measure is anticipated to reduce VMT per 
employee and associated GHG emissions by four percent, which would be below the applicable 
threshold. In addition, the implementation of a TDM Program is feasible, and the City and 
applicant are committed to such implementation, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 of the 
Draft EIR. Moreover, sufficient evidence exists that TDM strategies can effectively reduce vehicle 
travel demand. The City of Livermore’s adoption of the MMRP would ensure the mitigation 
measures set forth in the Draft EIR, including, but not limited to, Mitigation Measure 4.8-3, are 
implemented. 
 
Additionally, in the decision cited above, the court noted:  
 

While the Trustees have not committed to implementation of any particular measure that 
is specified in the TDM Implementation Plan, the TDM is not illusory. The plan enumerates 
specific measures to be evaluated, it incorporates quantitative criteria and it sets specific 
deadlines for completion of the parking and traffic study and timelines for reporting to the 
city on the implementation and effectiveness of the measures that will be studied. The 
monitoring program which is an integral part of the plan ensures that the public will have 
access to the information necessary to evaluate compliance with the Trustees' obligations. 
 
The approach taken by the Trustees is consistent with the approach taken in numerous 
cases with judicial approval. (E.g., Sacramento Old City Assn. v. City Council (1991) 229 
Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028–1029 [280 Cal. Rptr. 478] (Sacramento) [city “has set forth a list of 
alternatives to be considered in the formulation of a transportation management plan … 
where practical considerations prohibit devising such measures early in the planning 
process (e.g., at the general plan amendment or rezone stage), the agency can commit 
itself to eventually devising measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria 
articulated at the time of project approval”]; California Native Plant Society v. City of 
Rancho Cordova (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 603, 621 [91 Cal. Rptr. 3d 571] [Sacramento 
“stands for the proposition that when a public agency has evaluated the potentially 
significant impacts of a project and has identified measures that will mitigate those impacts, 
the agency does not have to commit to any particular mitigation measure in the EIR, so 
long as it commits to mitigating the significant impacts of the project.”]; Defend the Bay v. 
City of Irvine, supra, 119 Cal.App.4th at p. 1275 [“Deferral of the specifics of mitigation is 
permissible where the local entity commits itself to mitigation and lists the alternatives to 
be considered, analyzed and possibly incorporated in the mitigation plan”].) Accordingly, 
we conclude that the EIR does not improperly defer mitigation of the traffic impacts. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 includes the following key elements cited by the court:  
 

 Specific performance measures to be evaluated, including VMT per employee based on 
the VMT significance thresholds established in the Draft EIR; 

 Quantitative performance measure targets that must be met based on the Draft EIR 
significance thresholds (for VMT per employee); and 

 Specific timing for TDM Program monitoring, evaluation, reporting, and additional actions 
that must be taken if performance measure targets are not met.  

 
Importantly, the court also noted: 
 

The Master Plan goal to reduce drive alone vehicle trips is the performance standard that 
the TDM plan will strive to meet. The EIR … provides details about the types of programs 
that the University will evaluate and adopt to achieve this goal. Because the Master Plan 
covers a long range development program and is based on projections of growth that may 
or may not occur, it is necessary that the University retain the flexibility to select those 
programs that best work at a given point in time. 

 
Similar to the Master Plan referenced by the court, operation of the proposed project would occur 
over an extended period of time. A key reason that the development and implementation of a 
TDM Program is identified to address project impacts is to fully evaluate and then implement an 
appropriate variety of TDM strategies, including an Employer Carpool Program. Understanding 
which strategies would be most effective requires comprehensive and continuous analysis and 
monitoring of project employee travel patterns, much of which is uncertain at this time and will 
evolve over the development of the project.  
 
Response to Comment 5-23 
For reasons addressed in previous comment responses, the Project Description chapter of the 
Draft EIR is adequate and the Draft EIR evaluates the whole of the action. The commenter 
suggests that the proposed project may result in potentially significant impacts related to air 
quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, hydrology and water quality, noise, hazards and 
hazardous materials, biological resources, and cumulative impacts; however, specific examples 
are not provided by the commenter. The Draft EIR analyzes all environmental issue areas 
required for analysis under CEQA, either in the various technical chapters of the Draft EIR or in 
the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix A of the Draft EIR). Of the 
aforementioned issue areas cited by the commenter, the Draft EIR identifies potentially significant 
impacts related to air quality (Impacts 4.2-1 and 4.2-2), hydrology and water quality (Impacts 4.5-
1, 4.5-2, 4.5-4, and 4.5-5), noise (Impact 4.6-1), and biological resources (Impacts 4.3-2 and 4.3-
3). However, all of the aforementioned potentially significant impacts would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level with implementation of the mitigation measures set forth by the Draft EIR. 
With respect to potential cumulative impacts, the Draft EIR identifies a cumulative significant 
impact related to agricultural resources (Impact 4.1-3) and utilities service systems (Impact 4.7-
8). With implementation of mitigation, the Draft EIR concludes under Impact 4.7-8 that the 
potential impact would be less than cumulatively considerable; however, the Draft EIR determines 
under Impact 4.1-3 that feasible mitigation is not available to reduce the project’s contribution to 
the significant impact to a less than cumulatively considerable level. Thus, the Draft EIR finds 
under Impact 4.1-3 that the project’s contribution to the cumulative significant impact would be 
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable. With respect to potential impacts 
related to hazards and hazardous materials, the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project 
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identifies mitigation measures that would reduce all potential impacts related to hazards to a less-
than-significant level.  
 
Based on the above, the analyses and conclusions in the Draft EIR are adequate. The comment 
is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 5-24 
The comment is a conclusion and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 5-25 
The comment references attached material to the comment letter and does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. The attached information (see Appendix A of this Final EIR) does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 6: GOLDEN STATE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ALLIANCE 
 
Response to Comment 6-1 
The comment is an introductory statement, summarizes the components of the proposed project, 
and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the record and 
the commenter will be notified of future notices referring or related to the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 6-2 
Please see Response to Comment 2-2. 
 
Response to Comment 6-3 
As discussed on page 66 of the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix A 
of the Draft EIR), the determination that the proposed project is consistent or inconsistent with the 
City of Livermore General Plan policies or other City plans and policies is ultimately the decision 
of the Livermore City Council. Furthermore, although CEQA analysis may identify some areas of 
general consistency with City policies, the City has the ability to impose additional requirements 
or conditions of approval on a project, at the time of its approval, to bring a project into more 
complete conformance with existing policies. Should the Livermore City Council approve the 
entitlements requested by the proposed project (see pages 3-26 and 3-27 of the Draft EIR), the 
project would be rendered consistent with the City’s General Plan and Municipal Code. 
 
The Livermore General Plan goals, objectives, and policies cited by the commenter pertain to the 
protection of natural habitats and open space areas within the City, the minimization of impacts 
on the environment, consistency with applicable land use and zoning designations (including the 
ALUCP), and consistency with design principles and performance standards. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.2(a) requires an EIR to identify and focus on the significant effects of a project on 
the environment. Thus, from the standpoint of potential impacts on the environment, the Initial 
Study and Draft EIR evaluate the proposed project’s consistency with the Livermore General Plan 
goals, objectives, and policies through assessing the potential for the proposed project to result 
in physical impacts related to the environmental issue areas required for analysis under CEQA. 
Furthermore, it should be noted that each technical chapter of the Draft EIR includes a Regulatory 
Context section that includes applicable Livermore General Plan policies focused on avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect.  
 
The wording of CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d) is important, because EIRs are required only 
to discuss “inconsistencies” with plans. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, CEQA does not 
require an EIR to “…provide a consistency analysis with all land use plans, policies, or regulations 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.” Nevertheless, similar 
to many EIRs, the analysis of plan inconsistency is set forth in the analysis of environmental 
impacts. For example, as discussed in the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy 
chapter of the Draft EIR, the project is evaluated for consistency with the applicable air quality 
plan. Under Impact 4.2-1 (see page 4.2-25 of the Draft EIR), construction of the proposed project 
could significantly contribute to the region’s nonattainment status for ozone or PM, given that 
construction of Trail Connection Option 3 on its own, as well as concurrent construction of SMP 
40 and any of the off-site trail connection options, would result in NOX emissions above the 
applicable BAAQMD threshold of significance. In addition, if SMP 39 is constructed concurrently 
with SMP 40, or if SMP 39, SMP 40, and the off-site Trail Connection Option 3 are constructed 
concurrently, the combined construction emissions would exceed the applicable thresholds of 
significance for ROG and NOX emissions. As a result, the Draft EIR sets forth Mitigation Measures 
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4.2-1(a) and 4.2-1(b) to mitigate the potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1(a) would require the use of a combination of engine Tier 3 or Tier 4 off-road 
construction equipment, or hybrid, electric, or alternatively fueled equipment (or any combination 
of the above), during construction of the proposed project. With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1(b), building construction and architectural coating for SMP 39 would be restricted 
from occurring simultaneously with building construction and architectural coating for SMP 40, 
which would be sufficient to ensure ROG emissions would remain below the applicable BAAQMD 
threshold of significance during construction of the proposed project. Thus, with implementation 
of Mitigation Measures 4.2-1(a) and 4.2-1(b), the Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project 
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan during project 
construction. 
 
Additionally, with respect to potential conversion of the site’s existing land use, as detailed in the 
Agricultural Resources chapter of the Draft EIR under Impacts 4-1.2 and 4.1-3 (see pages 4.1-13 
to 4.1-17 of the Draft EIR), the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable 
impact related to the conversion of prime agricultural land, as defined by the Alameda Local 
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo), to non-agricultural use. Due to the project’s significant 
and unavoidable agricultural resources impact, a statement of overriding considerations has been 
prepared separately by the City and will need to be adopted by the Livermore City Council should 
they vote to approve the project. Furthermore, as discussed in the Initial Study and Draft EIR, all 
other potential environmental impacts required for analysis under CEQA would be mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level through implementation of mitigation measures set forth by the Initial 
Study and Draft EIR prepared for the proposed project. 
 
Thus, as demonstrated above, the Initial Study and Draft EIR prepared for the proposed project 
evaluate the potential for the proposed project to cause a significant environmental impact due to 
a conflict with a land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect. Thus, the analyses and conclusions in the Draft EIR are 
adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 6-4 
Please see Responses to Comments 2-2 and 6-3. 
 
Response to Comment 6-5 
The intersections listed by the commenter are under the jurisdiction of the California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans). As such, any proposed improvements at the listed intersections or 
in-lieu fees paid are beyond the control/scope of the City of Livermore. Furthermore, as discussed 
on page 4.8-7 of the Draft EIR, intersection LOS is not a factor that is considered for the purposes 
of evaluating CEQA impacts. As a result of Senate Bill (SB) 743, passed in 2013, local jurisdictions 
may not rely on vehicle LOS and similar measures related to delay as the basis for determining 
the significance of transportation impacts under CEQA. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3(b), VMT is the primary metric used to identify transportation impacts to roadway 
systems in the Draft EIR. It should be noted that although the City may consider potential effects 
related to LOS as part of an evaluation of the proposed project’s consistency with General Plan 
policies for planning purposes, the Draft EIR is not required to include or consider a LOS analysis, 
pursuant to the requirements established by CEQA.  
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Response to Comment 6-6 
Pursuant to Section XIV, Population and Housing, of the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G 
environmental checklist, a potentially significant impact could occur if the proposed project would 
induce substantial unplanned population growth in the project area, either directly or indirectly. As 
discussed on page 73 of the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project, development of the 
project site for industrial purposes would not result in direct population growth by proposing new 
homes. Furthermore, as discussed on page 5-2 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would 
employ approximately 1,478 employees, which would likely be filled from the local employee 
base. Given that the City of Livermore had an approximate population of 86,803 people in 2022, 
the proposed project could result in a 1.7 percent increase in population if all employees were 
considered new residents, which is an overly conservative assumption. As such, the Draft EIR 
concludes that the proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in permanent 
population or demand for housing in the vicinity of the project site. Thus, the analyses and 
conclusions in the Draft EIR are adequate. 
 
Additionally, the commenter speculates that a proper accounting of VMT associated with worker 
vehicle trips was not completed as part of the Draft EIR, but does not provide any evidence to 
support such claims. The Draft EIR includes an analysis of project-related VMT under Impact 4.8-
3 of the Draft EIR, which starts on page 4.8-19. As discussed therein, the Draft EIR includes an 
analysis of average VMT per employee, which is determined through the use of the Alameda CTC 
Travel Demand Model, and requires implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 to address a 
potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 mandates that the project applicant 
develop a TDM Program for both SMP 39 and SMP 40 and includes clear performance standards, 
developed through the use of the Alameda CTC VMT Reduction Calculation Tool, to ensure that 
the TDM strategies would reduce the project-specific VMT per employee by a minimum of four 
percent (or to 16.06, which would be below the applicable VMT per employee significance criteria 
of 16.20). With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-3, the Draft EIR concludes that the 
potential impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. As discussed in the Method of 
Analysis section in the Transportation chapter, evaluation of potential VMT impacts and 
development of Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 were completed by following Alameda CTC guidance. 
Thus, the analyses and conclusions of potential VMT impacts in the Draft EIR are adequate.  
 
Finally, the project site is located within the Westside Priority Production Area (PPA), as 
designated by Plan Bay Area 2050.3 Plan Bay Area 2050 defines PPAs as “[l]ocally identified 
places for job growth in middle-wage industries like manufacturing, logistics or other trades. An 
area must be zoned for industrial use or have a predominantly industrial use to be a PPA.” 
Additionally, Plan Bay Area 2050 provides that PPAs serve to support Strategy EC6 of the plan, 
which encourages retaining and investing in key industrial lands. Furthermore, as previously 
noted, the proposed project would help meet the existing demand within Northern California for 
warehouse/distribution properties. Based on the project site’s designation of Westside PPA, the 
proposed project is consistent with the goals and vision of Plan Bay Area 2050 and would serve 
to meet the employment growth anticipated by Plan Bay Area 2050.  
 

Response to Comment 6-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Responses to 
Comments 6-25 through 6-28 below. 
 

 
3  Association of Bay Area Governments. Plan Bay Area 2050: A Vision for the Future. Adopted October 21, 2021. 
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Response to Comment 6-8 
The Draft EIR evaluates all environmental issue areas required for analysis, in accordance with 
the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G environmental checklist. It should be noted that CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G does not include a section specifically dedicated to the topic of 
environmental justice.  
 
Additionally, the Draft EIR includes an evaluation of aggregate total health risks in the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy chapter, starting on page 4.2-58. As detailed therein, in 
accordance with Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Air Quality Guidelines, an 
analysis of all known sources of toxic air contaminants (TACs) within a 1,000-foot radius of the 
project site boundary was conducted, in conjunction with health risks associated with the 
proposed project, and compared to the applicable BAAQMD thresholds of significance. As shown 
in Table 4.2-12 of the Draft EIR on page 4.2-58, the evaluation included a quantitative analysis of 
health risks associated with heavy-duty truck operations, emergency generators, and vehicles 
traveling along Isabel Avenue/SR 84. The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project would 
not cause an aggregate total increase in cancer risk levels of more than 100 persons in one 
million, a chronic non-cancer hazard index greater than 10.0, or result in an annual average 
concentration of 0.8 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) or greater of particulate matter 2.5 
micrometers in diameter (PM2.5), and a less-than-significant impact would occur. 
 
Response to Comment 6-9 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 
6-8 above. In addition, an analysis of potential impacts associated with hazards and hazardous 
materials that could occur through development of the proposed project is provided in Section IX, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (see 
Appendix A of the Draft EIR). 
 

Response to Comment 6-10 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 
6-8 above. In addition, an analysis of potential impacts associated with groundwater that could 
occur through development of the proposed project is provided in Chapter 4.5, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 6-11 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Responses to 
Comments 6-8 and 6-10 above. 
 
Response to Comment 6-12 
The CEQA Guidelines do not require that an EIR include modeling that was conducted with the 
California Building Energy Code Compliance Software. The commenter is conflating use of the 
foregoing software to demonstrate compliance with the Building Energy Efficiency Standards 
(Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations [CCR]), with compliance with CEQA, which 
does not specify the use of the aforementioned software in order to conduct an energy analysis 
for an EIR. 
 
Furthermore, as discussed on page 4.2-42 of the Draft EIR, the use of the California Emissions 
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) in the Draft EIR was for the purposes of estimating the proposed 
project’s construction and operational emissions. It should be noted that CalEEMod is the 
recommended model for estimating a development project’s construction and operational 
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emissions. A project’s compliance with State regulations is inherently incorporated as part of the 
model. The current version of CalEEMod incorporates a project’s compliance with the 
requirements set forth by the 2019 California Building Standards Code (CBSC) (CCR Title 24) 
related to energy efficiency. However the proposed project would be subject to the currently 
adopted 2022 CBSC requirements, which include more stringent standards related to energy 
efficiency, relative to those set forth by the 2019 CBSC. As such, compliance with the 2022 CBSC 
would result in greater energy efficiency and less associated emissions for the proposed project 
than the levels estimated as part of the Draft EIR. Thus, the Draft EIR provides a conservative 
analysis and does not underreport the project’s potential energy impacts, as claimed by the 
commenter. Furthermore, as discussed on page 4.2-64, the proposed project would be required 
to comply with all applicable standards and regulations regarding energy conservation and fuel 
efficiency, including the California Air Resources Board (CARB) standards, which would ensure 
that the proposed project would be designed to be energy efficient to the maximum extent 
practicable. 
 
Response to Comment 6-13 
Please see Response to Comment 6-5 above. 
 

Response to Comment 6-14 
Please see Response to Comment 6-6 above. 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 states “[f]or the purposes of this section, ‘vehicle miles 
traveled’ refers to the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to a project.” (14 CCR 
Section 15064.3[a]). On the question of what types of vehicles are to be included in the VMT 
analysis, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) stated in its 2018 Technical 
Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (OPR Guidance) that:  
 

“[p]roposed Section 15064.3, subdivision (a), states, “For the purposes of this section, 
‘vehicle miles traveled’ refers to the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable 
to a project.’ Here, the term ‘automobile’ refers to on-road passenger vehicles, 
specifically cars and light trucks. Heavy-duty truck VMT could be included for modeling 
convenience and ease of calculation (for example, where models or data provide combined 
auto and heavy truck VMT). For an apples-to-apples comparison, vehicle types considered 
should be consistent across project assessment, significance thresholds, and mitigation” 
(OPR Guidance, page 4; Emphasis added.)  

 
Accordingly, OPR advises that the term “automobile” was not meant to include heavy trucks, but 
rather, lead agencies could include heavy trucks, where doing so was convenient under the 
applicable traffic model. Additionally, the OPR Guidance addresses numerical transportation 
impact thresholds for a “land use project,” but then only specifically describes residential, office, 
and retail projects, providing further evidence that movement of goods/materials in heavy trucks 
was meant to be excluded from CEQA’s VMT requirement (OPR Guidance, pages 11-16). 
Furthermore, the only significance thresholds the project could be compared against are provided 
by ACTC and based on automobile VMT/employee. Therefore, the project is consistent with the 
legislative intent of SB 743 to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by reducing VMT. Based on the 
above, the legislative intent of SB 743 and the associated CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 is 
primarily to ensure that lead agencies analyze VMT for passenger car and light truck trips related 
to land use projects.  
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Response to Comment 6-15 
The Draft EIR evaluates the potential for the proposed project to substantially increase hazards 
due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses under Impact 4.8-4, which begins on page 
4.8-21. As discussed therein, the proposed project would not include the installation of any sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections, or involve the use of incompatible equipment. Construction 
equipment would be staged on-site, and construction activities would not be anticipated to result 
in substantial road closures or interfere with citywide vehicle circulation. Furthermore, Mitigation 
Measure 4.8-1 requires implementation of a Traffic Management Plan during construction to 
ensure that temporary roadway hazards during construction would not occur. It should be noted 
that as part of the entitlement review process, City staff has reviewed and approved truck turning 
templates provided for SMP 39 and SMP 40. The foregoing templates demonstrate adequate 
space is available for the trucks to maneuver within the site. 
 
Finally, on-site circulation is not an environmental issue area required for analysis under CEQA. 
Nonetheless, internal circulation within the SMP 39 and SMP 40 sites would be provided through 
30- to 40-foot-wide roadways, which have been detailed in the Preliminary Site Plans prepared 
for each site and have been reviewed by the City of Livermore Engineering Division. According 
to the TIA prepared for the proposed project, which was similarly reviewed by the City’s 
Engineering Division, the on-site roadways would be adequately sized to allow two-way circulation 
and truck circulation, as well as emergency vehicle access and circulation. Furthermore, the City’s 
Engineering Division did not identify any concerns related to internal circulation. Thus, the 
analyses and conclusions in the Draft EIR related to transportation hazards are adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 6-16 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the analysis of potential impacts within the Draft 
EIR related to air quality, GHG emissions, and energy is “inaccurate and erroneous,” but does 
not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. Please see Response to 
Comment 6-12 above. 
 
Response to Comment 6-17 
Please see Response to Comment 6-6 above. In addition, a discussion of cumulative impacts, as 
they pertain to each environmental resource area, is provided within each of the technical 
chapters of the Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130. 
 
Response to Comment 6-18 
Please see Responses to Comments 6-6 and 6-17 above. 
 
Response to Comment 6-19 
With respect to SMP 38, please see Response to Comment 5-7 above. 
 
In addition, potential for the proposed project to eliminate obstacles to population growth is 
evaluated starting on page 5-2 of the Draft EIR. In addition, the physical environmental impacts 
that could occur through the City’s approval of the entitlements associated with SMP 39 are 
discussed and evaluated throughout the Draft EIR. The claim that approval of such entitlements 
would set a precedent for future growth activities, especially in a manner that would not be 
planned or anticipated by the City, is speculative, with evidence to support such a claim not 
provided by the commenter. 
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Response to Comment 6-20 
As discussed on page 6-1 of the Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) provides that 
the primary intent of the alternatives evaluation in an EIR is to “[…] describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects 
of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” An EIR must include 
sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 
comparison with the proposed project. The alternatives analysis is not required to consider every 
project alternative but is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only 
those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice (see CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6[a]). 
 
The intent of the project alternatives chosen for the Draft EIR was to develop alternatives to the 
proposed project that would accomplish most of the basic project objectives while avoiding or 
lessening the potential impacts of the proposed project. Because development of the proposed 
project at any intensity and/or use would still result in the conversion of the site from prime 
agricultural land, as defined by Alameda LAFCo, the significant and unavoidable impact identified 
under Impact 4.1-2 in the Agricultural Resources chapter of the Draft EIR would remain. 
Additionally, as detailed on page 6-8 of the Draft EIR, development of the proposed project at an 
off-site location would not be capable of meeting the majority of project objectives due to a number 
of the project objectives being specific to the project site. Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(b) provides that only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR. An Off-Site Alternative 
would have the same type and intensity of uses as the proposed project, as well as a similar area 
of disturbance, which would result in at least the same, if not greater, level of impacts as compared 
to the proposed project, depending on the resources on the off-site location. Furthermore, the 
project applicant does not own an alternative location that would be adequate to construct the 
proposed project, and vacant land that would be viable for development of a light industrial use 
similar to the proposed project does not exist within current Livermore City limits. Thus, any of the 
alternatives suggested by the commenter would result in similar significant and unavoidable 
impacts. As demonstrated in Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft EIR, the project 
alternatives allow for meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. 
As such, the analyses and conclusions in the Draft EIR of project alternatives are adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 6-21 
The comment is a conclusion and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 6-22 
The comment is an introductory statement and summarizes the project components, as well as 
the commenter’s concerns regarding the air quality and health risk impacts analyzed within the 
EIR. Please see Responses to Comments 6-23 to 6-29 below for responses to the commenter’s 
detailed concerns. 
 
Response to Comment 6-23 
Construction information, including the anticipated length of construction phases, was provided 
by the project applicant. Because project-specific information was provided by the applicant, the 
default construction phase lengths were adjusted to match the actual anticipated construction 
schedule for the project. Thus, the information used within the Draft EIR represents a more 
accurate depiction of project construction, as opposed to the CalEEMod defaults that are based 
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on a survey conducted by an air district with jurisdiction over a portion of the State located 
approximately 250 miles away from the project site. Considering that the construction phase 
lengths used in the emissions modeling are project-specific, the commenter’s comparison of the 
percentage increase in phase lengths from the CalEEMod default values does not provide useful 
information regarding the accuracy of the emissions analysis prepared for the project. Therefore, 
the emissions modeling included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR was not revised, and the 
assumptions included in the Draft EIR regarding construction timing are adequate. 
 
Nevertheless, in response to the comment, page 4.2-42 of the Draft EIR hereby revised as shown 
below to provide greater specificity regarding the overall length of construction that was assumed 
within the emissions modeling prepared for the proposed project and included as Appendix A to 
the Draft EIR: 
 

The following inherent design features and project-specific information were included in the 
modeling conducted for SMP 39: 

 
 Construction would begin in September of 2024; 
 Construction would occur over approximately two years 22 months;  
 24,000 cubic yards (CY) of soil import would be required; and 
 Tier 3 engines would be used for all off-road heavy-duty equipment over 150 

horsepower.  
 

Similarly, the following inherent design features and project-specific information were 
included in the modeling conducted for SMP 40: 

 
 Construction would begin in September of 2023; 
 Construction would occur over approximately two years 15 months;  
 7,000 CY of soil import would be required; and 
 Tier 3 engines would be used for all off-road heavy-duty equipment over 150 

horsepower. 
 
The foregoing minor text revisions clarify the inputs used in the emissions modeling and 
reproduces information that was available in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. The foregoing changes 
do not affect the conclusions presented within the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 6-24 
In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure 4.2-1(a) of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as 
shown below to provide greater specificity regarding the use of Tier 4 final off-road construction 
equipment: 
 

4.2-1(a) Prior to approval of any Improvement Plans, the project applicant shall 
provide proof of compliance with the following to the satisfaction of the City 
of Livermore Community Development Department: 

 
The project applicant shall show on the plans via notation that the contractor 
shall ensure that the heavy-duty off-road vehicles (50 horsepower or more) 
to be used in the construction of all project components (i.e., construction of 
SMP 39, SMP 40, and the chosen off-site trail connection option), including 
owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles, shall be a combination of engine 
Tier 3 or Tier 4 off-road construction equipment, or hybrid, electric, or 
alternatively fueled equipment (or any combination of the above), sufficient 
to achieve a fleet-wide average reduction in construction-related ROG and 
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NOX emissions to below the applicable BAAQMD thresholds of significance 
(54 lbs/day). For instance, the emissions presented in Table 4.2-8 were 
achieved by requiring all equipment used during construction to be engine 
Tier 4 final. 

 
In addition, all off-road equipment operating at the construction site must be 
maintained in proper working condition according to manufacturer’s 
specifications. Idling shall be limited to five minutes or less in accordance 
with the In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation as required by CARB. 
Clear signage regarding idling restrictions shall be placed at the entrances 
to the construction site. 

 
Portable equipment over 50 horsepower must have either a valid BAAQMD 
Permit to Operate (PTO) or a valid statewide Portable Equipment 
Registration Program (PERP) placard and sticker issued by CARB. 

 
Conformance with the foregoing requirements shall be included as notes 
and be confirmed through review and approval of grading plans by the City 
of Livermore Community Development Department.  
 

The above revisions are for clarification purposes only and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 6-25 
The comment summarizes the health risk assessment (HRA) included in the Draft EIR related to 
toxic air contaminants (TACs) from diesel-powered trucks during project operation, as well as the 
Draft EIR’s analysis of construction-related TACs. Please see Responses to Comments 6-26 
through 6-28 below for detailed responses to the commenter’s specific concerns. 
 
Response to Comment 6-26 
As discussed in the Draft EIR, due to the cumulative and regional nature of effects from criteria 
pollutants, the analysis of potential health effects of criteria pollutants is discussed under Impact 
4.2-6 of the Draft EIR which begins on page 4.2-54. Nonetheless, in response to the comment, to 
quantify the health risks associated with TACs that would be generated during construction of the 
proposed project, an additional, voluntary HRA has been conducted as part of this Final EIR. 
 
To analyze potential health risks to nearby residents that could result from DPM emissions from 
off-road construction equipment at the project site, total DPM emissions that could result from 
construction of SMP 39, SMP 40, and a worst-case scenario of the highest amount of DPM 
associated with construction of an off-site trail connection option (Trail Connection Option 3) were 
estimated. DPM is considered a subset of PM2.5, thus, the CalEEMod and RoadMod estimated 
PM2.5 emissions from exhaust during construction were conservatively assumed to represent all 
DPM emitted during project construction. The mitigated levels of estimated PM2.5 exhaust 
emissions, which would result from implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-1(a), were then 
used to calculate the concentration of DPM at the maximally exposed sensitive receptor near the 
project site. DPM concentrations resulting from project implementation were estimated using the 
American Meteorological Society/U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (AMS/USEPA) 
Regulatory Model (AERMOD). The results of AERMOD are presented in Figure 2-1 (see 
Appendix B of this Final EIR). As presented therein, the maximally exposed receptor, depicted by 
a white “X,” is located northeast of SMP 40. 
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Figure 2-1 
Maximum DPM Concentrations Due to Project Construction 

 
Note: The figure shown above is intended to provide a visual representation of the worst-case, maximum emissions concentration dispersion within 
the project area due to project construction, as well as present the maximally exposed receptor. 
Source: AERMOD, November 2023 (see Appendix B).

X   Maximally Exposed Receptor 
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The associated cancer risk and non-cancer hazard index were calculated using the CARB’s 
Hotspot Analysis Reporting Program Version 2 (HARP 2) Risk Assessment Standalone Tool 
(RAST), which calculates the cancer and non-cancer health impacts using the risk assessment 
guidelines of the 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Guidance 
Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.4 The modeling was performed in accordance 
with the USEPA’s User’s Guide for the AERMOD5 and the 2015 OEHHA Guidance Manual.  
 
Based on the foregoing methodology, the cancer risk and non-cancer hazard indices at the 
maximally exposed receptor were estimated and are presented in Table 2-1. 
 

Table 2-1 
Maximum Mitigated Cancer Risk and Hazard Index Associated with 

Construction DPM 

 
Cancer Risk (per 
million persons) 

Acute  
Hazard Index 

Chronic 
Hazard Index 

Construction DPM Health Risks 0.87 0.0000 0.0004 
Thresholds of Significance 10 1.0 1.0 

Exceed Thresholds? NO NO NO 
Source: AERMOD and HARP 2 RAST, November 2023 (see Appendix A). 

 
As shown in Table 2-1, construction of the proposed project would not result in cancer risks in 
excess of BAAQMD’s 10 cases per million threshold, or result in acute or chronic hazards in 
excess of BAAQMD’s standards. In addition, according to the HRA, the PM2.5 concentration would 
be 0.002 µg/m3, which is well below the BAAQMD significance threshold of 0.3 µg/m3 for PM2.5. 
Thus, construction of the proposed project would not result in exposure of nearby receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations during construction, and the analyses and conclusions 
included within the Draft EIR are adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 6-27 
While the California Department of Justice does recommend preparing a quantitative HRA in 
accordance with OEHHA and local air district guidelines, the document referenced by the 
commenter does not specify that the HRA must assess construction-related impacts. As 
discussed above, a HRA was conducted as part of the Draft EIR to evaluate impacts from 
exposure to TACs generated by diesel-powered trucks during project operation.  
 
Further, the commenter’s claim that the “OEHHA document recommends that all short-term 
projects lasting at least two months be evaluated for cancer risks to nearby sensitive receptors” 
is misleading. The quoted text from the comment cites page 8-18, within Section 8.2.10, of the 
OEHHA Guidance Manual as the source of this information; however, page 8-18 does not contain 
such a recommendation. Rather, page 8-18 includes recommendations related to how to conduct 
a HRA for short-term projects, not whether or not a HRA is required to be prepared for short-term 
projects. The likely source of the commenter’s claim is presented in the following quoted text from 
page 8-18 the OEHHA Guidance Manual: 
 

 
4 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines 

[pg. 8-18]. February 2015. 
5 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. User’s Guide for the AMS/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD). December 

2016. 
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Due to the uncertainty in assessing cancer risk from very short-term exposures, we do not 
recommend assessing cancer risk for projects lasting less than two months at the MEIR. 
We recommend that exposure from projects longer than 2 months but less than 6 months 
be assumed to last 6 months (e.g., a 2-month project would be evaluated as if it lasted 6 
months). Exposure from projects lasting more than 6 months should be evaluated for the 
duration of the project. In all cases, for assessing risk to residential receptors, the exposure 
should be assumed to start in the third trimester to allow for the use of the ASFs (OEHHA, 
2009). Thus, for example, if the District is evaluating a proposed 5-year mitigation project 
at a hazardous waste site, the cancer risks for the residents would be calculated based on 
exposures starting in the third trimester through the first five years of life. 

 
Based on the quoted text above, the commenter appears to misconstrue the OEHHA’s 
recommendation that projects shorter than two months not be analyzed, as direction that all 
projects longer than two months be analyzed. However, in the context of the entire paragraph 
presented above, the OEHHA Guidance Manual seems instead to be providing recommendations 
on the exposure periods to be used in preparing HRAs without providing direct guidance as to 
whether or not a HRA should be prepared. In fact, in the Introduction section of the OEHHA 
Guidance Manual, OEHHA states “[t]he Hot Spots Act requires that each local Air Pollution 
Control District or Air Quality Management District (hereinafter referred to as District) determine 
which facilities will prepare a HRA.”6 The quoted text from the Introduction section of the OEHHA 
Guidance Manual demonstrates that the OEHHA Guidance Manual is not intended to define what 
projects must be assessed in a HRA, but instead that the guide is intended to establish consistent 
methodologies for the assessment of health risks where such assessments are deemed 
necessary by other entities. The conclusion that the OEHHA Guidance Manual is intended to 
provide methodological guidance rather than prescriptive guidance on when a HRA should be 
prepared is supported by the first paragraph of the section cited by the commenter, Section 8.2.10 
of the OEHHA Guidance Manual: 
 

The local air pollution control districts sometimes use the risk assessment guidelines for 
the Hot Spots program in permitting decisions for short-term projects such as construction 
or waste site remediation. Frequently, the issue of how to address cancer risks from short-
term projects arises. 

 
Based on the text above, Section 8.2.10, which the commenter interprets as recommending HRAs 
for short-term projects, seems to instead be intended to provide information for such projects, 
without making conclusions as to where or when such HRAs should be prepared.  
 
Nonetheless, as discussed in Response to Comment 6-27 above, construction of the proposed 
project would not result in exposure of nearby receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 
during construction, and the analyses and conclusions included within the Draft EIR are adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 6-28 
In response to the comment, using the construction HRA results provided in Response to 
Comment 6-27, in combination with the operational HRA results from the Draft EIR, the combined 
cancer risk and hazard index as a result of project construction and operations is presented in 
Table 2-2 below. 
 

 
6 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.  Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines 

[pg 1-3]. February 2015. 
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Table 2-2 
Combined Maximum Mitigated Cancer Risk and Hazard Index  

 
Cancer Risk (per 
million persons) 

Acute  
Hazard Index 

Chronic 
Hazard Index 

Construction DPM Health Risks 0.87 0.00 0.0004 
Heavy-Duty Diesel Truck DPM 

Health Risks 
4.46 0.00 0.00 

Total DPM Health Risks 5.33 0.00 0.0004 
Thresholds of Significance 10 1.0 1.0 

Exceed Thresholds? NO NO NO 
Source: AERMOD and HARP 2 RAST, April 2023/November 2023 (see Appendix C of Draft EIR and Appendix 
A of Final EIR). 

 
As shown in Table 2-2, the combined DPM emissions associated with construction and operation 
of the proposed project would not result in cancer risks in excess of BAAQMD’s 10 cases per 
million threshold, or result in acute or chronic hazards in excess of BAAQMD’s standards. In 
addition, the combined PM2.5 concentration would be 0.007 µg/m3, which would be well below the 
BAAQMD significance threshold of 0.3 µg/m3. Thus, the proposed project would not result in 
exposure of nearby receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations during construction and/or 
operations. 
 
With respect to the commenter’s concerns regarding age bins, according to the 2015 OEHHA 
Guidance Manual, the parameters used for all exposure durations should assume exposure 
begins in the last trimester of pregnancy and progresses through the exposure duration of interest 
(30 years, in the case of project operations, and approximately two years and 10 months in the 
case of project construction), which were the assumptions applied within the CARB’s HARP 2 
RAST, used to calculate the cancer and non-cancer health impacts for the proposed project. It 
should also be noted that the HARP 2 RAST program uses the risk assessment guidelines of the 
2015 OEHHA Guidance Manual within the modeling assumptions.  
 
Based on the above, the analyses and conclusions included within the Draft EIR are adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 6-29 
The comment is a conclusion and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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SMP 39/SMP 40 PROJECT  
DRAFT EIR COMMENT MEETING SUMMARY 
Date:   October 3, 2023 
Time:   7:00 PM 
Location:  Civic Center Meeting Hall, City Council Chambers 
  1016 South Livermore Avenue 
  Livermore, CA 94550 
 
Verbal Comments (arranged in order of “appearance” of commenter): 
 
Public Comments 
 
Commenter 1 (Brian) 

 Commenter notes that the proposed project is set in a very fitting location, and the 
intent behind the project is desirable for the residents of the City.  

 
Commenter 2 (John Steinbuch) 

 Commenter supports the need for the project within the wider scope of industrial 
and commercial development within the City.  

 Commenter describes the City’s competitive market and how the proposed project 
would add to the stock of land reserved for interested businesses and would add 
jobs to the local economy.  

 
Commenter 3 (David) 

 Commenter is in favor of the proposed project, but requests accurate portrayal of 
the surrounding trails around the project site.  

 Commenter requests a draft estimate of the cost of building the bridge, so the 
public understands the cost. 

 Commenter requests the City update its website with the updated trail map file.  
 

Letter 7 

7-1 

7-2 

7-3 



Final EIR 
SMP 39/SMP 40 Project 

January 2024 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-116 

LETTER 7: PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING SUMMARY 
 
Response to Comment 7-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 7-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 7-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, in response to the 
comment and for clarification purposes, Figure 3-10 on page 3-20 of the Draft EIR is hereby 
replaced as shown on the following page. The comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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Figure 3-10 
Existing and Proposed Trails 

 
 

Legend: 
  

 Arroyo Bike Trail 
  

 Paved Shared-Use Path 
  

Proposed On-Site Trail 
 

Proposed Trail Connection Option 1 
 
Proposed Trail Connection Option 2 
 

Proposed Trail Connection Option 3 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR Text 
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3.1  INTRODUCTION 
The Revisions to the Draft EIR Text chapter presents minor corrections, additions, and revisions 
made to the Draft EIR initiated by the Lead Agency (City of Livermore) based on comments 
received during the public review period by reviewing agencies, the public, and/or consultants.  
 
The changes represent minor clarifications/amplifications of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR and do not constitute significant new information that, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15088.5, would trigger the need to recirculate portions or all of the Draft EIR. 
 
3.2  DESCRIPTION OF CHANGES 
New text is double underlined and deleted text is struck through. Text changes are presented in 
the page order in which they appear in the Draft EIR. 
 
1 Introduction 
Page 1-1 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The SMP 38/SMP 39/SMP 40 SMP 39/SMP 40 Project Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 
1970, Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 21000-21178, as amended, and the 
Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, California Code 
of Regulations (CCR) Title 14, Sections 15000-15387 (CEQA Guidelines). The City of 
Livermore is the lead agency for the environmental review of SMP 38/SMP 39/SMP 40 
SMP 39/SMP 40 Project (proposed project) evaluated herein and has the principal 
responsibility for approving the project. As required by Section 15121 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, this EIR will (a) inform public agency decision-makers, and the public generally, 
of the significant environmental effects of the project, (b) identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant adverse environmental effects, and (c) describe reasonable and feasible 
project alternatives which reduce environmental effects. The public agency shall consider 
the information in the EIR along with other information that may be presented to the agency. 

 
The CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs and associated titles. As explained in 
Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City and County of San Francisco (2014) 227 
Cal.App.4th 1036, 1047-1048 (Treasure Island), courts strive to avoid attaching too much 
significance to titles in ascertaining whether a legally adequate EIR has been prepared for 
a particular project. The level of specificity of an EIR is determined by the nature of the 
project and the “rule of reason,” rather than any semantic label accorded to the EIR. This 
EIR includes both programmatic and project-level analyses, as appropriate for the level of 
information available for each entitlement request. For example, because the proposed 
project would not include any development of SMP 38 or the Additional Annexation Only 
Parcels at this time, this EIR includes a program-level analysis of the environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed Sphere of Influence (SOI) Amendment for SMP 38 
and annexation of the Additional Annexation Only Parcels, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15168. With respect to the development of SMP 39, and SMP 40, and the off-site 
trail connection, the project applicant has submitted project-specific information, allowing 

3. REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT  
EIR TEXT 
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for a more detailed analysis of the potential environmental impacts that would result from 
such development.  

 
Pages 1-2 and 1-3 of the Draft EIR are hereby revised as follows: 
 

Project Location 
The approximately 217.04-acre 105.34-acre project site consists of nine six separate 
parcels identified by Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 904-1-7-21; 904-1-2-12; 904-1-7-
32; 904-3-1-4; 904-10-2-2, -3, -5, -7, and -8 located in unincorporated Alameda County. 
The project site is located adjacent to the existing Oaks Business Park, which consists of 
eight light industrial warehouse buildings, in the northwestern corner of the City of 
Livermore. The project site is generally located west of Isabel Avenue/State Route (SR) 
84, north of Stanley Boulevard, south of West Jack London Boulevard, and east of El 
Charro Road. APNs 904-1-7-32, 904-1-2-12, and 904-1-7-21 are also known as SMP 38; 
APN 904-3-1-4 is also known as SMP 39; and 904-10-2-2 is also known as SMP 40. The 
aforementioned SMP numbers are due to the Surface Mining Permit (SMP) numbers 
applicable to each site. The Surface Mining Permits for each of the sites were approved by 
Alameda County in 2004 to allow for the extraction of sand and gravel (i.e., aggregate) 
within the sites; however, aggregate mining has not occurred within any of the sites. Four 
additional parcels (APNs 904-10-2-3, -5, -7, and -8) located east of SMP 40 are included 
in the overall project area. 
 
Project Description 
SMP 38, SMP 39, SMP 40, and the Additional Annexation Only Parcels are within the City 
of Livermore South Livermore Urban Growth Boundary (UGB); however, SMP 38 and SMP 
39 are is also within the City of Pleasanton’s SOI. Accordingly, an SOI Amendment for 
SMP 38 and SMP 39 is proposed in order to modify the City of Pleasanton SOI, align the 
SOI and South Livermore UGB boundaries to be consistent with one another, and provide 
a contiguous division of land between the cities of Livermore and Pleasanton. Annexation 
of SMP 38 into the City of Livermore is not proposed as part of the project, nor is 
development of the three parcels representing SMP 38. It should be noted that the 
likelihood for any future development on the Additional Annexation Only Parcels is low due 
to physical constraints to development present on the parcels and their small size. Thus, 
the analysis of this EIR assumes that any development on the Additional Annexation Only 
Parcels would be limited to cooperating with the project applicant regarding development 
of the proposed trail and trail connection. 
 
Development of SMP 38 or the Additional Annexation Only Parcels is not proposed as part 
of the proposed project. 
 

Page 1-4 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

SMP 38 
 Resolution authorizing submittal of a SOI Amendment application to the Alameda 

County LAFCo. 
 
The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
2 Executive Summary 
Page 2-1 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
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The approximately 217.04-acre 105.34-acre project site consists of nine six separate 
parcels identified by Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 904-1-7-21; 904-1-2-12; 904-1-
7-32; 904-3-1-4; 904-10-2-2, -3, -5, -7, and -8 located in unincorporated Alameda County. 
The project site is located adjacent to the existing Oaks Business Park, which consists of 
eight light industrial warehouse buildings, in the northwestern corner of the City of 
Livermore. The project site is generally located west of Isabel Avenue/State Route (SR) 
84, north of Stanley Boulevard, south of West Jack London Boulevard, and east of El 
Charro Road. APNs 904-1-7-32, 904-1-2-12, and 904-1-7-21 are also known as SMP 38; 
APN 904-3-1-4 is also known as SMP 39; and 904-10-2-2 is also known as SMP 40. The 
aforementioned SMP numbers are due to the Surface Mining Permit (SMP) numbers 
applicable to each site. The Surface Mining Permits for each of the sites were approved 
by Alameda County in 2004 to allow for the extraction of sand and gravel (i.e., aggregate) 
within the sites; however, aggregate mining has not occurred within any of the sites. Four 
additional parcels (APNs 904-10-2-3, -5, -7, and -8) located east of SMP 40 are included 
in the overall project area. 
 
Project Description 
SMP 38, SMP 39, SMP 40, and the Additional Annexation Only Parcels are within the City 
of Livermore South Livermore Urban Growth Boundary (UGB); however, SMP 38 and 
SMP 39 are is also within the City of Pleasanton’s Sphere of Influence (SOI). Accordingly, 
an SOI Amendment for SMP 38 and SMP 39 is proposed in order to modify City of 
Pleasanton SOI, align the SOI and South Livermore UGB boundaries to be consistent 
with one another, and provide a contiguous division of land between the cities of 
Livermore and Pleasanton. Annexation of SMP 38 into the City of Livermore is not 
proposed as part of the project, nor is development of the three parcels representing SMP 
38. It should be noted that the likelihood for any future development on the Additional 
Annexation Only Parcels is low due to physical constraints to development present on the 
parcels and their small size. Thus, the analysis of this EIR assumes that any development 
on the Additional Annexation Only Parcels would be limited to cooperating with the project 
applicant regarding development of the proposed trail and trail connection. 

 
Page 2-2 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

SMP 38 
 Resolution authorizing submittal of a SOI Amendment application to the Alameda 

County LAFCo. 
 
Page 2-4 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

No Project (No Build) Alternative 
The City has decided to evaluate a No Project (No Build) Alternative, which assumes that 
the current conditions of the project site would remain, and the site would not be 
developed. A number of approvals would be required for development of SMP 39 and 
SMP 40 under the proposed project, including a SOI Amendment for SMP 39, General 
Plan Amendments, Pre-zoning and Annexation, Zoning Map Amendments/Planned 
Development, Vesting Tentative Subdivision Maps, Pre-Annexation Agreements, and 
Development Agreements. The proposed project includes an SOI Amendment to include 
SMP 38 within the City of Livermore SOI. None of the proposed entitlements for SMP 39 
or SMP 40 would be required under the No Project (No Build) Alternative. Similarly, 
entitlements for SMP 38, the Additional Annexation Only Parcels, or any off-site 
improvements that would be required under the proposed project would not be required 
under the No Project (No Build) Alternative.  
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Although none of the impacts identified for the proposed project would occur under the 
No Project (No Build) Alternative, the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not meet 
any of the project objectives.  
 
No Project (Maximum Allowable Operations) Alternative 
Under the No Project (Maximum Allowable Operations) Alternative, SMP 39 and SMP 40 
would be mined as allowed under the current surface mining permits previously approved 
for the sites by Alameda County. It should be noted that mining on SMP 38 could occur 
under the existing zoning of the site; however, because development of SMP 38 is not 
proposed as part of the project, the No Project (Maximum Allowable Operations) 
Alternative also assumes no mining or physical changes on SMP 38 in order to provide a 
more direct comparison. Similarly, bBecause the current mining operations permitted on 
SMP 40 do not extend to allow mining operations to occur on the Additional Annexation 
Only Parcels, and the likelihood for any future development on the Additional Annexation 
Only Parcels is low due to physical constraints to development present on the parcels, 
the parcels would still not be considered for mining under the Alternative. Thus, the 
analysis of the No Project (Maximum Allowable Operations) Alternative is focused on the 
potential impacts associated with the existing allowed mining operations on the SMP 39 
and SMP 40 sites only. It should further be noted that the proposed off-site trail 
connections are assumed not to occur under the No Project (Maximum Allowable 
Operations) Alternative.  

 
Page 2-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

 Potential allowed land use and zoning for SMP 38 in the future. 
 
The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
For clarification purposes, Table 2-1 of Chapter 2, Executive Summary, of the Draft EIR, which 
begins on page 2-8, is hereby revised to reflect changes made to Mitigation Measures 4.2-1(a) 
and Mitigation Measure 4.6-1. Mitigation Measure 4.2-1(a) has been revised to provide greater 
specificity regarding the use of Tier 4 final off-road construction equipment. Mitigation Measure 
4.6-1 has been revised to provide greater specificity regarding the use of mobile or fixed noise-
producing equipment and the posting of signs prohibiting unnecessary idling of internal 
combustion engines. Rather than include the entirety of Table 2-1, only the impact for which 
mitigation has been revised as part of this Final EIR is presented at the end of this chapter. The 
revisions are for clarification purposes only and do not change the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
3 Project Description 
The second paragraph under the Introduction section on page 3-1 of the Draft EIR is hereby 
revised as follows:  
 

The Project Description chapter of this EIR provides a comprehensive description of the 
SMP 38/SMP 39/SMP 40 Project (proposed project), in accordance with the CEQA 
Guidelines. 
 

The Project Location section on page 3-1 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:  
 

The approximately 217.04-acre 105.34-acre project site consists of nine six separate 
parcels identified by Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 904-1-7-21; 904-1-2-12; 904-1-7-
32; 904-3-1-4; 904-10-2-2, -3, -5, -7, and -8 located in unincorporated Alameda County. 
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The last paragraph on page 3-1 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

APNs 904-1-7-32, 904-1-2-12, and 904-1-7-21 are also known as SMP 38; APN 904-3-1-
4 is also known as SMP 39; and 904-10-2-2 is also known as SMP 40. 

 
Tables 3-1 and 3-2 on page 3-4 of the Draft EIR are hereby revised as follows:  
 

Table 3-1 
Project Site Summary 

Parcel 
Name APN(s) 

Existing 
General 

Plan Land 
Use 

Designation 

Existing 
Zoning 

Designation 

Proposed 
General Plan 

Land Use 
Designation 

Proposed 
Zoning 

Designation 

SMP 38 

904-1-7-
32, 904-
1-2-12 

and 904-
1-7-21 

City: Open 
Space Sand 

and 
Gravel/Limited 

Agriculture 

Agriculture (A) 
with an overlay 

permitting 
quarry 

operations 

City: Open 
Space Sand 

and 
Gravel/Limited 

Agriculture Agriculture (A) 

County: 
Industrial/Wate
r Management 

County: 
Industrial/Water 

Management 

SMP 39 
904-3-1-

4 

City: Open 
Space Sand 
and Gravel 

Agriculture (A) 
with an overlay 

permitting 
quarry 

operations 

City: Low 
Intensity 
Industrial 

Planned 
Development- 

Industrial  
(PDI-22-001) County: 

Industrial 

SMP 40 
904-10-

2-2 

City: Open 
Space Sand 
and Gravel 

Agriculture (A) 
with an overlay 

permitting 
quarry 

operations 

City: Low 
Intensity 
Industrial 

Planned 
Development- 

Industrial  
(PDI-22-001) County: 

Industrial 

Additional 
Annexation 

Only 
Parcels 

904-10-
2-3, -5, -
7, and -8 

City: Open 
Space Sand 
and Gravel Agriculture (A) 

City: Parks, 
Trailways and 

Recreation 
Areas 

Open Space 
Flood Plain 

(OS-F) County: 
Industrial 

 
Table 3-2 

Surrounding Land Use Summary 

Parcel Name Surrounding Land Uses 

SMP 38 

North: Undeveloped land, a paved shared-use path, the Las Positas Golf 
Course and retail outlets 

South: Industrial ponds associated with mining operations 
East: SMP 39 

West: Undeveloped land, Arroyo Mocho, and industrial ponds 

SMP 39 

North: A paved shared-use path and the Livermore Municipal Airport 
South: Gravel quarries and industrial ponds associated with mining 

East: Oaks Business Park; Arroyo Mocho Trail and single-family residences 
West: SMP 38, Arroyo Mocho, and industrial ponds 

SMP 40 

North: Oaks Business Park 
South: Arroyo Mocho, open fields, railroad tracks, and gravel quarries 

associated with mining operations 
East: Single-family residences 
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West: Vacant land, gravel quarries, and industrial ponds associated with 
mining 

Additional 
Annexation 

Only Parcels 

North: Oaks Business Park 
South: Open fields, railroad tracks, Arroyo Mocho, and gravel quarries 

associated with mining operations 
East: Arroyo Mocho Trail and single-family residences 

West: SMP 40, Arroyo Mocho, gravel quarries and industrial ponds 
associated with mining operations 

 
Page 3-5 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

SMP 38 
SMP 38 represents three parcels (APN 904-1-7-32, 904-1-2-12 and 904-1-7-21) and is 
approximately +/- 111.7 gross acres, located immediately west of SMP 39. SMP 38 is 
owned by Pacific Coast Aggregates LLC and is located within unincorporated Alameda 
County, the City of Pleasanton Sphere of Influence (SOI), and the City of Livermore South 
Livermore Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). Several structures exist in the northwest corner 
of the site related to a former horse ranch. The Livermore Municipal Airport is located 
approximately 100 feet north of SMP 38. As such, the site is included within the Airport’s 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) area. SMP 38 is within the Airport Protection Area 
boundaries and the Airport Influence Area boundaries identified in the ALUCP. The majority 
of SMP 38 is within ALUCP Safety Zone 6, with portions within Safety Zones 2 and 3. Other 
surrounding existing uses include undeveloped land and a paved shared-use path to the 
north, and the Las Positas Golf Course and shopping centers further north beyond West 
Jack London Boulevard; SMP 39 to the east; gravel quarries and industrial ponds 
associated with mining operations to the south; and undeveloped land, Arroyo Mocho, and 
industrial ponds to the west. The City of Livermore General Plan designates SMP 38 as 
Limited Agriculture, as well as Open Space/Sand and Gravel. Because SMP 38 is within 
the City of Pleasanton SOI and is located outside of the City of Livermore limits, the site 
does not have a City zoning designation. SMP 38 is within the East County Area Plan 
(ECAP) of the Alameda County General Plan, which designates the site as Industrial and 
Water Management. The site is zoned Agriculture by Alameda County, with an overlay 
permitting quarry operations. 
 
SMP 39 
SMP 39 (APN 904-3-1-4) is a rectangular-shaped, +/- 51.9-acre parcel owned by SMP 39, 
LLC. It is located within unincorporated Alameda County, the City of Pleasanton SOI, and 
the City of Livermore South Livermore UGB. SMP 39 is currently undeveloped and 
surrounded by existing uses, including a paved shared-use path and the Livermore 
Municipal Airport to the north; the Oaks Business Park to the east and the Arroyo Mocho 
Trail and single-family residences further east, across Isabel Avenue/SR 84; gravel 
quarries and industrial ponds associated with mining operations to the south; and SMP 38, 
Arroyo Mocho, and industrial ponds to the west.  

 
The Project Components section on page 3-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

For SMP 39, the proposed project would include development of a total of up to six light 
industrial buildings, consisting of up to approximately 755,500 square feet (sf) of new 
building space, and associated internal roadways and other improvements (which would 
include associated utility, and parking improvements, as well as new landscaping, all of 
which are discussed in further detail below); for SMP 40, the proposed project would 
include development of two industrial buildings consisting of up to 759,275 sf of new 
building space with related internal roadways and other improvements (which would 
include associated utility, and parking improvements, as well as new landscaping, all of 
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which are discussed in further detail below). A number of approvals would be required for 
development of SMP 39 and SMP 40, including a SOI Amendment for SMP 39, General 
Plan Amendment, Pre-zoning and Annexation, Zoning Map Amendment/Planned 
Development, Vesting Tentative Subdivision Maps, a Pre-Annexation Agreement, and 
Development Agreement. A Site Plan Design Review entitlement is required for SMP 39 
and SMP 40, which would include a review of the site plan, building, and landscape design; 
however, the Site Plan Design Review entitlement is only proposed for SMP 40 at this time. 
A Site Plan Design Review entitlement will be required at a later date for the future 
development of SMP 39. Development of SMP 38 is not proposed. The proposed project 
includes an SOI Amendment to include SMP 38 within the City of Livermore SOI. The City 
of Livermore General Plan land use designation for SMP 38 would remain Limited 
Agriculture and Open Space/Sand and Gravel and the Alameda County zoning would 
remain Agriculture. A detailed description of the proposed project, including the necessary 
approvals, is provided below. 
 
Annexation, SOI Amendment, and Pre-Annexation Agreement 
SMP 38, SMP 39, SMP 40, and the additional annexation only parcels described above 
are within the City of Livermore South Livermore UGB; however, SMP 38 and SMP 39 are 
is within the City of Pleasanton’s SOI. Accordingly, an SOI Amendment for SMP 38 and 
SMP 39 is proposed in order to modify SOI, align the SOI and South Livermore UGB 
boundaries to be consistent with one another, and provide a contiguous division of land 
between the cities of Livermore and Pleasanton (see Figure 3-3).  
 

The first paragraph on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Annexation of SMP 38 into the City of Livermore is not proposed as part of the project, nor 
is development of the three parcels representing SMP 38. 
 

The fifth paragraph on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

First, the Pleasanton City Council must consider adopting a resolution supporting the SOI 
amendments for SMP 38 and SMP 39. Then, Livermore City Council would consider 
adopting a resolution to initiate the annexation and SOI amendment proceedings, which 
would subsequently be submitted to the Alameda County LAFCo for approval as a 
Responsible Agency. The City and the County would negotiate a property tax exchange 
agreement to determine how much property tax the City would receive and how much the 
County would retain. Annexation of SMP 39, SMP 40, and the Additional Annexation Only 
Parcels would formally transfer all governmental powers and municipal services pertaining 
to the parcels from Alameda County to the City of Livermore. 
 

The first paragraph on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

General Plan Amendment 
The proposed project would include a General Plan Amendment to modify the existing land 
use designations for SMP 39 and SMP 40 from Open Space/Sand and Gravel to Low 
Intensity Industrial (LII), while the Annexation Only Parcels would be re-designated Parks, 
Trailways and Recreation Areas (OSP). A General Plan Amendment is not proposed for 
SMP 38.  

 
The third paragraph on page 3-14 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Stormwater from the new impervious areas within SMP 39 would be collected and treated 
pursuant to the requirements listed the City of Livermore’s Municipal Separate Storm 
Sewer System (MS4) Permit. Stormwater quality and hydromodification controls would be 
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provided by a proposed bioretention planter in the expanded right-of-way of West Jack 
London Boulevard. The Stormwater flows from the eastern half of the site would be 
discharged directly to the existing storm drain system within West Jack London Boulevard, 
following treatment for water quality and hydromodification by the bioretention planter 
through new service laterals connected to each lot. The Following treatment and 
hydromodification by the bioretention planter, stormwater flows from the remaining western 
portion would be routed through a three-acre-foot detention pond before discharging to a 
new 18- to 24-inch public storm drain line that runs approximately 600 feet north along the 
western property line of City of Livermore parcel APN 904-3-1-1 and connect to the existing 
storm drain system of West Jack London Boulevard. Additionally, it should be noted that 
the western detention pond is intended for detaining high-flow runoff and would not provide 
stormwater quality or hydromodification controls. 

 
Page 3-17 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

According to the Stormwater Quality Control Plan that has been prepared for the SMP 40 
site, stormwater from impervious areas within SMP 40 would flow to a number of catch 
basin filtration inserts located throughout the SMP 40 site. The catch basins would connect 
a new network of stormwater lines to three 96-inch underground storage vaults located 
west of Building 1, within the internal drive aisle, between the dock doors and trailer 
parking. The storage vaults would be placed five feet underground and surrounded by rock. 
Stormwater from the storage vaults would be routed north and west to the existing 
detention basin located northwest of Building 1, within the Oaks Business Park, before 
being ultimately directed into a portion of the Arroyo Mocho Bypass Channel. 
 
In addition, the SMP 40 storm drainage system would include installation of at least two 
Contech Engineered Solutions Vortech Systems Hydrodynamic Separators to provide 
pretreatment and trash capture, prior to conveyance of flows to the corrugated metal pipes. 
The Vortech Systems Hydrodynamic Separators meet emerging stormwater treatment 
technologies (TAPE) certification standards and would be installed in areas proposed for 
disturbance as part of development of SMP 40. 
 
A portion of SMP 40 and the annexation only parcel, owned by the Zone 7 Water Agency 
and identified by APN 904-10-2-5, are within an area identified by FEMA as Zone AE, which 
is considered a SFHA within the 100-year floodplain. The proposed project would involve 
importing soils to bring the proposed building area above the 100-year floodplain, subject 
to approval of a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) from FEMA. 
 

The Required Public Approvals section on page 3-26 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The City of Livermore has discretionary authority, and is the lead agency for the proposed 
project. In addition to certification of this EIR and the associated Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, the proposed project requires approval of the following entitlements 
and agreements by the City of Livermore and Responsible Agencies, including Alameda 
County and the City of Pleasanton: 
 
SMP 38 

 Resolution authorizing submittal of a SOI Amendment application to the Alameda 
County LAFCo. 

 
Figures 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-4, 3-5, 3-6, and 3-10 on pages 3-2, 3-3, 3-8, 3-10, 3-11, 3-12, and 3-20, 
respectively, of the Draft EIR are hereby replaced as presented at the end of this chapter. 
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The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
4.0 Introduction to Analysis 
The summary of impacts related to Agriculture and Forest Resources dismissed in the Initial Study 
on pages 4.0-2 and 4.0-3 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:  
 

 Agriculture and Forest Resources (Checklist Questions a, c, and d): The majority 
of the project site is identified by the California Department of Conservation 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program as Grazing Land. In addition, the off-
site trail connection options are all located within lands designated as “Urban and 
Built-up Land.” While a portion of SMP 38 is designated as Prime Farmland, 
development of SMP 38 is not proposed as part of the proposed project. Therefore, 
development of the proposed project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use, or 
otherwise result in the loss of Farmland to non-agricultural use. Furthermore, the 
project site is not considered forest land or timberland, and is not zoned for 
Timberland Production. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact or 
a less-than-significant impact with regard to the aforementioned impacts related to 
agricultural and forest resources. 

 
The summary of impacts related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials dismissed in the Initial 
Study on page 4.0-4 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:  
 

Although the Livermore Municipal Airport is located approximately 100 feet north of SMP 
38 and SMP 39, the portions of the project site planned for development would be industrial 
in nature, which is a permitted use for the project site under the Airport’s Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP); thus, the proposed project would not result in a safety hazard 
for people working in the project area. 
 

The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 

 

4.1 Agricultural Resources 
Table 4.1-3 on Page 4.1-4 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:  
 

Table 4.1-3 
On-Site Land Capability Classification and Storie Index Rating 

Soil Map 
Symbol and 

Name 

Soil 
Capability 

Classification 
(Irrigated) 

Soil Capability 
Classification 

(Non-Irrigated) 

Storie 
Index 
Grade 

Percentage 
of the Project 

Site Area 
Livermore very 
gravelly coarse 

sandy loam (Map 
Unit Symbol Lm) 

IV IV 3 3.3 

Riverwash  
(Map Unit Symbol 

Rh) 
Not Rated VIII Not Rated 1.6 

Sunnyvale clay 
loam  

(Map Unit Symbol 
Sl) 

II IV 4 9.5 
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Sycamore silt loam, 
0 to 2 percent 

slopes (Map Unit 
Symbol So) 

I IV 1 30.2 

Yolo loam, 
calcareous 

substratum, 0 to 6 
percent slopes 

(Map Unit Symbol 
YmA) 

I IV 1 89.5 

Yolo gravelly loam, 
0 to 3 percent 

slopes (Map Unit 
Symbol Yr) 

II IV 1 5.6 

Source: USDA NRCS, Web Soil Survey, 2023. 

 
The second paragraph on page 4.1-6 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

SMP 38 
As shown in Figure 4.1-2, SMP 38 consists of lands classified as Prime Farmland, Grazing 
Land, and Other Land. In addition, as presented in Figure 4.1-1, the soil types present on 
SMP 38 consist of Sunnyvale clay loam, Sycamore silt loam, and Yolo gravelly loam. 
Sunnyvale clay loam has a Storie Index Grade of 4, which indicates poor soil quality. 
However, the other on-site soil types (Sycamore silt loam and Yolo gravelly loam) have a 
Storie Index Grade of 1, which indicates excellent soil quality with limited crop limitations. 
All on-site soils have a non-irrigated Soil Capability Classification of IV, which indicates that 
the soil, when not irrigated, has very severe limitations that restrict the choice of plants or 
that require very careful management. 

 
Table 4.1-4 on page 4.1-12 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Table 4.1-4 
Project Site Existing and Proposed Zoning 

Parcel Name APN(s) 
Existing Zoning 

Designation 
Proposed Zoning 

Designation 

SMP 38 
904-1-7-32, 904-
1-2-12 and 904-

1-7-21 
Agriculture (A) N/A 

SMP 39 904-3-1-4 Agriculture (A) 
Planned Development- 

Industrial 
(PDI-22-001) 

SMP 40 
904-10-2-2 

(41-acre project 
portion only) 

Agriculture (A) 
Planned Development- 

Industrial 
(PDI-22-001) 

Additional 
Annexation Only 

Parcels 

904-10-2-3, -5, -
7, and -8 

Agriculture (A) 
Open Space Flood Plain 

(OS-F) 

 
The second paragraph under Impact 4.11 on page 4.1-12 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as 
follows:  

 
SMP 38 would not be rezoned as part of the proposed project; therefore, the following 
analysis focuses on the remaining parcels included in the overall project site. 
 

The second paragraph on page 4.1-13 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
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It should also be noted that the properties immediately adjacent to the west and south of 
SMP 39, including SMP 38, as well as the properties immediately west of SMP 40, are 
currently zoned for agricultural use. However, the large majority of such lands are not 
currently used for agricultural purposes. For example, the parcels located south of SMP 38 
and SMP 39, and west of SMP 40 were previously mined and are currently being used as 
industrial ponds. Nonetheless, if the A-zoned properties within the project vicinity are to be 
used for agricultural purposes in the future, the City of Livermore’s right-to-farm ordinance 
(Chapter 8.16 of the City’s Municipal Code) would ensure that such agricultural uses would 
be protected from conflicts with non-agricultural land uses within the project vicinity. When 
fully operational, the proposed project would include development of a total of 755,500 
square feet (sf) of new industrial warehouse space on SMP 39, and up to 759,275 sf of 
new industrial warehouse space on SMP 40. Development of the proposed project would 
not preclude the use of the surrounding parcels for agricultural purposes. Additionally, 
given the industrial nature of the proposed project, the proposed project would not result in 
any land use conflicts with current or future agricultural uses within the project vicinity. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the City’s right-to-farm ordinance or 
existing zoning for agricultural use. 

 
The first paragraph under Impact 4.1-2 on pages 4.1-13 and 4.1-14 of the Draft EIR is hereby 
revised as follows: 
 

As stated above, according to the FMMP, SMP 38 is designated as Prime Farmland, 
Grazing Land, and Other Land, and the Additional Annexation Only Parcels is designated 
as either Grazing Land or Other Land. As noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this 
EIR, development is not proposed on SMP 38, and SMP 38 would not require annexation. 
SMP 38 is included in the proposed project because a Sphere of Influence (SOI) 
Amendment for SMP 38 and SMP 39 is proposed in order to modify SOI, align the SOI and 
South Livermore UGB boundaries to be consistent with one another, and provide a 
contiguous division of land between the cities of Livermore and Pleasanton. Although the 
proposed project includes the annexation of the Additional Annexation Only Parcels, the 
parcels are not currently planned for development, and are unlikely to be developed in the 
future; as such, the Additional Annexation Only Parcels would not be converted to a non-
agricultural use. Therefore, the following discussion focuses only on SMP 39 and SMP 40. 
 

The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
Figure 4.1-1 and Figure 4.1-2 on pages 4.1-5 and 4.1-7, respectively, of the Draft EIR are hereby 
replaced as presented at the end of this chapter. 
 
4.2 Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy 
The Energy Consumption at the Project Site paragraph on pages 4.2-15 and 4.2-16 of the Draft 
EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Energy Consumption at the Project Site 
PG&E currently provides service to the project area. However, currently, SMP 39, and SMP 
40, and the majority of SMP 38 are vacant and undeveloped. Although several structures 
exist in the northwest corner of SMP 38 related to a former horse ranch, the structures are 
vacant. In addition, only minor structures associated with on-site infrastructure are located 
within a portion of the Additional Annexation Only Parcels. Thus, the existing energy 
demand associated with the project site is little to null. 
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The second paragraph of the Method of Analysis section on pages 4.2-41 and 4.2-42 of the Draft 
EIR are hereby revised as follows: 
 

It should be noted that development of SMP 38, as well as the four Additional Annexation 
Only Parcels, is not proposed as part of the project. Therefore, the analysis included within 
this chapter is focused on the potential impacts associated with the development of SMP 
39 and SMP 40, as well as the off-site trail connection options, which would connect to the 
existing Arroyo Mocho Trail located on the east side of Isabel Avenue/SR 84. The three 
trail connection options being considered and evaluated herein include Trail Connection 
Option 1 – At-Grade Crossing at Discovery Drive; Trail Connection Option 2 – 
Undercrossing at Isabel Bridge; and Trail Connection Option 3 – Overcrossing of Isabel 
Avenue/SR 84. Further detail of the trail connection options is provided in Chapter 3, 
Project Description, of this EIR. 

 
Page 4.2-42 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The following inherent design features and project-specific information were included in the 
modeling conducted for SMP 39: 

 
 Construction would begin in September of 2024; 
 Construction would occur over approximately two years 22 months;  
 24,000 cubic yards (CY) of soil import would be required; and 
 Tier 3 engines would be used for all off-road heavy-duty equipment over 150 

horsepower.  
 

Similarly, the following inherent design features and project-specific information were 
included in the modeling conducted for SMP 40: 

 
 Construction would begin in September of 2023; 
 Construction would occur over approximately two years 15 months;  
 7,000 CY of soil import would be required; and 
 Tier 3 engines would be used for all off-road heavy-duty equipment over 150 

horsepower. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-1(a) on pages 4.2-50 and 4.2-51 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as 
follows: 
 

4.2-1(a) Prior to approval of any Improvement Plans, the project applicant shall provide 
proof of compliance with the following to the satisfaction of the City of 
Livermore Community Development Department: 

 
The project applicant shall show on the plans via notation that the 
contractor shall ensure that the heavy-duty off-road vehicles (50 
horsepower or more) to be used in the construction of all project 
components (i.e., construction of SMP 39, SMP 40, and the chosen off-
site trail connection option), including owned, leased, and subcontractor 
vehicles, shall be a combination of engine Tier 3 or Tier 4 off-road 
construction equipment, or hybrid, electric, or alternatively fueled 
equipment (or any combination of the above), sufficient to achieve a fleet-
wide average reduction in construction-related ROG and NOX emissions 
to below the applicable BAAQMD thresholds of significance (54 lbs/day). 
For instance, the emissions presented in Table 4.2-8 were achieved by 
requiring all equipment used during construction to be engine Tier 4 final. 
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In addition, all off-road equipment operating at the construction site must 
be maintained in proper working condition according to manufacturer’s 
specifications. Idling shall be limited to five minutes or less in accordance 
with the In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation as required by CARB. 
Clear signage regarding idling restrictions shall be placed at the 
entrances to the construction site. 

 
Portable equipment over 50 horsepower must have either a valid 
BAAQMD Permit to Operate (PTO) or a valid statewide Portable 
Equipment Registration Program (PERP) placard and sticker issued by 
CARB. 

 
Conformance with the foregoing requirements shall be included as notes 
and be confirmed through review and approval of grading plans by the 
City of Livermore Community Development Department.  

 
The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
4.3 Biological Resources 
The first paragraph of the Existing Environmental Setting section on page 4.3-1 of the Draft EIR 
is hereby revised as follows:  
 

As discussed in the Project Description chapter of this EIR, neither the SMP 38, nor the 
Additional Annexation Only Parcels located east of SMP 40, would not be developed as 
part of the proposed project. Accordingly, the following sections provide further details 
regarding the existing environmental setting and biological resources occurring only in 
relation to SMP 39 and SMP 40.  

 
Page 4.3-2 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

As discussed above, development of SMP 38, as well as the four Additional Annexation 
Only Parcels, is not proposed as part of the project. Therefore, the analysis included within 
this chapter is focused on the potential impacts to biological resources associated with the 
development of SMP 39 and SMP 40, as well as the off-site trail connection options, which 
would connect to the existing Arroyo Mocho Trail, located on the east side of Isabel 
Avenue/SR 84. 
 

The first paragraph on page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

As discussed above, neither the SMP 38, nor the Additional Annexation Only Parcels 
located east of SMP 40 would not be developed as part of the proposed project. Therefore, 
the analysis included within this chapter is focused on the potential impacts associated with 
the development of SMP 39 and SMP 40, as well as the off-site trail connection options, 
which would connect to the existing Arroyo Mocho Trail, located on the east side of Isabel 
Avenue/SR 84. The three trail connection options being considered and evaluated herein 
include Trail Connection Option 1 – At-Grade Crossing at Discovery Drive; Trail Connection 
Option 2 – Undercrossing at Isabel Bridge; and Trail Connection Option 3 – Overcrossing 
of Isabel Avenue/SR 84. Further detail of the trail connection options is provided in Chapter 
3, Project Description, of this EIR. 
 

The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR.  
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4.4 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 
The second paragraph of the Existing Environmental Setting section on pages 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 of 
the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:  
 

As discussed in the Project Description chapter of this EIR, neither SMP 38, nor the 
Additional Annexation Only Parcels located east of SMP 40 would not be developed as 
part of the proposed project. Accordingly, the following sections provide further details 
regarding the prehistoric overview, ethnographic overview, and the historic overview of the 
SMP 39 and 40 sites, as well as the SMP 39 and 40 sites’ histories and current uses. In 
addition, a description of any identified cultural or tribal cultural resources associated with 
the project site is provided below. 
 

The second paragraph of the SMP 39 Setting section on page 4.4-4 of the Draft EIR is hereby 
revised as follows: 

 
The SMP 39 site has been vacant or used for agricultural purposes since at least 1906. 
Currently, the site is composed of vacant land. The vicinity surrounding the site similarly 
consisted of vacant land until the mid-1960s. By the 1990s, the vicinity was developed for 
commercial, industrial, and municipal airport purposes, as well as a sand and gravel quarry 
located on an adjoining property south of the site. Currently, the site is surrounded by uses, 
including a paved shared-use path and the Livermore Municipal Airport to the north, across 
West Jack London Boulevard; the Oaks Business Park to the east and the Arroyo Mocho 
Trail and single-family residences further east, across Isabel Avenue/State Route (SR) 84; 
gravel quarries and industrial ponds associated with mining operations to the south; and 
SMP 38, Arroyo Mocho, and industrial ponds to the west. 
 

The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
4.5 Hydrology and Water Quality 
The first paragraph of the Project Site and Surrounding Area Drainage section on page 4.5-2 of 
the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:  
 

The +/-217.04-acre 105.34-acre project site consists of nine separate parcels located in 
unincorporated Alameda County: SMP 38; SMP 39; SMP 40, and four Annexation Only 
Parcels. However, development of SMP 38, as well as the four Annexation Only Parcels, 
is not proposed as part of the project. Therefore, the analysis included within this chapter 
is focused on the potential impacts associated with the development of SMP 39 and SMP 
40, as well as the off-site trail connection options, which would connect to the existing 
Arroyo Mocho Trail, located on the east side of Isabel Avenue/State Route (SR) 84. The 
three trail connection options being considered and evaluated herein include Trail 
Connection Option 1 – At-Grade Crossing at Discovery Drive; Trail Connection Option 2 – 
Undercrossing at Isabel Bridge; and Trail Connection Option 3 – Overcrossing of Isabel 
Avenue/SR 84. Further detail of the trail connection options is provided in Chapter 3, 
Project Description, of this EIR. 

 
Page 4.5-16 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District  
ACFCWCD was created in 1949, and plans, designs, constructs, and maintains Western 
Alameda County’s flood control systems such as natural creeks, channels, levees, pump 
stations, dams, and reservoirs. The ACFCWCD also cares for the natural environment 
through public outreach and enforcement of pollution control regulations governing County 
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waterways. The ACFCWCD’s updated Hydrology and Hydraulics Manual defines current 
practices in the hydrologic and hydraulic design of all flood control facilities in Alameda 
County that are subject to district approval. The ACFCWCD is divided into 10 active flood 
control zones based on discrete drainage boundaries, one for which Zone 7 is responsible 
that includes the cities of Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton and unincorporated areas of 
Alameda County. Zone 7 owns and manages more than 37 miles of engineered and natural 
channels throughout its service area, including a portion of Arroyo Mocho adjacent to SMP 
40 and a channel bypass section to the east of SMP 39. Zone 7 is committed to deliver 
safe, reliable, efficient, and sustainable water and flood protection services. 

 
Pages 4.5-17 and 4.5-18 of the Draft EIR are hereby revised as follows: 
 

Zone 7 Stream Maintenance Management Master Plan  
The 2006 Zone 7 Stream Maintenance Management Master Plan (SMMP), which updates 
the Zone 7’s 1966 Flood Control Master Plan, identifies 45 conceptual projects across 12 
distinct reaches, which are delineated by the geography of the Alameda Creek watershed 
and its subbasins within Zone 7’s service area. Zone 7 established a specific emphasis for 
each reach depending on that reach’s role in providing flood protection to the valley and its 
relation to other resource areas such as water supply, habitat, and recreation. The 2006 
SMMP includes a recommended project to divert stormwater in a major storm event within 
the Arroyo Mocho channel, referred to in the SMMP as the Arroyo Mocho Bypass and 
Regional Storage at Chain of Lakes (Project Number R.6-2). Because widening of the 
existing Arroyo Mocho in this area is likely to be infeasible, the bypass and regional storage 
at Chain of Lakes are considered a viable alternative to provide the 100-year flood 
protection. A major component of the approach to regional flood protection includes 
detention of flood water in the Chain of Lakes, which requires diversion of flood waters 
from the Arroyo Mocho during high flow events. The project involves routing peak flows 
into a bypass channel running within the western boundary of the SMP 40 property, located 
east of Lake E, ultimately traveling within the southern boundaries of the SMP 38 and 39 
properties property, located north of Lakes F and G, and eventually connecting to the Chain 
of Lakes for regional storage as shown on Figure 4.5-4. Zone 7 has informed the City that 
they are unsure whether the bypass will proceed and will be conducting further analysis 
through a system-wide evaluation as part of Phase 2a of the Flood Management Plan, the 
update to the 2006 SMMP. 

 
Page 4.5-24 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

SMP 39 
Stormwater on the SMP 39 site would be collected through an on-site storm drainage 
system, which would be required to incorporate LID treatment features, before being routed 
to the existing drainage system located within West Jack London Boulevard. The drainage 
system for the eastern half of the site would convey flows to the new stormwater quality 
and hydromodification controls that would be provided by a proposed bioretention planter 
in the expanded right-of-way of West Jack London Boulevard. Following treatment and 
hydromodification by the bioretention planter, stormwater flows would be conveyed 
connect to multiple existing storm drains within West Jack London Boulevard, which would 
discharge north into the existing modified channels at the Livermore Municipal Airport, 
before ultimately discharging at the existing large drop structure under West Jack London 
Boulevard, west of the Livermore Municipal Airport.  
 
The drainage system for Following treatment and hydromodification by the bioretention 
planter, stormwater flows from the remaining the western half of the site would be routed 
through a three-acre-foot detention pond, which would be required to incorporate LID 
treatment features serve to detain high-flow runoff. The outflow from the detention pond 
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would flow north through an 18-inch storm drain and 24-inch storm drain within West Jack 
London Boulevard, before flowing into an existing modified channel located immediately 
north, along the northern edge of the roadway, before ultimately discharging at the existing 
large drop structure under West Jack London Boulevard, west of the Livermore Municipal 
Airport. 

 
Page 4.5-25 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

SMP 40 
As shown on the Preliminary Stormwater Quality Control Plan prepared for SMP 40 (see 
Figure 4.5-5), stormwater on the SMP 40 site would be collected through an on-site storm 
drainage system, which would include an underground detention storage system 
comprised of three parallel 96-inch-wide, 1,000-foot-long corrugated metal pipes. The 
underground detention storage system would connect to the existing Oak Detention Basin, 
located to the north of the site, where water would be treated in accordance with the 
regional C.3 standards. 
 
In addition, the SMP 40 storm drainage system would include installation of at least two 
Contech Engineered Solutions Vortech Systems Hydrodynamic Separators to provide 
pretreatment and trash capture, prior to conveyance of flows to the corrugated metal pipes. 
The Vortech Systems Hydrodynamic Separators meet emerging stormwater treatment 
technologies (TAPE) certification standards and would be installed in areas proposed for 
disturbance as part of development of SMP 40. 
 
Outflow from the Oak Detention Basin would flow north through an existing 24-inch storm 
drain line to West Jack London Boulevard, where runoff would be conveyed north into the 
existing modified channels at the Livermore Municipal Airport, before ultimately discharging 
at the existing large drop structure under West Jack London Boulevard, west of the 
Livermore Municipal Airport.  
 
The proposed detention system would include an overflow connection to Arroyo Mocho to 
the south. A flap gate would be installed on the outlet to prevent water from Arroyo Mocho 
to backflow into the underground storage system. 

 
Page 4.5-27 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

It should also be noted that given the nature of the off-site trail connection options, 
pollutants such as oil and grease from vehicle leaks, traffic, and maintenance activities are 
not anticipated to be carried into storm drainage systems, as the trail would be used for 
bicycle and pedestrian activities only. Although airborne contaminants have the potential 
to settle on impervious surfaces between storm events, which can eventually result in high 
levels of contaminants in runoff even from surfaces not used by motorized vehicles, as 
demonstrated throughout this chapter, the proposed project would be subject to applicable 
regulations and standards, as well as the mitigation measures set forth herein. Compliance 
with the aforementioned requirements would ensure runoff from the off-site trail connection 
options is directed to stormwater treatment features prior to entering the City’s storm 
drainage system. 
 

Page 4.5-31 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Furthermore, as discussed above, the proposed project would be required to implement 
BMPs, and a site-specific SWPPP would be prepared for proposed project. As designed, 
the proposed stormwater systems would be sized to provide hydromodification controls 
sufficient to provide adequate flow control. For example, the Bay Area Hydrology Model 
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(BAHM) calculations for the project demonstrate compliance with regulations by showing 
that the post-project discharge rates and durations for the selected hydromodification 
control structure would not exceed the pre-project discharge rates and durations from 10 
percent of the pre-project two-year peak flow up to the pre-project 10-year peak flow. A 
Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) would ensure compliance with the SWPPP through 
regular monitoring and visual inspections, and would amend the SWPPP and revise project 
BMPs, as determined necessary through field inspections, to protect against substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site. 

 
The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
4.6 Noise 
Figure 4.6-3 on page 4.6-6 of the Draft EIR is hereby replaced as presented at the end of this 
chapter. 
 
The first paragraph on page 4.6-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:  
 

Furthermore, the Livermore Municipal ALUCP includes noise contours established for the 
purpose of evaluating the noise compatibility of land use development in the Livermore 
Municipal Airport airport influence area (AIA). These noise contours are depicted on Figure 
4.6-3 (Figure 3-2 in the ALUCP). The locations of SMP 38, SMP 39, SMP 40, and the 
Additional Annexation Only Parcels within the noise contours are outlined on Figure 4.6-3. 

 
The first paragraph of the Method of Analysis section on page 4.6-16 of the Draft EIR is hereby 
revised as follows:  

 
As discussed in the Project Description chapter of this EIR, the SMP 38 site and the 
Additional Annexation Only Parcels are not currently proposed for development. 
Accordingly, this chapter includes an analysis of impacts associated with development of 
only the SMP 39 and SMP 40 sites, as well as the off-site trail connections. Below are 
descriptions of the methodologies used in the Environmental Noise Studies prepared for the 
proposed project to measure background and ambient noise and estimate future traffic 
noise, construction noise, and vibration associated with development of SMP 39 and SMP 
40. Further modeling details and calculations are provided in Appendix J and Appendix K to 
this EIR. The results of the noise and vibration impact analyses were compared to the 
standards of significance discussed above in order to determine the associated level of 
impact. 
 

The Traffic Noise Levels section on page 4.6-17 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Traffic Noise Levels 
To estimate traffic noise level increases as a result of development of the proposed project, 
Salter relied on traffic data provided by TJKM. Specifically, for the SMP 39 noise analysis, 
Salter relied on the Traffic Impact Analysis (April 4, 2023) prepared by TJKM, and for the 
SMP 40 noise analysis, Salter relied on traffic volumes provided by TJKM in March 2022 
December 2023. Salter also relied on additional details provided by the applicant regarding 
the potential hourly distribution of trucks at SMP 39 and SMP 40 throughout the 24-hour 
operation period. As discussed in Chapter 4.8, Transportation, of this EIR, TJKM’s Traffic 
Impact Analysis determined that development of SMP 39 could generate approximately 
3,596 daily vehicle trips and development of SMP 40 could generate approximately 1,062 
daily vehicle trips. Based on supplemental information provided by TJKM, Salter assumed 
that 20 percent of the daily vehicle trips would be heavy-duty truck trips, which would result 
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in 719 truck trips per day associated with SMP 39 and 213 truck trips per day associated 
with SMP 40. According to the Environmental Noise Study prepared by Salter, the increase 
in cumulative traffic noise levels associated with SMP 39 and SMP 40 combined was based 
on the peak hour traffic volumes from TJKM for the cumulative without project and 
cumulative with project scenarios.  

 
The assumptions related to truck trips associated with SMP 39 loading dock activity noise on page 
4.6-18 of the Draft EIR are hereby revised as follows: 
 

 Based on the project-specific traffic data provided by TJKM, Salter assumed the 
719 daily truck trips during a 24-hour period of continuous 24/7 operations at SMP 
39 would be distributed as follows: 

o 14 10.8 percent of trips would occur during the AM peak hours between 
7:00 AM to 9:00 AM; 

o 58 61 percent of trips would occur between 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM; 
o 16 10.8 percent of trips would occur during the PM peak hours between 

4:00 PM to 6:00 PM; 
o 10 3.9 percent of trips would occur between 6:00 PM to 10:00 PM; and 
o Two 13.4 percent of trips would occur between 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM. 

 
The assumptions related to truck trips associated with SMP 40 loading dock activity noise on page 
4.6-19 of the Draft EIR are hereby revised as follows: 
 

 Based on the project-specific traffic data provided by TJKM, Salter assumed the 
213 daily vehicle trips for SMP 40 would be distributed as follows: 

o 14 9.4 percent of trips would occur during the AM peak hours between 
7:00 AM to 9:00 AM; 

o 60 42.7 percent of trips would occur between 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM; 
o 14 12.7 percent of trips would occur during the PM peak hours between 

4:00 PM to 6:00 PM; 
o 10 16.4 percent of trips would occur between 6:00 PM to 10:00 PM; and 
o Two 18.8 percent of trips would occur between 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM. 

 
The following text is added before the last paragraph on page 4.6-19, as follows: 
 

Based on the results of the operation noise measurements taken at a local representative 
loading dock site, Salter estimated that 40 truck trips would occur during the nighttime 
within a nine-hour timeframe at SMP 39. Salter’s calculations assumed the backup alarms 
would have a source height of approximately 2.5 feet from grade. Salter’s calculations 
included the assumption that the proposed project would incorporate 6-foot-tall and 10-
foot-tall berms. Salter estimated that the proposed berms would reduce intermittent noise 
levels (such as those produced by backup alarms) by up to six dB at the closest residences. 
Furthermore, to estimate the L50 for daytime and nighttime hours at the SMP 39 site, Salter 
included all of the assumptions outlined above for SMP 39 and assumed that the truck 
backup alarms would occur more than 15 minutes per hour during the daytime and less 
than 15 minutes per hour during the nighttime. 

 
The last paragraph on page 4.6-19 is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Based on the results of the operation noise measurements taken at a local representative 
loading dock site, Salter estimated that four 40 truck trips would occur during the nighttime 
within a nine-hour timeframe at SMP 40. Salter’s calculations assumed the backup alarms 
would have a source height of approximately 2.5 feet from grade. Salter’s calculations 



Final EIR 
SMP 39/SMP 40 Project 

January 2024 
 

incorporated the proposed 6-foot-tall berm on the northeast corner of SMP 40 and the 10-
foot-tall screening wall along the eastern property line of SMP 40. Salter estimated that the 
proposed berms would reduce intermittent noise levels (such as those produced by backup 
alarms) by up to six dB at the closest residences.  

 
The assumptions related to employee trips associated with SMP 39 loading dock activity noise 
on page 4.6-20 of the Draft EIR are hereby revised as follows: 
 

 Based on the project-specific traffic data provided by TJKM, Salter assumed the 
employee vehicle trip distribution for SMP 39 would be as follows: 

o 14 10.8 percent of trips would occur during the AM peak hours between 
7:00 AM to 9:00 AM; 

o 58 61 percent of trips would occur between 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM; 
o 16 10.8 percent of trips would occur during the PM peak hours between 

4:00 PM to 6:00 PM; 
o 10 3.9 percent of trips would occur between 6:00 PM to 10:00 PM; and 
o Two 13.4 percent of trips would occur between 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM. 

 
The assumptions related to employee trips associated with SMP 40 loading dock activity noise 
on page 4.6-20 of the Draft EIR are hereby revised as follows: 
 

 Based on the project-specific traffic data provided by TJKM, Salter assumed the 
employee vehicle trip distribution for SMP 40 would be as follows: 

o 14 9.4 percent of trips would occur during the AM peak hours between 
7:00 AM to 9:00 AM; 

o 60 42.7 percent of trips would occur between 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM; 
o 14 12.7 percent of trips would occur during the PM peak hours between 

4:00 PM to 6:00 PM; 
o 10 16.4 percent of trips would occur between 6:00 PM to 10:00 PM; and 
o Two 18.8 percent of trips would occur between 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM. 

 
The first paragraph of the Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures on page 4.6-21 of 
the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:  

 
The following discussion of impacts related to noise is based on implementation of the 
proposed project in comparison with the baseline and standards of significance identified 
above. It should be noted that development of the Additional Annexation Only Parcels or 
the SMP 38 site is not proposed as part of the project. As such, the discussions and 
mitigation measures presented below only apply to the SMP 39 and SMP 40 sites, as well 
as the off-site trail connection options, unless otherwise stated. 
 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 on page 4.6-24 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.6-1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the chosen off-site trail connection 
option, the project applicant shall prepare a construction noise management 
plan that identifies measures to be taken to minimize construction noise on 
surrounding sensitive land uses and include specific noise management 
measures to be included within the plans and specifications for the trail 
connection option, subject to review and approval by the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department. The project applicant shall 
demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the City that the project complies with the 
following: 
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 All heavy construction equipment used on the proposed project shall 
be maintained in good operating condition, with all internal combustion, 
engine-driven equipment fitted with intake and exhaust mufflers that 
are in good condition. 

 All mobile or fixed noise producing equipment used on the proposed 
project that is regulated for noise output by a local, state, or federal 
agency shall comply with such regulations while in the source of 
involved with a project activity. 

 Where feasible, electrically-powered equipment shall be used instead 
of pneumatic or internal combustion powered equipment. 

 All stationary noise-generating equipment shall be located as far away 
as possible from the nearest residential uses. 

 Signs prohibiting unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines 
shall be posted at entrances to construction sites and at construction 
equipment staging areas. 

 The use of noise-producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms 
and bells shall be for safety warning purposes only. 

 The use of temporary sound barriers shall be incorporated along the 
outer work area of the construction site, east of Isabel Avenue/SR 84. 
Barrier height and location(s) shall be determined by a qualified 
acoustical engineer to ensure that the resultant construction noise 
levels at the nearest residence would meet the applicable standard. 
The sound barrier fencing shall consist of 0.5-inch plywood or minimum 
STC 27 sound curtains placed to shield nearby sensitive receptors. The 
plywood barrier shall be free from gaps, openings, or penetrations to 
ensure maximum performance.  

 
Table 4.6-7 on page 4.6-25 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as shown below. 
 

Table 4.6-7 
Project Operational Noise Levels at Noise Sensitive Land Uses 

(CNEL/DNL, dBA) 

Site 

Nearby 
Receiving 
Locations 

Existing 
Noise 

Level at 
Receiver 

Loading 
Dock 

Activity 
Noise 

Level at 
Receiver 

Employee 
Vehicle 

Circulation 
Noise 

Level at 
Receiver 

Existing 
Noise 

Level Plus 
Project 
Noise 
Level Change 

SMP 
39 

East Property Line 
(Office and 

Warehouses Across 
Discovery Drive 

Residences across 
Isabel Avenue) 

76 67 50 61 32 76 68 < +1 

SMP 
40 

East Property Line 
(Residences Across 
Isabel Avenue/SR 

84) 

67 52 60 29 32 67 69 <1 +2 

North Property Line 
(Neighboring 
warehouse) 

65 62 65 34 36 67 68 +2 +3 

Source: Salter, 2023 
 
The discussion on pages 4.6-26 to 4.6-27 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
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Existing Industrial Residential Uses Nearest SMP 39 
As presented in Table 4.6-7, the existing ambient noise level at the nearest existing 
industrial residential uses to the SMP 39 site, which would be the residences across Isabel 
Avenue, is 76 67 dB, which, according to General Plan Policy N-1.1.P4, is conditionally 
acceptable for industrial residential uses. The noise-generating sources associated with 
operation of SMP 39 at the nearest industrial residential uses would result in a maximum 
noise level of approximately 76 68 dBA DNL, which would remain within the conditionally 
acceptable noise level range for industrial residential uses, and would not increase the 
existing ambient level to a normally unacceptable level. In addition, based on the applicable 
noise level increase significance criterion of 3 dB or less, the calculated increase in DNL 
at the industrial use closest to the property line of SMP 39 of less than 1 approximately 1 
dB, as presented in Table 4.6-7, would be considered less than significant.  
 
As previously discussed, in addition to the City’s noise standards for DNL, as outlined in 
General Plan Policy N-1.1.P14, the City’s General Plan Policy N-1.5.P1 contains day and 
nighttime noise standards for L50 at sensitive land uses in proximity to industrial uses. It 
should be noted that due to the substantial distance between SMP 39 and the existing 
residences, Salter did not estimate daytime and nighttime L50 for SMP 39, because the 
operational L50 noise levels are assumed to be below the threshold of 50 dBA during the 
daytime and 55 dBA during the nighttime for residential uses. Table 4.6-8 summarizes the 
estimated daytime and nighttime L50 associated with operation of SMP 39 at the nearest 
residential uses.  
 

Table 4.6-8 
SMP 39 Operational L50 Noise Levels (dBA) 

Time of Day Estimated L50 Value Allowable L50 Value 
Daytime (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM) 40 dBA 55 dBA 

Nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) 35 dBA 50 dBA 
Source: Salter, 2023. 

 
Backup alarms associated with operations at the SMP 39 site during the nighttime are 
predicted to occur less than 15 minutes per hour. Therefore, consistent with General Plan 
Policy N-1.5.P2, the criterion can increase by 5.0 dBA. Because backup alarms would 
occur more than 15 minutes per hour during the daytime, the allowable L50 value for 
daytime noise levels would remain 55 dBA. 
 
As presented in Table 4.6-8, Salter estimated the combined total operational L50 noise 
levels associated with SMP 39 at the nearest residential uses would be 40 dBA during the 
daytime and 35 dBA during the nighttime. Although backup alarms could be audible at the 
residences, the project would not exceed the L50 threshold of 55 dBA during the daytime 
or 50 dBA during nighttime hours. Furthermore, quieter backup alarms (also known as 
“squawkers”) are becoming more prevalent in delivery vehicles for various large e-
commerce websites and other vendors and may be used by trucking operators visiting the 
project site in the future. Therefore, backup alarm noise has the potential to be reduced 
further from what is anticipated and presented herein.  
 
Overall, operation of SMP 39 would not result in noise levels in excess of the applicable 
City General Plan noise standards at the nearest residential receptor.  

 
Existing Residential Uses Nearest SMP 40 
As presented in Table 4.6-7, the existing ambient noise level at the nearest existing 
residences to the SMP 40 site is 67 dB, which, according to General Plan Policy N-1.1.P4, 
is conditionally acceptable for residential uses. The noise-generating sources associated 
with operation of SMP 40 at the nearest residential uses would result in a maximum noise 
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level of approximately 67 69 dBA DNL, which would remain within the conditionally 
acceptable noise level range for residential uses, and would not increase the existing 
ambient level to a normally unacceptable level. In addition, based on the applicable noise 
level increase significance criterion of 3 dB or less, the calculated increase in DNL at the 
residential use closest to the property line of SMP 40 of less than 1 dB approximately 2 dB, 
as presented in Table 4.6-7, would be considered less than significant.  
 
In addition to the City’s noise standards for DNL, as outlined in General Plan Policy N-
1.1.P1, the City’s General Plan Policy N-1.5.P1 contains day and nighttime noise standards 
for L50 at sensitive land uses in proximity to industrial uses. Table 4.6-89 summarizes the 
estimated daytime and nighttime L50 associated with operation of SMP 40 at the nearest 
residential uses.  
 

Table 4.6-89 
SMP 40 Operational L50 Noise Levels (dBA) 

Time of Day Estimated L50 Value Allowable L50 Value 
Daytime (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM) 50 dBA 55 dBA 

Nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) 35 45 dBA 50 dBA 
Source: Salter, 2023. 

 
Backup alarms associated with operations at the SMP 40 site during the nighttime are 
predicted to occur less than 15 minutes per hour; therefore, consistent with General Plan 
Policy N-1.5.P2, the criterion can increase by 5 dBA and the allowable L50 value for 
nighttime noise levels is increased from 45 dBA to 50 dBA. Because backup alarms would 
occur more than 15 minutes per hour during the daytime, the allowable L50 value for 
daytime noise levels would remain 55 dBA. 
 
As presented in Table 4.6-89, Salter estimated the combined total operational L50 noise 
levels associated with SMP 40 at the nearest residential uses would be 50 dBA during the 
daytime and 35 45 dBA during the nighttime. Although backup alarms could be audible 
from the residences, the project would not exceed the L50 threshold of 55 dBA during the 
daytime or 50 dBA during nighttime hours. Furthermore, quieter backup alarms (aka 
“squawkers”) are becoming more prevalent in delivery vehicles for various large e-
commerce websites, and other vendors and may be used by trucking operators visiting the 
project site in the future; therefore, beeper noise has the potential to be reduced further 
from what is anticipated and presented herein.  
 
Overall, operation of SMP 40 would not result in a combined noise level in excess of the 
applicable City General Plan noise standards at the nearest residential receptor during 
project operations.  
 
Existing Industrial Uses Nearest SMP 40 
As presented in Table 4.6-7, the existing ambient noise level at the nearest existing 
industrial uses to the SMP 40 site is 65 dB, which, according to General Plan Policy N-
1.1.P4, is within the normally acceptable range for industrial uses. The noise-generating 
sources associated with operation of SMP 40 at the nearest industrial uses would result in 
a maximum noise level of approximately 67 68 dBA DNL, which would remain within the 
normally acceptable noise level range for industrial uses. In addition, based on the 
applicable noise level increase significance criterion of 3 dB or less, the calculated increase 
in DNL at the industrial use closest to the property line of SMP 40 of 2 3 dB, as presented 
in Table 4.6-7, would be considered less than significant.  
 

Table 4.6-9 and the associated references on page 4.6-28 of the Draft EIR are hereby revised 
as shown below.  
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Project construction may include grading, excavation, paving, and building construction 
activities that would involve the use of heavy equipment such as concrete saws and rolling 
stock equipment (tracked vehicles, compactors, etc.). Heavy equipment would also be 
used during construction activities associated with the off-site trail connection. Use of 
heavy equipment associated with such would generate localized vibration in the immediate 
vicinity of the project site and off-site trail connection area. The aforementioned 
construction activities would have the potential to result in varying degrees of temporary 
ground vibration depending on the specific construction equipment used and operations 
involved. Project construction would use typical construction equipment and would not 
require activities or equipment that would be significant sources of vibration such as pile 
driving or blasting. Construction vibration levels associated with typical construction 
equipment at a reference distance of 50 feet are presented in Table 4.6-910 below. 

 
 

 
Based on the vibration levels shown in Table 4.6-910, construction equipment anticipated 
for the proposed project would result in vibration levels less than the 1.0 PPV for transient 
events and 0.50 PPV for continuous events threshold of damage to buildings, as presented 
in Table 4.6-5, at distances of 50 feet. The nearest sensitive receptors include residences 
to the east, across Isabel Avenue/SR 84, which are located approximately 884 feet from 
the closest proposed building at the SMP 40 site. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not cause structural damage to structures on adjacent properties. In addition, project 
construction is expected to result in vibration levels within the barely/slightly perceptible 
range, as presented in Table 4.6-4. Therefore, vibration associated with construction of the 
proposed project would not cause annoyance to sensitive receptors.  

 
The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR.  
 
It should be noted that the above revisions are based on the revised Environmental Noise Study 
for SMP 39 and the revised Environmental Noise Study for SMP 40, which are provided as 
Appendices C and D, respectively, to this Final EIR.  
 
4.7 Public Services, Utilities, and Service Systems 
The second paragraph of the Existing Environmental Setting section on pages 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 of 
the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:  
 

As discussed in the Project Description chapter of this EIR, neither the SMP 38, nor the 
Additional Annexation Only Parcels located east of SMP 40, would not be developed as 
part of the proposed project. Accordingly, the following sections provide further details 
regarding the existing environmental setting occurring in relation to SMP 39 and SMP 40. 

Table 4.6-910 
Vibration Levels for Various Construction Equipment 

Type of Equipment PPV at 50 feet (in/sec) 
Vibratory Roller 0.049 

Hydraulic Breaker 0.03 to 0.08 
Large Bulldozer 0.03 
Loaded Trucks 0.03 

Excavator 0.03 
Caisson/pier drilling 0.03 

Jackhammer 0.01 
Small Bulldozer 0.001 

Crane, Forklift, Bobcat No significant vibration 
Source: Salter, 2023. 
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The fourth paragraph on page 4.7-5 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:  
 

According to the City of Livermore Water Master Plan, LMW’s water service area consists 
of three water service area zones within the City’s urban growth boundary (UGB): the Zone 
1 Water Service Area on the west side of the City, which encompasses 2,530 acres, and 
the Zone 2 and Zone 3 Water Service Areas on the east side of the City, which encompass 
5,740 acres.  In total, the water service area zones encompass approximately 8,270 acres, 
or about 13 square miles. As shown in Figure 4.7-1, the SMP 38, 39, and 40 sites are within 
the Zone 1 Water Service Area.  

 
The first paragraph of the Method of Analysis section on page 4.7-19 of the Draft EIR is 
hereby revised as follows: 

 
As noted above and discussed in the Project Description chapter of this EIR, neither SMP 
38 nor the Additional Annexation Only Parcels would not be developed as part of the 
proposed project. Accordingly, the analysis within this chapter focuses on the evaluation 
of potential impacts related to public services, utilities, and service systems associated with 
development of SMP 39 and SMP 40. 
 

The first paragraph of the Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures on page 4.7-22 of 
the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

As previously discussed, neither SMP 38 nor the Additional Annexation Only Parcels would 
not be developed as part of the proposed project. The proposed project would consist of 
buildout of SMP 39 and SMP 40, as well as construction of a new off-site trail connection 
to the existing Arroyo Mocho Trail. However, the off-site trail connection would not 
necessitate additional provision of public services or utilities. Accordingly, the following 
discussion of impacts is based on development of SMP 39 and SMP 40 in comparison with 
the standards of significance identified above. 

 
Impact 4.7-4 on pages 4.7-29 and 4.7-30 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Based on the WSA, the total projected water supplies determined to be available for the 
proposed project and other development served by Zone 7 Water Agency LMW, as well 
as the anticipated demand, during normal, single dry, and multiple dry years during a 20-
year projection is summarized in Table 4.7-8. The WSA determined anticipated demand 
within the LMW service area through incorporation of projections from the City’s 2020 
UWMP, which included the expected buildout of the Livermore General Plan planning area, 
as well as Isabel Neighborhood Specific Plan. As detailed in the City’s 2020 UWMP, 
projections are developed based on expected retailer demands on Zone 7 Water Agency 
from an analysis conducted by Zone 7 Water Agency. Projected retailer demands were 
based on 2020 deliveries, retailer delivery requests for 2022 to 2025, and projected 
buildout demands. According to the WSA, in 2020, the City’s potable and raw water 
demand was approximately 2,134 million gallons per year (mgy), or 6,549 AFY. The City 
is anticipated to be built out by 2040, when potable and raw water demands are projected 
to reach 2,263 mgy (6,945 AFY). The growth in potable and raw water demands equates 
to six percent, which reflects the City’s status as being mostly built out already. The 
projected water demands in the City’s 2020 UWMP did not include the projected water 
demands for the proposed project. As shown in Table 4.7-4, the additional potable water 
demand for the proposed project is projected to be 88 AFY. The additional demand 
represents an approximately 1.3 percent increase in the City’s projected potable water 
demands, which is considered to be well within the margin of error for water supply planning 
purposes. Furthermore, Zone 7’s 2020 UWMP indicates that Zone 7 would have a supply 
surplus greater than the 88 AFY generated by the proposed project in all hydrologic 
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conditions through 2045. Therefore, as shown in Table 4.7-8, water demand within the 
LMW’s service area (including the proposed project) is not expected to exceed supplies in 
any year or hydrologic condition. 

 
Table 4.7-8 

Potable and Raw Water Supply and Demand During Normal, 
Single Dry, and Multiple Dry Years (AFY) in the LMW Service 

Area 
Hydrologic Condition 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Normal Year 
Potable and Raw Water Supply1 6,533 6,702 6,868 7,033 7,033 

Total Water Demand2 6,533 6,702 6,868 7,033 7,033 
Shortfall? NO NO NO NO NO 

Single Dry Year 
Potable and Raw Water Supply1 6,533 6,702 6,868 7,033 7,033 

Total Water Demand2 6,533 6,702 6,868 7,033 7,033 
Shortfall? NO NO NO NO NO 

Multiple Dry Year 1 
Potable and Raw Water Supply1 6,533 6,702 6,868 7,033 7,033 

Total Water Demand2 6,533 6,702 6,868 7,033 7,033 
Shortfall? NO NO NO NO NO 

Multiple Dry Year 2 
Potable and Raw Water Supply1 6,567 6,735 6,901 7,033 7,033 

Total Water Demand2 6,567 6,735 6,901 7,033 7,033 
Shortfall? NO NO NO NO NO 

Multiple Dry Year 3 
Potable and Raw Water Supply1 6,601 6,768 6,934 7,033 7,033 

Total Water Demand2 6,601 6,768 6,934 7,033 7,033 
Shortfall? NO NO NO NO NO 

Multiple Dry Year 4 
Potable and Raw Water Supply1 6,634 6,801 6,967 7,033 7,033 

Total Water Demand2 6,634 6,801 6,967 7,033 7,033 
Shortfall? NO NO NO NO NO 

Multiple Dry Year 5 
Potable and Raw Water Supply1 6,668 6,834 7,000 7,033 7,033 

Total Water Demand2 6,668 6,834 7,000 7,033 7,033 
Shortfall? NO NO NO NO NO 

1 Based on excess supplies presented in Zone 7 Water Agency’s 2020 UWMP and the relatively small 
demand from the proposed project, Because the potable water demand associated with the proposed 
project represents less than a 1.3 percent increase from the demands evaluated in the City’s 2020 UWMP, 
and because the Zone 7 2020 UWMP shows a supply surplus in all hydrologic conditions through 2045, 
the City’s Zone 7 Water Agency’s supplies are assumed to equal the LMW service area projected 
demands, including the proposed project. 

2 Equals the City’s total projected potable and raw water demand (as shown in Table 4.7-3) with the 
additional potable water demand for the proposed project (as shown in Table 4.7-4) (see also Tables 4-2 
and 4-4 of the WSA). 

 
Source: West Yost Associates, 2023. 

 
As shown in Table 4.7-8, water demand within the LMW’s service area is not expected to 
exceed supplies in any year or hydrologic condition. In addition, the WSA determined that 
the recycled water demand associated with the proposed project would be approximately 
21 AFY, or about one percent of the City’s annual projected recycled water demand 
through 2045, which would, similarly, not exceed anticipated recycled water supplies (see 
Table 4.7-4). Given the high reliability of the City’s recycled water supply and the relatively 
small recycled water demand associated with the proposed project, the WSA concluded 



Final EIR 
SMP 39/SMP 40 Project 

January 2024 
 

the City would be capable of meeting the recycled water demand associated with the 
project under all hydrologic conditions. 
 

Figure 4.7-1 on page 4.7-6 of the Draft EIR is hereby replaced as presented at the end of this 
chapter. 
 
The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
 

4.8 Transportation 
The first paragraph of the Method of Analysis section on page 4.8-15 of the Draft EIR is hereby 
revised as follows: 
 

As noted previously, because the SMP 38 site and the Additional Annexation Only Parcels 
are not currently proposed for development, this chapter includes an analysis of impacts 
associated with development of the SMP 39 and SMP 40 sites, as well as the off-site trail 
connections. The information contained within this chapter is primarily based on the TIA 
prepared for the proposed project by TJKM Transportation Consultants (see Appendix N 
of this EIR), particularly the analysis of bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities, as well as 
VMT. It should be noted that the TIA also includes an analysis of consistency with City 
plans and standards, including LOS; however, because such an analysis is not within the 
scope of CEQA, the details of which are not presented in this chapter. Please refer to 
Appendix N for more details. Further details regarding the methodology used in the TIA for 
the CEQA analysis presented within this chapter is presented below.  

 
The first paragraph of the Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures section on page 4.8-
16 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

 
The following discussion of impacts related to transportation is based on implementation 
of the proposed project in comparison to the existing conditions and the standards of 
significance presented above. It should be noted that development of the Additional 
Annexation Only Parcels or the SMP 38 site is not proposed as part of the proposed project. 
As such, the discussions and mitigation measures presented below only apply to the SMP 
39 and SMP 40 sites, as well as the off-site trail connection options, unless otherwise 
stated. 
 

The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
 

6 Alternatives 
The No Project (No Build) Alternative section on pages 6-10 and 6-11 of the Draft EIR is hereby 
revised as follows: 
 

A number of approvals would be required for development of SMP 39 and SMP 40 under 
the proposed project, including General Plan Amendments, Pre-zoning and Annexation, 
Zoning Map Amendments/Planned Development, Vesting Tentative Subdivision Maps, 
Pre-Annexation Agreements, and Development Agreements. The proposed project 
includes an SOI Amendment to include SMP 38 and SMP 39 within the City of Livermore 
SOI. None of the proposed entitlements for SMP 39 or SMP 40 would be required under 
the No Project (No Build) Alternative. Similarly, entitlements for SMP 38, the Additional 
Annexation Only Parcels, or any off-site improvements that would be required under the 
proposed project would not be required under the No Project (No Build) Alternative. 
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The first paragraph of the No Project (Maximum Allowable Operations) Alternative section on 
page 6-12 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

 
Under the No Project (Maximum Allowable Operations) Alternative, SMP 39 and SMP 40 
would be mined as allowed under the current surface mining permits previously approved 
for the sites by Alameda County. For the purposes of this alternatives analysis, the 
assumption was made that new activities would not occur at the SMP 38 site, similar to the 
analysis in the EIR, though it is acknowledged that mining could also occur on SMP 38 
under current zoning. Similarly, because Because the current mining operations permitted 
on SMP 40 do not extend to allow mining operations to occur on the Additional Annexation 
Only Parcels, and the likelihood for any future development on the Additional Annexation 
Only Parcels is low due to physical constraints to development present on the parcels, the 
parcels would still not be considered for mining under the Alternative. Thus, the analysis of 
the No Project (Maximum Allowable Operations) Alternative is focused on the potential 
impacts associated with the existing allowed mining operation on the SMP 39 and SMP 40 
sites. It should further be noted that the proposed off-site trail connections are assumed not 
to occur under the No Project (Maximum Allowable Operations) Alternative.  

 
The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not change the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR.
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Table 2-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

4.2-1 Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan during project 
construction. 

S 4.2-1(a) Prior to approval of any Improvement Plans, the 
project applicant shall provide proof of compliance 
with the following to the satisfaction of the City of 
Livermore Community Development Department: 

 
The project applicant shall show on the plans via 
notation that the contractor shall ensure that the 
heavy-duty off-road vehicles (50 horsepower or 
more) to be used in the construction of all project 
components (i.e., construction of SMP 39, SMP 40, 
and the chosen off-site trail connection option), 
including owned, leased, and subcontractor 
vehicles, shall be a combination of engine Tier 3 or 
Tier 4 off-road construction equipment, or hybrid, 
electric, or alternatively fueled equipment (or any 
combination of the above), sufficient to achieve a 
fleet-wide average reduction in construction-related 
ROG and NOX emissions to below the applicable 
BAAQMD thresholds of significance (54 lbs/day). For 
instance, the emissions presented in Table 4.2-8 
were achieved by requiring all equipment used 
during construction to be engine Tier 4 final. 

In addition, all off-road equipment operating at the 
construction site must be maintained in proper 
working condition according to manufacturer’s 
specifications. Idling shall be limited to five minutes 
or less in accordance with the In-Use Off-Road 
Diesel Vehicle Regulation as required by CARB. 
Clear signage regarding idling restrictions shall be 
placed at the entrances to the construction site. 

LS 
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Table 2-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

Portable equipment over 50 horsepower must have 
either a valid BAAQMD Permit to Operate (PTO) or 
a valid statewide Portable Equipment Registration 
Program (PERP) placard and sticker issued by 
CARB. 

Conformance with the foregoing requirements shall 
be included as notes and be confirmed through 
review and approval of grading plans by the City of 
Livermore Community Development Department. 

4.6-1 Generation of a substantial 
temporary increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards 
established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other 
agencies. 

S 4.6-1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the chosen 
off-site trail connection option, the project applicant 
shall prepare a construction noise management plan 
that identifies measures to be taken to minimize 
construction noise on surrounding sensitive land 
uses and include specific noise management 
measures to be included within the plans and 
specifications for the trail connection option, subject 
to review and approval by the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department. The project 
applicant shall demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the 
City, that the project complies with the following: 

 
 All heavy construction equipment used on the 

proposed project shall be maintained in good 
operating condition, with all internal 
combustion, engine-driven equipment fitted 
with intake and exhaust mufflers that are in 
good condition. 

 All mobile or fixed noise producing equipment 
used on the proposed project that is regulated 
for noise output by a local, state, or federal 

LS 
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Table 2-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

agency shall comply with such regulations 
while in the source of involved with a project 
activity. 

 Where feasible, electrically-powered 
equipment shall be used instead of pneumatic 
or internal combustion powered equipment. 

 All stationary noise-generating equipment 
shall be located as far away as possible from 
the nearest residential uses. 

 Signs prohibiting unnecessary idling of 
internal combustion engines shall be posted 
at entrances to construction sites and at 
construction equipment staging areas. 

 The use of noise-producing signals, including 
horns, whistles, alarms and bells shall be for 
safety warning purposes only. 

 The use of temporary sound barriers shall be 
incorporated along the outer work area of the 
construction site, east of Isabel Avenue/SR 
84. Barrier height and location(s) shall be 
determined by a qualified acoustical engineer 
to ensure that the resultant construction 
noise levels at the nearest residence would 
meet the applicable standard. The sound 
barrier fencing shall consist of 0.5-inch 
plywood or minimum STC 27 sound curtains 
placed to shield nearby sensitive receptors. 
The plywood barrier shall be free from gaps, 
openings, or penetrations to ensure 
maximum performance. 

 
The foregoing staff-initiated revisions are for clarification purposes and do not change the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
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Figure 3-1 
Regional Project Location 

 

Approximate Location of 
SMP 40 and Additional 

Parcels  
(Requires Annexation) 

Approximate Location of 
SMP 39 

(Requires SOI Amendment 
and Annexation) 
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Figure 3-2 
Approximate Project Site Boundaries Map  
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Figure 3-3 
Proposed SOI Amendment Area 
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Proposed SOI Amendment Area 
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Figure 3-4 
Proposed Annexation Area 
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Figure 3-5 
Proposed City of Livermore Boundary Amendments 
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Figure 3-6 
Proposed City of Pleasanton SOI Boundary Amendment 
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Figure 3-10 
Existing and Proposed Trails 
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Figure 4.1-1 
Project Site Soils  

 
Note: Project site boundaries are approximate. 
Source: USDA NRCS, Web Soil Survey, 2023.
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Figure 4.1-2 
Project Site Farmlands 

 
Note: Project site boundaries are approximate. 
Source: California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, 2023. 
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Figure 4.6-3 
Livermore Municipal ALUCP Noise Contours 

 
Source: Alameda County Community Development Agency, Livermore Executive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan [Figure 3-2], August 2012. 
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Figure 4.7-1 

Livermore Municipal Water Existing Service Area 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. Mitigation Monitoring and 
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4.1 INTRODUCTION 
Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires all State and local 
agencies to establish monitoring or reporting programs for projects approved by a public agency 
whenever approval involves the adoption of either a “mitigated negative declaration” or specified 
environmental findings related to an EIR. 
 
The following is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the SMP 39/SMP 
40 Project (proposed project). The intent of the MMRP is to ensure implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified within the EIR and Initial Study (IS) for the SMP 39/SMP 40 Project. 
Unless otherwise noted, the cost of implementing the mitigation measures as prescribed by this 
MMRP shall be funded by the project applicant. 
 
4.2  COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST 
The MMRP contained herein is intended to satisfy the requirements of CEQA as they relate to 
the EIR for the SMP 39/SMP 40 Project prepared by the City of Livermore. This MMRP is intended 
to be used by City staff and mitigation monitoring personnel to ensure compliance with mitigation 
measures during project implementation. Mitigation measures identified in this MMRP were 
developed in the EIR and IS that were prepared for the proposed project. 
 
The SMP 39/SMP 40 Project EIR and IS present a detailed set of mitigation measures that will 
be implemented throughout the lifetime of the project. Mitigation is defined by CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15370, as a measure that: 

 
 Avoids the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; 
 Minimizes impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 

implementation; 
 Rectifies the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment; 
 Reduces or eliminates the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations 

during the life of the project; or 
 Compensates for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 

environments. 
 

The intent of the MMRP is to ensure the implementation of adopted mitigation measures. The 
MMRP will provide for monitoring of construction activities as necessary and in-the-field 
identification and resolution of environmental concerns. 
 
Monitoring and documenting the implementation of mitigation measures will be coordinated by 
the City of Livermore. The table in Section 4.3 identifies the mitigation measure, the monitoring 
action for the mitigation measure, the responsible party for the monitoring action, and timing of 
the monitoring action. The applicant will be responsible for fully understanding and effectively 
implementing the mitigation measures contained within the MMRP. The City will be responsible 
for monitoring compliance.  

4. MITIGATION MONITORING AND 
REPORTING PROGRAM 
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4.3  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
The following table indicates the mitigation measure number, the impact the measure is designed 
to address, the measure text, the monitoring agency, implementation schedule, and an area for 
sign-off indicating compliance.  
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
SMP 39/SMP 40 Project 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring 
Agency 

Implementation 
Schedule Sign-off 

4.2 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

4.2-1 Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan 
during project 
construction. 

4.2-1(a) Prior to approval of any Improvement Plans, 
the project applicant shall provide proof of 
compliance with the following to the 
satisfaction of the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department: 

 
The project applicant shall show on 
the plans via notation that the 
contractor shall ensure that the heavy-
duty off-road vehicles (50 horsepower 
or more) to be used in the construction 
of all project components (i.e., 
construction of SMP 39, SMP 40, and 
the chosen off-site trail connection 
option), including owned, leased, and 
subcontractor vehicles, shall be a 
combination of engine Tier 3 or Tier 4 
off-road construction equipment, or 
hybrid, electric, or alternatively fueled 
equipment (or any combination of the 
above), sufficient to achieve a fleet-
wide average reduction in 
construction-related ROG and NOX 
emissions to below the applicable 
BAAQMD thresholds of significance 
(54 lbs/day). For instance, the 
emissions presented in Table 4.2-8 
were achieved by requiring all 
equipment used during construction to 
be engine Tier 4 final. 

 

City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to approval of 
any Improvement 
Plans 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
SMP 39/SMP 40 Project 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring 
Agency 

Implementation 
Schedule Sign-off 

In addition, all off-road equipment 
operating at the construction site must 
be maintained in proper working 
condition according to manufacturer’s 
specifications. Idling shall be limited to 
five minutes or less in accordance with 
the In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle 
Regulation as required by CARB. 
Clear signage regarding idling 
restrictions shall be placed at the 
entrances to the construction site. 
 
Portable equipment over 50 
horsepower must have either a valid 
BAAQMD Permit to Operate (PTO) or 
a valid statewide Portable Equipment 
Registration Program (PERP) placard 
and sticker issued by CARB. 
 
Conformance with the foregoing 
requirements shall be included as 
notes and be confirmed through 
review and approval of grading plans 
by the City of Livermore Community 
Development Department. 

 
4.2-1(b) The project applicant shall show on 

Improvement Plans via notation that the 
project contractor shall restrict the building 
construction and architectural coating 
phases of construction for SMP 39 from 
occurring simultaneously with the building 
construction and architectural coating 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to approval of 
any Improvement 
Plans 
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phases of construction for SMP 40. 
Conformance with this requirement shall be 
confirmed through review and approval of 
plans by the City of Livermore Community 
Development Department. 

4.2-2 Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan 
during project operation. 

4.2-2 Prior to approval of any Improvement Plans, 
the project applicant shall provide proof of 
compliance with the following to the 
satisfaction of the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department: 

 
 The project applicant shall show on 

the Improvement Plans via notation 
that all off-road equipment (i.e., 
forklifts) to be used during operations 
of the proposed project shall be a 
combination of propane and electric, 
sufficient to achieve a fleet-wide 
average reduction in operational-
related NOX emissions to below the 
applicable BAAQMD threshold of 
significance (54 lbs/day). For instance, 
the emissions presented in Table 4.2-
10 were achieved by requiring that 27 
percent of the forklifts used during 
operations on both SMP 39 and SMP 
40 are electric. 

City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 

Prior to approval of 
any Improvement 
Plans 
 

 

4.3 Biological Resources 

4.3-2 Have a substantial 
adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat 
modifications, on special-

Western Burrowing Owl  
4.3-2(a) If project construction begins during the 

western burrowing owl nesting season 
(February 15 to August 31), a qualified 

 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 

 
Within 14 days prior 
to construction 
activities if project 
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status wildlife species. biologist shall conduct targeted burrowing 
owl nest surveys within 14 days prior to 
construction activities using seven- to 20-
foot transects. A separate preconstruction 
survey shall be conducted for SMP 39 and 
SMP 40 (including the off-site trail 
connection area) if the components of the 
project are not constructed concurrently. The 
survey shall include the project site and all 
accessible areas within 500 feet of the 
project impact zone, and shall follow CDFW 
guidelines outlined in the 2012 Staff Report 
on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. The results of 
the survey shall be submitted to the City of 
Livermore Community Development 
Department within 30 days of the completed 
survey. The survey report shall be valid for 
one construction season.  

 
 If western burrowing owls are not detected 

on-site during the survey, further mitigation 
shall not be required. If any western 
burrowing owls are detected on-site, 
pursuant to the CDFW’s 2012 Staff Report 
on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, the following 
restricted activity dates and setback 
distances shall be implemented: 

 
 From April 1 through October 15, low 

disturbance activities shall have a 
200-meter buffer while high 
disturbance activities shall have a 
500-meter buffer from occupied nests. 

Development 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

construction begins 
during the western 
burrowing owl 
nesting season 
(February 15 to 
August 31) 
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 From April 1 through August 15, 
medium disturbance activities shall 
have a 500-meter buffer from 
occupied nests. Medium disturbance 
activities can have a reduced buffer of 
200  meters starting August 16 
through October 15. 

 From October 16 through March 31, 
low disturbance activities shall have a 
50-meter buffer, medium disturbance 
activities shall have a 100-meter 
buffer, and high disturbance activities 
shall have a 500-meter buffer from 
occupied nests. 

 Earth-moving activities or other 
disturbance shall not occur within the 
aforementioned buffer zones of 
occupied burrows unless monitoring of 
the nest site by a qualified biologist 
determines that the owls are 
acclimated to the disturbance and 
would not be disturbed by a smaller 
buffer. The buffer zones shall be 
fenced.  

 A qualified biologist shall delineate the 
extent of burrowing owl habitat on the 
site. 

 Owls may be passively relocated from 
the project site between October 1 and 
February 1. Passive removal shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist with 
demonstrated experience with passive 
relocation. 
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 Credits shall be purchased from a 
mitigation bank in coordination with 
CDFW and the City of Livermore to 
offset the project’s habitat loss on the 
burrowing owl.  

 
 A report detailing compliance with the 

provisions set forth herein shall be prepared 
by the qualified biologist and submitted for 
review and approval to the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department. 

 
Western Burrowing Owl (Trail Connection Options 
2 and 3) 
4.3-2(b) In the event that Trail Connection Option 2 – 

Undercrossing at Isabel Bridge or Trail 
Connection Option 3 – Overcrossing of 
Isabel Avenue/SR 84 is the selected trail 
connection option for the proposed project, 
the requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.3-
2(a) shall be implemented for the 
disturbance area associated with the trail 
connection option.  

 
Tricolored Blackbird  
4.3-2(c) Prior to any ground disturbance on SMP 40, 

a qualified biologist shall conduct a 
preconstruction survey in all accessible 
areas identified as supporting potential 
tricolored blackbird nesting habitat. The 
survey shall document the current, and to 
the extent possible, historical presence or 
absence of nesting colonies of tricolored 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Within 14 days prior 
to construction 
activities if project 
construction begins 
during the western 
burrowing owl 
nesting season 
(February 15 to 
August 31) 
 
 
Prior to any ground 
disturbance on SMP 
40 
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blackbird. Surveys shall conclude no more 
than two calendar days prior to construction. 
If a tricolored blackbird nesting colony is 
present, a 250-foot buffer shall be applied 
from the outer edge of all hydrophytic 
vegetation associated with the site and the 
site plus buffer shall be avoided. The Wildlife 
Agencies shall be notified immediately of 
nest locations. All survey results shall be 
submitted to the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department prior 
to the start of construction. If current or 
recent tricolored blackbird nesting colonies 
are not identified, further action is not 
required.  

 
 If construction takes place during the 

breeding season when an active colony is 
present, a qualified biologist shall monitor 
construction to ensure that the 250-foot 
buffer zone is enforced. If monitoring 
indicates that construction outside of the 
buffer is affecting a breeding colony, the 
buffer shall be increased if space allows 
(e.g., move staging areas farther away). If 
space does not allow, construction shall 
cease until the colony abandons the site or 
until the end of the breeding season, 
whichever occurs first. The biological 
monitor shall also conduct training of 
construction personnel on the avoidance 
procedures, buffer zones, and protocols in 
the event that tricolored blackbirds fly into an 
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active construction zone (i.e., outside the 
buffer zone). 

 
Nesting Birds and Raptors (Including Loggerhead 
Shrike) 
4.3-2(d) If project construction begins during the 

nesting season (February 1 to August 31), a 
qualified biologist shall conduct a nesting 
bird survey within 7 days prior to 
construction activities. A separate 
preconstruction survey shall be conducted 
for SMP 39 and SMP 40 (including the off-
site trail connection area) if the components 
of the project are not constructed 
concurrently. The nesting bird survey shall 
include walking transects to search for 
ground nesting birds, and an examination of 
all trees on-site and within all accessible 
areas within 200 feet of the entire project site 
and off-site improvement areas (i.e., within a 
zone of influence of nesting birds). If nesting 
birds are not found within the project site or 
off-site improvement areas, further 
mitigation shall not be required.  

 
 If migratory birds are identified nesting on or 

within the zone of influence, the Wildlife 
Agencies shall be notified immediately of 
nest locations. A qualified biologist shall 
establish a temporary protective nest buffer 
around the nest(s). The nest buffer shall be 
staked with orange construction fencing. 
The buffer must be of sufficient size to 

 
 
 
 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 

 
 
 
 
 
Within seven days 
prior to construction 
activities, if project 
construction begins 
during the nesting 
season (February 1 
to August 31) 
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protect the nesting site from construction-
related disturbance and shall be established 
by a qualified ornithologist or biologist with 
extensive experience working with nesting 
birds near and on construction sites. 
Typically, adequate nesting buffers are 75 
feet from the nest site or nest tree dripline for 
small birds and up to 300 feet for sensitive 
nesting birds that include several raptor 
species known in the region of the project 
site but that are not expected to occur on the 
project site. Upon completion of nesting 
surveys, if nesting birds are identified on or 
within a zone of influence of the project site, 
a qualified ornithologist/biologist that 
frequently works with nesting birds shall 
prescribe adequate nesting buffers to 
protect the nesting birds from harm while the 
project is constructed. 

 
 Construction or earth-moving activity shall 

not occur within any established nest 
protection buffer prior to September 1 unless 
a qualified ornithologist/biologist determines 
that the young have fledged and have 
attained sufficient flight skills to avoid project 
construction zones, or that the nesting cycle 
is otherwise completed. In the region of the 
project site, most species complete nesting 
by mid-July; however, the date may be 
significantly earlier or later, and would have 
to be determined by the qualified biologist. 
At the end of the nesting cycle, and fledging 
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from the nest by its occupants, as 
determined by a qualified biologist, 
temporary nesting buffers may be removed 
and construction may commence in 
established nesting buffers without further 
regard for the nest site. If active nesting 
buffers are established and a biologist does 
not confirm that the nesting cycle is 
completed, then the nesting buffers must be 
maintained until the end of the CDFW 
recognized nesting season (September 1). 

 
 Should construction activities cause a 

nesting bird to do any of the following in a 
way that would be considered a result of 
construction activities, then the exclusionary 
buffer shall be increased such that activities 
are far enough from the nest to stop the 
following agitated behavior: vocalize, make 
defensive flights at intruders, get up from a 
brooding position, or fly off the nest. The 
revised non-disturbance buffer shall remain 
in place until the chicks have fledged or as 
otherwise determined by a qualified biologist 
in consultation with the City of Livermore. 

 
A report detailing compliance with the 
provisions set forth herein shall be prepared 
by the qualified biologist and submitted for 
review and approval to the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department. 
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4.3-3 Have a substantial 
adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural 
community identified in 
local or regional plans, 
policies, regulations or by 
the CDFW or USFWS, or 
State or Federally 
protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited 
to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, 
or other means. 

Trail Connection Option 2 – Undercrossing at 
Isabel Bridge 
4.3-3(a) Prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing 

activities, the project applicant shall submit a 
formal wetland delineation to the USACE for 
Trail Connection Option 2 for verification to 
determine the extent of all hydrological 
features, their jurisdictional status, and the 
extent of any impacts resulting from the 
proposed project. A copy of the wetland 
delineation and USACE verification letter 
shall be submitted to the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department. If 
Trail Connection Option 2 will result in 
impacts to features under the USACE’s 
jurisdiction, Mitigation Measure 4.3-3(e) 
shall be required.  

 
Trail Connection Option 2 – Undercrossing at 
Isabel Bridge 
4.3-3(b) In the event that Trail Connection Option 2 – 

Undercrossing at Isabel Bridge is the 
selected Trail Connection Option for the 
proposed project, implement Mitigation 
Measures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 related to the 
preparation of a SWPPP and final 
Stormwater Control Plan and Maintenance 
Plan during project construction and 
operations, respectively. 

 
SMP 40 and Trail Connection Option 2 
4.3-3(c) Prior to the commencement of ground-

 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
USACE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City’s Public 
Works Director 
 
City Engineer 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Public Works 
Department 
 
 
City of 
Livermore 

 
 
Prior to initiation of 
ground-disturbing 
activities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to the 
issuance of any 
grading permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 
commencement of 
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disturbing activities for SMP 40 or Trail 
Connection Option 2, if selected, the project 
contractor shall notify CDFW pursuant to 
Section 1600 of the CFGC. The notification 
shall include a description of all of the 
activities associated with the proposed 
project, not just those associated with the 
drainages and/or riparian vegetation. 
Impacts shall be outlined in the notification 
and are expected to be in substantial 
conformance with the impacts to biological 
resources outlined in the Biological 
Resources Assessments prepared for SMP 
40 by Monk & Associates. Impacts for each 
activity shall be broken down by temporary 
and permanent impacts. A description of the 
proposed mitigation for biological resource 
impacts shall be outlined per activity and 
then by temporary and permanent impact. 
Information regarding project-specific 
drainage and hydrology changes resulting 
from project implementation shall be 
provided, as well as a description of 
stormwater treatment methods. Minimization 
and avoidance measures shall be proposed, 
as appropriate, and may include the 
following: 

 
 To avoid fuels, lubricants, soils and 

other pollutants from entering Arroyo 
Mocho, wildlife friendly hay wattles 
(that is, no mono-filament netting) 
and silt fencing shall be installed at 

Community 
Development 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ground-disturbing 
activities for SMP 
40 or Trail 
Connection Option 
2 (if selected) 
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the top of bank. The use of mulch or 
any other substitute that may enter 
into the creek shall be prohibited. 

 Staging, operation and maintenance 
of heavy duty construction equipment 
shall be located away from Arroyo 
Mocho at all times and well outside of 
the riparian corridor unless the 
equipment is needed to specifically 
work on the realignment of Arroyo 
Mocho or the outfalls for the project. 

 To mitigate for any impacts to the 
riparian corridor of Arroyo Mocho, 
disturbed areas shall be revegetated 
with native riparian plant species. 
Replacement of riparian trees to be 
removed shall be planted near the 
creek as feasible and/or adjacent to 
the existing limits of the riparian 
corridor to contribute to the existing 
riparian canopy. Riparian plantings 
shall be maintained for a minimum of 
5 years to ensure that the canopy is 
enhanced and the understory 
restored.  

 Non-native and invasive ornamental 
landscaping shall be precluded from 
use proximate to Arroyo Mocho. 

 To avoid debris from entering Arroyo 
Mocho, the final project design shall 
provide for enclosed and accessible 
trash receptacles (located outside of 
the riparian corridor). 
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 New lighting introduced by the project 
shall be downcast and precluded 
from spilling over to the riparian 
corridor as direct lighting along creek 
corridors has a negative impact on 
nocturnal wildlife. 

 
Mitigation shall not result in a net loss of a 
Sensitive Natural Community. Written 
verification of Section 1600 of the LSAA shall 
be submitted to the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department. 

 
Trail Connection Option 2 – Undercrossing at 
Isabel Bridge 
4.3-3(d) Prior to the initiation of groundbreaking 

activity associated with Trail Connection 
Option 2, if selected, the project applicant 
shall ensure that authorization pursuant to 
the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 
from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control board (RWQCB) is obtained.  

 
If Trail Connection Option 2 will result in 
impacts to features under the RWQCB’s 
jurisdiction, the construction contractor shall 
adhere to all conditions outlined in the 
permit. The project applicant shall ensure 
that the proposed project replaces, restores, 
or enhances on a “no net loss” basis (in 
accordance with the RWQCB) the acreage 
of all riparian habitat and waters of the State 
that would be removed, lost, and/or 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The San 
Francisco Bay 
Regional 
Water Quality 
Control board 
(RWQCB) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to the initiation 
of ground-breaking 
activity associated 
with Trail 
Connection Option 
2 (if selected) 
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degraded due to project implementation by 
methods agreeable to the RWQCB and the 
City, as appropriate, depending on agency 
jurisdiction, and as determined during the 
Section 401 permitting processes. Methods 
include, but are not limited to implementation 
of a riparian enhancement planting plan 
and/or tree planting mitigation at a 1:1 ratio, 
or as otherwise prescribed by the RWQCB. 

 
Trail Connection Option 2 – Undercrossing at 
Isabel Bridge 
4.3-3(e) If it is determined that work below the OHWM 

cannot be avoided for Trail Connection 
Option 2, prior to the issuance of grading 
permits, the project applicant shall apply for 
a CWA Section 404 permit from the USACE. 
Waters that would be lost or disturbed shall 
be restored, replaced, or rehabilitated on a 
“no-net-loss” basis. Habitat restoration, 
rehabilitation, and/or replacement, including 
the purchase of credits from a USACE 
approved mitigation bank at a 1:1 ratio, shall 
be at a location and by methods acceptable 
to the USACE. Documentation of 
compliance with the provisions set forth 
herein shall be submitted to the City of 
Livermore Community Development 
Department for verification. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
USACE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
grading permits, if it 
is determined that 
work below the 
Ordinary High 
Water Mark 
(OHWM) cannot be 
avoided for Trail 
Connection Option 
2 (if selected) 

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 
4.4-2 Cause a substantial 

adverse change in the 
4.4-2 In the event a potentially significant cultural 

resource is encountered during subsurface 
The 
Confederated 

In the event a 
potentially 
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significance of a unique 
archeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 
15064.5. 

earthwork activities, all construction 
activities within a 100-foot radius of the find 
shall cease and workers shall avoid altering 
the materials until an archaeologist who 
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards for 
archaeology has evaluated the find. The 
project applicant shall include a standard 
inadvertent discovery clause in every 
construction contract to inform contractors of 
this requirement. The qualified archeologist 
shall make recommendations to the City of 
Livermore on the measures that shall be 
implemented to protect the discovered 
resources, including, but not limited to, 
culturally appropriate temporary and 
permanent treatment, which may include 
avoidance of cultural resources, in-place 
preservation, and/or reburial on the project 
site so the resource(s) are not subject to 
further disturbance in perpetuity. In addition, 
The Confederated Villages of Lisjan shall be 
notified of the discovery. If avoidance is 
determined to be infeasible, pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C), 
a data recovery plan, which makes 
provisions for adequately recovering the 
scientifically consequential information from 
and about the historical resource, shall be 
prepared and adopted prior to any 
excavation being undertaken. If necessary, 
excavation and evaluation of the finds shall 

Villages of 
Lisjan 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
The Northwest 
Information 
Center (NWIC) 
 
The State 
Historic 
Preservation 
Office (SHPO) 

significant cultural 
resource is 
encountered during 
subsurface 
earthwork activities 
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comply with Section 15064.5 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

 
Potentially significant archaeological site 
indicators include obsidian and chert flakes 
and chipped stone tools; grinding and 
mashing implements (e.g., slabs and 
handstones and mortars and pestles); 
bedrock outcrops and boulders with mortar 
cups; and locally darkened midden soils. 
Midden soils may contain a combination of 
any of the previously listed items with the 
possible addition of bone and shell remains, 
and fire-affected stones. Any previously 
undiscovered resources found during 
construction within the project site shall be 
recorded on appropriate Department of 
Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 forms and 
will be submitted to the City of Livermore, the 
Northwest Information Center (NWIC), and 
the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), as required. 

4.4-3 Disturb any human 
remains, including those 
interred outside of 
dedicated cemeteries. 

4.4-3 In the event of the accidental discovery or 
recognition of any human remains, further 
excavation or disturbance of the find or any 
nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie 
adjacent human remains shall not occur until 
compliance with the provisions of CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5(e)(1) and (2) 
has occurred. The Guidelines specify that in 
the event of the discovery of human remains 
other than in a dedicated cemetery, no 
further excavation at the site or any nearby 

Alameda 
County 
Coroner 
 
Native 
American 
Heritage 
Commission 
(NAHC) 
 

In the event of the 
accidental discovery 
or recognition of any 
human remains 
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area suspected to contain human remains 
shall occur until the Alameda County 
Coroner has been notified to determine if an 
investigation into the cause of death is 
required. If the County Coroner determines 
that the remains are Native American, then, 
within 24 hours, the Coroner must notify the 
Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC), which in turn will notify the most 
likely descendants who may recommend 
treatment of the remains and any grave 
goods. The potential exists that the NAHC 
may be unable to identify a most likely 
descendant, the most likely descendant fails 
to make a recommendation within 48 hours 
after notification by the NAHC, or the 
landowner or his authorized agent rejects 
the recommendation by the most likely 
descendant and mediation by the NAHC fails 
to provide a measure acceptable to the 
landowner. In such case, the landowner or 
his authorized representative shall rebury 
the human remains and grave goods with 
appropriate dignity at a location on the 
property not subject to further disturbances. 
Should human remains be encountered, a 
copy of the resulting County Coroner report 
noting any written consultation with the 
NAHC shall be submitted as proof of 
compliance to the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department. 

City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
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4.4-4 Cause a substantial 
adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined 
in PRC Section 21074. 

4.4-4 Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-2 and 
4.4-3. 

See Mitigation 
Measures 4.4-
2 and 4.4-3 

See Mitigation 
Measures 4.4-2 and 
4.4-3 

 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
4.5-1 Violate any water quality 

standards or waste 
discharge requirements 
or otherwise substantially 
degrade water quality 
during construction. 

4.5-1 Prior to issuance of any grading permits, the 
contractor shall prepare a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for 
review and approval by the San Francisco 
Bay RWQCB. The contractor shall file the 
Notice of Intent (NOI) and associated fee to 
the SWRCB. A separate SWPPP shall be 
prepared for SMP 39 and SMP 40 (including 
the off-site trail connection area) if the 
components of the project are not 
constructed concurrently. The SWPPP shall 
serve as the framework for identification, 
assignment, and implementation of BMPs. 
The contractor shall implement BMPs to 
reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges 
to the maximum extent practicable. 
Construction (temporary) BMPs for the 
project may include, but are not limited to: 
fiber rolls, straw bale barrier, straw wattles, 
storm drain inlet protection, velocity 
dissipation devices, silt fences, wind erosion 
control, stabilized construction entrance, 
hydroseeding, revegetation techniques, and 
dust control measures. The SWPPP shall be 
submitted to the City’s Director of Public 
Works and the City Engineer for review and 

City of 
Livermore 
Public Works 
Director 
 
City Engineer 

Prior to issuance of 
any grading permits 
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approval and shall remain on the project site 
during all phases of construction. Following 
implementation of the SWPPP, the 
contractor shall subsequently demonstrate 
the SWPPP’s effectiveness and provide for 
necessary and appropriate revisions, 
modifications, and improvements to reduce 
pollutants in stormwater discharges to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

4.5-2 Violate any water quality 
standards or waste 
discharge requirements 
or otherwise substantially 
degrade water quality 
during operations. 

4.5-2(a) Prior to approval of final project improvement 
plans for SMP 39, SMP 40, and the selected 
off-site trail connection option, a final 
Stormwater Control Plan and Maintenance 
Plan shall be submitted to the City Director 
of Public Works, and the City Engineer for 
review and approval. A separate Stormwater 
Control Plan and Maintenance Plan shall be 
prepared for SMP 39, SMP 40, and the 
selected off-site trail connection option, if the 
components of the project are not 
constructed concurrently. The final 
Stormwater Control Plan and Maintenance 
Plan shall be in compliance with all 
applicable provisions of the C.3 Standards, 
and shall meet the standards of the 
California Stormwater Quality Association 
(CASQA) Stormwater BMP Handbook for 
New Development and Redevelopment. Site 
design measures, source control measures, 
hydromodification management, and Low 
Impact Development (LID) standards, as 
necessary, shall be incorporated into the 
design and shown on the improvement 

City of 
Livermore 
Public Works 
Director 
 
City Engineer 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Public Works 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to approval of 
final project 
improvement plans 
for SMP 39, SMP 
40, and the selected 
off-site trail 
connection option 
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plans. The final plans shall include 
calculations demonstrating that the water 
quality BMPs are appropriately sized, using 
methodology in the CASQA Stormwater 
BMP Handbook for New Development and 
Redevelopment. The final plans shall be 
submitted to the Public Works Department 
for review and approval. 

 
4.5-2(b) Implement Mitigation Measures 4.3-3(b) 

through 4.3-3(e). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See Mitigation 
Measures 4.3-
3(b) through 
4.3-3(e) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See Mitigation 
Measures 4.3-3(b) 
through 4.3-3(e) 

4.5-4 Substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, 
including through the 
alteration of the course of 
a stream or river or 
through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a 
manner which would: 
substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding 
on- or off-site; create or 
contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater 
drainage systems or 
provide substantial 

4.5-4 Prior to approval of final project improvement 
plans for SMP 39, SMP 40, and the selected 
off-site trail connection option, a final 
drainage plan shall be submitted to the City 
Director of Public Works, and the City 
Engineer for review and approval 
demonstrating the  project’s compliance 
with all State stormwater standards and 
requirements. A separate drainage plan 
shall be prepared for SMP 39, SMP 40, and 
the selected off-site trail connection option, if 
the components of the project are not 
constructed concurrently. The final drainage 
plan shall identify the water quality treatment 
and source control measures needed to 
ensure that stormwater runoff from the 
proposed project is adequately treated and 
peak flows do not exceed the capacity of the 
receiving storm drainage system. 

City of 
Livermore 
Public Works 
Director 
 
City Engineer 

Prior to approval of 
final project 
improvement plans 
for SMP 39, SMP 
40, and the selected 
off-site trail 
connection option 
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additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or result 
in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site. 

4.5-5 Substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, 
including through the 
alteration of the course of 
a stream or river or 
through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a 
manner which would 
impede or redirect flood 
flows, or in flood hazard, 
tsunami, or seiche zone, 
risk release of pollutants 
due to project inundation. 

4.5-5  Prior to Building Permit issuance for SMP 39 
(if buildings are determined to be within a 
SFHA) and SMP 40, the City or applicant 
shall obtain from the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA), a Letter of 
Map Revision (LOMR). 

Federal 
Emergency 
Management 
Agency 
 
Chief Building 
Official 

Prior to Building 
Permit issuance for 
SMP 39 (if buildings 
are determined to 
be within a Special 
Flood Hazard Zone 
[SFHA]) and SMP 
40 

 

Noise 
4.6-1 Generation of a 

substantial temporary 
increase in ambient noise 
levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of 
standards established in 
the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of 
other agencies. 

4.6-1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the 
chosen off-site trail connection option, the 
project applicant shall prepare a 
construction noise management plan that 
identifies measures to be taken to minimize 
construction noise on surrounding sensitive 
land uses and include specific noise 
management measures to be included 
within the plans and specifications for the 
trail connection option, subject to review and 
approval by the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department. The 
project applicant shall demonstrate, to the 

City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit for 
the chosen off-site 
trail connection 
option 
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satisfaction of the City, that the project 
complies with the following: 

 
 All heavy construction equipment 

used on the proposed project shall be 
maintained in good operating 
condition, with all internal 
combustion, engine-driven 
equipment fitted with intake and 
exhaust mufflers that are in good 
condition. 

 All mobile or fixed noise producing 
equipment used on the proposed 
project that is regulated for noise 
output by a local, state, or federal 
agency shall comply with such 
regulations while involved with a 
project activity. 

 Where feasible, electrically-powered 
equipment shall be used instead of 
pneumatic or internal combustion 
powered equipment. 

 All stationary noise-generating 
equipment shall be located as far 
away as possible from the nearest 
residential uses. 

 Signs prohibiting unnecessary idling 
of internal combustion engines shall 
be posted at entrances to 
construction sites and at construction 
equipment staging areas. 

 The use of noise-producing signals, 
including horns, whistles, alarms and 
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bells shall be for safety warning 
purposes only. 

 The use of temporary sound barriers 
shall be incorporated along the outer 
work area of the construction site, 
east of Isabel Avenue/SR 84. Barrier 
height and location(s) shall be 
determined by a qualified acoustical 
engineer to ensure that the resultant 
construction noise levels at the 
nearest residence would meet the 
applicable standard. The sound 
barrier fencing shall consist of 0.5-
inch plywood or minimum STC 27 
sound curtains placed to shield 
nearby sensitive receptors. The 
plywood barrier shall be free from 
gaps, openings, or penetrations to 
ensure maximum performance. 

Public Services, Utilities, and Service Systems 
4.7-8 Increase in demand for 

utilities and service 
systems associated with 
the proposed project, in 
combination with future 
buildout of the Livermore 
General Plan. 

4.7-8(a) Prior to approval of improvement plans, the 
project applicant shall pay the applicable 
sewer fair share fees to the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department. 
Payment of such fees shall be made in 
compliance with Livermore Municipal Code 
Chapter 13.28. 

 
4.7-8(b) In conjunction with submittal of improvement 

plans for SMP 39 or SMP 40, whichever is 
developed second as part of the proposed 
project, the project applicant shall submit an 

City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 

Prior to approval of 
improvement plans 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In conjunction with 
submittal of 
improvement plans 
for SMP 39 or SMP 
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analysis of the pumping capacity available at 
the Airport Lift Station to convey additional 
flows generated by SMP 39 and SMP 40. 
The lift station capacity analysis shall be 
prepared by a registered civil engineer. 
According to the 2022 Airport Lift Station 
Analysis prepared by West Yost Associates, 
the City of Livermore has indicated that the 
pumping capacity necessary to 
accommodate SMP 39 and SMP 40 would 
be 2,088 gallons per minute (gpm). The 
subsequent evaluation shall confirm the 
aforementioned estimate and be submitted 
for review and approval to the City of 
Livermore Community Development 
Department. 

 
 If the Airport Lift Station pumping capacity is 

determined to be inadequate, the project 
applicant shall ensure the pumping capacity 
is increased to the necessary gpm 
determined by the subsequent analysis, with 
all design recommendations contained 
therein incorporated into the improvement 
plans for SMP 39 or SMP 40, whichever is 
developed second as part of the proposed 
project. Incorporation of the design 
recommendations to increase the Airport Lift 
Station pumping capacity shall be submitted 
for review and approval to the City Engineer. 

Development 
Department 
 
 

40, whichever is 
developed second 
as part of the 
proposed project 
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Transportation 
4.8-1 Conflict with a program, 

plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing the circulation 
system during 
construction activities. 

4.8-1  Prior to grading permit issuance for the SMP 
39 and SMP 40 sites, as well as the chosen 
off-site trail connection option, the project 
applicant shall prepare a Construction 
Traffic Management Plan for review and 
approval by the City Engineer. The plan shall 
include the following: 

 
 A project staging plan to maximize 

on-site storage of materials and 
equipment; 

 A set of comprehensive traffic control 
measures, including scheduling of 
major truck trips and deliveries to 
avoid peak hours; lane closure 
proceedings; signs, cones and other 
warning devices for drivers; and 
designation of construction access 
routes; 

 Provisions for maintaining adequate 
emergency access to the project site; 

 Permitted construction hours, per 
City of Livermore standards; 

 Designated locations for construction 
staging areas; 

 Identification of parking areas for 
construction employees, site visitors, 
and inspectors, including on-site 
locations;  

 Signs posted at the entrances to the 
construction sites noting who to 

City Engineer Prior to grading 
permit issuance for 
the SMP 39 and 
SMP 40 sites, as 
well as the chosen 
off-site trail 
connection option 
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contact if there are questions or 
concerns, along with a contact phone 
number; and 

 Provisions for street sweeping to 
remove construction-related debris 
on public streets. 

4.8-3 Conflict or be 
inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 
15064.3, subdivision (b). 

4.8-3 Prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit, the project applicant shall be 
required to develop a Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) Program for 
SMP 39 and SMP 40. The TDM Program 
shall be monitored by the project 
applicant/operator on an annual basis to 
determine the efficacy of the selected TDM 
strategies in achieving the reduction below 
the regional average VMT per employee of 
three percent (i.e., the performance target). 
An Annual Status Report on the TDM 
Program shall be submitted to the City of 
Livermore Engineering Division beginning a 
year after the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy and shall include details on the 
TDM strategies, including an Employer 
Carpool Program which has a goal to reduce 
VMT per employee by approximately four 
percent and, thus, would meet and exceed 
the performance target. The Employer 
Carpool Program shall implement a 
ridesharing program and establish a 
permanent transportation management 
association with funding requirements for 
employers. Data shall be collected in 
October of each year and the Annual Status 

City of 
Livermore 
Engineering 
Division 
 
Chief Building 
Official 

Prior to the 
issuance of the first 
building permit 
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Report shall be submitted by December 31st 
of each year. The report shall be prepared in 
the form and format designated by the City. 
The data shall include project-generated 
VMT estimates compatible with the 
methodology used to estimate the 
benchmark VMT so that performance 
comparisons can be made. If the Annual 
Status Report demonstrates that the project 
is not in compliance with the performance 
target set forth in this mitigation measure, 
the project must incorporate additional TDM 
strategies to meet the performance target in 
coordination with City staff. The project 
applicant/operator may propose new TDM 
strategies that develop over time to further 
reduce project-generated VMT if substantial 
evidence is provided to support the efficacy 
of the strategy. If the Annual Status Reports 
demonstrate that the performance target has 
been achieved for three consecutive years 
once SMP 39 and SMP 40 are both fully 
occupied and operational, the project shall 
no longer need to provide annual reporting. 

Initial Study 
I-a,b. Would the project have a 

substantial adverse effect 
on a scenic vista? 
 
Would the project 
substantially damage 
scenic resources, 

I-1. In the event that Trail Connection Option 3 – 
Overcrossing of Isabel Avenue/SR 84 is the 
selected Trail Connection Option for the 
proposed project, improvement plans 
associated with the proposed above-grade 
crossing shall be submitted to the City’s 
Community Development Department for 

City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 

In the event that 
Trail Connection 
Option 3 is the 
selected trail 
connection option 
for the proposed 
project 
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including, but not limited 
to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a 
State scenic highway? 

review and approval to ensure that the 
proposed above-grade crossing is 
constructed using soft earth tone colors that 
help the bridge blend in with the surrounding 
landscape. 

VII-a.iii, 
a.iv,c,d. 

Would the project directly 
or indirectly cause 
potential substantial 
adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: seismic-
related ground failure, 
including liquefaction or 
landslides? 
 
Would the project be 
located on a geologic 
unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a 
result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or 
off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 
 
Would the project be 
located on expansive 
soil, as defined in Table 
18-1B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct 

VII-1. All grading and foundation plans for the 
development shall be designed by a Civil 
and Structural Engineer and reviewed and 
approved by the City Engineer, Chief 
Building Official, and a qualified 
Geotechnical Engineer prior to the issuance 
of building permits or grading permits, 
whichever comes first, to ensure that all 
geotechnical recommendations specified in 
the geotechnical recommendations 
specified in the Geotechnical Investigation 
prepared for the proposed project by 
Cornerstone Earth Group are properly 
incorporated and utilized in the project 
design.  

 
VII-2. In the event that Trail Connection Option 2 – 

Undercrossing at Isabel Bridge or Trail 
Connection Option 3 – Overcrossing of 
Isabel Avenue/SR 84 is the selected Trail 
Connection Option for the proposed project, 
in conjunction with the submittal of 
improvement plans associated with the 
proposed above-grade crossing, a final 
design-level geotechnical report shall be 
prepared and submitted to the City for review 
and approval. The site-specific geotechnical 
report shall be prepared by a State-

City Engineer 
 
Chief Building 
Official 
 
Qualified 
Geotechnical 
Engineer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City Engineer 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits or 
grading permits, 
whichever comes 
first 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the event that 
Trail Connection 
Option 2 or Trail 
Connection Option 
3 is the selected 
trail connection 
option for the 
proposed project in 
conjunction with the 
submittal of 
improvement plans 
associated with the 
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or indirect risks to life or 
property? 

registered civil engineer with the purpose of 
observing and sampling the subsurface 
conditions encountered at the proposed 
undercrossing or above-grade crossing sites 
and providing conclusions and 
recommendations relative to each crossing, 
as proposed. The recommendations 
presented therein shall be based on analysis 
of the data obtained during the geotechnical 
investigation and the local experience of the 
civil engineer regarding similar soil and 
geologic conditions. All recommendations 
set forth in the final design-level 
geotechnical report shall be appropriately 
incorporated into the design of the project 
and shall be subject to review and approval 
by the City Engineer.  

proposed above-
grade crossing 

VII-f. Directly or indirectly 
destroy a unique 
paleontological resource 
or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

VII-3. The applicant shall retain the services of a 
professional paleontologist to educate the 
construction crew that will be conducting 
grading and excavation at the project site, as 
well as the off-site trail improvement areas. 
The education shall consist of an 
introduction to the geology of the project site 
and the kinds of fossils that may be 
encountered, as well as what to do in case 
of a discovery. Should any vertebrate fossils 
(e.g., teeth, bones), an unusually large or 
dense accumulation of intact invertebrates, 
or well-preserved plant material (e.g., 
leaves) be unearthed by the construction 
crew, then ground-disturbing activity shall be 
diverted to another part of the project site 

City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 

Prior to any ground-
disturbing activities 
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and the paleontologist shall be called on-site 
to assess the find and, if significant, recover 
the find in a timely matter. Finds determined 
significant by the paleontologist shall then be 
conserved and deposited with a recognized 
repository, such as the University of 
California Museum of Paleontology. The 
alternative mitigation would be to leave the 
significant finds in place, determine the 
extent of significant deposit, and avoid 
further disturbance of the significant deposit. 
Proof of the construction crew awareness 
training shall be submitted to the City’s 
Community Development Department in the 
form of a copy of training materials and the 
completed training attendance roster. 

IX-b. Create a significant 
hazard to the public or 
the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident 
conditions involving the 
likely release of 
hazardous materials into 
the environment? 

IX-1. Prior to any ground-disturbing activities, the 
groundwater well observed along the 
western boundary of SMP 39 shall be 
assessed to determine whether it is located 
on-site. If the well is determined to be 
located on-site, the project applicant shall 
hire a licensed contractor to obtain the 
applicable abandonment permit from 
Alameda County Department of 
Environmental Health (ACDEH), and 
properly abandon the on-site well for review 
and approval by the ACDEH. 

 
In addition, the licensed contractor shall 
contact Zone 7 regarding its well located 
towards the middle of the SMP 39 site, and 
if feasible, obtain the applicable 

Alameda 
County 
Department of 
Environmental 
Health 
(ACDEH) 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to any ground-
disturbing activities 
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abandonment permit from ACDEH to 
properly abandon the well. Alternatively, if 
required by Zone 7, the applicant shall 
implement other measures identified by 
Zone 7, such as providing any necessary 
upgrades or adjustments to the well and/or 
well box elevation to match the final grade. 

 
IX-2. In the event that Trail Connection Option 2 – 

Undercrossing at Isabel Bridge or Trail 
Connection Option 3 – Overcrossing of 
Isabel Avenue/SR 84 is the selected Trail 
Connection Option for the proposed project, 
in conjunction with the submittal of 
improvement plans associated with the 
proposed above-grade crossing, a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) shall 
be prepared and submitted to the City for 
review and approval. The Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) shall 
be prepared by a licensed contractor with the 
purpose of observing and assessing the 
conditions encountered at the proposed 
undercrossing or above-grade crossing sites 
and providing conclusions and 
recommendations relative to any hazardous 
conditions or materials identified on-site. All 
recommendations set forth in the Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) shall 
be appropriately incorporated into the project 
and shall be subject to review and approval 
by the City of Livermore Community 
Development Department. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the event that 
Trail Connection 
Option 2 or Trail 
Connection Option 
3 is the selected 
trail connection 
option for the 
proposed project in 
conjunction with the 
submittal of 
improvement plans 
associated with the 
proposed above-
grade crossing 
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4.3-3 Have a substantial 
adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural 
community identified in 
local or regional plans, 
policies, regulations or by 
the CDFW or USFWS, or 
State or Federally 
protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited 
to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, 
or other means. 

Trail Connection Option 2 – Undercrossing at 
Isabel Bridge 
4.3-3(a) Prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing 

activities, the project applicant shall submit a 
formal wetland delineation to the USACE for 
Trail Connection Option 2 for verification to 
determine the extent of all hydrological 
features, their jurisdictional status, and the 
extent of any impacts resulting from the 
proposed project. A copy of the wetland 
delineation and USACE verification letter 
shall be submitted to the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department. If 
Trail Connection Option 2 will result in 
impacts to features under the USACE’s 
jurisdiction, Mitigation Measure 4.3-3(e) 
shall be required.  

 
Trail Connection Option 2 – Undercrossing at 
Isabel Bridge 
4.3-3(b) In the event that Trail Connection Option 2 – 

Undercrossing at Isabel Bridge is the 
selected Trail Connection Option for the 
proposed project, implement Mitigation 
Measures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 related to the 
preparation of a SWPPP and final 
Stormwater Control Plan and Maintenance 
Plan during project construction and 
operations, respectively. 

 
SMP 40 and Trail Connection Option 2 
4.3-3(c) Prior to the commencement of ground-

 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
USACE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City’s Public 
Works Director 
 
City Engineer 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Public Works 
Department 
 
 
City of 
Livermore 

 
 
Prior to initiation of 
ground-disturbing 
activities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to the 
issuance of any 
grading permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 
commencement of 
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disturbing activities for SMP 40 or Trail 
Connection Option 2, if selected, the project 
contractor shall notify CDFW pursuant to 
Section 1600 of the CFGC. The notification 
shall include a description of all of the 
activities associated with the proposed 
project, not just those associated with the 
drainages and/or riparian vegetation. 
Impacts shall be outlined in the notification 
and are expected to be in substantial 
conformance with the impacts to biological 
resources outlined in the Biological 
Resources Assessments prepared for SMP 
40 by Monk & Associates. Impacts for each 
activity shall be broken down by temporary 
and permanent impacts. A description of the 
proposed mitigation for biological resource 
impacts shall be outlined per activity and 
then by temporary and permanent impact. 
Information regarding project-specific 
drainage and hydrology changes resulting 
from project implementation shall be 
provided, as well as a description of 
stormwater treatment methods. Minimization 
and avoidance measures shall be proposed, 
as appropriate, and may include the 
following: 

 
 To avoid fuels, lubricants, soils and 

other pollutants from entering Arroyo 
Mocho, wildlife friendly hay wattles 
(that is, no mono-filament netting) 
and silt fencing shall be installed at 

Community 
Development 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ground-disturbing 
activities for SMP 
40 or Trail 
Connection Option 
2 (if selected) 
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the top of bank. The use of mulch or 
any other substitute that may enter 
into the creek shall be prohibited. 

 Staging, operation and maintenance 
of heavy duty construction equipment 
shall be located away from Arroyo 
Mocho at all times and well outside of 
the riparian corridor unless the 
equipment is needed to specifically 
work on the realignment of Arroyo 
Mocho or the outfalls for the project. 

 To mitigate for any impacts to the 
riparian corridor of Arroyo Mocho, 
disturbed areas shall be revegetated 
with native riparian plant species. 
Replacement of riparian trees to be 
removed shall be planted near the 
creek as feasible and/or adjacent to 
the existing limits of the riparian 
corridor to contribute to the existing 
riparian canopy. Riparian plantings 
shall be maintained for a minimum of 
5 years to ensure that the canopy is 
enhanced and the understory 
restored.  

 Non-native and invasive ornamental 
landscaping shall be precluded from 
use proximate to Arroyo Mocho. 

 To avoid debris from entering Arroyo 
Mocho, the final project design shall 
provide for enclosed and accessible 
trash receptacles (located outside of 
the riparian corridor). 
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 New lighting introduced by the project 
shall be downcast and precluded 
from spilling over to the riparian 
corridor as direct lighting along creek 
corridors has a negative impact on 
nocturnal wildlife. 

 
Mitigation shall not result in a net loss of a 
Sensitive Natural Community. Written 
verification of Section 1600 of the LSAA shall 
be submitted to the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department. 

 
Trail Connection Option 2 – Undercrossing at 
Isabel Bridge 
4.3-3(d) Prior to the initiation of groundbreaking 

activity associated with Trail Connection 
Option 2, if selected, the project applicant 
shall ensure that authorization pursuant to 
the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 
from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control board (RWQCB) is obtained.  

 
If Trail Connection Option 2 will result in 
impacts to features under the RWQCB’s 
jurisdiction, the construction contractor shall 
adhere to all conditions outlined in the 
permit. The project applicant shall ensure 
that the proposed project replaces, restores, 
or enhances on a “no net loss” basis (in 
accordance with the RWQCB) the acreage 
of all riparian habitat and waters of the State 
that would be removed, lost, and/or 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The San 
Francisco Bay 
Regional 
Water Quality 
Control board 
(RWQCB) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to the initiation 
of ground-breaking 
activity associated 
with Trail 
Connection Option 
2 (if selected) 
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degraded due to project implementation by 
methods agreeable to the RWQCB and the 
City, as appropriate, depending on agency 
jurisdiction, and as determined during the 
Section 401 permitting processes. Methods 
include, but are not limited to implementation 
of a riparian enhancement planting plan 
and/or tree planting mitigation at a 1:1 ratio, 
or as otherwise prescribed by the RWQCB. 

 
Trail Connection Option 2 – Undercrossing at 
Isabel Bridge 
4.3-3(e) If it is determined that work below the OHWM 

cannot be avoided for Trail Connection 
Option 2, prior to the issuance of grading 
permits, the project applicant shall apply for 
a CWA Section 404 permit from the USACE. 
Waters that would be lost or disturbed shall 
be restored, replaced, or rehabilitated on a 
“no-net-loss” basis. Habitat restoration, 
rehabilitation, and/or replacement, including 
the purchase of credits from a USACE 
approved mitigation bank at a 1:1 ratio, shall 
be at a location and by methods acceptable 
to the USACE. Documentation of 
compliance with the provisions set forth 
herein shall be submitted to the City of 
Livermore Community Development 
Department for verification. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
USACE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
grading permits, if it 
is determined that 
work below the 
Ordinary High 
Water Mark 
(OHWM) cannot be 
avoided for Trail 
Connection Option 
2 (if selected) 

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 
4.4-2 Cause a substantial 

adverse change in the 
4.4-2 In the event a potentially significant cultural 

resource is encountered during subsurface 
The 
Confederated 

In the event a 
potentially 
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significance of a unique 
archeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 
15064.5. 

earthwork activities, all construction 
activities within a 100-foot radius of the find 
shall cease and workers shall avoid altering 
the materials until an archaeologist who 
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards for 
archaeology has evaluated the find. The 
project applicant shall include a standard 
inadvertent discovery clause in every 
construction contract to inform contractors of 
this requirement. The qualified archeologist 
shall make recommendations to the City of 
Livermore on the measures that shall be 
implemented to protect the discovered 
resources, including, but not limited to, 
culturally appropriate temporary and 
permanent treatment, which may include 
avoidance of cultural resources, in-place 
preservation, and/or reburial on the project 
site so the resource(s) are not subject to 
further disturbance in perpetuity. In addition, 
The Confederated Villages of Lisjan shall be 
notified of the discovery. If avoidance is 
determined to be infeasible, pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C), 
a data recovery plan, which makes 
provisions for adequately recovering the 
scientifically consequential information from 
and about the historical resource, shall be 
prepared and adopted prior to any 
excavation being undertaken. If necessary, 
excavation and evaluation of the finds shall 

Villages of 
Lisjan 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
The Northwest 
Information 
Center (NWIC) 
 
The State 
Historic 
Preservation 
Office (SHPO) 

significant cultural 
resource is 
encountered during 
subsurface 
earthwork activities 
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comply with Section 15064.5 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

 
Potentially significant archaeological site 
indicators include obsidian and chert flakes 
and chipped stone tools; grinding and 
mashing implements (e.g., slabs and 
handstones and mortars and pestles); 
bedrock outcrops and boulders with mortar 
cups; and locally darkened midden soils. 
Midden soils may contain a combination of 
any of the previously listed items with the 
possible addition of bone and shell remains, 
and fire-affected stones. Any previously 
undiscovered resources found during 
construction within the project site shall be 
recorded on appropriate Department of 
Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 forms and 
will be submitted to the City of Livermore, the 
Northwest Information Center (NWIC), and 
the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), as required. 

4.4-3 Disturb any human 
remains, including those 
interred outside of 
dedicated cemeteries. 

4.4-3 In the event of the accidental discovery or 
recognition of any human remains, further 
excavation or disturbance of the find or any 
nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie 
adjacent human remains shall not occur until 
compliance with the provisions of CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5(e)(1) and (2) 
has occurred. The Guidelines specify that in 
the event of the discovery of human remains 
other than in a dedicated cemetery, no 
further excavation at the site or any nearby 

Alameda 
County 
Coroner 
 
Native 
American 
Heritage 
Commission 
(NAHC) 
 

In the event of the 
accidental discovery 
or recognition of any 
human remains 
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area suspected to contain human remains 
shall occur until the Alameda County 
Coroner has been notified to determine if an 
investigation into the cause of death is 
required. If the County Coroner determines 
that the remains are Native American, then, 
within 24 hours, the Coroner must notify the 
Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC), which in turn will notify the most 
likely descendants who may recommend 
treatment of the remains and any grave 
goods. The potential exists that the NAHC 
may be unable to identify a most likely 
descendant, the most likely descendant fails 
to make a recommendation within 48 hours 
after notification by the NAHC, or the 
landowner or his authorized agent rejects 
the recommendation by the most likely 
descendant and mediation by the NAHC fails 
to provide a measure acceptable to the 
landowner. In such case, the landowner or 
his authorized representative shall rebury 
the human remains and grave goods with 
appropriate dignity at a location on the 
property not subject to further disturbances. 
Should human remains be encountered, a 
copy of the resulting County Coroner report 
noting any written consultation with the 
NAHC shall be submitted as proof of 
compliance to the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department. 

City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
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4.4-4 Cause a substantial 
adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined 
in PRC Section 21074. 

4.4-4 Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-2 and 
4.4-3. 

See Mitigation 
Measures 4.4-
2 and 4.4-3 

See Mitigation 
Measures 4.4-2 and 
4.4-3 

 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
4.5-1 Violate any water quality 

standards or waste 
discharge requirements 
or otherwise substantially 
degrade water quality 
during construction. 

4.5-1 Prior to issuance of any grading permits, the 
contractor shall prepare a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for 
review and approval by the San Francisco 
Bay RWQCB. The contractor shall file the 
Notice of Intent (NOI) and associated fee to 
the SWRCB. A separate SWPPP shall be 
prepared for SMP 39 and SMP 40 (including 
the off-site trail connection area) if the 
components of the project are not 
constructed concurrently. The SWPPP shall 
serve as the framework for identification, 
assignment, and implementation of BMPs. 
The contractor shall implement BMPs to 
reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges 
to the maximum extent practicable. 
Construction (temporary) BMPs for the 
project may include, but are not limited to: 
fiber rolls, straw bale barrier, straw wattles, 
storm drain inlet protection, velocity 
dissipation devices, silt fences, wind erosion 
control, stabilized construction entrance, 
hydroseeding, revegetation techniques, and 
dust control measures. The SWPPP shall be 
submitted to the City’s Director of Public 
Works and the City Engineer for review and 

City of 
Livermore 
Public Works 
Director 
 
City Engineer 

Prior to issuance of 
any grading permits 
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approval and shall remain on the project site 
during all phases of construction. Following 
implementation of the SWPPP, the 
contractor shall subsequently demonstrate 
the SWPPP’s effectiveness and provide for 
necessary and appropriate revisions, 
modifications, and improvements to reduce 
pollutants in stormwater discharges to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

4.5-2 Violate any water quality 
standards or waste 
discharge requirements 
or otherwise substantially 
degrade water quality 
during operations. 

4.5-2(a) Prior to approval of final project improvement 
plans for SMP 39, SMP 40, and the selected 
off-site trail connection option, a final 
Stormwater Control Plan and Maintenance 
Plan shall be submitted to the City Director 
of Public Works, and the City Engineer for 
review and approval. A separate Stormwater 
Control Plan and Maintenance Plan shall be 
prepared for SMP 39, SMP 40, and the 
selected off-site trail connection option, if the 
components of the project are not 
constructed concurrently. The final 
Stormwater Control Plan and Maintenance 
Plan shall be in compliance with all 
applicable provisions of the C.3 Standards, 
and shall meet the standards of the 
California Stormwater Quality Association 
(CASQA) Stormwater BMP Handbook for 
New Development and Redevelopment. Site 
design measures, source control measures, 
hydromodification management, and Low 
Impact Development (LID) standards, as 
necessary, shall be incorporated into the 
design and shown on the improvement 

City of 
Livermore 
Public Works 
Director 
 
City Engineer 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Public Works 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to approval of 
final project 
improvement plans 
for SMP 39, SMP 
40, and the selected 
off-site trail 
connection option 
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plans. The final plans shall include 
calculations demonstrating that the water 
quality BMPs are appropriately sized, using 
methodology in the CASQA Stormwater 
BMP Handbook for New Development and 
Redevelopment. The final plans shall be 
submitted to the Public Works Department 
for review and approval. 

 
4.5-2(b) Implement Mitigation Measures 4.3-3(b) 

through 4.3-3(e). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See Mitigation 
Measures 4.3-
3(b) through 
4.3-3(e) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See Mitigation 
Measures 4.3-3(b) 
through 4.3-3(e) 

4.5-4 Substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, 
including through the 
alteration of the course of 
a stream or river or 
through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a 
manner which would: 
substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding 
on- or off-site; create or 
contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater 
drainage systems or 
provide substantial 

4.5-4 Prior to approval of final project improvement 
plans for SMP 39, SMP 40, and the selected 
off-site trail connection option, a final 
drainage plan shall be submitted to the City 
Director of Public Works, and the City 
Engineer for review and approval 
demonstrating the  project’s compliance 
with all State stormwater standards and 
requirements. A separate drainage plan 
shall be prepared for SMP 39, SMP 40, and 
the selected off-site trail connection option, if 
the components of the project are not 
constructed concurrently. The final drainage 
plan shall identify the water quality treatment 
and source control measures needed to 
ensure that stormwater runoff from the 
proposed project is adequately treated and 
peak flows do not exceed the capacity of the 
receiving storm drainage system. 

City of 
Livermore 
Public Works 
Director 
 
City Engineer 

Prior to approval of 
final project 
improvement plans 
for SMP 39, SMP 
40, and the selected 
off-site trail 
connection option 

 



Final EIR 
SMP 39/SMP 40 Project 

January 2024 
 

 
 

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Page 4-46 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
SMP 39/SMP 40 Project 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring 
Agency 

Implementation 
Schedule Sign-off 

additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or result 
in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site. 

4.5-5 Substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, 
including through the 
alteration of the course of 
a stream or river or 
through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a 
manner which would 
impede or redirect flood 
flows, or in flood hazard, 
tsunami, or seiche zone, 
risk release of pollutants 
due to project inundation. 

4.5-5  Prior to Building Permit issuance for SMP 39 
(if buildings are determined to be within a 
SFHA) and SMP 40, the City or applicant 
shall obtain from the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA), a Letter of 
Map Revision (LOMR). 

Federal 
Emergency 
Management 
Agency 
 
Chief Building 
Official 

Prior to Building 
Permit issuance for 
SMP 39 (if buildings 
are determined to 
be within a Special 
Flood Hazard Zone 
[SFHA]) and SMP 
40 

 

Noise 
4.6-1 Generation of a 

substantial temporary 
increase in ambient noise 
levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of 
standards established in 
the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of 
other agencies. 

4.6-1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the 
chosen off-site trail connection option, the 
project applicant shall prepare a 
construction noise management plan that 
identifies measures to be taken to minimize 
construction noise on surrounding sensitive 
land uses and include specific noise 
management measures to be included 
within the plans and specifications for the 
trail connection option, subject to review and 
approval by the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department. The 
project applicant shall demonstrate, to the 

City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit for 
the chosen off-site 
trail connection 
option 
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satisfaction of the City, that the project 
complies with the following: 

 
 All heavy construction equipment 

used on the proposed project shall be 
maintained in good operating 
condition, with all internal 
combustion, engine-driven 
equipment fitted with intake and 
exhaust mufflers that are in good 
condition. 

 All mobile or fixed noise producing 
equipment used on the proposed 
project that is regulated for noise 
output by a local, state, or federal 
agency shall comply with such 
regulations while involved with a 
project activity. 

 Where feasible, electrically-powered 
equipment shall be used instead of 
pneumatic or internal combustion 
powered equipment. 

 All stationary noise-generating 
equipment shall be located as far 
away as possible from the nearest 
residential uses. 

 Signs prohibiting unnecessary idling 
of internal combustion engines shall 
be posted at entrances to 
construction sites and at construction 
equipment staging areas. 

 The use of noise-producing signals, 
including horns, whistles, alarms and 
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bells shall be for safety warning 
purposes only. 

 The use of temporary sound barriers 
shall be incorporated along the outer 
work area of the construction site, 
east of Isabel Avenue/SR 84. Barrier 
height and location(s) shall be 
determined by a qualified acoustical 
engineer to ensure that the resultant 
construction noise levels at the 
nearest residence would meet the 
applicable standard. The sound 
barrier fencing shall consist of 0.5-
inch plywood or minimum STC 27 
sound curtains placed to shield 
nearby sensitive receptors. The 
plywood barrier shall be free from 
gaps, openings, or penetrations to 
ensure maximum performance. 

Public Services, Utilities, and Service Systems 
4.7-8 Increase in demand for 

utilities and service 
systems associated with 
the proposed project, in 
combination with future 
buildout of the Livermore 
General Plan. 

4.7-8(a) Prior to approval of improvement plans, the 
project applicant shall pay the applicable 
sewer fair share fees to the City of Livermore 
Community Development Department. 
Payment of such fees shall be made in 
compliance with Livermore Municipal Code 
Chapter 13.28. 

 
4.7-8(b) In conjunction with submittal of improvement 

plans for SMP 39 or SMP 40, whichever is 
developed second as part of the proposed 
project, the project applicant shall submit an 

City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 

Prior to approval of 
improvement plans 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In conjunction with 
submittal of 
improvement plans 
for SMP 39 or SMP 
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analysis of the pumping capacity available at 
the Airport Lift Station to convey additional 
flows generated by SMP 39 and SMP 40. 
The lift station capacity analysis shall be 
prepared by a registered civil engineer. 
According to the 2022 Airport Lift Station 
Analysis prepared by West Yost Associates, 
the City of Livermore has indicated that the 
pumping capacity necessary to 
accommodate SMP 39 and SMP 40 would 
be 2,088 gallons per minute (gpm). The 
subsequent evaluation shall confirm the 
aforementioned estimate and be submitted 
for review and approval to the City of 
Livermore Community Development 
Department. 

 
 If the Airport Lift Station pumping capacity is 

determined to be inadequate, the project 
applicant shall ensure the pumping capacity 
is increased to the necessary gpm 
determined by the subsequent analysis, with 
all design recommendations contained 
therein incorporated into the improvement 
plans for SMP 39 or SMP 40, whichever is 
developed second as part of the proposed 
project. Incorporation of the design 
recommendations to increase the Airport Lift 
Station pumping capacity shall be submitted 
for review and approval to the City Engineer. 

Development 
Department 
 
 

40, whichever is 
developed second 
as part of the 
proposed project 
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Transportation 
4.8-1 Conflict with a program, 

plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing the circulation 
system during 
construction activities. 

4.8-1  Prior to grading permit issuance for the SMP 
39 and SMP 40 sites, as well as the chosen 
off-site trail connection option, the project 
applicant shall prepare a Construction 
Traffic Management Plan for review and 
approval by the City Engineer. The plan shall 
include the following: 

 
 A project staging plan to maximize 

on-site storage of materials and 
equipment; 

 A set of comprehensive traffic control 
measures, including scheduling of 
major truck trips and deliveries to 
avoid peak hours; lane closure 
proceedings; signs, cones and other 
warning devices for drivers; and 
designation of construction access 
routes; 

 Provisions for maintaining adequate 
emergency access to the project site; 

 Permitted construction hours, per 
City of Livermore standards; 

 Designated locations for construction 
staging areas; 

 Identification of parking areas for 
construction employees, site visitors, 
and inspectors, including on-site 
locations;  

 Signs posted at the entrances to the 
construction sites noting who to 

City Engineer Prior to grading 
permit issuance for 
the SMP 39 and 
SMP 40 sites, as 
well as the chosen 
off-site trail 
connection option 
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contact if there are questions or 
concerns, along with a contact phone 
number; and 

 Provisions for street sweeping to 
remove construction-related debris 
on public streets. 

4.8-3 Conflict or be 
inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 
15064.3, subdivision (b). 

4.8-3 Prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit, the project applicant shall be 
required to develop a Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) Program for 
SMP 39 and SMP 40. The TDM Program 
shall be monitored by the project 
applicant/operator on an annual basis to 
determine the efficacy of the selected TDM 
strategies in achieving the reduction below 
the regional average VMT per employee of 
three percent (i.e., the performance target). 
An Annual Status Report on the TDM 
Program shall be submitted to the City of 
Livermore Engineering Division beginning a 
year after the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy and shall include details on the 
TDM strategies, including an Employer 
Carpool Program which has a goal to reduce 
VMT per employee by approximately four 
percent and, thus, would meet and exceed 
the performance target. The Employer 
Carpool Program shall implement a 
ridesharing program and establish a 
permanent transportation management 
association with funding requirements for 
employers. Data shall be collected in 
October of each year and the Annual Status 

City of 
Livermore 
Engineering 
Division 
 
Chief Building 
Official 

Prior to the 
issuance of the first 
building permit 
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Report shall be submitted by December 31st 
of each year. The report shall be prepared in 
the form and format designated by the City. 
The data shall include project-generated 
VMT estimates compatible with the 
methodology used to estimate the 
benchmark VMT so that performance 
comparisons can be made. If the Annual 
Status Report demonstrates that the project 
is not in compliance with the performance 
target set forth in this mitigation measure, 
the project must incorporate additional TDM 
strategies to meet the performance target in 
coordination with City staff. The project 
applicant/operator may propose new TDM 
strategies that develop over time to further 
reduce project-generated VMT if substantial 
evidence is provided to support the efficacy 
of the strategy. If the Annual Status Reports 
demonstrate that the performance target has 
been achieved for three consecutive years 
once SMP 39 and SMP 40 are both fully 
occupied and operational, the project shall 
no longer need to provide annual reporting. 

Initial Study 
I-a,b. Would the project have a 

substantial adverse effect 
on a scenic vista? 
 
Would the project 
substantially damage 
scenic resources, 

I-1. In the event that Trail Connection Option 3 – 
Overcrossing of Isabel Avenue/SR 84 is the 
selected Trail Connection Option for the 
proposed project, improvement plans 
associated with the proposed above-grade 
crossing shall be submitted to the City’s 
Community Development Department for 

City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 

In the event that 
Trail Connection 
Option 3 is the 
selected trail 
connection option 
for the proposed 
project 
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including, but not limited 
to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a 
State scenic highway? 

review and approval to ensure that the 
proposed above-grade crossing is 
constructed using soft earth tone colors that 
help the bridge blend in with the surrounding 
landscape. 

VII-a.iii, 
a.iv,c,d. 

Would the project directly 
or indirectly cause 
potential substantial 
adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: seismic-
related ground failure, 
including liquefaction or 
landslides? 
 
Would the project be 
located on a geologic 
unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a 
result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or 
off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 
 
Would the project be 
located on expansive 
soil, as defined in Table 
18-1B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct 

VII-1. All grading and foundation plans for the 
development shall be designed by a Civil 
and Structural Engineer and reviewed and 
approved by the City Engineer, Chief 
Building Official, and a qualified 
Geotechnical Engineer prior to the issuance 
of building permits or grading permits, 
whichever comes first, to ensure that all 
geotechnical recommendations specified in 
the geotechnical recommendations 
specified in the Geotechnical Investigation 
prepared for the proposed project by 
Cornerstone Earth Group are properly 
incorporated and utilized in the project 
design.  

 
VII-2. In the event that Trail Connection Option 2 – 

Undercrossing at Isabel Bridge or Trail 
Connection Option 3 – Overcrossing of 
Isabel Avenue/SR 84 is the selected Trail 
Connection Option for the proposed project, 
in conjunction with the submittal of 
improvement plans associated with the 
proposed above-grade crossing, a final 
design-level geotechnical report shall be 
prepared and submitted to the City for review 
and approval. The site-specific geotechnical 
report shall be prepared by a State-

City Engineer 
 
Chief Building 
Official 
 
Qualified 
Geotechnical 
Engineer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City Engineer 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits or 
grading permits, 
whichever comes 
first 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the event that 
Trail Connection 
Option 2 or Trail 
Connection Option 
3 is the selected 
trail connection 
option for the 
proposed project in 
conjunction with the 
submittal of 
improvement plans 
associated with the 
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or indirect risks to life or 
property? 

registered civil engineer with the purpose of 
observing and sampling the subsurface 
conditions encountered at the proposed 
undercrossing or above-grade crossing sites 
and providing conclusions and 
recommendations relative to each crossing, 
as proposed. The recommendations 
presented therein shall be based on analysis 
of the data obtained during the geotechnical 
investigation and the local experience of the 
civil engineer regarding similar soil and 
geologic conditions. All recommendations 
set forth in the final design-level 
geotechnical report shall be appropriately 
incorporated into the design of the project 
and shall be subject to review and approval 
by the City Engineer.  

proposed above-
grade crossing 

VII-f. Directly or indirectly 
destroy a unique 
paleontological resource 
or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

VII-3. The applicant shall retain the services of a 
professional paleontologist to educate the 
construction crew that will be conducting 
grading and excavation at the project site, as 
well as the off-site trail improvement areas. 
The education shall consist of an 
introduction to the geology of the project site 
and the kinds of fossils that may be 
encountered, as well as what to do in case 
of a discovery. Should any vertebrate fossils 
(e.g., teeth, bones), an unusually large or 
dense accumulation of intact invertebrates, 
or well-preserved plant material (e.g., 
leaves) be unearthed by the construction 
crew, then ground-disturbing activity shall be 
diverted to another part of the project site 

City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 

Prior to any ground-
disturbing activities 
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and the paleontologist shall be called on-site 
to assess the find and, if significant, recover 
the find in a timely matter. Finds determined 
significant by the paleontologist shall then be 
conserved and deposited with a recognized 
repository, such as the University of 
California Museum of Paleontology. The 
alternative mitigation would be to leave the 
significant finds in place, determine the 
extent of significant deposit, and avoid 
further disturbance of the significant deposit. 
Proof of the construction crew awareness 
training shall be submitted to the City’s 
Community Development Department in the 
form of a copy of training materials and the 
completed training attendance roster. 

IX-b. Create a significant 
hazard to the public or 
the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident 
conditions involving the 
likely release of 
hazardous materials into 
the environment? 

IX-1. Prior to any ground-disturbing activities, the 
groundwater well observed along the 
western boundary of SMP 39 shall be 
assessed to determine whether it is located 
on-site. If the well is determined to be 
located on-site, the project applicant shall 
hire a licensed contractor to obtain the 
applicable abandonment permit from 
Alameda County Department of 
Environmental Health (ACDEH), and 
properly abandon the on-site well for review 
and approval by the ACDEH. 

 
In addition, the licensed contractor shall 
contact Zone 7 regarding its well located 
towards the middle of the SMP 39 site, and 
if feasible, obtain the applicable 

Alameda 
County 
Department of 
Environmental 
Health 
(ACDEH) 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to any ground-
disturbing activities 
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abandonment permit from ACDEH to 
properly abandon the well. Alternatively, if 
required by Zone 7, the applicant shall 
implement other measures identified by 
Zone 7, such as providing any necessary 
upgrades or adjustments to the well and/or 
well box elevation to match the final grade. 

 
IX-2. In the event that Trail Connection Option 2 – 

Undercrossing at Isabel Bridge or Trail 
Connection Option 3 – Overcrossing of 
Isabel Avenue/SR 84 is the selected Trail 
Connection Option for the proposed project, 
in conjunction with the submittal of 
improvement plans associated with the 
proposed above-grade crossing, a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) shall 
be prepared and submitted to the City for 
review and approval. The Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) shall 
be prepared by a licensed contractor with the 
purpose of observing and assessing the 
conditions encountered at the proposed 
undercrossing or above-grade crossing sites 
and providing conclusions and 
recommendations relative to any hazardous 
conditions or materials identified on-site. All 
recommendations set forth in the Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) shall 
be appropriately incorporated into the project 
and shall be subject to review and approval 
by the City of Livermore Community 
Development Department. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of 
Livermore 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the event that 
Trail Connection 
Option 2 or Trail 
Connection Option 
3 is the selected 
trail connection 
option for the 
proposed project in 
conjunction with the 
submittal of 
improvement plans 
associated with the 
proposed above-
grade crossing 
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2656 29th Street, Suite 201 

Santa Monica, CA 90405 

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg. 

  (949) 887-9013 

 mhagemann@swape.com 

Paul E. Rosenfeld, PhD 

  (310) 795-2335 

 prosenfeld@swape.com 
March 8, 2021 

 

Mitchell M. Tsai 

155 South El Molino, Suite 104 

Pasadena, CA 91101 

 

Subject:  Local Hire Requirements and Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling  

Dear Mr. Tsai,  

Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (“SWAPE”) is pleased to provide the following draft technical report 

explaining the significance of worker trips required for construction of land use development projects with 

respect to the estimation of greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions. The report will also discuss the potential for 

local hire requirements to reduce the length of worker trips, and consequently, reduced or mitigate the 

potential GHG impacts. 

Worker Trips and Greenhouse Gas Calculations 
The California Emissions Estimator Model (“CalEEMod”) is a “statewide land use emissions computer model 

designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental 

professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with both 

construction and operations from a variety of land use projects.”1 CalEEMod quantifies construction-related 

emissions associated with land use projects resulting from off-road construction equipment; on-road mobile 

equipment associated with workers, vendors, and hauling; fugitive dust associated with grading, demolition, 

truck loading, and on-road vehicles traveling along paved and unpaved roads; and architectural coating 

activities; and paving.2  

The number, length, and vehicle class of worker trips are utilized by CalEEMod to calculate emissions associated 

with the on-road vehicle trips required to transport workers to and from the Project site during construction.3 

 
1 “California Emissions Estimator Model.” CAPCOA, 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/home. 
2 “California Emissions Estimator Model.” CAPCOA, 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/home. 
3 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/01_user-39-s-guide2016-3-2_15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. 34. 
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Specifically, the number and length of vehicle trips is utilized to estimate the vehicle miles travelled (“VMT”) 

associated with construction. Then, utilizing vehicle-class specific EMFAC 2014 emission factors, CalEEMod 

calculates the vehicle exhaust, evaporative, and dust emissions resulting from construction-related VMT, 

including personal vehicles for worker commuting.4  

Specifically, in order to calculate VMT, CalEEMod multiplies the average daily trip rate by the average overall trip 

length (see excerpt below): 

“VMTd = Σ(Average Daily Trip Rate i * Average Overall Trip Length i) n  

Where:  

n = Number of land uses being modeled.”5 

Furthermore, to calculate the on-road emissions associated with worker trips, CalEEMod utilizes the following 

equation (see excerpt below): 

“Emissionspollutant = VMT * EFrunning,pollutant  

Where:  

Emissionspollutant = emissions from vehicle running for each pollutant  

VMT = vehicle miles traveled  

EFrunning,pollutant = emission factor for running emissions.”6 

Thus, there is a direct relationship between trip length and VMT, as well as a direct relationship between VMT 

and vehicle running emissions. In other words, when the trip length is increased, the VMT and vehicle running 

emissions increase as a result. Thus, vehicle running emissions can be reduced by decreasing the average overall 

trip length, by way of a local hire requirement or otherwise.  

Default Worker Trip Parameters and Potential Local Hire Requirements 
As previously discussed, the number, length, and vehicle class of worker trips are utilized by CalEEMod to 

calculate emissions associated with the on-road vehicle trips required to transport workers to and from the 

Project site during construction.7 In order to understand how local hire requirements and associated worker trip 

length reductions impact GHG emissions calculations, it is important to consider the CalEEMod default worker 

trip parameters. CalEEMod provides recommended default values based on site-specific information, such as 

land use type, meteorological data, total lot acreage, project type and typical equipment associated with project 

type. If more specific project information is known, the user can change the default values and input project-

specific values, but the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires that such changes be justified by 

substantial evidence.8 The default number of construction-related worker trips is calculated by multiplying the 

 
4 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/02_appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 14-15.  
5 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/02_appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 23.  
6 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/02_appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 15.  
7 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/01_user-39-s-guide2016-3-2_15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. 34. 
8 CalEEMod User Guide, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/, p. 1, 9.  
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number of pieces of equipment for all phases by 1.25, with the exception of worker trips required for the 

building construction and architectural coating phases.9 Furthermore, the worker trip vehicle class is a 50/25/25 

percent mix of light duty autos, light duty truck class 1 and light duty truck class 2, respectively.”10 Finally, the 

default worker trip length is consistent with the length of the operational home-to-work vehicle trips.11 The 

operational home-to-work vehicle trip lengths are:  

“[B]ased on the location and urbanization selected on the project characteristic screen. These values 

were supplied by the air districts or use a default average for the state. Each district (or county) also 

assigns trip lengths for urban and rural settings” (emphasis added). 12 

Thus, the default worker trip length is based on the location and urbanization level selected by the User when 

modeling emissions. The below table shows the CalEEMod default rural and urban worker trip lengths by air 

basin (see excerpt below and Attachment A).13 

Worker Trip Length by Air Basin 

Air Basin Rural (miles) Urban (miles) 

Great Basin Valleys 16.8 10.8 

Lake County 16.8 10.8 

Lake Tahoe 16.8 10.8 

Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8 

Mountain Counties 16.8 10.8 

North Central Coast 17.1 12.3 

North Coast 16.8 10.8 

Northeast Plateau 16.8 10.8 

Sacramento Valley 16.8 10.8 

Salton Sea 14.6 11 

San Diego 16.8 10.8 

San Francisco Bay Area 10.8 10.8 

San Joaquin Valley 16.8 10.8 

South Central Coast 16.8 10.8 

South Coast 19.8 14.7 

Average 16.47 11.17 

Minimum 10.80 10.80 

Maximum 19.80 14.70 

Range 9.00 3.90 

 
9 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/01_user-39-s-guide2016-3-2_15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. 34. 
10 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/02_appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 15. 
11 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/02_appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 14.  
12 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/02_appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 21.  
13 “Appendix D Default Data Tables.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/05_appendix-d2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. D-84 – D-86.  
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As demonstrated above, default rural worker trip lengths for air basins in California vary from 10.8- to 19.8-

miles, with an average of 16.47 miles. Furthermore, default urban worker trip lengths vary from 10.8- to 14.7-

miles, with an average of 11.17 miles. Thus, while default worker trip lengths vary by location, default urban 

worker trip lengths tend to be shorter in length. Based on these trends evident in the CalEEMod default worker 

trip lengths, we can reasonably assume that the efficacy of a local hire requirement is especially dependent 

upon the urbanization of the project site, as well as the project location.  

Practical Application of a Local Hire Requirement and Associated Impact 
To provide an example of the potential impact of a local hire provision on construction-related GHG emissions, 

we estimated the significance of a local hire provision for the Village South Specific Plan (“Project”) located in 

the City of Claremont (“City”). The Project proposed to construct 1,000 residential units, 100,000-SF of retail 

space, 45,000-SF of office space, as well as a 50-room hotel, on the 24-acre site. The Project location is classified 

as Urban and lies within the Los Angeles-South Coast County. As a result, the Project has a default worker trip 

length of 14.7 miles.14 In an effort to evaluate the potential for a local hire provision to reduce the Project’s 

construction-related GHG emissions, we prepared an updated model, reducing all worker trip lengths to 10 

miles (see Attachment B). Our analysis estimates that if a local hire provision with a 10-mile radius were to be 

implemented, the GHG emissions associated with Project construction would decrease by approximately 17% 

(see table below and Attachment C). 

Local Hire Provision Net Change 

Without Local Hire Provision 

Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,623 

Amortized Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e/year)  120.77 

With Local Hire Provision 

Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,024 

Amortized Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e/year)  100.80 

% Decrease in Construction-related GHG Emissions 17% 

As demonstrated above, by implementing a local hire provision requiring 10 mile worker trip lengths, the Project 

could reduce potential GHG emissions associated with construction worker trips. More broadly, any local hire 

requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length from the default value has the potential to result in a 

reduction of construction-related GHG emissions, though the significance of the reduction would vary based on 

the location and urbanization level of the project site.  

This serves as an example of the potential impacts of local hire requirements on estimated project-level GHG 

emissions, though it does not indicate that local hire requirements would result in reduced construction-related 

GHG emission for all projects. As previously described, the significance of a local hire requirement depends on 

the worker trip length enforced and the default worker trip length for the project’s urbanization level and 

location.   

 
14 “Appendix D Default Data Tables.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/05_appendix-d2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. D-85.  
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Disclaimer 
SWAPE has received limited discovery. Additional information may become available in the future; thus, we 

retain the right to revise or amend this report when additional information becomes available. Our professional 

services have been performed using that degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised, under similar 

circumstances, by reputable environmental consultants practicing in this or similar localities at the time of 

service. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the scope of work, work methodologies and 

protocols, site conditions, analytical testing results, and findings presented. This report reflects efforts which 

were limited to information that was reasonably accessible at the time of the work, and may contain 

informational gaps, inconsistencies, or otherwise be incomplete due to the unavailability or uncertainty of 

information obtained or provided by third parties.  

 

Sincerely,  

 
Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 

 

 
Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. 



Location Type Location Name
Rural H-W 

(miles)
Urban H-W 

(miles)
Air Basin Great Basin 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Lake County 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Lake Tahoe 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Mountain 16.8 10.8
Air Basin North Central 17.1 12.3
Air Basin North Coast 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Northeast 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Sacramento 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Salton Sea 14.6 11
Air Basin San  Diego 16.8 10.8
Air Basin San  Francisco 

 
10.8 10.8

Air Basin San Joaquin 16.8 10.8
Air Basin South Central 16.8 10.8
Air Basin South Coast 19.8 14.7

Air District Amador County 16.8 10.8
Air District Antelope Valley 16.8 10.8
Air District Bay Area AQMD 10.8 10.8
Air District Butte County 12.54 12.54
Air District Calaveras 

 
16.8 10.8

Air District Colusa County 16.8 10.8
Air District El  Dorado 

 
16.8 10.8

Air District Feather River 16.8 10.8
Air District Glenn County 16.8 10.8
Air District Great Basin  16.8 10.8
Air District Imperial County 10.2 7.3
Air District Kern County 16.8 10.8
Air District Lake County 16.8 10.8
Air District Lassen County 16.8 10.8
Air District Mariposa 

 
16.8 10.8

Air District Mendocino 
 

16.8 10.8
Air District Modoc County 16.8 10.8
Air District Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8
Air District Monterey Bay 

 
16.8 10.8

Air District North Coast 
 

16.8 10.8
Air District Northern Sierra 16.8 10.8
Air District Northern 

  
16.8 10.8

Air District Placer County 16.8 10.8
Air District Sacramento 15 10

Attachment A



Air District San  Diego 
 

16.8 10.8
Air District San Joaquin 

  
16.8 10.8

Air District San Luis Obispo 
 

13 13
Air District Santa Barbara 

 
8.3 8.3

Air District Shasta County 16.8 10.8
Air District Siskiyou  County 

 
16.8 10.8

Air District South  Coast 19.8 14.7
Air District Tehama  County 16.8 10.8
Air District Tuolumne  16.8 10.8
Air District Ventura  County 16.8 10.8
Air District Yolo/Solano 15 10

County Alameda 10.8 10.8
County Alpine 16.8 10.8
County Amador 16.8 10.8
County Butte 12.54 12.54
County Calaveras 16.8 10.8
County Colusa 16.8 10.8
County Contra  Costa 10.8 10.8
County Del  Norte 16.8 10.8
County El  Dorado-Lake  16.8 10.8
County El  Dorado- 16.8 10.8
County Fresno 16.8 10.8
County Glenn 16.8 10.8
County Humboldt 16.8 10.8
County Imperial 10.2 7.3
County Inyo 16.8 10.8
County Kern-Mojave  16.8 10.8
County Kern-San  16.8 10.8
County Kings 16.8 10.8
County Lake 16.8 10.8
County Lassen 16.8 10.8
County Los  Angeles- 16.8 10.8
County Los  Angeles- 19.8 14.7
County Madera 16.8 10.8
County Marin 10.8 10.8
County Mariposa 16.8 10.8
County Mendocino- 16.8 10.8
County Mendocino- 16.8 10.8
County Mendocino- 16.8 10.8
County Mendocino- 16.8 10.8
County Merced 16.8 10.8
County Modoc 16.8 10.8
County Mono 16.8 10.8
County Monterey 16.8 10.8
County Napa 10.8 10.8



County Nevada 16.8 10.8
County Orange 19.8 14.7
County Placer-Lake  16.8 10.8
County Placer-Mountain  16.8 10.8
County Placer- 16.8 10.8
County Plumas 16.8 10.8
County Riverside- 16.8 10.8
County Riverside-

  
19.8 14.7

County Riverside-Salton 14.6 11
County Riverside-South 19.8 14.7
County Sacramento 15 10
County San Benito 16.8 10.8
County San Bernardino-

 
16.8 10.8

County San Bernardino-
 

19.8 14.7
County San Diego 16.8 10.8
County San Francisco 10.8 10.8
County San Joaquin 16.8 10.8
County San Luis Obispo 13 13
County San Mateo 10.8 10.8
County Santa Barbara-

   
8.3 8.3

County Santa Barbara-
   

8.3 8.3
County Santa Clara 10.8 10.8
County Santa Cruz 16.8 10.8
County Shasta 16.8 10.8
County Sierra 16.8 10.8
County Siskiyou 16.8 10.8
County Solano- 15 10
County Solano-San 16.8 10.8
County Sonoma-North 16.8 10.8
County Sonoma-San 10.8 10.8
County Stanislaus 16.8 10.8
County Sutter 16.8 10.8
County Tehama 16.8 10.8
County Trinity 16.8 10.8
County Tulare 16.8 10.8
County Tuolumne 16.8 10.8
County Ventura 16.8 10.8
County Yolo 15 10
County Yuba 16.8 10.8

Statewide Statewide 16.8 10.8



Air Basin Rural (miles) Urban (miles)
Great Basin Valleys 16.8 10.8
Lake County 16.8 10.8
Lake Tahoe 16.8 10.8
Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8
Mountain Counties 16.8 10.8
North Central Coast 17.1 12.3
North Coast 16.8 10.8
Northeast Plateau 16.8 10.8
Sacramento Valley 16.8 10.8
Salton Sea 14.6 11
San  Diego 16.8 10.8
San  Francisco Bay Area 10.8 10.8
San Joaquin Valley 16.8 10.8
South Central Coast 16.8 10.8
South Coast 19.8 14.7
Average 16.47 11.17
Mininum 10.80 10.80
Maximum 19.80 14.70
Range 9.00 3.90

Worker Trip Length by Air Basin



1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 36,000.00 0

Hotel 50.00 Room 1.67 72,600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqft 1.29 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2028Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16 57.65

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65 4.13

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03 6.41

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70 9.43

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 0.1713 1.8242 1.1662 2.4000e-
003

0.4169 0.0817 0.4986 0.1795 0.0754 0.2549 0.0000 213.1969 213.1969 0.0601 0.0000 214.6993

2022 0.6904 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721.682
6

1,721.682
6

0.1294 0.0000 1,724.918
7

2023 0.6148 3.3649 5.6747 0.0178 1.1963 0.0996 1.2959 0.3203 0.0935 0.4138 0.0000 1,627.529
5

1,627.529
5

0.1185 0.0000 1,630.492
5

2024 4.1619 0.1335 0.2810 5.9000e-
004

0.0325 6.4700e-
003

0.0390 8.6300e-
003

6.0400e-
003

0.0147 0.0000 52.9078 52.9078 8.0200e-
003

0.0000 53.1082

Maximum 4.1619 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721.682
6

1,721.682
6

0.1294 0.0000 1,724.918
7

Unmitigated Construction

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PMPage 4 of 44

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual



2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 0.1713 1.8242 1.1662 2.4000e-
003

0.4169 0.0817 0.4986 0.1795 0.0754 0.2549 0.0000 213.1967 213.1967 0.0601 0.0000 214.6991

2022 0.6904 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721.682
3

1,721.682
3

0.1294 0.0000 1,724.918
3

2023 0.6148 3.3648 5.6747 0.0178 1.1963 0.0996 1.2959 0.3203 0.0935 0.4138 0.0000 1,627.529
1

1,627.529
1

0.1185 0.0000 1,630.492
1

2024 4.1619 0.1335 0.2810 5.9000e-
004

0.0325 6.4700e-
003

0.0390 8.6300e-
003

6.0400e-
003

0.0147 0.0000 52.9077 52.9077 8.0200e-
003

0.0000 53.1082

Maximum 4.1619 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721.682
3

1,721.682
3

0.1294 0.0000 1,724.918
3

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 9-1-2021 11-30-2021 1.4103 1.4103

2 12-1-2021 2-28-2022 1.3613 1.3613

3 3-1-2022 5-31-2022 1.1985 1.1985

4 6-1-2022 8-31-2022 1.1921 1.1921

5 9-1-2022 11-30-2022 1.1918 1.1918

6 12-1-2022 2-28-2023 1.0774 1.0774

7 3-1-2023 5-31-2023 1.0320 1.0320

8 6-1-2023 8-31-2023 1.0260 1.0260
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Energy 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 3,896.073
2

3,896.073
2

0.1303 0.0468 3,913.283
3

Mobile 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 207.8079 0.0000 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 556.6420 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18
07

12,531.15
19

15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47
51

Unmitigated Operational

9 9-1-2023 11-30-2023 1.0265 1.0265

10 12-1-2023 2-29-2024 2.8857 2.8857

11 3-1-2024 5-31-2024 1.6207 1.6207

Highest 2.8857 2.8857
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Energy 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 3,896.073
2

3,896.073
2

0.1303 0.0468 3,913.283
3

Mobile 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 207.8079 0.0000 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 556.6420 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18
07

12,531.15
19

15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47
51

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021 10/12/2021 5 30

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 11/9/2021 5 20

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 5 45

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving 12/13/2023 1/30/2024 5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0496 0.0000 0.0496 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0233 0.0233 0.0216 0.0216 0.0000 51.0012 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601

Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 7.5100e-
003

0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0012 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PMPage 10 of 44

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual



3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.9300e-
003

0.0634 0.0148 1.8000e-
004

3.9400e-
003

1.9000e-
004

4.1300e-
003

1.0800e-
003

1.8000e-
004

1.2600e-
003

0.0000 17.4566 17.4566 1.2100e-
003

0.0000 17.4869

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 9.7000e-
004

7.5000e-
004

8.5100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.4700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.4900e-
003

6.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.2251 2.2251 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.2267

Total 2.9000e-
003

0.0641 0.0233 2.0000e-
004

6.4100e-
003

2.1000e-
004

6.6200e-
003

1.7300e-
003

2.0000e-
004

1.9300e-
003

0.0000 19.6816 19.6816 1.2800e-
003

0.0000 19.7136

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0496 0.0000 0.0496 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0233 0.0233 0.0216 0.0216 0.0000 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600

Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 7.5100e-
003

0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.9300e-
003

0.0634 0.0148 1.8000e-
004

3.9400e-
003

1.9000e-
004

4.1300e-
003

1.0800e-
003

1.8000e-
004

1.2600e-
003

0.0000 17.4566 17.4566 1.2100e-
003

0.0000 17.4869

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 9.7000e-
004

7.5000e-
004

8.5100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.4700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.4900e-
003

6.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.2251 2.2251 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.2267

Total 2.9000e-
003

0.0641 0.0233 2.0000e-
004

6.4100e-
003

2.1000e-
004

6.6200e-
003

1.7300e-
003

2.0000e-
004

1.9300e-
003

0.0000 19.6816 19.6816 1.2800e-
003

0.0000 19.7136

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0993 0.0000 0.0993 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.0204 0.0204 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7061

Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7061

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PMPage 12 of 44

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual



3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.7000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.8100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9900e-
003

5.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

5.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.7801 1.7801 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.7814

Total 7.7000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.8100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9900e-
003

5.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

5.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.7801 1.7801 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.7814

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0993 0.0000 0.0993 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.0204 0.0204 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060

Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.7000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.8100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9900e-
003

5.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

5.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.7801 1.7801 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.7814

Total 7.7000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.8100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9900e-
003

5.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

5.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.7801 1.7801 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.7814

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1741 0.0000 0.1741 0.0693 0.0000 0.0693 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0347 0.0347 0.0000 103.5405 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3776

Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5405 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3776

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PMPage 14 of 44

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual



3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.6400e-
003

1.2700e-
003

0.0144 4.0000e-
005

4.1600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
003

1.1100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.7607

Total 1.6400e-
003

1.2700e-
003

0.0144 4.0000e-
005

4.1600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
003

1.1100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.7607

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1741 0.0000 0.1741 0.0693 0.0000 0.0693 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0347 0.0347 0.0000 103.5403 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3775

Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5403 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3775

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.6400e-
003

1.2700e-
003

0.0144 4.0000e-
005

4.1600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
003

1.1100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.7607

Total 1.6400e-
003

1.2700e-
003

0.0144 4.0000e-
005

4.1600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
003

1.1100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.7607

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0807 0.0000 0.0807 0.0180 0.0000 0.0180 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

5.7200e-
003

5.7200e-
003

5.2600e-
003

5.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

0.0807 5.7200e-
003

0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e-
003

0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.8000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.4400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6684

Total 2.8000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.4400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6684

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0807 0.0000 0.0807 0.0180 0.0000 0.0180 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

5.7200e-
003

5.7200e-
003

5.2600e-
003

5.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

0.0807 5.7200e-
003

0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e-
003

0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.8000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.4400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6684

Total 2.8000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.4400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6684

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1324 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1324 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0527 1.6961 0.4580 4.5500e-
003

0.1140 3.1800e-
003

0.1171 0.0329 3.0400e-
003

0.0359 0.0000 441.9835 441.9835 0.0264 0.0000 442.6435

Worker 0.4088 0.3066 3.5305 0.0107 1.1103 8.8700e-
003

1.1192 0.2949 8.1700e-
003

0.3031 0.0000 966.8117 966.8117 0.0266 0.0000 967.4773

Total 0.4616 2.0027 3.9885 0.0152 1.2243 0.0121 1.2363 0.3278 0.0112 0.3390 0.0000 1,408.795
2

1,408.795
2

0.0530 0.0000 1,410.120
8

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1321 293.1321 0.0702 0.0000 294.8877

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1321 293.1321 0.0702 0.0000 294.8877

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0527 1.6961 0.4580 4.5500e-
003

0.1140 3.1800e-
003

0.1171 0.0329 3.0400e-
003

0.0359 0.0000 441.9835 441.9835 0.0264 0.0000 442.6435

Worker 0.4088 0.3066 3.5305 0.0107 1.1103 8.8700e-
003

1.1192 0.2949 8.1700e-
003

0.3031 0.0000 966.8117 966.8117 0.0266 0.0000 967.4773

Total 0.4616 2.0027 3.9885 0.0152 1.2243 0.0121 1.2363 0.3278 0.0112 0.3390 0.0000 1,408.795
2

1,408.795
2

0.0530 0.0000 1,410.120
8

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2789 286.2789 0.0681 0.0000 287.9814

Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2789 286.2789 0.0681 0.0000 287.9814

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0382 1.2511 0.4011 4.3000e-
003

0.1113 1.4600e-
003

0.1127 0.0321 1.4000e-
003

0.0335 0.0000 417.9930 417.9930 0.0228 0.0000 418.5624

Worker 0.3753 0.2708 3.1696 0.0101 1.0840 8.4100e-
003

1.0924 0.2879 7.7400e-
003

0.2957 0.0000 909.3439 909.3439 0.0234 0.0000 909.9291

Total 0.4135 1.5218 3.5707 0.0144 1.1953 9.8700e-
003

1.2051 0.3200 9.1400e-
003

0.3292 0.0000 1,327.336
9

1,327.336
9

0.0462 0.0000 1,328.491
6

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2785 286.2785 0.0681 0.0000 287.9811

Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2785 286.2785 0.0681 0.0000 287.9811

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0382 1.2511 0.4011 4.3000e-
003

0.1113 1.4600e-
003

0.1127 0.0321 1.4000e-
003

0.0335 0.0000 417.9930 417.9930 0.0228 0.0000 418.5624

Worker 0.3753 0.2708 3.1696 0.0101 1.0840 8.4100e-
003

1.0924 0.2879 7.7400e-
003

0.2957 0.0000 909.3439 909.3439 0.0234 0.0000 909.9291

Total 0.4135 1.5218 3.5707 0.0144 1.1953 9.8700e-
003

1.2051 0.3200 9.1400e-
003

0.3292 0.0000 1,327.336
9

1,327.336
9

0.0462 0.0000 1,328.491
6

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

3.1200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

2.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.8968

Total 3.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

3.1200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

2.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.8968

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

3.1200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

2.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.8968

Total 3.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

3.1200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

2.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.8968

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.9000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

4.9200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.8200e-
003

4.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4706

Total 5.9000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

4.9200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.8200e-
003

4.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4706

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.9000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

4.9200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.8200e-
003

4.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4706

Total 5.9000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

4.9200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.8200e-
003

4.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4706

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 4.1372 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1600e-
003

0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0101 6.9900e-
003

0.0835 2.8000e-
004

0.0307 2.3000e-
004

0.0309 8.1500e-
003

2.2000e-
004

8.3700e-
003

0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e-
004

0.0000 24.9558

Total 0.0101 6.9900e-
003

0.0835 2.8000e-
004

0.0307 2.3000e-
004

0.0309 8.1500e-
003

2.2000e-
004

8.3700e-
003

0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e-
004

0.0000 24.9558

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 4.1372 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1600e-
003

0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0101 6.9900e-
003

0.0835 2.8000e-
004

0.0307 2.3000e-
004

0.0309 8.1500e-
003

2.2000e-
004

8.3700e-
003

0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e-
004

0.0000 24.9558

Total 0.0101 6.9900e-
003

0.0835 2.8000e-
004

0.0307 2.3000e-
004

0.0309 8.1500e-
003

2.2000e-
004

8.3700e-
003

0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e-
004

0.0000 24.9558

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

Unmitigated 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065

General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445,703 445,703

Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707,488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1,112,221 1,112,221

Total 8,050.95 8,164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 8.40 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Regional Shopping Center 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2,512.646
5

2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2,512.646
5

2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
7

1,383.426
7

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
7

1,383.426
7

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

408494 2.2000e-
003

0.0188 8.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
004

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

0.0000 21.7988 21.7988 4.2000e-
004

4.0000e-
004

21.9284

Apartments Mid 
Rise

1.30613e
+007

0.0704 0.6018 0.2561 3.8400e-
003

0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0000 696.9989 696.9989 0.0134 0.0128 701.1408

General Office 
Building

468450 2.5300e-
003

0.0230 0.0193 1.4000e-
004

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

0.0000 24.9983 24.9983 4.8000e-
004

4.6000e-
004

25.1468

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

8.30736e
+006

0.0448 0.4072 0.3421 2.4400e-
003

0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0000 443.3124 443.3124 8.5000e-
003

8.1300e-
003

445.9468

Hotel 1.74095e
+006

9.3900e-
003

0.0853 0.0717 5.1000e-
004

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

0.0000 92.9036 92.9036 1.7800e-
003

1.7000e-
003

93.4557

Quality 
Restaurant

1.84608e
+006

9.9500e-
003

0.0905 0.0760 5.4000e-
004

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

0.0000 98.5139 98.5139 1.8900e-
003

1.8100e-
003

99.0993

Regional 
Shopping Center

91840 5.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
003

3.7800e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.9009 4.9009 9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

4.9301

Total 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
8

1,383.426
8

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8

Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

408494 2.2000e-
003

0.0188 8.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
004

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

0.0000 21.7988 21.7988 4.2000e-
004

4.0000e-
004

21.9284

Apartments Mid 
Rise

1.30613e
+007

0.0704 0.6018 0.2561 3.8400e-
003

0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0000 696.9989 696.9989 0.0134 0.0128 701.1408

General Office 
Building

468450 2.5300e-
003

0.0230 0.0193 1.4000e-
004

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

0.0000 24.9983 24.9983 4.8000e-
004

4.6000e-
004

25.1468

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

8.30736e
+006

0.0448 0.4072 0.3421 2.4400e-
003

0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0000 443.3124 443.3124 8.5000e-
003

8.1300e-
003

445.9468

Hotel 1.74095e
+006

9.3900e-
003

0.0853 0.0717 5.1000e-
004

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

0.0000 92.9036 92.9036 1.7800e-
003

1.7000e-
003

93.4557

Quality 
Restaurant

1.84608e
+006

9.9500e-
003

0.0905 0.0760 5.4000e-
004

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

0.0000 98.5139 98.5139 1.8900e-
003

1.8100e-
003

99.0993

Regional 
Shopping Center

91840 5.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
003

3.7800e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.9009 4.9009 9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

4.9301

Total 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
8

1,383.426
8

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8

Mitigated
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

106010 33.7770 1.3900e-
003

2.9000e-
004

33.8978

Apartments Mid 
Rise

3.94697e
+006

1,257.587
9

0.0519 0.0107 1,262.086
9

General Office 
Building

584550 186.2502 7.6900e-
003

1.5900e-
003

186.9165

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.58904e
+006

506.3022 0.0209 4.3200e-
003

508.1135

Hotel 550308 175.3399 7.2400e-
003

1.5000e-
003

175.9672

Quality 
Restaurant

353120 112.5116 4.6500e-
003

9.6000e-
004

112.9141

Regional 
Shopping Center

756000 240.8778 9.9400e-
003

2.0600e-
003

241.7395

Total 2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

106010 33.7770 1.3900e-
003

2.9000e-
004

33.8978

Apartments Mid 
Rise

3.94697e
+006

1,257.587
9

0.0519 0.0107 1,262.086
9

General Office 
Building

584550 186.2502 7.6900e-
003

1.5900e-
003

186.9165

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.58904e
+006

506.3022 0.0209 4.3200e-
003

508.1135

Hotel 550308 175.3399 7.2400e-
003

1.5000e-
003

175.9672

Quality 
Restaurant

353120 112.5116 4.6500e-
003

9.6000e-
004

112.9141

Regional 
Shopping Center

756000 240.8778 9.9400e-
003

2.0600e-
003

241.7395

Total 2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Unmitigated 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.3998 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0206 0.1763 0.0750 1.1200e-
003

0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0000 204.1166 204.1166 3.9100e-
003

3.7400e-
003

205.3295

Landscaping 0.3096 0.1187 10.3054 5.4000e-
004

0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0000 16.8504 16.8504 0.0161 0.0000 17.2540

Total 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6600e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.3998 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0206 0.1763 0.0750 1.1200e-
003

0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0000 204.1166 204.1166 3.9100e-
003

3.7400e-
003

205.3295

Landscaping 0.3096 0.1187 10.3054 5.4000e-
004

0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0000 16.8504 16.8504 0.0161 0.0000 17.2540

Total 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6600e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Mitigated
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Unmitigated 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.62885 / 
1.02688

10.9095 0.0535 1.3400e-
003

12.6471

Apartments Mid 
Rise

63.5252 / 
40.0485

425.4719 2.0867 0.0523 493.2363

General Office 
Building

7.99802 / 
4.90201

53.0719 0.2627 6.5900e-
003

61.6019

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

10.9272 / 
0.697482

51.2702 0.3580 8.8200e-
003

62.8482

Hotel 1.26834 / 
0.140927

6.1633 0.0416 1.0300e-
003

7.5079

Quality 
Restaurant

2.42827 / 
0.154996

11.3934 0.0796 1.9600e-
003

13.9663

Regional 
Shopping Center

4.14806 / 
2.54236

27.5250 0.1363 3.4200e-
003

31.9490

Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Unmitigated

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PMPage 39 of 44

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual



8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.62885 / 
1.02688

10.9095 0.0535 1.3400e-
003

12.6471

Apartments Mid 
Rise

63.5252 / 
40.0485

425.4719 2.0867 0.0523 493.2363

General Office 
Building

7.99802 / 
4.90201

53.0719 0.2627 6.5900e-
003

61.6019

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

10.9272 / 
0.697482

51.2702 0.3580 8.8200e-
003

62.8482

Hotel 1.26834 / 
0.140927

6.1633 0.0416 1.0300e-
003

7.5079

Quality 
Restaurant

2.42827 / 
0.154996

11.3934 0.0796 1.9600e-
003

13.9663

Regional 
Shopping Center

4.14806 / 
2.54236

27.5250 0.1363 3.4200e-
003

31.9490

Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

 Unmitigated 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

11.5 2.3344 0.1380 0.0000 5.7834

Apartments Mid 
Rise

448.5 91.0415 5.3804 0.0000 225.5513

General Office 
Building

41.85 8.4952 0.5021 0.0000 21.0464

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

428.4 86.9613 5.1393 0.0000 215.4430

Hotel 27.38 5.5579 0.3285 0.0000 13.7694

Quality 
Restaurant

7.3 1.4818 0.0876 0.0000 3.6712

Regional 
Shopping Center

58.8 11.9359 0.7054 0.0000 29.5706

Total 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Unmitigated
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

11.5 2.3344 0.1380 0.0000 5.7834

Apartments Mid 
Rise

448.5 91.0415 5.3804 0.0000 225.5513

General Office 
Building

41.85 8.4952 0.5021 0.0000 21.0464

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

428.4 86.9613 5.1393 0.0000 215.4430

Hotel 27.38 5.5579 0.3285 0.0000 13.7694

Quality 
Restaurant

7.3 1.4818 0.0876 0.0000 3.6712

Regional 
Shopping Center

58.8 11.9359 0.7054 0.0000 29.5706

Total 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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11.0 Vegetation

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PMPage 44 of 44

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual



1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 36,000.00 0

Hotel 50.00 Room 1.67 72,600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqft 1.29 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2028Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16 57.65

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65 4.13

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03 6.41

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70 9.43

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2769 46.4588 31.6840 0.0643 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 6,234.797
4

6,234.797
4

1.9495 0.0000 6,283.535
2

2022 5.3304 38.8967 49.5629 0.1517 9.8688 1.6366 10.7727 3.6558 1.5057 5.1615 0.0000 15,251.56
74

15,251.56
74

1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52
88

2023 4.8957 26.3317 46.7567 0.1472 9.8688 0.7794 10.6482 2.6381 0.7322 3.3702 0.0000 14,807.52
69

14,807.52
69

1.0250 0.0000 14,833.15
21

2024 237.1630 9.5575 15.1043 0.0244 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 0.4322 0.5476 0.0000 2,361.398
9

2,361.398
9

0.7177 0.0000 2,379.342
1

Maximum 237.1630 46.4588 49.5629 0.1517 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 15,251.56
74

15,251.56
74

1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52
88

Unmitigated Construction
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2769 46.4588 31.6840 0.0643 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 6,234.797
4

6,234.797
4

1.9495 0.0000 6,283.535
2

2022 5.3304 38.8967 49.5629 0.1517 9.8688 1.6366 10.7727 3.6558 1.5057 5.1615 0.0000 15,251.56
74

15,251.56
74

1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52
88

2023 4.8957 26.3317 46.7567 0.1472 9.8688 0.7794 10.6482 2.6381 0.7322 3.3702 0.0000 14,807.52
69

14,807.52
69

1.0250 0.0000 14,833.15
20

2024 237.1630 9.5575 15.1043 0.0244 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 0.4322 0.5476 0.0000 2,361.398
9

2,361.398
9

0.7177 0.0000 2,379.342
1

Maximum 237.1630 46.4588 49.5629 0.1517 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 15,251.56
74

15,251.56
74

1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52
88

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

Total 41.1168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18
16

76,811.18
16

2.8282 0.4832 77,025.87
86

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

Total 41.1168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18
16

76,811.18
16

2.8282 0.4832 77,025.87
86

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021 10/12/2021 5 30

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 11/9/2021 5 20

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 5 45

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving 12/13/2023 1/30/2024 5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PMPage 9 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer



3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1273 4.0952 0.9602 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 0.2795 0.0732 0.0120 0.0852 1,292.241
3

1,292.241
3

0.0877 1,294.433
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0643 0.0442 0.6042 1.7100e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2500e-
003

0.0457 170.8155 170.8155 5.0300e-
003

170.9413

Total 0.1916 4.1394 1.5644 0.0136 0.4346 0.0139 0.4485 0.1176 0.0133 0.1309 1,463.056
8

1,463.056
8

0.0927 1,465.375
0

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1273 4.0952 0.9602 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 0.2795 0.0732 0.0120 0.0852 1,292.241
3

1,292.241
3

0.0877 1,294.433
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0643 0.0442 0.6042 1.7100e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2500e-
003

0.0457 170.8155 170.8155 5.0300e-
003

170.9413

Total 0.1916 4.1394 1.5644 0.0136 0.4346 0.0139 0.4485 0.1176 0.0133 0.1309 1,463.056
8

1,463.056
8

0.0927 1,465.375
0

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 204.9786 204.9786 6.0400e-
003

205.1296

Total 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 204.9786 204.9786 6.0400e-
003

205.1296

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 204.9786 204.9786 6.0400e-
003

205.1296

Total 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 204.9786 204.9786 6.0400e-
003

205.1296

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PMPage 13 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer



3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 227.7540 227.7540 6.7100e-
003

227.9217

Total 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 227.7540 227.7540 6.7100e-
003

227.9217

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 227.7540 227.7540 6.7100e-
003

227.9217

Total 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 227.7540 227.7540 6.7100e-
003

227.9217

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 2.2100e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 219.7425 219.7425 6.0600e-
003

219.8941

Total 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 2.2100e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 219.7425 219.7425 6.0600e-
003

219.8941

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 2.2100e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 219.7425 219.7425 6.0600e-
003

219.8941

Total 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 2.2100e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 219.7425 219.7425 6.0600e-
003

219.8941

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4079 13.2032 3.4341 0.0364 0.9155 0.0248 0.9404 0.2636 0.0237 0.2873 3,896.548
2

3,896.548
2

0.2236 3,902.138
4

Worker 3.2162 2.1318 29.7654 0.0883 8.9533 0.0701 9.0234 2.3745 0.0646 2.4390 8,800.685
7

8,800.685
7

0.2429 8,806.758
2

Total 3.6242 15.3350 33.1995 0.1247 9.8688 0.0949 9.9637 2.6381 0.0883 2.7263 12,697.23
39

12,697.23
39

0.4665 12,708.89
66

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4079 13.2032 3.4341 0.0364 0.9155 0.0248 0.9404 0.2636 0.0237 0.2873 3,896.548
2

3,896.548
2

0.2236 3,902.138
4

Worker 3.2162 2.1318 29.7654 0.0883 8.9533 0.0701 9.0234 2.3745 0.0646 2.4390 8,800.685
7

8,800.685
7

0.2429 8,806.758
2

Total 3.6242 15.3350 33.1995 0.1247 9.8688 0.0949 9.9637 2.6381 0.0883 2.7263 12,697.23
39

12,697.23
39

0.4665 12,708.89
66

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3027 10.0181 3.1014 0.0352 0.9156 0.0116 0.9271 0.2636 0.0111 0.2747 3,773.876
2

3,773.876
2

0.1982 3,778.830
0

Worker 3.0203 1.9287 27.4113 0.0851 8.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 2.4372 8,478.440
8

8,478.440
8

0.2190 8,483.916
0

Total 3.3229 11.9468 30.5127 0.1203 9.8688 0.0797 9.9485 2.6381 0.0738 2.7118 12,252.31
70

12,252.31
70

0.4172 12,262.74
60

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3027 10.0181 3.1014 0.0352 0.9156 0.0116 0.9271 0.2636 0.0111 0.2747 3,773.876
2

3,773.876
2

0.1982 3,778.830
0

Worker 3.0203 1.9287 27.4113 0.0851 8.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 2.4372 8,478.440
8

8,478.440
8

0.2190 8,483.916
0

Total 3.3229 11.9468 30.5127 0.1203 9.8688 0.0797 9.9485 2.6381 0.0738 2.7118 12,252.31
70

12,252.31
70

0.4172 12,262.74
60

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.5900e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 158.7723 158.7723 4.1000e-
003

158.8748

Total 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.5900e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 158.7723 158.7723 4.1000e-
003

158.8748

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.5900e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 158.7723 158.7723 4.1000e-
003

158.8748

Total 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.5900e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 158.7723 158.7723 4.1000e-
003

158.8748

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 153.8517 153.8517 3.7600e-
003

153.9458

Total 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 153.8517 153.8517 3.7600e-
003

153.9458

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 153.8517 153.8517 3.7600e-
003

153.9458

Total 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 153.8517 153.8517 3.7600e-
003

153.9458

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641.085
2

1,641.085
2

0.0401 1,642.088
6

Total 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641.085
2

1,641.085
2

0.0401 1,642.088
6

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641.085
2

1,641.085
2

0.0401 1,642.088
6

Total 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641.085
2

1,641.085
2

0.0401 1,642.088
6

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

Unmitigated 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065

General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445,703 445,703

Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707,488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1,112,221 1,112,221

Total 8,050.95 8,164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 8.40 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Regional Shopping Center 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1119.16 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35784.3 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1283.42 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22759.9 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4769.72 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5057.75 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

251.616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.11916 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35.7843 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1.28342 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22.7599 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4.76972 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5.05775 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.251616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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11.0 Vegetation

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 36,000.00 0

Hotel 50.00 Room 1.67 72,600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqft 1.29 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2028Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16 57.65

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65 4.13

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03 6.41

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70 9.43

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2865 46.4651 31.6150 0.0642 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 6,221.493
7

6,221.493
7

1.9491 0.0000 6,270.221
4

2022 5.7218 38.9024 47.3319 0.1455 9.8688 1.6366 10.7736 3.6558 1.5057 5.1615 0.0000 14,630.30
99

14,630.30
99

1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26
63

2023 5.2705 26.4914 44.5936 0.1413 9.8688 0.7800 10.6488 2.6381 0.7328 3.3708 0.0000 14,210.34
24

14,210.34
24

1.0230 0.0000 14,235.91
60

2024 237.2328 9.5610 15.0611 0.0243 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 0.4322 0.5476 0.0000 2,352.417
8

2,352.417
8

0.7175 0.0000 2,370.355
0

Maximum 237.2328 46.4651 47.3319 0.1455 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 14,630.30
99

14,630.30
99

1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26
63

Unmitigated Construction
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2865 46.4651 31.6150 0.0642 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 6,221.493
7

6,221.493
7

1.9491 0.0000 6,270.221
4

2022 5.7218 38.9024 47.3319 0.1455 9.8688 1.6366 10.7736 3.6558 1.5057 5.1615 0.0000 14,630.30
99

14,630.30
99

1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26
63

2023 5.2705 26.4914 44.5936 0.1413 9.8688 0.7800 10.6488 2.6381 0.7328 3.3708 0.0000 14,210.34
24

14,210.34
24

1.0230 0.0000 14,235.91
60

2024 237.2328 9.5610 15.0611 0.0243 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 0.4322 0.5476 0.0000 2,352.417
8

2,352.417
8

0.7175 0.0000 2,370.355
0

Maximum 237.2328 46.4651 47.3319 0.1455 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 14,630.30
99

14,630.30
99

1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26
63

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Total 40.7912 67.7872 202.7424 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37
87

74,422.37
87

2.8429 0.4832 74,637.44
17

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Total 40.7912 67.7872 202.7424 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37
87

74,422.37
87

2.8429 0.4832 74,637.44
17

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021 10/12/2021 5 30

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 11/9/2021 5 20

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 5 45

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving 12/13/2023 1/30/2024 5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0.2797 0.0732 0.0122 0.0854 1,269.855
5

1,269.855
5

0.0908 1,272.125
2

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0715 0.0489 0.5524 1.6100e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2500e-
003

0.0457 160.8377 160.8377 4.7300e-
003

160.9560

Total 0.2019 4.1943 1.5706 0.0133 0.4346 0.0141 0.4487 0.1176 0.0135 0.1311 1,430.693
2

1,430.693
2

0.0955 1,433.081
2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0.2797 0.0732 0.0122 0.0854 1,269.855
5

1,269.855
5

0.0908 1,272.125
2

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0715 0.0489 0.5524 1.6100e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2500e-
003

0.0457 160.8377 160.8377 4.7300e-
003

160.9560

Total 0.2019 4.1943 1.5706 0.0133 0.4346 0.0141 0.4487 0.1176 0.0135 0.1311 1,430.693
2

1,430.693
2

0.0955 1,433.081
2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 193.0052 193.0052 5.6800e-
003

193.1472

Total 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 193.0052 193.0052 5.6800e-
003

193.1472

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 193.0052 193.0052 5.6800e-
003

193.1472

Total 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 193.0052 193.0052 5.6800e-
003

193.1472

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 214.4502 214.4502 6.3100e-
003

214.6080

Total 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 214.4502 214.4502 6.3100e-
003

214.6080

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 214.4502 214.4502 6.3100e-
003

214.6080

Total 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 214.4502 214.4502 6.3100e-
003

214.6080

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 206.9139 206.9139 5.7000e-
003

207.0563

Total 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 206.9139 206.9139 5.7000e-
003

207.0563

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 206.9139 206.9139 5.7000e-
003

207.0563

Total 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 206.9139 206.9139 5.7000e-
003

207.0563

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4284 13.1673 3.8005 0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 0.9412 0.2636 0.0245 0.2881 3,789.075
0

3,789.075
0

0.2381 3,795.028
3

Worker 3.5872 2.3593 27.1680 0.0832 8.9533 0.0701 9.0234 2.3745 0.0646 2.4390 8,286.901
3

8,286.901
3

0.2282 8,292.605
8

Total 4.0156 15.5266 30.9685 0.1186 9.8688 0.0957 9.9645 2.6381 0.0891 2.7271 12,075.97
63

12,075.97
63

0.4663 12,087.63
41

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4284 13.1673 3.8005 0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 0.9412 0.2636 0.0245 0.2881 3,789.075
0

3,789.075
0

0.2381 3,795.028
3

Worker 3.5872 2.3593 27.1680 0.0832 8.9533 0.0701 9.0234 2.3745 0.0646 2.4390 8,286.901
3

8,286.901
3

0.2282 8,292.605
8

Total 4.0156 15.5266 30.9685 0.1186 9.8688 0.0957 9.9645 2.6381 0.0891 2.7271 12,075.97
63

12,075.97
63

0.4663 12,087.63
41

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3183 9.9726 3.3771 0.0343 0.9156 0.0122 0.9277 0.2636 0.0116 0.2752 3,671.400
7

3,671.400
7

0.2096 3,676.641
7

Worker 3.3795 2.1338 24.9725 0.0801 8.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 2.4372 7,983.731
8

7,983.731
8

0.2055 7,988.868
3

Total 3.6978 12.1065 28.3496 0.1144 9.8688 0.0803 9.9491 2.6381 0.0743 2.7124 11,655.13
25

11,655.13
25

0.4151 11,665.50
99

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3183 9.9726 3.3771 0.0343 0.9156 0.0122 0.9277 0.2636 0.0116 0.2752 3,671.400
7

3,671.400
7

0.2096 3,676.641
7

Worker 3.3795 2.1338 24.9725 0.0801 8.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 2.4372 7,983.731
8

7,983.731
8

0.2055 7,988.868
3

Total 3.6978 12.1065 28.3496 0.1144 9.8688 0.0803 9.9491 2.6381 0.0743 2.7124 11,655.13
25

11,655.13
25

0.4151 11,665.50
99

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.5000e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 149.5081 149.5081 3.8500e-
003

149.6043

Total 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.5000e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 149.5081 149.5081 3.8500e-
003

149.6043

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.5000e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 149.5081 149.5081 3.8500e-
003

149.6043

Total 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.5000e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 149.5081 149.5081 3.8500e-
003

149.6043

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 144.8706 144.8706 3.5300e-
003

144.9587

Total 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 144.8706 144.8706 3.5300e-
003

144.9587

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 144.8706 144.8706 3.5300e-
003

144.9587

Total 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 144.8706 144.8706 3.5300e-
003

144.9587

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286
0

1,545.286
0

0.0376 1,546.226
2

Total 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286
0

1,545.286
0

0.0376 1,546.226
2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286
0

1,545.286
0

0.0376 1,546.226
2

Total 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286
0

1,545.286
0

0.0376 1,546.226
2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Unmitigated 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065

General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445,703 445,703

Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707,488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1,112,221 1,112,221

Total 8,050.95 8,164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 8.40 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Regional Shopping Center 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1119.16 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35784.3 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1283.42 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22759.9 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4769.72 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5057.75 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

251.616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.11916 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35.7843 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1.28342 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22.7599 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4.76972 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5.05775 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.251616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:49 PMPage 34 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter



11.0 Vegetation

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 36,000.00 0

Hotel 50.00 Room 1.67 72,600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqft 1.29 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2028Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16 57.65

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65 4.13

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03 6.41

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70 9.43

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 0.1704 1.8234 1.1577 2.3800e-
003

0.4141 0.0817 0.4958 0.1788 0.0754 0.2542 0.0000 210.7654 210.7654 0.0600 0.0000 212.2661

2022 0.5865 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 1.0683 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1,418.655
4

1,418.655
4

0.1215 0.0000 1,421.692
5

2023 0.5190 3.2850 4.7678 0.0147 0.8497 0.0971 0.9468 0.2283 0.0912 0.3195 0.0000 1,342.441
2

1,342.441
2

0.1115 0.0000 1,345.229
1

2024 4.1592 0.1313 0.2557 5.0000e-
004

0.0221 6.3900e-
003

0.0285 5.8700e-
003

5.9700e-
003

0.0118 0.0000 44.6355 44.6355 7.8300e-
003

0.0000 44.8311

Maximum 4.1592 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 1.0683 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1,418.655
4

1,418.655
4

0.1215 0.0000 1,421.692
5

Unmitigated Construction
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 0.1704 1.8234 1.1577 2.3800e-
003

0.4141 0.0817 0.4958 0.1788 0.0754 0.2542 0.0000 210.7651 210.7651 0.0600 0.0000 212.2658

2022 0.5865 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 1.0683 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1,418.655
0

1,418.655
0

0.1215 0.0000 1,421.692
1

2023 0.5190 3.2850 4.7678 0.0147 0.8497 0.0971 0.9468 0.2283 0.0912 0.3195 0.0000 1,342.440
9

1,342.440
9

0.1115 0.0000 1,345.228
7

2024 4.1592 0.1313 0.2557 5.0000e-
004

0.0221 6.3900e-
003

0.0285 5.8700e-
003

5.9700e-
003

0.0118 0.0000 44.6354 44.6354 7.8300e-
003

0.0000 44.8311

Maximum 4.1592 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 1.0683 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1,418.655
0

1,418.655
0

0.1215 0.0000 1,421.692
1

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 9-1-2021 11-30-2021 1.4091 1.4091

2 12-1-2021 2-28-2022 1.3329 1.3329

3 3-1-2022 5-31-2022 1.1499 1.1499

4 6-1-2022 8-31-2022 1.1457 1.1457

5 9-1-2022 11-30-2022 1.1415 1.1415

6 12-1-2022 2-28-2023 1.0278 1.0278

7 3-1-2023 5-31-2023 0.9868 0.9868

8 6-1-2023 8-31-2023 0.9831 0.9831
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Energy 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 3,896.073
2

3,896.073
2

0.1303 0.0468 3,913.283
3

Mobile 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 207.8079 0.0000 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 556.6420 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18
07

12,531.15
19

15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47
51

Unmitigated Operational

9 9-1-2023 11-30-2023 0.9798 0.9798

10 12-1-2023 2-29-2024 2.8757 2.8757

11 3-1-2024 5-31-2024 1.6188 1.6188

Highest 2.8757 2.8757
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Energy 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 3,896.073
2

3,896.073
2

0.1303 0.0468 3,913.283
3

Mobile 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 207.8079 0.0000 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 556.6420 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18
07

12,531.15
19

15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47
51

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021 10/12/2021 5 30

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 11/9/2021 5 20

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 5 45

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving 12/13/2023 1/30/2024 5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0496 0.0000 0.0496 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0233 0.0233 0.0216 0.0216 0.0000 51.0012 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601

Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 7.5100e-
003

0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0012 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.9300e-
003

0.0634 0.0148 1.8000e-
004

3.9400e-
003

1.9000e-
004

4.1300e-
003

1.0800e-
003

1.8000e-
004

1.2600e-
003

0.0000 17.4566 17.4566 1.2100e-
003

0.0000 17.4869

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.2000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

6.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.6800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6900e-
003

4.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.5281 1.5281 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.5293

Total 2.6500e-
003

0.0639 0.0209 2.0000e-
004

5.6200e-
003

2.0000e-
004

5.8200e-
003

1.5300e-
003

1.9000e-
004

1.7200e-
003

0.0000 18.9847 18.9847 1.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0161

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0496 0.0000 0.0496 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0233 0.0233 0.0216 0.0216 0.0000 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600

Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 7.5100e-
003

0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.9300e-
003

0.0634 0.0148 1.8000e-
004

3.9400e-
003

1.9000e-
004

4.1300e-
003

1.0800e-
003

1.8000e-
004

1.2600e-
003

0.0000 17.4566 17.4566 1.2100e-
003

0.0000 17.4869

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.2000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

6.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.6800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6900e-
003

4.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.5281 1.5281 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.5293

Total 2.6500e-
003

0.0639 0.0209 2.0000e-
004

5.6200e-
003

2.0000e-
004

5.8200e-
003

1.5300e-
003

1.9000e-
004

1.7200e-
003

0.0000 18.9847 18.9847 1.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0161

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0993 0.0000 0.0993 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.0204 0.0204 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7061

Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7061

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/12/2021 2:26 PMPage 12 of 44

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual



3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.8000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.8700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3500e-
003

3.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2234

Total 5.8000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.8700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3500e-
003

3.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2234

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0993 0.0000 0.0993 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.0204 0.0204 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060

Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.8000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.8700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3500e-
003

3.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2234

Total 5.8000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.8700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3500e-
003

3.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2234

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1741 0.0000 0.1741 0.0693 0.0000 0.0693 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0347 0.0347 0.0000 103.5405 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3776

Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5405 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3776

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.2200e-
003

9.0000e-
004

0.0103 3.0000e-
005

2.8300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.8600e-
003

7.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5828

Total 1.2200e-
003

9.0000e-
004

0.0103 3.0000e-
005

2.8300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.8600e-
003

7.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5828

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1741 0.0000 0.1741 0.0693 0.0000 0.0693 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0347 0.0347 0.0000 103.5403 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3775

Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5403 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3775

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.2200e-
003

9.0000e-
004

0.0103 3.0000e-
005

2.8300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.8600e-
003

7.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5828

Total 1.2200e-
003

9.0000e-
004

0.0103 3.0000e-
005

2.8300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.8600e-
003

7.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5828

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0807 0.0000 0.0807 0.0180 0.0000 0.0180 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

5.7200e-
003

5.7200e-
003

5.2600e-
003

5.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

0.0807 5.7200e-
003

0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e-
003

0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.1000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.7400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

0.0000 5.3000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4590

Total 2.1000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.7400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

0.0000 5.3000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4590

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0807 0.0000 0.0807 0.0180 0.0000 0.0180 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

5.7200e-
003

5.7200e-
003

5.2600e-
003

5.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

0.0807 5.7200e-
003

0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e-
003

0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.1000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.7400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

0.0000 5.3000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4590

Total 2.1000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.7400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

0.0000 5.3000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4590

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1324 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1324 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0527 1.6961 0.4580 4.5500e-
003

0.1140 3.1800e-
003

0.1171 0.0329 3.0400e-
003

0.0359 0.0000 441.9835 441.9835 0.0264 0.0000 442.6435

Worker 0.3051 0.2164 2.5233 7.3500e-
003

0.7557 6.2300e-
003

0.7619 0.2007 5.7400e-
003

0.2065 0.0000 663.9936 663.9936 0.0187 0.0000 664.4604

Total 0.3578 1.9125 2.9812 0.0119 0.8696 9.4100e-
003

0.8790 0.2336 8.7800e-
003

0.2424 0.0000 1,105.977
1

1,105.977
1

0.0451 0.0000 1,107.103
9

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1321 293.1321 0.0702 0.0000 294.8877

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1321 293.1321 0.0702 0.0000 294.8877

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0527 1.6961 0.4580 4.5500e-
003

0.1140 3.1800e-
003

0.1171 0.0329 3.0400e-
003

0.0359 0.0000 441.9835 441.9835 0.0264 0.0000 442.6435

Worker 0.3051 0.2164 2.5233 7.3500e-
003

0.7557 6.2300e-
003

0.7619 0.2007 5.7400e-
003

0.2065 0.0000 663.9936 663.9936 0.0187 0.0000 664.4604

Total 0.3578 1.9125 2.9812 0.0119 0.8696 9.4100e-
003

0.8790 0.2336 8.7800e-
003

0.2424 0.0000 1,105.977
1

1,105.977
1

0.0451 0.0000 1,107.103
9

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2789 286.2789 0.0681 0.0000 287.9814

Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2789 286.2789 0.0681 0.0000 287.9814

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0382 1.2511 0.4011 4.3000e-
003

0.1113 1.4600e-
003

0.1127 0.0321 1.4000e-
003

0.0335 0.0000 417.9930 417.9930 0.0228 0.0000 418.5624

Worker 0.2795 0.1910 2.2635 6.9100e-
003

0.7377 5.9100e-
003

0.7436 0.1960 5.4500e-
003

0.2014 0.0000 624.5363 624.5363 0.0164 0.0000 624.9466

Total 0.3177 1.4420 2.6646 0.0112 0.8490 7.3700e-
003

0.8564 0.2281 6.8500e-
003

0.2349 0.0000 1,042.529
4

1,042.529
4

0.0392 0.0000 1,043.509
0

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2785 286.2785 0.0681 0.0000 287.9811

Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2785 286.2785 0.0681 0.0000 287.9811

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0382 1.2511 0.4011 4.3000e-
003

0.1113 1.4600e-
003

0.1127 0.0321 1.4000e-
003

0.0335 0.0000 417.9930 417.9930 0.0228 0.0000 418.5624

Worker 0.2795 0.1910 2.2635 6.9100e-
003

0.7377 5.9100e-
003

0.7436 0.1960 5.4500e-
003

0.2014 0.0000 624.5363 624.5363 0.0164 0.0000 624.9466

Total 0.3177 1.4420 2.6646 0.0112 0.8490 7.3700e-
003

0.8564 0.2281 6.8500e-
003

0.2349 0.0000 1,042.529
4

1,042.529
4

0.0392 0.0000 1,043.509
0

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.8000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

2.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6160

Total 2.8000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

2.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6160

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.8000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

2.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6160

Total 2.8000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

2.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6160

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 4.4000e-
004

2.9000e-
004

3.5100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2400e-
003

3.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0100

Total 4.4000e-
004

2.9000e-
004

3.5100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2400e-
003

3.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0100

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 4.4000e-
004

2.9000e-
004

3.5100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2400e-
003

3.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0100

Total 4.4000e-
004

2.9000e-
004

3.5100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2400e-
003

3.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0100

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 4.1372 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1600e-
003

0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.4800e-
003

4.9300e-
003

0.0596 1.9000e-
004

0.0209 1.6000e-
004

0.0211 5.5500e-
003

1.5000e-
004

5.7000e-
003

0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 17.1394

Total 7.4800e-
003

4.9300e-
003

0.0596 1.9000e-
004

0.0209 1.6000e-
004

0.0211 5.5500e-
003

1.5000e-
004

5.7000e-
003

0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 17.1394

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 4.1372 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1600e-
003

0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.4800e-
003

4.9300e-
003

0.0596 1.9000e-
004

0.0209 1.6000e-
004

0.0211 5.5500e-
003

1.5000e-
004

5.7000e-
003

0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 17.1394

Total 7.4800e-
003

4.9300e-
003

0.0596 1.9000e-
004

0.0209 1.6000e-
004

0.0211 5.5500e-
003

1.5000e-
004

5.7000e-
003

0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 17.1394

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

Unmitigated 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065

General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445,703 445,703

Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707,488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1,112,221 1,112,221

Total 8,050.95 8,164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 8.40 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Regional Shopping Center 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2,512.646
5

2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2,512.646
5

2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
7

1,383.426
7

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
7

1,383.426
7

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

408494 2.2000e-
003

0.0188 8.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
004

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

0.0000 21.7988 21.7988 4.2000e-
004

4.0000e-
004

21.9284

Apartments Mid 
Rise

1.30613e
+007

0.0704 0.6018 0.2561 3.8400e-
003

0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0000 696.9989 696.9989 0.0134 0.0128 701.1408

General Office 
Building

468450 2.5300e-
003

0.0230 0.0193 1.4000e-
004

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

0.0000 24.9983 24.9983 4.8000e-
004

4.6000e-
004

25.1468

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

8.30736e
+006

0.0448 0.4072 0.3421 2.4400e-
003

0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0000 443.3124 443.3124 8.5000e-
003

8.1300e-
003

445.9468

Hotel 1.74095e
+006

9.3900e-
003

0.0853 0.0717 5.1000e-
004

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

0.0000 92.9036 92.9036 1.7800e-
003

1.7000e-
003

93.4557

Quality 
Restaurant

1.84608e
+006

9.9500e-
003

0.0905 0.0760 5.4000e-
004

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

0.0000 98.5139 98.5139 1.8900e-
003

1.8100e-
003

99.0993

Regional 
Shopping Center

91840 5.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
003

3.7800e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.9009 4.9009 9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

4.9301

Total 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
8

1,383.426
8

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8

Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

408494 2.2000e-
003

0.0188 8.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
004

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

0.0000 21.7988 21.7988 4.2000e-
004

4.0000e-
004

21.9284

Apartments Mid 
Rise

1.30613e
+007

0.0704 0.6018 0.2561 3.8400e-
003

0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0000 696.9989 696.9989 0.0134 0.0128 701.1408

General Office 
Building

468450 2.5300e-
003

0.0230 0.0193 1.4000e-
004

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

0.0000 24.9983 24.9983 4.8000e-
004

4.6000e-
004

25.1468

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

8.30736e
+006

0.0448 0.4072 0.3421 2.4400e-
003

0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0000 443.3124 443.3124 8.5000e-
003

8.1300e-
003

445.9468

Hotel 1.74095e
+006

9.3900e-
003

0.0853 0.0717 5.1000e-
004

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

0.0000 92.9036 92.9036 1.7800e-
003

1.7000e-
003

93.4557

Quality 
Restaurant

1.84608e
+006

9.9500e-
003

0.0905 0.0760 5.4000e-
004

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

0.0000 98.5139 98.5139 1.8900e-
003

1.8100e-
003

99.0993

Regional 
Shopping Center

91840 5.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
003

3.7800e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.9009 4.9009 9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

4.9301

Total 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
8

1,383.426
8

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8

Mitigated
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

106010 33.7770 1.3900e-
003

2.9000e-
004

33.8978

Apartments Mid 
Rise

3.94697e
+006

1,257.587
9

0.0519 0.0107 1,262.086
9

General Office 
Building

584550 186.2502 7.6900e-
003

1.5900e-
003

186.9165

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.58904e
+006

506.3022 0.0209 4.3200e-
003

508.1135

Hotel 550308 175.3399 7.2400e-
003

1.5000e-
003

175.9672

Quality 
Restaurant

353120 112.5116 4.6500e-
003

9.6000e-
004

112.9141

Regional 
Shopping Center

756000 240.8778 9.9400e-
003

2.0600e-
003

241.7395

Total 2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

106010 33.7770 1.3900e-
003

2.9000e-
004

33.8978

Apartments Mid 
Rise

3.94697e
+006

1,257.587
9

0.0519 0.0107 1,262.086
9

General Office 
Building

584550 186.2502 7.6900e-
003

1.5900e-
003

186.9165

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.58904e
+006

506.3022 0.0209 4.3200e-
003

508.1135

Hotel 550308 175.3399 7.2400e-
003

1.5000e-
003

175.9672

Quality 
Restaurant

353120 112.5116 4.6500e-
003

9.6000e-
004

112.9141

Regional 
Shopping Center

756000 240.8778 9.9400e-
003

2.0600e-
003

241.7395

Total 2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Unmitigated 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.3998 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0206 0.1763 0.0750 1.1200e-
003

0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0000 204.1166 204.1166 3.9100e-
003

3.7400e-
003

205.3295

Landscaping 0.3096 0.1187 10.3054 5.4000e-
004

0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0000 16.8504 16.8504 0.0161 0.0000 17.2540

Total 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6600e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.3998 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0206 0.1763 0.0750 1.1200e-
003

0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0000 204.1166 204.1166 3.9100e-
003

3.7400e-
003

205.3295

Landscaping 0.3096 0.1187 10.3054 5.4000e-
004

0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0000 16.8504 16.8504 0.0161 0.0000 17.2540

Total 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6600e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Mitigated
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Unmitigated 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.62885 / 
1.02688

10.9095 0.0535 1.3400e-
003

12.6471

Apartments Mid 
Rise

63.5252 / 
40.0485

425.4719 2.0867 0.0523 493.2363

General Office 
Building

7.99802 / 
4.90201

53.0719 0.2627 6.5900e-
003

61.6019

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

10.9272 / 
0.697482

51.2702 0.3580 8.8200e-
003

62.8482

Hotel 1.26834 / 
0.140927

6.1633 0.0416 1.0300e-
003

7.5079

Quality 
Restaurant

2.42827 / 
0.154996

11.3934 0.0796 1.9600e-
003

13.9663

Regional 
Shopping Center

4.14806 / 
2.54236

27.5250 0.1363 3.4200e-
003

31.9490

Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.62885 / 
1.02688

10.9095 0.0535 1.3400e-
003

12.6471

Apartments Mid 
Rise

63.5252 / 
40.0485

425.4719 2.0867 0.0523 493.2363

General Office 
Building

7.99802 / 
4.90201

53.0719 0.2627 6.5900e-
003

61.6019

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

10.9272 / 
0.697482

51.2702 0.3580 8.8200e-
003

62.8482

Hotel 1.26834 / 
0.140927

6.1633 0.0416 1.0300e-
003

7.5079

Quality 
Restaurant

2.42827 / 
0.154996

11.3934 0.0796 1.9600e-
003

13.9663

Regional 
Shopping Center

4.14806 / 
2.54236

27.5250 0.1363 3.4200e-
003

31.9490

Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

 Unmitigated 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

11.5 2.3344 0.1380 0.0000 5.7834

Apartments Mid 
Rise

448.5 91.0415 5.3804 0.0000 225.5513

General Office 
Building

41.85 8.4952 0.5021 0.0000 21.0464

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

428.4 86.9613 5.1393 0.0000 215.4430

Hotel 27.38 5.5579 0.3285 0.0000 13.7694

Quality 
Restaurant

7.3 1.4818 0.0876 0.0000 3.6712

Regional 
Shopping Center

58.8 11.9359 0.7054 0.0000 29.5706

Total 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Unmitigated
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

11.5 2.3344 0.1380 0.0000 5.7834

Apartments Mid 
Rise

448.5 91.0415 5.3804 0.0000 225.5513

General Office 
Building

41.85 8.4952 0.5021 0.0000 21.0464

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

428.4 86.9613 5.1393 0.0000 215.4430

Hotel 27.38 5.5579 0.3285 0.0000 13.7694

Quality 
Restaurant

7.3 1.4818 0.0876 0.0000 3.6712

Regional 
Shopping Center

58.8 11.9359 0.7054 0.0000 29.5706

Total 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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11.0 Vegetation

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 36,000.00 0

Hotel 50.00 Room 1.67 72,600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqft 1.29 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2028Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16 57.65

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65 4.13

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03 6.41

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70 9.43

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PMPage 3 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer



2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2561 46.4415 31.4494 0.0636 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 6,163.416
6

6,163.416
6

1.9475 0.0000 6,212.103
9

2022 4.5441 38.8811 40.8776 0.1240 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 1.5052 5.1421 0.0000 12,493.44
03

12,493.44
03

1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57
07

2023 4.1534 25.7658 38.7457 0.1206 7.0088 0.7592 7.7679 1.8799 0.7136 2.5935 0.0000 12,150.48
90

12,150.48
90

0.9589 0.0000 12,174.46
15

2024 237.0219 9.5478 14.9642 0.0239 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 0.4319 0.4621 0.0000 2,313.180
8

2,313.180
8

0.7166 0.0000 2,331.095
6

Maximum 237.0219 46.4415 40.8776 0.1240 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,493.44
03

12,493.44
03

1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57
07

Unmitigated Construction
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2561 46.4415 31.4494 0.0636 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 6,163.416
6

6,163.416
6

1.9475 0.0000 6,212.103
9

2022 4.5441 38.8811 40.8776 0.1240 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 1.5052 5.1421 0.0000 12,493.44
03

12,493.44
03

1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57
07

2023 4.1534 25.7658 38.7457 0.1206 7.0088 0.7592 7.7679 1.8799 0.7136 2.5935 0.0000 12,150.48
90

12,150.48
90

0.9589 0.0000 12,174.46
15

2024 237.0219 9.5478 14.9642 0.0239 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 0.4319 0.4621 0.0000 2,313.180
8

2,313.180
8

0.7166 0.0000 2,331.095
5

Maximum 237.0219 46.4415 40.8776 0.1240 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,493.44
03

12,493.44
03

1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57
07

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

Total 41.1168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18
16

76,811.18
16

2.8282 0.4832 77,025.87
86

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

Total 41.1168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18
16

76,811.18
16

2.8282 0.4832 77,025.87
86

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021 10/12/2021 5 30

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 11/9/2021 5 20

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 5 45

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving 12/13/2023 1/30/2024 5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PMPage 9 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer



3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1273 4.0952 0.9602 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 0.2795 0.0732 0.0120 0.0852 1,292.241
3

1,292.241
3

0.0877 1,294.433
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0487 0.0313 0.4282 1.1800e-
003

0.1141 9.5000e-
004

0.1151 0.0303 8.8000e-
004

0.0311 117.2799 117.2799 3.5200e-
003

117.3678

Total 0.1760 4.1265 1.3884 0.0131 0.3810 0.0135 0.3946 0.1034 0.0129 0.1163 1,409.521
2

1,409.521
2

0.0912 1,411.801
5

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1273 4.0952 0.9602 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 0.2795 0.0732 0.0120 0.0852 1,292.241
3

1,292.241
3

0.0877 1,294.433
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0487 0.0313 0.4282 1.1800e-
003

0.1141 9.5000e-
004

0.1151 0.0303 8.8000e-
004

0.0311 117.2799 117.2799 3.5200e-
003

117.3678

Total 0.1760 4.1265 1.3884 0.0131 0.3810 0.0135 0.3946 0.1034 0.0129 0.1163 1,409.521
2

1,409.521
2

0.0912 1,411.801
5

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 140.7359 140.7359 4.2200e-
003

140.8414

Total 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 140.7359 140.7359 4.2200e-
003

140.8414

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 140.7359 140.7359 4.2200e-
003

140.8414

Total 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 140.7359 140.7359 4.2200e-
003

140.8414

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0649 0.0417 0.5710 1.5700e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 156.3732 156.3732 4.6900e-
003

156.4904

Total 0.0649 0.0417 0.5710 1.5700e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 156.3732 156.3732 4.6900e-
003

156.4904

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0649 0.0417 0.5710 1.5700e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 156.3732 156.3732 4.6900e-
003

156.4904

Total 0.0649 0.0417 0.5710 1.5700e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 156.3732 156.3732 4.6900e-
003

156.4904

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 150.8754 150.8754 4.2400e-
003

150.9813

Total 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 150.8754 150.8754 4.2400e-
003

150.9813

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 150.8754 150.8754 4.2400e-
003

150.9813

Total 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 150.8754 150.8754 4.2400e-
003

150.9813

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4079 13.2032 3.4341 0.0364 0.9155 0.0248 0.9404 0.2636 0.0237 0.2873 3,896.548
2

3,896.548
2

0.2236 3,902.138
4

Worker 2.4299 1.5074 21.0801 0.0607 6.0932 0.0493 6.1425 1.6163 0.0454 1.6617 6,042.558
5

6,042.558
5

0.1697 6,046.800
0

Total 2.8378 14.7106 24.5142 0.0971 7.0087 0.0741 7.0828 1.8799 0.0691 1.9490 9,939.106
7

9,939.106
7

0.3933 9,948.938
4

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PMPage 18 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer



3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4079 13.2032 3.4341 0.0364 0.9155 0.0248 0.9404 0.2636 0.0237 0.2873 3,896.548
2

3,896.548
2

0.2236 3,902.138
4

Worker 2.4299 1.5074 21.0801 0.0607 6.0932 0.0493 6.1425 1.6163 0.0454 1.6617 6,042.558
5

6,042.558
5

0.1697 6,046.800
0

Total 2.8378 14.7106 24.5142 0.0971 7.0087 0.0741 7.0828 1.8799 0.0691 1.9490 9,939.106
7

9,939.106
7

0.3933 9,948.938
4

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3027 10.0181 3.1014 0.0352 0.9156 0.0116 0.9271 0.2636 0.0111 0.2747 3,773.876
2

3,773.876
2

0.1982 3,778.830
0

Worker 2.2780 1.3628 19.4002 0.0584 6.0932 0.0479 6.1411 1.6163 0.0441 1.6604 5,821.402
8

5,821.402
8

0.1529 5,825.225
4

Total 2.5807 11.3809 22.5017 0.0936 7.0088 0.0595 7.0682 1.8799 0.0552 1.9350 9,595.279
0

9,595.279
0

0.3511 9,604.055
4

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3027 10.0181 3.1014 0.0352 0.9156 0.0116 0.9271 0.2636 0.0111 0.2747 3,773.876
2

3,773.876
2

0.1982 3,778.830
0

Worker 2.2780 1.3628 19.4002 0.0584 6.0932 0.0479 6.1411 1.6163 0.0441 1.6604 5,821.402
8

5,821.402
8

0.1529 5,825.225
4

Total 2.5807 11.3809 22.5017 0.0936 7.0088 0.0595 7.0682 1.8799 0.0552 1.9350 9,595.279
0

9,595.279
0

0.3511 9,604.055
4

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 109.0150 109.0150 2.8600e-
003

109.0866

Total 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 109.0150 109.0150 2.8600e-
003

109.0866

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 109.0150 109.0150 2.8600e-
003

109.0866

Total 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 109.0150 109.0150 2.8600e-
003

109.0866

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PMPage 23 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer



3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 105.6336 105.6336 2.6300e-
003

105.6992

Total 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 105.6336 105.6336 2.6300e-
003

105.6992

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 105.6336 105.6336 2.6300e-
003

105.6992

Total 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 105.6336 105.6336 2.6300e-
003

105.6992

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,126.758
3

1,126.758
3

0.0280 1,127.458
3

Total 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,126.758
3

1,126.758
3

0.0280 1,127.458
3

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,126.758
3

1,126.758
3

0.0280 1,127.458
3

Total 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,126.758
3

1,126.758
3

0.0280 1,127.458
3

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

Unmitigated 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065

General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445,703 445,703

Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707,488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1,112,221 1,112,221

Total 8,050.95 8,164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 8.40 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Regional Shopping Center 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1119.16 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35784.3 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1283.42 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22759.9 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4769.72 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5057.75 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

251.616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.11916 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35.7843 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1.28342 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22.7599 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4.76972 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5.05775 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.251616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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11.0 Vegetation

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 36,000.00 0

Hotel 50.00 Room 1.67 72,600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqft 1.29 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2028Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16 57.65

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65 4.13

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03 6.41

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70 9.43

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2621 46.4460 31.4068 0.0635 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 6,154.337
7

6,154.337
7

1.9472 0.0000 6,203.018
6

2022 4.7966 38.8851 39.6338 0.1195 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 1.5052 5.1421 0.0000 12,035.34
40

12,035.34
40

1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60
13

2023 4.3939 25.8648 37.5031 0.1162 7.0088 0.7598 7.7685 1.8799 0.7142 2.5940 0.0000 11,710.40
80

11,710.40
80

0.9617 0.0000 11,734.44
97

2024 237.0656 9.5503 14.9372 0.0238 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 0.4319 0.4621 0.0000 2,307.051
7

2,307.051
7

0.7164 0.0000 2,324.962
7

Maximum 237.0656 46.4460 39.6338 0.1195 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,035.34
40

12,035.34
40

1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60
13

Unmitigated Construction
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2621 46.4460 31.4068 0.0635 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 6,154.337
7

6,154.337
7

1.9472 0.0000 6,203.018
6

2022 4.7966 38.8851 39.6338 0.1195 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 1.5052 5.1421 0.0000 12,035.34
40

12,035.34
40

1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60
13

2023 4.3939 25.8648 37.5031 0.1162 7.0088 0.7598 7.7685 1.8799 0.7142 2.5940 0.0000 11,710.40
80

11,710.40
80

0.9617 0.0000 11,734.44
97

2024 237.0656 9.5503 14.9372 0.0238 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 0.4319 0.4621 0.0000 2,307.051
7

2,307.051
7

0.7164 0.0000 2,324.962
7

Maximum 237.0656 46.4460 39.6338 0.1195 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,035.34
40

12,035.34
40

1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60
13

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Total 40.7912 67.7872 202.7424 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37
87

74,422.37
87

2.8429 0.4832 74,637.44
17

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Total 40.7912 67.7872 202.7424 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37
87

74,422.37
87

2.8429 0.4832 74,637.44
17

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021 10/12/2021 5 30

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 11/9/2021 5 20

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 5 45

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving 12/13/2023 1/30/2024 5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0.2797 0.0732 0.0122 0.0854 1,269.855
5

1,269.855
5

0.0908 1,272.125
2

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0532 0.0346 0.3963 1.1100e-
003

0.1141 9.5000e-
004

0.1151 0.0303 8.8000e-
004

0.0311 110.4707 110.4707 3.3300e-
003

110.5539

Total 0.1835 4.1800 1.4144 0.0128 0.3810 0.0137 0.3948 0.1034 0.0131 0.1165 1,380.326
2

1,380.326
2

0.0941 1,382.679
1

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0.2797 0.0732 0.0122 0.0854 1,269.855
5

1,269.855
5

0.0908 1,272.125
2

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0532 0.0346 0.3963 1.1100e-
003

0.1141 9.5000e-
004

0.1151 0.0303 8.8000e-
004

0.0311 110.4707 110.4707 3.3300e-
003

110.5539

Total 0.1835 4.1800 1.4144 0.0128 0.3810 0.0137 0.3948 0.1034 0.0131 0.1165 1,380.326
2

1,380.326
2

0.0941 1,382.679
1

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 132.5649 132.5649 3.9900e-
003

132.6646

Total 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 132.5649 132.5649 3.9900e-
003

132.6646

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 132.5649 132.5649 3.9900e-
003

132.6646

Total 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 132.5649 132.5649 3.9900e-
003

132.6646

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 147.2943 147.2943 4.4300e-
003

147.4051

Total 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 147.2943 147.2943 4.4300e-
003

147.4051

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 147.2943 147.2943 4.4300e-
003

147.4051

Total 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 147.2943 147.2943 4.4300e-
003

147.4051

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 142.1207 142.1207 4.0000e-
003

142.2207

Total 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 142.1207 142.1207 4.0000e-
003

142.2207

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 142.1207 142.1207 4.0000e-
003

142.2207

Total 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 142.1207 142.1207 4.0000e-
003

142.2207

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4284 13.1673 3.8005 0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 0.9412 0.2636 0.0245 0.2881 3,789.075
0

3,789.075
0

0.2381 3,795.028
3

Worker 2.6620 1.6677 19.4699 0.0571 6.0932 0.0493 6.1425 1.6163 0.0454 1.6617 5,691.935
4

5,691.935
4

0.1602 5,695.940
8

Total 3.0904 14.8350 23.2704 0.0926 7.0087 0.0749 7.0836 1.8799 0.0699 1.9498 9,481.010
4

9,481.010
4

0.3984 9,490.969
1

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4284 13.1673 3.8005 0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 0.9412 0.2636 0.0245 0.2881 3,789.075
0

3,789.075
0

0.2381 3,795.028
3

Worker 2.6620 1.6677 19.4699 0.0571 6.0932 0.0493 6.1425 1.6163 0.0454 1.6617 5,691.935
4

5,691.935
4

0.1602 5,695.940
8

Total 3.0904 14.8350 23.2704 0.0926 7.0087 0.0749 7.0836 1.8799 0.0699 1.9498 9,481.010
4

9,481.010
4

0.3984 9,490.969
1

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3183 9.9726 3.3771 0.0343 0.9156 0.0122 0.9277 0.2636 0.0116 0.2752 3,671.400
7

3,671.400
7

0.2096 3,676.641
7

Worker 2.5029 1.5073 17.8820 0.0550 6.0932 0.0479 6.1411 1.6163 0.0441 1.6604 5,483.797
4

5,483.797
4

0.1442 5,487.402
0

Total 2.8211 11.4799 21.2591 0.0893 7.0088 0.0601 7.0688 1.8799 0.0557 1.9356 9,155.198
1

9,155.198
1

0.3538 9,164.043
7

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3183 9.9726 3.3771 0.0343 0.9156 0.0122 0.9277 0.2636 0.0116 0.2752 3,671.400
7

3,671.400
7

0.2096 3,676.641
7

Worker 2.5029 1.5073 17.8820 0.0550 6.0932 0.0479 6.1411 1.6163 0.0441 1.6604 5,483.797
4

5,483.797
4

0.1442 5,487.402
0

Total 2.8211 11.4799 21.2591 0.0893 7.0088 0.0601 7.0688 1.8799 0.0557 1.9356 9,155.198
1

9,155.198
1

0.3538 9,164.043
7

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 102.6928 102.6928 2.7000e-
003

102.7603

Total 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 102.6928 102.6928 2.7000e-
003

102.7603

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 102.6928 102.6928 2.7000e-
003

102.7603

Total 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 102.6928 102.6928 2.7000e-
003

102.7603

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 1.0000e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 2.4700e-
003

99.5663

Total 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 1.0000e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 2.4700e-
003

99.5663

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 1.0000e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 2.4700e-
003

99.5663

Total 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 1.0000e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 2.4700e-
003

99.5663

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,061.381
8

1,061.381
8

0.0264 1,062.041
0

Total 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,061.381
8

1,061.381
8

0.0264 1,062.041
0

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,061.381
8

1,061.381
8

0.0264 1,062.041
0

Total 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,061.381
8

1,061.381
8

0.0264 1,062.041
0

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Unmitigated 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065

General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445,703 445,703

Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707,488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1,112,221 1,112,221

Total 8,050.95 8,164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 8.40 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Regional Shopping Center 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1119.16 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35784.3 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1283.42 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22759.9 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4769.72 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5057.75 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

251.616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.11916 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35.7843 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1.28342 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22.7599 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4.76972 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5.05775 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.251616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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11.0 Vegetation

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,623
Amortized (MT CO2e/year) 120.77

Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,024
Amortized (MT CO2e/year) 100.80

% Decrease in Construction-related GHG Emissions 17%

Local Hire Provision Net Change

With Local Hire Provision

Without Local Hire Provision

Attachment C



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT B 



  
 SOIL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE 

 2656 29th Street, Suite 201 
 Santa Monica, California 90405 

 Attn: Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. 
 Mobil: (310) 795-2335 

Office: (310) 452-5555 
 Fax: (310) 452-5550 

 Email: prosenfeld@swape.com 
 

 

   
Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Page 1 of  10 June 2019 
 

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Chemical Fate and Transport & Air Dispersion Modeling 

Principal Environmental Chemist  Risk Assessment & Remediation Specialist 

 

Education 

Ph.D. Soil Chemistry, University of Washington, 1999. Dissertation on volatile organic compound filtration. 

M.S. Environmental Science, U.C. Berkeley, 1995. Thesis on organic waste economics. 

B.A. Environmental Studies, U.C. Santa Barbara, 1991.  Thesis on wastewater treatment. 

 

Professional Experience 
  
Dr. Rosenfeld has over 25 years’ experience conducting environmental investigations and risk assessments for 

evaluating impacts to human health, property, and ecological receptors. His expertise focuses on the fate and 

transport of environmental contaminants, human health risk, exposure assessment, and ecological restoration. Dr. 

Rosenfeld has evaluated and modeled emissions from unconventional oil drilling operations, oil spills, landfills, 

boilers and incinerators, process stacks, storage tanks, confined animal feeding operations, and many other industrial 

and agricultural sources. His project experience ranges from monitoring and modeling of pollution sources to 

evaluating impacts of pollution on workers at industrial facilities and residents in surrounding communities. 

 

Dr. Rosenfeld has investigated and designed remediation programs and risk assessments for contaminated sites 

containing lead, heavy metals, mold, bacteria, particulate matter, petroleum hydrocarbons, chlorinated solvents, 

pesticides, radioactive waste, dioxins and furans, semi- and volatile organic compounds, PCBs, PAHs, perchlorate, 

asbestos, per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFOA/PFOS), unusual polymers, fuel oxygenates (MTBE), among 

other pollutants. Dr. Rosenfeld also has experience evaluating greenhouse gas emissions from various projects and is 

an expert on the assessment of odors from industrial and agricultural sites, as well as the evaluation of odor nuisance 

impacts and technologies for abatement of odorous emissions.  As a principal scientist at SWAPE, Dr. Rosenfeld 

directs air dispersion modeling and exposure assessments.  He has served as an expert witness and testified about 

pollution sources causing nuisance and/or personal injury at dozens of sites and has testified as an expert witness on 

more than ten cases involving exposure to air contaminants from industrial sources. 
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Professional History: 

Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE); 2003 to present; Principal and Founding Partner 
UCLA School of Public Health; 2007 to 2011; Lecturer (Assistant Researcher) 
UCLA School of Public Health; 2003 to 2006; Adjunct Professor 
UCLA Environmental Science and Engineering Program; 2002-2004; Doctoral Intern Coordinator 
UCLA Institute of the Environment, 2001-2002; Research Associate 
Komex H2O Science, 2001 to 2003; Senior Remediation Scientist 
National Groundwater Association, 2002-2004; Lecturer 
San Diego State University, 1999-2001; Adjunct Professor 
Anteon Corp., San Diego, 2000-2001; Remediation Project Manager 
Ogden (now Amec), San Diego, 2000-2000; Remediation Project Manager 
Bechtel, San Diego, California, 1999 – 2000; Risk Assessor 
King County, Seattle, 1996 – 1999; Scientist 
James River Corp., Washington, 1995-96; Scientist 
Big Creek Lumber, Davenport, California, 1995; Scientist 
Plumas Corp., California and USFS, Tahoe 1993-1995; Scientist 
Peace Corps and World Wildlife Fund, St. Kitts, West Indies, 1991-1993; Scientist 
 

Publications: 
  
Remy, L.L., Clay T., Byers, V., Rosenfeld P. E. (2019) Hospital, Health, and Community Burden After Oil 
Refinery Fires, Richmond, California 2007 and 2012. Environmental Health. 18:48 
 
Simons, R.A., Seo, Y. Rosenfeld, P., (2015) Modeling the Effect of Refinery Emission On Residential Property 
Value. Journal of Real Estate Research. 27(3):321-342 
 
Chen, J. A, Zapata A. R., Sutherland A. J., Molmen, D.R., Chow, B. S., Wu, L. E., Rosenfeld, P. E., Hesse, R. C., 
(2012) Sulfur Dioxide and Volatile Organic Compound Exposure To A Community In Texas City Texas Evaluated 
Using Aermod and Empirical Data.   American Journal of Environmental Science, 8(6), 622-632. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. & Feng, L. (2011). The Risks of Hazardous Waste.  Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.  
 
Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2011). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best 
Practices in the Agrochemical Industry, Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.  
 
Gonzalez, J., Feng, L., Sutherland, A., Waller, C., Sok, H., Hesse, R., Rosenfeld, P. (2010). PCBs and 
Dioxins/Furans in Attic Dust Collected Near Former PCB Production and Secondary Copper Facilities in Sauget, IL. 
Procedia Environmental Sciences. 113–125. 
 
Feng, L., Wu, C., Tam, L., Sutherland, A.J., Clark, J.J., Rosenfeld, P.E. (2010). Dioxin and Furan Blood Lipid and 
Attic Dust Concentrations in Populations Living Near Four Wood Treatment Facilities in the United States.  Journal 
of Environmental Health. 73(6), 34-46. 
 
Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2010). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best 
Practices in the Wood and Paper Industries. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing. 
 
Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2009). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best 
Practices in the Petroleum Industry. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing. 
 
Wu, C., Tam, L., Clark, J., Rosenfeld, P. (2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in populations living 
near four wood treatment facilities in the United States. WIT Transactions on Ecology and the Environment, Air 
Pollution, 123 (17), 319-327.  
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Tam L. K.., Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008). A Statistical Analysis Of Attic Dust And Blood Lipid 
Concentrations Of Tetrachloro-p-Dibenzodioxin (TCDD) Toxicity Equivalency Quotients (TEQ) In Two 
Populations Near Wood Treatment Facilities. Organohalogen Compounds, 70, 002252-002255. 
 
Tam L. K.., Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008). Methods For Collect Samples For Assessing Dioxins 
And Other Environmental Contaminants In Attic Dust: A Review.  Organohalogen Compounds, 70, 000527-
000530. 
 
Hensley, A.R. A. Scott, J. J. J. Clark, Rosenfeld, P.E. (2007). Attic Dust and Human Blood Samples Collected near 
a Former Wood Treatment Facility.  Environmental Research. 105, 194-197. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., J. J. J. Clark, A. R. Hensley, M. Suffet. (2007). The Use of an Odor Wheel Classification for 
Evaluation of Human Health Risk Criteria for Compost Facilities.  Water Science & Technology 55(5), 345-357. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E.,  M. Suffet. (2007). The Anatomy Of Odour Wheels For Odours Of Drinking Water, Wastewater, 
Compost And The Urban Environment.  Water Science & Technology 55(5), 335-344. 
 
Sullivan, P. J. Clark, J.J.J., Agardy, F. J., Rosenfeld, P.E. (2007). Toxic Legacy, Synthetic Toxins in the Food, 
Water, and Air in American Cities.  Boston Massachusetts: Elsevier Publishing 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet I.H. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash. Water Science 
and Technology. 49(9),171-178. 
  
Rosenfeld P. E., J.J. Clark, I.H. (Mel) Suffet (2004). The Value of An Odor-Quality-Wheel Classification Scheme 
For The Urban Environment. Water Environment Federation’s Technical Exhibition and Conference (WEFTEC) 
2004. New Orleans, October 2-6, 2004. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet, I.H. (2004). Understanding Odorants Associated With Compost, Biomass Facilities, 
and the Land Application of Biosolids. Water Science and Technology. 49(9), 193-199. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet I.H. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash, Water Science 
and Technology, 49( 9), 171-178. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M. A., Sellew, P. (2004). Measurement of Biosolids Odor and Odorant Emissions from 
Windrows, Static Pile and Biofilter. Water Environment Research. 76(4), 310-315. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., Grey, M and Suffet, M. (2002). Compost Demonstration Project, Sacramento California Using 
High-Carbon Wood Ash to Control Odor at a Green Materials Composting Facility. Integrated Waste Management 
Board Public Affairs Office, Publications Clearinghouse (MS–6), Sacramento, CA Publication #442-02-008.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry.  (2001). Characterization of odor emissions from three different biosolids. Water 
Soil and Air Pollution. 127(1-4), 173-191. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Henry C. L., (2000).  Wood ash control of odor emissions from biosolids application. Journal 
of Environmental Quality. 29, 1662-1668. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry and D. Bennett. (2001). Wastewater dewatering polymer affect on biosolids odor 
emissions and microbial activity. Water Environment Research. 73(4), 363-367. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. (2001). Activated Carbon and Wood Ash Sorption of Wastewater, Compost, and 
Biosolids Odorants. Water Environment Research, 73, 388-393. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Henry C. L., (2001). High carbon wood ash effect on biosolids microbial activity and odor. 
Water Environment Research. 131(1-4), 247-262. 
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Chollack, T. and P. Rosenfeld. (1998). Compost Amendment Handbook For Landscaping. Prepared for and 
distributed by the City of Redmond, Washington State. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E.  (1992).  The Mount Liamuiga Crater Trail. Heritage Magazine of St. Kitts, 3(2). 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E.  (1993). High School Biogas Project to Prevent Deforestation On St. Kitts.  Biomass Users 
Network, 7(1). 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E.  (1998). Characterization, Quantification, and Control of Odor Emissions From Biosolids 
Application To Forest Soil. Doctoral Thesis. University of Washington College of Forest Resources. 

 
Rosenfeld, P. E. (1994).  Potential Utilization of Small Diameter Trees on Sierra County Public Land. Masters 
thesis reprinted by the Sierra County Economic Council. Sierra County, California. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E. (1991).  How to Build a Small Rural Anaerobic Digester & Uses Of Biogas In The First And Third 
World. Bachelors Thesis. University of California. 
 

Presentations: 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., Sutherland, A; Hesse, R.; Zapata, A. (October 3-6, 2013). Air dispersion modeling of volatile 
organic emissions from multiple natural gas wells in Decatur, TX. 44th Western Regional Meeting, American 
Chemical Society. Lecture conducted from Santa Clara, CA.  
 
Sok, H.L.; Waller, C.C.; Feng, L.; Gonzalez, J.; Sutherland, A.J.; Wisdom-Stack, T.; Sahai, R.K.; Hesse, R.C.; 
Rosenfeld, P.E. (June 20-23, 2010). Atrazine: A Persistent Pesticide in Urban Drinking Water. 
 Urban Environmental Pollution.  Lecture conducted from Boston, MA. 
 
Feng, L.; Gonzalez, J.; Sok, H.L.; Sutherland, A.J.; Waller, C.C.; Wisdom-Stack, T.; Sahai, R.K.; La, M.; Hesse, 
R.C.; Rosenfeld, P.E. (June 20-23, 2010). Bringing Environmental Justice to East St. Louis, 
Illinois. Urban Environmental Pollution. Lecture conducted from Boston, MA. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. (April 19-23, 2009). Perfluoroctanoic Acid (PFOA) and Perfluoroactane Sulfonate (PFOS) 
Contamination in Drinking Water From the Use of Aqueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the United 
States. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting, Lecture conducted 
from Tuscon, AZ. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. (April 19-23, 2009). Cost to Filter Atrazine Contamination from Drinking Water in the United 
States” Contamination in Drinking Water From the Use of Aqueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the 
United States. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting. Lecture 
conducted from Tuscon, AZ.  
 
Wu, C., Tam, L., Clark, J., Rosenfeld, P. (20-22 July, 2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in 
populations living near four wood treatment facilities in the United States. Brebbia, C.A. and Popov, V., eds., Air 
Pollution XVII: Proceedings of the Seventeenth International Conference on Modeling, Monitoring and 
Management of Air Pollution. Lecture conducted from Tallinn, Estonia. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). Moss Point Community Exposure To Contaminants From A Releasing 
Facility. The 23rd Annual International Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platform lecture conducted from 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst MA.  
 
Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). The Repeated Trespass of Tritium-Contaminated Water Into A 
Surrounding Community Form Repeated Waste Spills From A Nuclear Power Plant. The 23rd Annual International 
Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platform lecture conducted from University of Massachusetts, Amherst 
MA.  
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Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007).  Somerville Community Exposure To Contaminants From Wood Treatment 
Facility Emissions. The 23rd Annual International Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Lecture conducted 
from University of Massachusetts, Amherst MA.  
 
Rosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Production, Chemical Properties, Toxicology, & Treatment Case Studies of 1,2,3-
Trichloropropane (TCP).  The Association for Environmental Health and Sciences (AEHS) Annual Meeting. Lecture 
conducted from San Diego, CA. 
 
Rosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Blood and Attic Sampling for Dioxin/Furan, PAH, and Metal Exposure in Florala, 
Alabama.  The AEHS Annual Meeting. Lecture conducted from San Diego, CA. 
 
Hensley A.R., Scott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J.  (August 21 – 25, 2006). Dioxin Containing Attic Dust And 
Human Blood Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment Facility.  The 26th International Symposium on 
Halogenated Persistent Organic Pollutants – DIOXIN2006. Lecture conducted from Radisson SAS Scandinavia 
Hotel in Oslo Norway. 
 
Hensley A.R., Scott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J.  (November 4-8, 2006). Dioxin Containing Attic Dust And 
Human Blood Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment Facility.  APHA 134 Annual Meeting & 
Exposition.  Lecture conducted from Boston Massachusetts.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (October 24-25, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA and Related Chemicals. 
Mealey’s C8/PFOA. Science, Risk & Litigation Conference.  Lecture conducted from The Rittenhouse Hotel, 
Philadelphia, PA.   
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Brominated Flame Retardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human 
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation PEMA Emerging Contaminant Conference.  Lecture conducted from Hilton 
Hotel, Irvine California.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Fate, Transport, Toxicity, And Persistence of 1,2,3-TCP. PEMA 
Emerging Contaminant Conference. Lecture conducted from Hilton Hotel in Irvine, California.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 26-27, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PDBEs.  Mealey’s Groundwater 
Conference. Lecture conducted from Ritz Carlton Hotel, Marina Del Ray, California.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (June 7-8, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA and Related Chemicals. 
International Society of Environmental Forensics: Focus On Emerging Contaminants.  Lecture conducted from 
Sheraton Oceanfront Hotel, Virginia Beach, Virginia.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (July 21-22, 2005). Fate Transport, Persistence and Toxicology of PFOA and Related 
Perfluorochemicals. 2005 National Groundwater Association Ground Water And Environmental Law Conference. 
Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland.   
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (July 21-22, 2005). Brominated Flame Retardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human 
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation.  2005 National Groundwater Association Ground Water and 
Environmental Law Conference.  Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland.   
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. and Rob Hesse R.G. (May 5-6, 2004). Tert-butyl Alcohol Liability 
and Toxicology, A National Problem and Unquantified Liability. National Groundwater Association. Environmental 
Law Conference.  Lecture conducted from Congress Plaza Hotel, Chicago Illinois.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (March 2004).  Perchlorate Toxicology. Meeting of the American Groundwater Trust.  
Lecture conducted from Phoenix Arizona.  
 
Hagemann, M.F.,  Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and Rob Hesse (2004).  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.  
Meeting of tribal representatives. Lecture conducted from Parker, AZ.  
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Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (April 7, 2004). A National Damage Assessment Model For PCE and Dry Cleaners. 
Drycleaner Symposium. California Ground Water Association. Lecture conducted from Radison Hotel, Sacramento, 
California.  
 
Rosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M., (June 2003) Two stage biofilter for biosolids composting odor control. Seventh 
International In Situ And On Site Bioremediation Symposium Battelle Conference Orlando, FL.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. (February 20-21, 2003) Understanding Historical Use, Chemical 
Properties, Toxicity and Regulatory Guidance of 1,4 Dioxane. National Groundwater Association. Southwest Focus  
Conference. Water Supply and Emerging Contaminants.. Lecture conducted from Hyatt Regency Phoenix Arizona. 
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (February 6-7, 2003). Underground Storage Tank Litigation and Remediation. California 
CUPA Forum. Lecture conducted from Marriott Hotel, Anaheim California. 
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (October 23, 2002) Underground Storage Tank Litigation and Remediation. EPA 
Underground Storage Tank Roundtable. Lecture conducted from Sacramento California.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet, M. (October 7- 10, 2002). Understanding Odor from Compost, Wastewater and 
Industrial Processes. Sixth Annual Symposium On Off Flavors in the Aquatic Environment. International Water 
Association. Lecture conducted from Barcelona Spain.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet, M. (October  7- 10, 2002). Using High Carbon Wood Ash to Control Compost Odor. 
Sixth Annual Symposium On Off Flavors in the Aquatic Environment. International Water Association. Lecture 
conducted from Barcelona Spain.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A. (September 22-24, 2002). Biocycle Composting For Coastal Sage Restoration. 
Northwest Biosolids Management Association. Lecture conducted from Vancouver Washington..  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A. (November 11-14, 2002). Using High-Carbon Wood Ash to Control Odor at a 
Green Materials Composting Facility. Soil Science Society Annual Conference.  Lecture conducted from 
Indianapolis, Maryland. 
 
Rosenfeld. P.E. (September 16, 2000). Two stage biofilter for biosolids composting odor control. Water 
Environment Federation. Lecture conducted from Anaheim California. 
 
Rosenfeld. P.E. (October 16, 2000). Wood ash and biofilter control of compost odor. Biofest. Lecture conducted 
from Ocean Shores, California. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. (2000). Bioremediation Using Organic Soil Amendments. California Resource Recovery 
Association. Lecture conducted from Sacramento California.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. Harrison.  (1998).  Oat and Grass Seed Germination and Nitrogen and Sulfur 
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Environment Federation 12th 
Annual Residuals and Biosolids Management Conference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevue 
Washington. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry.  (1999).  An evaluation of ash incorporation with biosolids for odor reduction. Soil 
Science Society of America. Lecture conducted from Salt Lake City Utah. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. Harrison.  (1998). Comparison of Microbial Activity and Odor Emissions from 
Three Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil. Brown and Caldwell. Lecture conducted from Seattle Washington. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry.  (1998).  Characterization, Quantification, and Control of Odor Emissions from 
Biosolids Application To Forest Soil.  Biofest. Lecture conducted from Lake Chelan, Washington. 
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Rosenfeld, P.E, C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Oat and Grass Seed Germination and Nitrogen and Sulfur 
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Environment Federation 12th 
Annual Residuals and Biosolids Management Conference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevue 
Washington. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. B. Harrison, and R. Dills.  (1997). Comparison of Odor Emissions From Three 
Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil.  Soil Science Society of America. Lecture conducted from Anaheim 
California. 
 

Teaching Experience: 
 
UCLA Department of Environmental Health (Summer 2003 through 20010) Taught Environmental Health Science 
100 to students, including undergrad, medical doctors, public health professionals and nurses.  Course focused on 
the health effects of environmental contaminants. 
 
National Ground Water Association, Successful Remediation Technologies. Custom Course in Sante Fe, New 
Mexico. May 21, 2002.  Focused on fate and transport of fuel contaminants associated with underground storage 
tanks.  
 
National Ground Water Association; Successful Remediation Technologies Course in Chicago Illinois. April 1, 
2002. Focused on fate and transport of contaminants associated with Superfund and RCRA sites. 
 
California Integrated Waste Management Board, April and May, 2001. Alternative Landfill Caps Seminar in San 
Diego, Ventura, and San Francisco. Focused on both prescriptive and innovative landfill cover design. 
 
UCLA Department of Environmental Engineering, February 5, 2002. Seminar on Successful Remediation 
Technologies focusing on Groundwater Remediation. 
 
University Of Washington, Soil Science Program, Teaching Assistant for several courses including: Soil Chemistry, 
Organic Soil Amendments, and Soil Stability.  
 
U.C. Berkeley, Environmental Science Program Teaching Assistant for Environmental Science 10. 
 

Academic Grants Awarded: 
 
California Integrated Waste Management Board. $41,000 grant awarded to UCLA Institute of the Environment. 
Goal: To investigate effect of high carbon wood ash on volatile organic emissions from compost. 2001. 
 
Synagro Technologies, Corona California: $10,000 grant awarded to San Diego State University.  
Goal: investigate effect of biosolids for restoration and remediation of degraded coastal sage soils. 2000. 
 
King County, Department of Research and Technology, Washington State. $100,000 grant awarded to University of 
Washington: Goal: To investigate odor emissions from biosolids application and the effect of polymers and ash on 
VOC emissions. 1998. 
 
Northwest Biosolids Management Association, Washington State.  $20,000 grant awarded to investigate effect of 
polymers and ash on VOC emissions from biosolids. 1997. 
 
James River Corporation, Oregon:  $10,000 grant was awarded to investigate the success of genetically engineered 
Poplar trees with resistance to round-up. 1996. 
 
United State Forest Service, Tahoe National Forest:  $15,000 grant was awarded to investigating fire ecology of the 
Tahoe National Forest. 1995. 
 

Kellogg Foundation, Washington D.C.  $500 grant was awarded to construct a large anaerobic digester on St. Kitts 
in West Indies. 1993 



   
Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Page 8 of  10 June 2019 
 

 
 

Deposition and/or Trial Testimony: 
 
In the United States District Court For The District of New Jersey 

Duarte et al, Plaintiffs, vs. United States Metals Refining Company et. al. Defendant.  
Case No.: 2:17-cv-01624-ES-SCM 
Rosenfeld Deposition. 6-7-2019 

 
In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division 

M/T Carla Maersk, Plaintiffs, vs. Conti 168., Schiffahrts-GMBH & Co. Bulker KG MS “Conti Perdido” 
Defendant.  
Case No.: 3:15-CV-00106 consolidated with 3:15-CV-00237 
Rosenfeld Deposition. 5-9-2019 

 
In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Los Angeles – Santa Monica 
 Carole-Taddeo-Bates et al., vs. Ifran Khan et al., Defendants  

Case No.: No. BC615636 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 1-26-2019 
 
In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Los Angeles – Santa Monica 
 The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments et al. vs El Adobe Apts. Inc. et al., Defendants  

Case No.: No. BC646857 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 10-6-2018; Trial 3-7-19 
  
In United States District Court For The District of Colorado 
 Bells et al. Plaintiff vs. The 3M Company et al., Defendants  

Case: No 1:16-cv-02531-RBJ 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 3-15-2018 and 4-3-2018 
 
In The District Court Of Regan County, Texas, 112th Judicial District 
 Phillip Bales et al., Plaintiff vs. Dow Agrosciences, LLC, et al., Defendants  

Cause No 1923 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 11-17-2017 
 
In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Contra Costa 
 Simons et al., Plaintiffs vs. Chevron Corporation, et al., Defendants  

Cause No C12-01481 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 11-20-2017 
 
In The Circuit Court Of The Twentieth Judicial Circuit, St Clair County, Illinois 
 Martha Custer et al., Plaintiff vs. Cerro Flow Products, Inc., Defendants  

Case No.: No. 0i9-L-2295 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-23-2017 
  
In The Superior Court of the State of California, For The County of Los Angeles 
 Warrn Gilbert and Penny Gilber, Plaintiff vs. BMW of North America LLC  
 Case No.:  LC102019 (c/w BC582154) 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-16-2017, Trail 8-28-2018 
 
In the Northern District Court of Mississippi, Greenville Division 
 Brenda J. Cooper, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. Meritor Inc., et al., Defendants 
 Case Number: 4:16-cv-52-DMB-JVM 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2017 
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In The Superior Court of the State of Washington, County of Snohomish 
 Michael Davis and Julie Davis et al., Plaintiff vs. Cedar Grove Composting Inc., Defendants  

Case No.: No. 13-2-03987-5 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, February 2017 
 Trial, March 2017 
 
 In The Superior Court of the State of California, County of Alameda 
 Charles Spain., Plaintiff vs. Thermo Fisher Scientific, et al., Defendants  
 Case No.: RG14711115 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, September 2015 
 
In The Iowa District Court In And For Poweshiek County 
 Russell D. Winburn, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Doug Hoksbergen, et al., Defendants  
 Case No.: LALA002187 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015 
 
In The Iowa District Court For Wapello County 
 Jerry Dovico, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Valley View Sine LLC, et al., Defendants  
 Law No,: LALA105144 - Division A 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015 
 
In The Iowa District Court For Wapello County 
 Doug Pauls, et al.,, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Richard Warren, et al., Defendants  
 Law No,: LALA105144 - Division A 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015 
 
In The Circuit Court of Ohio County, West Virginia 
 Robert Andrews, et al. v. Antero, et al. 
 Civil Action N0. 14-C-30000 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, June 2015 
 
In The Third Judicial District County of Dona Ana, New Mexico 
 Betty Gonzalez, et al. Plaintiffs vs. Del Oro Dairy, Del Oro Real Estate LLC, Jerry Settles and Deward 
 DeRuyter, Defendants 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2015 
 
In The Iowa District Court For Muscatine County 
 Laurie Freeman et. al. Plaintiffs vs. Grain Processing Corporation, Defendant 
 Case No 4980 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: May 2015  
 
In the Circuit Court of the 17th Judicial Circuit, in and For Broward County, Florida 

Walter Hinton, et. al. Plaintiff, vs. City of Fort Lauderdale, Florida, a Municipality, Defendant. 
Case Number CACE07030358 (26) 
Rosenfeld Deposition: December 2014 

 
In the United States District Court Western District of Oklahoma 

Tommy McCarty, et al., Plaintiffs, v. Oklahoma City Landfill, LLC d/b/a Southeast Oklahoma City 
Landfill, et al. Defendants. 
Case No. 5:12-cv-01152-C 
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2014 
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In the County Court of Dallas County Texas 
 Lisa Parr et al, Plaintiff, vs. Aruba et al, Defendant.  
 Case Number cc-11-01650-E 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: March and September 2013 
 Rosenfeld Trial: April 2014 
 
In the Court of Common Pleas of Tuscarawas County Ohio 
 John Michael Abicht, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. Republic Services, Inc., et al., Defendants 
 Case Number: 2008 CT 10 0741 (Cons. w/ 2009 CV 10 0987)  
 Rosenfeld Deposition: October 2012 
 
In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division 
 Kyle Cannon, Eugene Donovan, Genaro Ramirez, Carol Sassler, and Harvey Walton, each Individually and 
 on behalf of those similarly situated, Plaintiffs, vs. BP Products North America, Inc., Defendant. 
 Case 3:10-cv-00622 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: February 2012 
 Rosenfeld Trial: April 2013 
 
In the Circuit Court of Baltimore County Maryland 
 Philip E. Cvach, II et al., Plaintiffs vs. Two Farms, Inc. d/b/a Royal Farms, Defendants 
 Case Number: 03-C-12-012487 OT 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: September 2013 
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT C 



1640 5th St.., Suite 204 Santa 
Santa Monica, California 90401 

Tel: (949) 887‐9013 
Email: mhagemann@swape.com 

Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP 
Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization 

Industrial Stormwater Compliance 
Investigation and Remediation Strategies 
Litigation Support and Testifying Expert 

CEQA Review 

Education: 
M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984.
B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982.

Professional Certifications: 
California Professional Geologist  
California Certified Hydrogeologist 
Qualified SWPPP Developer and Practitioner 

Professional Experience: 
Matt has 25 years of experience in environmental policy, assessment and remediation. He spent nine 
years with the U.S. EPA in the RCRA and Superfund programs and served as EPA’s Senior Science 
Policy Advisor in the Western Regional Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from 
perchlorate and MTBE. While with EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of 
the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base closure. He led numerous enforcement 
actions under provisions of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) while also working 
with permit holders to improve hydrogeologic characterization and water quality monitoring. 

Matt has worked closely with U.S. EPA legal counsel and the technical staff of several states in the 
application and enforcement of RCRA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations. Matt 
has trained the technical staff in the States of California, Hawaii, Nevada, Arizona and the Territory of 
Guam in the conduct of investigations, groundwater fundamentals, and sampling techniques. 

Positions Matt has held include: 
• Founding Partner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (2003 – present);
• Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 – 2014;
• Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H2O Science, Inc. (2000 ‐‐ 2003); 



• Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 – 2004); 
• Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989– 

1998); 
• Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998 – 2000); 
• Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993 – 

1998); 
• Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 – 1995); 
• Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 – 1998); and 
• Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 – 1986). 

 
Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst: 
With SWAPE, Matt’s responsibilities have included: 

• Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of over 100 environmental impact reports 
since 2003 under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water 
resources, water quality, air quality, Valley Fever, greenhouse gas emissions, and geologic 
hazards.  Make recommendations for additional mitigation measures to lead agencies at the 
local and county level to include additional characterization of health risks and 
implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from toxins 
and Valley Fever. 

• Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities. 
• Manager of a project to provide technical assistance to a community adjacent to a former 

Naval shipyard under a grant from the U.S. EPA. 
• Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns.  
• Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications 

for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission. 
• Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S. 
• Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in 

Southern California drinking water wells. 
• Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the 

review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas 
stations throughout California. 

• Expert witness on two cases involving MTBE litigation. 
• Expert witness and litigation support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a school. 
• Expert witness in litigation at a former plywood plant. 

 
With Komex H2O Science Inc., Matt’s duties included the following: 

• Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony 
by the former U.S. EPA Administrator and General Counsel. 

• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 
of MTBE use, research, and regulation. 

• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 
of perchlorate use, research, and regulation. 

• Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking 
water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony 
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies. 

• Research to support litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by 
MTBE in California and New York. 
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• Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production‐related contamination in Mississippi. 
• Lead author for a multi‐volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los 

Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines. 
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• Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with 
clients and regulators. 

 
Executive Director: 
As Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange 
County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of 
wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange 
County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection 
of wastewater and control of the discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the 
development of countywide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the 
discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality, including 
Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with business 
institutions including the Orange County Business Council. 

 
Hydrogeology: 
As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to 
characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point 
Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army 
Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot.  Specific activities were as follows: 

• Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of 
monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and 
groundwater. 

• Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory 
analysis at military bases. 

• Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation 
development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund 
Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum. 

 
At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of 
groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to 
show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adopted and published by the State of Hawaii and 
County of Maui. 

 
As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific activities included 
the following: 

• Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for 
the protection of drinking water. 

• Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities 
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports, 
conducted public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very 
concerned about the impact of designation. 
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• Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments, 
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water 
transfer. 

 
Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program.  Duties were as follows: 

• Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance 
with Subtitle C requirements. 

• Reviewed and wrote ʺpart Bʺ permits for the disposal of hazardous waste. 
• Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed 

the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S. 
EPA legal counsel. 

• Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor’s investigations of waste sites. 
 

With the National Park Service, Matt directed service‐wide investigations of contaminant sources to 
prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks: 

• Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NRDA, and the 
Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants. 

• Conducted watershed‐scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and 
Olympic National Park. 

• Identified high‐levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico 
and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA. 

• Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a 
national workgroup. 

• Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while 
serving on a national workgroup. 

• Co‐authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal 
watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation‐ 
wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks. 

• Contributed to the Federal Multi‐Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water 
Action Plan. 

 
Policy: 
Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 9. Activities included the following: 

• Advised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the 
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking 
water supplies. 

• Shaped EPA’s national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing 
to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in 
Water: Critical Information and Research Needs. 

• Improved the technical training of EPAʹs scientific and engineering staff. 
• Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 scientists and engineers in 

negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific 
principles into the policy‐making process. 

• Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents. 
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Geology: 
With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for 
timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows: 

• Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical 
models to determine slope stability. 

• Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource 
protection. 

• Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the 
city of Medford, Oregon. 

 
As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later 
listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern 
Oregon.  Duties included the following: 

• Supervised year‐long effort for soil and groundwater sampling. 
• Conducted aquifer tests. 
• Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal. 

 
Teaching: 
From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university 
levels: 

• At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in 
environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater 
contamination. 

• Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students. 
• Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin. 

 
Matt taught physical  geology  (lecture  and  lab and introductory geology at Golden  West  College  in 
Huntington Beach, California from 2010 to 2014. 

 
Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations: 
Hagemann, M.F., 2008.  Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA.  Presentation to the Public 
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2008.  Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA.  Invited presentation to U.S. 
EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2005.  Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and 
Public Participation.  Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las 
Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee). 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2004.  Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at 
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles. 
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Brown, A., Farrow, J., Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004.  An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE 
Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. 
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater 
Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2004.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, 
Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee). 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in the Southwestern U.S. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy  
of Sciences, Irvine, CA. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.  Invited presentation to a 
tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.  Invited presentation to a 
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water 
Supplies.  Invited presentation to the Inter‐Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant. 
Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination.  Invited 
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water.  Presentation to a meeting of 
the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater.  Presentation to a 
meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address 
Impacts to Groundwater.   Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental 
Journalists. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundwater 
(and Who Will Pay).  Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage 
Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells.  Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and 
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2001.   From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater.   Unpublished 
report. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 2001.   Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water. 
Unpublished report. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2001.  Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage 
Tanks.  Unpublished report. 

 
Hagemann,  M.F.,  and  VanMouwerik,  M.,  1999. Potential W a t e r   Quality  Concerns  Related  
to Snowmobile Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

 
VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related to Personal Watercraft 
Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1999, Is Dilution the Solution to Pollution in National Parks? The George Wright 
Society Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund 
Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., and Gill, M., 1996, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett Field Naval Air 
Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic 
Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui, 
October 1996. 

 
Hagemann, M. F., Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu, 
Hawaii. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air 
and Waste Management Association Publication VIP‐61. 

 
Hagemann,  M.F.,  1994.  Groundwater Ch ar ac te r i z a t i o n  and  Cl ean up a t  Closing  Military  Bases  
in California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 

 
Hagemann, M.F. and Sabol, M.A., 1993. Role of the U.S. EPA in the High Plains States Groundwater 
Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennial Symposium on the Artificial Recharge of 
Groundwater. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1993. U.S. EPA Policy on the Technical Impracticability of the Cleanup of DNAPL‐ 
contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of 
Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35. 

 
Other Experience: 
Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geologist licensing examination, 2009‐ 
2011. 
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BREEZE AERMOD Model Results

Max. Annual ( 5 YEARS) Results of Pollutant: PM25 (ug/m**3)

Group ID High Avg. Conc.
UTM Elev. Hill Ht. Flag Ht.

Rec. Type Grid ID
East (m) North (m) (m) (m) (m)

ALL 1ST 0.00232 605422.90 4170691.00 0.00 0.00 1.80 DC

2ND 0.00229 605422.90 4170696.00 0.00 0.00 1.80 DC

3RD 0.00228 605427.90 4170691.00 0.00 0.00 1.80 DC

4TH 0.00228 605417.90 4170711.00 0.00 0.00 1.80 DC

5TH 0.00227 605422.90 4170701.00 0.00 0.00 1.80 DC

6TH 0.00227 605417.90 4170716.00 0.00 0.00 1.80 DC

7TH 0.00226 605417.90 4170721.00 0.00 0.00 1.80 DC

8TH 0.00226 605427.90 4170696.00 0.00 0.00 1.80 DC

9TH 0.00226 605422.90 4170706.00 0.00 0.00 1.80 DC

10TH 0.00225 605412.90 4170821.00 0.00 0.00 1.80 DC

Highest Results of Pollutant: PM25 

Avg. 
Per.

Grp 
ID

High Type Val Units
Date UTM Elev.

Hill 
Ht.

Flag 
Ht. Rec. 

Type
Grid 
ID

YYMMDDHH East (m)
North 
(m)

(m) (m) (m)

1-HR ALL 1ST
Avg. 
Conc.

0.04092 ug/m**3 12121807 605402.40 4170969.70 0.00 0.00 1.80 DC

Summary of Total Messages

# Message Type
0 Fatal Error Message(s)

4 Warning Message(s)

15235 Informational Message(s)

43872 Hours Were Processed

13448 Calm Hours Identified

1787 Missing Hours Identified ( 4.07 Percent)

Error & Warning Messages

Msg. Type Pathway Ref. # Description
WARNING CO W276 Special proc for 1h-NO2/SO2 24hPM25 NAAQS disabled PM25 H1H

WARNING CO W363 Multiyr 24h/Ann PM25 processing not applicable for PM25 H1H

Page 1 of 2Report for "SMP 38,39,40 Project.ami"

11/1/2023file:///C:/ProgramData/BREEZE/Aermod/20231031083742/ReportsTemp.htm
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WARNING OU W565 Possible Conflict With Dynamically Allocated FUNIT PLOTFILE

WARNING MX W481 Data Remaining After End of Year. Number of Hours= 48
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INTRODUCTION  

This report summarizes our environmental noise study of future traffic and loading dock activities from 

the proposed 6-building warehouse facility along Jack London Boulevard, south of Livermore Airport and 

west of Discovery Drive in Livermore, California. The purpose of the study was to determine the 

estimated growth in traffic noise levels resulting in the loading dock trucking activity and if traffic noise 

impacts from the proposed facility will meet the relevant requirements of the City General Plan Noise 

Element and Noise Ordinance. 

This report has been updated to reflect the change in increased truck trips during nighttime hours.   

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

● Noise from the project’s loading docks, future intra-project vehicle traffic, and likely HVAC equipment 

will increase CNEL1 or DNL2 noise levels at noise-sensitive receiver locations by 1 dB. An increase of 

3 dB or less DNL is not expected to be noticeable and is not considered significant.  

● Noise from project-created traffic would not result in a significant increase in noise levels on Jack 

London Boulevard or Isabel Avenue at adjacent properties. 

REPORT ORGANIZATION 

This report contains the following sections:  

● Project Site 

● Acoustical Criteria 

● Existing Noise Environment 

● Noise Impact Assessment 

o Loading Dock and Intra-Project Traffic Noise (Parking Lot) 

o Tenant HVAC Equipment Noise 

 
1 Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) – A descriptor for the 24-hour A-weighted average noise level.  The CNEL concept accounts for the 

increased acoustical sensitivity of people to noise during the evening and nighttime hours.  Sound levels during the hours from 7 pm to 10 pm 
are penalized 5 dB; sound levels during the hours from 10 pm to 7 am are penalized 10 dB.  A 10-dB increase in sound level is perceived by 
people to be a doubling of loudness. 

 
2 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) – A descriptor established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to describe the average day-night 

level with a penalty applied to noise occurring during the nighttime hours (10 pm - 7 am) to account for the increased sensitivity of people 
during sleeping hours. Also noted as Ldn. The difference between CNEL and DNL is often less than 1 dB. 



SMP-39 Site 

12 January 2023 

Environmental Noise Study 

Page 3 

 

 

PROJECT SITE 

The proposed project will have a total lot area of approximately 47.86 acres, located south of West Jack 

London Boulevard. It is bounded by the Livermore Airport to the north, and Discovery Drive to the east, in 

the City of Livermore.  

There will be six warehouse buildings totaling 2,084,953 square feet with 104 total loading docks. The site 

is adjacent to existing office and warehouse facilities to the east, approximately 850 feet away. An 

industrial quarry is located to the south. There are no noise-sensitive residential properties within 2,300 

feet of the project site.  

ACOUSTICAL CRITERIA 

The following are project criteria and/or guidelines for the City of Livermore and State of California.  

City of Livermore 2003-2025 General Plan Noise Element 

Policy P4, Objective N-1.1 

The Noise Element of the Livermore General Plan (Chapter 9, Policy P4 of Objective N-1.1) contains land 

use compatibility guidelines for environmental noise in the community. Table 1, below, summarizes these 

guidelines for residential and industrial land uses3 in terms of CNEL or DNL. The definitions of each land 

use category follow below the table.  

Table 1: Summary of Table 9-7 – Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise CNEL or DNL, dB 

Land Use Category 
Normally 

Acceptable 

Conditionally 

Acceptable 

Normally 

Unacceptable 

Clearly 

Unacceptable 

Residential Low-Density4, Single-
family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 

≤60 55-70 70-75 >75 

Industrial, Manufacturing, 
Utilities, Agricultural 

≤75 70-80 >75 -- 

  

 
3 Table 9-7 of the Noise Element, page 9-27. 

4 Per General Plan Noise Ordinance Objective N-1.4, Policy P4, the criterion for single-family residential back yards is 60 dB CNEL/DNL. 
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Normally Acceptable: If the noise level is within the “normally acceptable” level, noise exposure would be 

acceptable for the intended land use. Development may occur without requiring an evaluation of the noise 

environment unless the use could generate noise impacts on adjacent uses.  

Conditionally Acceptable: If the noise level is within the “conditionally acceptable” level, noise exposure 

would be conditionally acceptable; a specified land use may be permitted only after detailed analysis of 

the noise environment and the project characteristics to determine whether noise insulation or protection 

features are required. Such noise insulation features may include measures to protect noise-sensitive 

outdoor activity areas (e.g., at residences, schools, or parks) or may include building sound insulation 

treatments such as sound-rated windows to protect interior spaces in sensitive receptors. 

Normally Unacceptable: If the noise level is within the “normally unacceptable” level, analysis and 

mitigation are required. Development should generally not be undertaken unless adequate noise 

mitigation options have been analyzed and appropriate mitigations incorporated into the project to 

reduce the exposure of people to unacceptable noise levels. 

Clearly Unacceptable: New construction should not be undertaken unless all feasible noise mitigation 

options have been analyzed and appropriate mitigation incorporated into the project to adequately reduce 

exposure of people to unacceptable noise levels.  

Noise Element Objective N-1.5 

Objective N-1.5 seeks to reduce the level of noise generated by “stationary mechanical and other noise-

generating equipment”. Policy P1 states that “the City shall require that industrial and commercial uses 

be designed and operated to avoid the generation of noise effects on surrounding land uses from 

exceeding the following noise levels for exterior environments, operating longer than half an hour per 

hour: 

● 55 dBA L505 (7:00am to 10:00pm) 

● 45 dBA L50 (10:00pm to 7:00am) 

Policy P2 allows short-term events to have levels louder than those cited above. For events that occur less 

than 15 minutes per hour, levels can be increased by 5 dBA; events no more than 5 minutes per hour are 

allowed an additional 10 dBA, and those taking place one minute or less per hour are allowed an 

additional 15 dBA. Policy P4 allows an exemption from Policy P1 for motor vehicles on public streets 

between the hours of 7:00am and 8:00pm. We understand that Policies P1, P2, and P4 could apply to the 

noise from backup alarms (aka “beepers” or “squawkers”). 

Objective N-1.5 specifically describes “stationary source noises”, so when referring to L50 noise levels we 

analyzed the noise of trucks that are expected to sit in the loading dock area, estimated to be at least 

2,395 feet from the nearest residence.  

 
5 L50 – The noise level exceeded 50% of the time. For a discussion of environmental acoustics, please refer to Appendix A. 
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State of California CEQA Guidelines and Impact Criteria  

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) contains guidelines that evaluate the significance of 

noise attributable to a proposed project. This would include (but is not limited to) added traffic noise, 

mechanical equipment noise, and construction noise. CEQA asks the following applicable questions. 

Would the project result in: 

1. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of 

the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 

applicable standards of other agencies? 

2. Generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels? 

3. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such 

a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public-use airport, would the 

project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

CEQA does not define the noise level increase that is considered “substantial”. Typically, the local general 

plan would establish limits with respect to allowable noise and vibration increases. However, the City of 

Livermore General Plan does not contain numerical standards of significance for noise increases. For the 

items above, noise level increases of 3 dBA or less are generally considered less-than-significant. 

Substantial adverse community response would be expected only for increases of 5 dBA or more. 

EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT 

Project Site Description 

To quantify the existing site noise environment, a monitor continuously measured noise levels along Jack 

London Boulevard on 5 and 10 April 2023. Table 2 shows a summary of the measured data. Figure 1, 

attached, shows the approximate measurement location. 

Table 2: Measured Environmental Noise Levels 

Site  Location DNL (dB) Leq(h) (dB) 

LT-1 Jack London Boulevard, approximately 12-feet above grade 75 76 
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NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Site Noise Context 

We conducted a noise measurement at the project site (see Figure 1) between 5 and 10 April 2023, which 

logged noise data from nearby roadways and the airport.  

FUTURE LOADING DOCK AND INTRA-PROJECT TRAFFIC NOISE ESTIMATES 

Future Loading Dock Calculation Methodology 

Operational noise from the proposed facility is expected to consist primarily of tractor-trailers accessing 

loading dock areas. To estimate truck noise at the proposed facility, we referenced recently measured 

noise levels at a distribution facility elsewhere in California which involved semi-trucks similar in size to 

those that are expected to access the proposed project’s facility.  

Calculations for resulting noise levels due to on-site truck and car trip generation durations and activities 

were based on the measurements at this local distribution facility with ancillary information provided to 

us for that reference project in 2018.  

Based on the assumptions described below, estimated noise levels were then compared to applicable 

criteria to determine if noise from the proposed facility would exceed the City’s noise goals (described 

above) at the nearest receivers. 

Traffic volumes for the proposed project were referenced from the provided Traffic Impact Analysis 

document (dated 4 April 2023) by TJKM, which describes the total daily truck trips and the partial 

distribution over the peak AM and PM hours and the relative expected proportion of project-generated 

trips using Jack London Boulevard and Isabel Avenue.  

Intra-Project Traffic Methodology 

Intra-project traffic noise will consist of traffic noise associated with future warehouse employee vehicles 

within the designated parking lots. To estimate vehicle noise at the employee parking lots, we also 

reference the Traffic Impact Analysis document for the expected traffic volume of warehouse employees. 
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Noise Source Analysis and Assumptions 

Future Loading Docks 

Our analysis estimated future noise from the facility based on the following assumptions discussed with 

the client via email, and per the overall site plan: 

1. Trucks will enter and exit the site from three driveways off West Jackson Boulevard, from the north. 

2. Non-truck noises associated with loading/unloading activity (i.e., forklifts, rolling doors, carts, pallet 

crushing, items dropping), are assumed to be located near the dock doors and are included in our 

analysis. 

3. An average truck trip (not including unloading/loading) is estimated to last for a cumulative period of 

about 2 minutes and be at least 930 feet from the nearest commercial property line.  

4. Trucks occupy the loading dock in their loading area that is nearest to noise-sensitive receiver 

(Commercial buildings east of Discovery Drive, to the east of the building). 

5. Total number of loading docks: 104 

6. Number and distribution of truck trips is based on the traffic impact analysis, with approximately 719 

total truck trips per 24-hour period (continuous 24/7 operation) distributed as follows: 

● AM Peak is 7-9 AM- 10.8%  

● 9-4 PM -61%  

● PM Peak is 4 PM - 6 PM -10.8%  

● 6 PM - 10 PM 3.9%  

● 10 PM -7 AM 13.4% 

7. The proposed warehouse buildings have south-facing loading docks which are recessed 

approximately 60 feet from the easternmost building’s façade, providing substantial shielding for 

truck operation noise. This feature is expected to obstruct the direct line of sight of the project’s 

loading docks from the commercial neighbors to the east, especially in buildings closer to Discovery 

Drive.  

8. Having measured operations at a local representative loading dock site, a typical truck “trip” consists 

of the following events (estimated sound levels based on measurements at similar facilities): 

a. Truck passby (arrival, departure):  69 dBA at 30 feet 

b. Truck airbrakes:    72 dBA at 25 feet 

c. Truck backup alarm:   79 dBA at 30 feet 

d. Brief idle before engine shutoff:  70 dBA at 25 feet 

e. Truck engine ignition and airbrakes: 71 dBA at 25 feet 

f. Truck accelerating from stop:  74 dBA at 25 feet 
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g. Truck trip reference heights6 (above grade) 

i. Passby, brief idle, acceleration, and ignition:  8 feet 

ii. Back-up beeper and airbrake:  2.5 feet  

Intra-Project Traffic Noise 

Our analysis estimated future noise from the facility parking lots is based on the following assumptions: 

1. Employees will enter and exit the site from the three driveways from the north (via Jack London 

Boulevard).  

2. Vehicle trips will be split between Jack London Boulevard and Isabel Avenue per the TJKM report’s 

traffic projections. Our traffic analysis calculations tell us the following: 

● 80% of project generated trips will be along Jack London Boulevard 

● 20% of project generated trips will be along Isabel Avenue 

● There will be an average noise level increase of approximately 3dB on both roadways due to traffic 

increases. This increase is not considered to be significant.   

3. Once on site, vehicles will travel an average of 15 miles per hour or less. 

4. Vehicles will be spread out evenly amongst the parking areas.  

5. An average vehicle trip is estimated to last for a cumulative period of about 2 minutes and be at least 

900 feet from the nearest commercial property line.  

6. Similar percentages were assumed for intra-project vehicle trips in the project parking lots as were 

truck trips, as shown in the distribution below. 

• AM Peak is 7-9 AM- 10.8%  

• 9-4 PM -61%  

• PM Peak is 4 PM - 6 PM -10.8%  

• 6 PM - 10 PM 3.9% 

• 10 PM -7 AM 13.4% 

  

 
6  Truck source heights excerpted from Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement document (TeNS) document dated October 1998. 
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Estimated Future Noise Levels 

We have combined both existing and future project-generated noise sources. Future project sources 

include the proposed loading dock noise, rooftop HVAC equipment, parking areas, and estimated traffic 

contribution, while the existing noise sources are the existing traffic. Logarithmically, adding expected 

noise contribution to the existing noise environment would result in a noise level of approximately DNL 

76 dBA from all contributing noise sources upon the project’s completion: 

DNL 30a dB [HVAC] + DNL 32b dB [employee lot] + DNL 50 c
 dB [trucks] = DNL 50 d dB [future noise level at receivers] 

a = cumulative building rooftop HVAC noise 

b = employee parking lot noise 

c = loading dock truck noise 

d = cumulative future project sources 

DNL 67e dB [existing traffic] + DNL 50e dB [combined future sources] = DNL 67f dB [future noise level at receivers] 

e = measured at project site, see Figure 1 

e = determined from loading docks + HVAC noise + parking lots 

f = calculated 

See Appendix A for additional information on decibel mathematics. 

We evaluated the following noise sources from the proposed project on the surrounding environment: 

● Potential rooftop mechanical equipment noise 

● Project-related traffic increases 

We have drawn the following conclusions from the analysis:  

The following summarizes the portion of the CEQA checklist pertaining to noise. 

Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in 

ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project exceeding standards established in the local 

general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

A: Permanent Increase in Noise Levels due to Project-Generated Noise 

It is anticipated that the potential office spaces located on northern facades of the six buildings will be 

mechanically ventilated. Based on previous projects of similar design, we have assumed the use of up to 

four typical 5-ton package rooftop units located above each office (a total of 56 units). No outdoor 

mechanical equipment has been specified at this time. Specific equipment will be confirmed during the 

design phase.  
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Preliminary sound power level data provided from a similarly sized project with similar 5-ton outdoor 

package fan units indicates that combined noise from these units sums to approximately DNL 30 dB at the 

nearest property lines, assuming the units operate continuously for 24-hour operation. The rooftop 

parapet is assumed to provide acoustical shielding to nearby neighbors because they would break line-of-

sight to the nearest receivers.  

Depending on the final equipment placement, as well as any specific parapets, barriers, and shielding 

provided by buildings (which would reduce noise levels at the property lines), noise levels may vary. We 

do not expect the noise contribution to be significant in these aspects.  

B: Predicted Permanent Increase in Noise Levels due Project Traffic Volumes 

It has been communicated by the team that the projected truck trips per day will be approximately as 

shown below in Table 3. 

Table 3: SMP-39 Truck Trips 

Hour Percent ITE Trips 

7 – 9 AM 10.8% 78 

9 AM – 4 PM 61.0% 439 

4 – 6 PM 10.8% 78 

6 – 10 PM 3.9% 28 

10 PM – 7 AM 13.4% 96 

Total 100 % 719 

Overall, the project would result in a net increase in daily trips by 719, amounting to an overall traffic 

noise DNL increase of <1 dB. Therefore, this would not result in a significant increase in noise levels at 

existing adjacent properties. 

Would the project result in generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne 

noise levels? 

A: Permanent Increase in Vibration Levels due to Project-Generated Vibration 

The planned use for the site, as warehouse buildings, is not expected to generate significant amounts of 

ground-borne noise or vibration. 
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Loading Dock Future Noise Levels (CNEL/DNL) 

We estimated noise levels at local receptors from the sources described in the previous section. To 

account for future increases in local traffic noise levels, we added 1 dB DNL to the measured levels7 (see 

Table 2 above). 

Table 4 below summarizes the estimated DNL levels at the closest property plane to the east of the 

building, under the assumption that the facility would receive its trucking activities 24 hours per day.  

Table 4: Calculated Future Facility Noise at Noise-Sensitive Land Uses: CNEL/DNL, dBA 

Scenario 
Nearby Receiving 

Locations 

Existing 
Noise at 
Receiver  

Loading 
Docks at 
Receiver 

Intra-
Project 
Traffic 
Noise 

Levels at 
Receiver 

Combined 
Existing 

plus 
Project 

Change 
(dB) 

24-hour 
Operations 

East Property Line 
(Residences across 

Isabel Avenue) 
67 61 32 68 +1 dB 

The data shows that loading dock-generated noise is not expected to impact adjacent receivers to the 

north and the residences to the east. The calculated increase in DNL at the nearest property line with the 

project and future traffic noise levels (near term 2025) will be approximately 1 dB. A change of 3 dB or 

less is not expected to be noticeable and is not considered significant. 

Future L50 Noise Levels 

The following assumptions were made about the 24-hour operation of the project in our estimated L50 

calculations: 

● The volume of expected truck trips is consistent with the truck trip distribution established in item 6 

of the Noise Source Analysis and Assumptions section (i.e., a maximum of 10 truck per hour at 

nighttime, or 13.4% of trucks between 10:00 pm and 7:00 am). 

● The 6- and 10-foot berms will be incorporated into the project. 

● Backup alarms are expected to be at a height of approximately 2.5 feet. 

● Trucks do not move great distances when their backup alarm is engaged. 

Table 5 summarizes the estimated daytime and nighttime L50 for the proposed project. Since backup 

alarms for nighttime are predicted to occur less than 15 minutes per hour, the criterion can increase by 

5 dBA per Policy P2. However, since back up alarms would be more than 15 minutes per hour during the 

daytime, no additional increases are accounted for in our analysis.  

 
7  The California Department of Transportation assumes a traffic volume increase of three-percent per year, which 

corresponds to a 1 dB increase in DNL over a ten-year period.  
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Table 5: Calculated 24-Hour Future Facility L50 Value: L50, dBA 

Time of Day Estimated L50 Value Criterion L50 Value 

Daytime (7am-10pm) 40 dBA 55 dBA 

Nighttime (10pm-7am) 35 dBA 50 dBA 

Our calculations of overall operational L50 noise levels do not exceed the allowable values stated by the 

City (i.e., Policy P1, Objective N-1.5), it is our understanding that other current similar projects in the 

vicinity have caused local neighbor complaints due to trucks’ back-up alarms at those locations in the 

past.  

Back-up alarms were assumed to be 79 dB at a reference distance of 30 feet. The distance attenuation 

between the loading dock to the façade of the nearest residence provides a 31 dB reduction. Although 

backup alarms would be audible from the residences, the L50 threshold of 50 dBA will not be exceeded 

due to the limited number of trips during this timeframe (estimated at 40 trips in 9-hour time frame). 

Calculations assumed the source height of these backup alarms to be approximately 2.5 feet from grade. 

The current buildings would adequately obstruct the direct line-of-sight of these backup alarms to the 

residential receivers. The dimensions of the proposed berms are calculated to reduce intermittent noise 

levels (such as those produced by backup alarms) by up to 6 dB at the closest residents.  

Quieter backup alarms (aka “squawkers”), which are becoming more prevalent in delivery vehicles for 

various large e-commerce websites, and other vendors, may be used by trucking operators visiting this 

site in the future, therefore beeper noise has the potential to be reduced. A best practice for 

consideration would be to implement these alternative devices in other truck populations in the future. 

CONCLUSIONS AND COMMENTS 

1. Future loading dock-generated noise (due to on-site trucks and vehicles) over a 24-hour operation 

period is not expected to impact receivers to the east. The calculated increase in CNEL/DNL at the 

nearest noise-sensitive residential receivers with the project and future traffic noise levels will be 

<1 dB. A change of 2 dB or less is not considered significant nor is it expected to be noticeable to 

residents east of the project site. 

2. Considering the 2,395-foot distance between the nearest loading dock and the closest residents, and 

the trucks being a stationary source rather than a moving vehicle once the leaving the loading dock 

area of the project site, the city's L50 criterion is not applicable once a truck begins moving closer to 

the residential area. Given the minority of expected project truck trips conducted in the nighttime 

hours (10 trips per hour on average from 10 PM to 7 AM), noise from stationary trucks at the nearest 

loading dock are expected to comply with the City’s L50 nighttime requirement assuming backup 

alarms are not continuously operating for more than 30 minutes per hour. 

 

*     *     *
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APPENDIX A: FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPTS OF ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE 

This section provides background information to aid in understanding the technical aspects of this report. 

Three dimensions of environmental noise are important in determining subjective response. These are: 

● The intensity or level of the sound 

● The frequency spectrum of the sound 

● The time-varying character of the sound 

Airborne sound is a rapid fluctuation of air pressure above and below atmospheric pressure. Sound levels 

are usually measured and expressed in decibels (dBA), with 0 dBA corresponding roughly to the threshold 

of hearing. 

The "frequency" of a sound refers to the number of complete pressure fluctuations per second in the 

sound. The unit of measurement is the cycle per second (cps) or hertz (Hz). Most of the sounds, which we 

hear in the environment, do not consist of a single frequency, but of a broad band of frequencies, 

differing in level. The name of the frequency and level content of a sound is its sound spectrum. A sound 

spectrum for engineering purposes is typically described in terms of octave bands, which separate the 

audible frequency range (for human beings, from about 20 to 20,000 Hz) into ten segments. 

Many rating methods have been devised to permit comparisons of sounds having quite different spectra. 

Surprisingly, the simplest method correlates with human response practically as well as the more complex 

methods. This method consists of evaluating all of the frequencies of a sound in accordance with a 

weighting that progressively de-emphasizes the importance of frequency components below 1000 Hz and 

above 5000 Hz. This frequency weighting reflects the fact that human hearing is less sensitive at low 

frequencies and at extreme high frequencies relative to the mid-range. 

The weighting system described above is called "A"-weighting, and the level so measured is called the "A-

weighted sound level" or "A-weighted noise level." The unit of A-weighted sound level is sometimes 

abbreviated "dBA." In practice, the sound level is conveniently measured using a sound level meter that 

includes an electrical filter corresponding to the A-weighting characteristic. All U.S. and international 

standard sound level meters include such a filter. Typical sound levels found in the environment and in 

industry are shown in Figure A-1. 

Although a single sound level value may adequately describe environmental noise at any instant in time, 

community noise levels vary continuously. Most environmental noise is a conglomeration of distant noise 

sources, which results in a relatively steady background noise having no identifiable source. These distant 

sources may include traffic, wind in trees, industrial activities, etc. and are relatively constant from 

moment to moment. As natural forces change or as human activity follows its daily cycle, the sound level 

may vary slowly from hour to hour. Superimposed on this slowly varying background is a succession of 

identifiable noisy events of brief duration. These may include nearby activities such as single vehicle pass-

bys, aircraft flyovers, etc. which cause the environmental noise level to vary from instant to instant. 
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To describe the time-varying character of environmental noise, statistical noise descriptors were 

developed. "L10" is the A-weighted sound level equaled or exceeded during 10 percent of a stated time 

period. The L10 is considered a good measure of the maximum sound levels caused by discrete noise 

events. "L50" is the A-weighted sound level that equals or exceeded 50 percent of a stated time period; it 

represents the median sound level. The "L90" is the A-weighted sound level equaled or exceeded during 

90 percent of a stated time period and is used to describe the background noise. 

As it is often cumbersome to quantify the noise environment with a set of statistical descriptors, a single 

number called the average sound level or "Leq" is now widely used. The term "Leq" originated from the 

concept of a so-called equivalent sound level which contains the same acoustical energy as a varying 

sound level during the same time period. In simple but accurate technical language, the Leq is the average 

A-weighted sound level in a stated time period. The Leq is particularly useful in describing the subjective 

change in an environment where the source of noise remains the same but there is change in the level of 

activity. Widening roads and/or increasing traffic are examples of this kind of situation. 

In determining the daily measure of environmental noise, it is important to account for the different 

response of people to daytime and nighttime noise. During the nighttime, exterior background noise 

levels are generally lower than in the daytime; however, most household noise also decreases at night, 

thus exterior noise intrusions again become noticeable. Further, most people trying to sleep at night are 

more sensitive to noise. To account for human sensitivity to nighttime noise levels, a special descriptor 

was developed. The descriptor is called the Ldn (Day/Night Average Sound Level), which represents the 24-

hour average sound level with a penalty for noise occurring at night. The Ldn computation divides the 24-

hour day into two periods: daytime (7:00 am to 10:00 pm); and nighttime (10:00 pm to 7:00 am). The 

nighttime sound levels are assigned a 10 dBA penalty prior to averaging with daytime hourly sound levels. 

For highway noise environments, the average noise level during the peak hour traffic volume is 

approximately equal to the Ldn. 

The effects of noise on people can be listed in three general categories: 

● Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction 

● Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, and learning 

● Physiological effects such as startle, hearing loss 

The sound levels associated with environmental noise usually produce effects only in the first two 

categories. Unfortunately, there has never been a completely predictable measure for the subjective 

effects of noise nor of the corresponding reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction. This is primarily 

because of the wide variation in individual thresholds of annoyance and habituation to noise over time. 

Thus, an important factor in assessing a person's subjective reaction is to compare the new noise 

environment to the existing noise environment. In general, the more a new noise exceeds the existing, 

the less acceptable the new noise will be judged. 
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Regarding increases in noise level, knowledge of the following relationships will be helpful in 

understanding the quantitative sections of this report: 

Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of only 1 dBA in sound level cannot be 

perceived. Outside of the laboratory, a 3 dBA change is considered a just-noticeable difference. A change 

in level of at least 5 dBA is required before any noticeable change in community response would be 

expected. A 10 dBA change is subjectively heard as approximately a doubling in loudness and would 

almost certainly cause an adverse community response.  
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INTRODUCTION  

This report summarizes our study of environmental noise of the proposed project (Livermore Oaks 

Business Park SMP-40) on nearby land uses. The project site is west of Isabel Avenue (State Highway 84), 

north of Stanley Boulevard, and south of Discovery Drive in Livermore, California. The purpose of the 

study was to determine whether estimated activity noise and construction noise from the proposed 

facility will meet the relevant requirements of the City General Plan Noise Element and Noise Ordinance 

at adjacent land uses. 

This report has been updated based on the City’s peer reviewer comments from May 2022 and March 

2023, and subsequent coordination regarding increased truck trips during nighttime hours. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

● Noise from the project’s loading docks, future intra-project vehicle traffic, and likely HVAC equipment 

will increase CNEL1 or DNL2 noise levels at noise-sensitive receiver locations at most by 3 dB. An 

increase of 3 dB or less DNL is not expected to be noticeable and is not considered significant.  

● Given the minimal projected noise impact from the project, no additional mitigation measures are 

required. 

REPORT ORGANIZATION 

This report is organized into the following sections:  

● Project Site 

● Acoustical Criteria 

● Existing Noise Environment 

● Noise Impact Assessment 

o Construction Noise 

o Loading Dock and Intra-Project Traffic Noise (Parking Lot) 

o Tenant HVAC Equipment Noise 

 
1 Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) – A descriptor for the 24-hour A-weighted average noise level.  The CNEL concept accounts for the 

increased acoustical sensitivity of people to noise during the evening and nighttime hours.  Sound levels during the hours from 7 pm to 10 pm 
are penalized 5 dB; sound levels during the hours from 10 pm to 7 am are penalized 10 dB.  A 10-dB increase in sound level is perceived by 
people to be a doubling of loudness. 

 
2 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) – A descriptor established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to describe the average day-night 

level with a penalty applied to noise occurring during the nighttime hours (10 pm - 7 am) to account for the increased sensitivity of people 
during sleeping hours. Also noted as Ldn. The difference between CNEL and DNL is often less than 1 dB. 
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PROJECT SITE 

The proposed project will have a total area of approximately 40 acres, west of Isabel Avenue (State 

Highway 84) and between Stanley Boulevard and Discovery Drive in the City of Livermore. Warehouse 

Building 1 will be about 470,350 square feet with 68 loading docks, while Building 2 will be 

288,750 square feet with 62 loading docks. The site is adjacent to existing industrially zoned warehouse 

facilities with loading docks to the north. Noise-sensitive residential receivers are located across Isabel 

Avenue to the east about 1,785-feet away from Building 1, and 885-feet away from Building 2. Two berms 

have been incorporated on the project site: a 6-foot by 125-foot landscape berm on the Northeast corner 

of the project property line, and a 10-foot by 60-foot screening wall east of Building 2’s southern loading 

docks. 

ACOUSTICAL CRITERIA 

The following are project criteria and/or guidelines per the City of Livermore and State of California.  

City of Livermore 2003-2025 General Plan Noise Element 

Policy P4, Objective N-1.1 

The Noise Element of the Livermore General Plan (Chapter 9, Policy P4 of Objective N-1.1) contains land 

use compatibility guidelines for environmental noise in the community. Table 1, below, summarizes these 

guidelines for residential and industrial land uses3 in terms of CNEL or DNL. The definitions of each land 

use category follow below the table.  

Table 1: Summary of Table 9-7 – Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise CNEL or DNL, dB 

Land Use Category 
Normally 

Acceptable 

Conditionally 

Acceptable 

Normally 

Unacceptable 

Clearly 

Unacceptable 

Residential Low-Density4, Single-
family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 

≤60 55-70 70-75 >75 

Industrial, Manufacturing, 
Utilities, Agricultural 

≤75 70-80 >75 -- 

 

 
3 Table 9-7 of the Noise Element, page 9-27. 

4 Per General Plan Noise Ordinance Objective N-1.4, Policy P4, the criterion for single-family residential back yards is 60 dB CNEL/DNL. 
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Normally Acceptable: If the noise level is within the “normally acceptable” level, noise exposure would be 

acceptable for the intended land use. Development may occur without requiring an evaluation of the noise 

environment unless the use could generate noise impacts on adjacent uses.  

Conditionally Acceptable: If the noise level is within the “conditionally acceptable” level, noise exposure 

would be conditionally acceptable; a specified land use may be permitted only after detailed analysis of 

the noise environment and the project characteristics to determine whether noise insulation or protection 

features are required. Such noise insulation features may include measures to protect noise-sensitive 

outdoor activity areas (e.g., at residences, schools, or parks) or may include building sound insulation 

treatments such as sound-rated windows to protect interior spaces in sensitive receptors. 

Normally Unacceptable: If the noise level is within the “normally unacceptable” level, analysis and 

mitigation are required. Development should generally not be undertaken unless adequate noise 

mitigation options have been analyzed and appropriate mitigations incorporated into the project to 

reduce the exposure of people to unacceptable noise levels. 

Clearly Unacceptable: New construction should not be undertaken unless all feasible noise mitigation 

options have been analyzed and appropriate mitigation incorporated into the project to adequately reduce 

exposure of people to unacceptable noise levels.  

Noise Element Objective N-1.5 

Objective N-1.5 seeks to reduce the level of noise generated by “stationary mechanical and other noise-

generating equipment”. Policy P1 states that “the City shall require that industrial and commercial uses 

be designed and operated to avoid the generation of noise effects on surrounding land uses from 

exceeding the following noise levels for exterior environments, operating longer than half an hour per 

hour: 

● 55 dBA L505 (7:00am to 10:00pm) 

● 45 dBA L50 (10:00pm to 7:00am) 

Policy P2 allows short-term events to have levels louder than those cited above. For events that occur less 

than 15 minutes per hour, levels can be increased by 5 dBA; events no more than 5 minutes per hour are 

allowed an additional 10 dBA, and those taking place one minute or less per hour are allowed an 

additional 15 dBA. Policy P4 allows an exemption from Policy P1 for motor vehicles on public streets 

between the hours of 7:00am and 8:00pm. We understand that Policies P1, P2, and P4 could apply to the 

noise from backup alarms (aka “beepers” or “squawkers”). 

 
5 L50 – The noise level exceeded 50% of the time. For a discussion of environmental acoustics, please refer to Appendix A. 
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Objective N-1.5 specifically describes “stationary source noises”, so when referring to L50 noise levels we 

analyzed the noise of trucks that are expected to sit in the loading dock area, estimated to be at least 

1,025 feet from the nearest residence.  

California Department of Transportation (CalTrans) Construction Vibration Criteria 

The California Department of Transportation6
 (DOT) provides vibration guidelines for two scenarios: 

human perception and construction damage. These tables are included below as guidelines for potential 

project vibration levels. “Transient” vibrations are classified as impulsive events that are short in duration 

(e.g., debris falling, blasting). “Continuous” vibrations are more sustained vibration events over longer 

periods of time (e.g., jackhammering, drilling). Table 2 describes the human response to different levels of 

ground-borne vibration for transient and continuous events. 

Table 2: Guideline Vibration Annoyance Potential Threshold Criteria7 

Human Response 

Maximum PPV8 (in/sec) 

Transient 
Sources 

Continuous/Frequent 
Intermittent Sources 

Barely perceptible 0.04 0.01 

Distinctly perceptible 0.25 0.04 

Strongly perceptible 0.90 0.10 

Severe 2.00 0.40 

Table 3 provides a guideline for vibration criteria to assess the damage potential from ground vibration 

induced by construction equipment. Thresholds for continuous vibrations are lower than those for 

transient vibrations and are therefore considered more “conservative”. These are standard significance 

thresholds used in the industry to determine impacts of ground borne vibrations on structures. 

 
6  Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual September 2013 (DOT Document). 

7  This is Table 20 from the DOT document. 

8  (PPV): Peak Particle Velocity. 
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Table 3: Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria9 

Structure and Condition 

Maximum PPV (in/sec) 

Transient 
Sources 

Continuous/Frequent 
Intermittent Sources 

Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments 0.12 0.08 

Fragile buildings 0.20 0.10 

Historic and some old buildings 0.50 0.25 

Older residential structures 0.50 0.30 

New residential structures 1.00 0.50 

Modern industrial/commercial buildings 2.00 0.50 

The immediate adjacent properties are all modern industrial or commercial buildings. Across Isabel 

Avenue/Highway 84 to the east are existing single-family residences. Based on Table 3, we have applied 

the more stringent residential criteria of 1.0 PPV for transient events and 0.50 PPV for continuous events.  

State of California CEQA Guidelines and Impact Criteria  

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) contains guidelines that evaluate the significance of 

noise attributable to a proposed project. This would include (but is not limited to) added traffic noise, 

mechanical equipment noise, and construction noise. CEQA asks the following applicable questions. 

Would the project result in: 

1. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of 

the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 

applicable standards of other agencies? 

2. Generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels? 

3. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such 

a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public-use airport, would the 

project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

CEQA does not define the noise level increase that is considered “substantial”. Typically, the local general 

plan would establish limits with respect to allowable noise and vibration increases. However, the City of 

Livermore General Plan does not contain numerical standards of significance for noise increases. For the 

items above, noise level increases of 3 dBA or less are generally considered less-than-significant. 

Substantial adverse community response would be expected only for increases of 5 dBA or more. 

 
9  This is Table 19 of the DOT document. 
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EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT 

Project Site Description 

To quantify the existing site noise environment, two monitors continuously measured noise levels along 

the project property lines to the north and east between 2 and 4 November 2021. Table 4 summarizes 

measured data and Figure 1, attached, shows the approximate measurement locations. Locations were 

selected based not only on project setbacks but also on what nearby locations were accessible via public 

rights-of-way. 

Table 4: Measured Environmental Noise Levels 

Site  Location Measured DNL (dBA) 

LT-1 Business Park, approximately 10-feet above grade 65 

LT-2 Arroyo Bike Trail, approximately 10-feet above grade 67 

Site Noise Context 

Noise measurements at the project site (see Figure 1), collected data from vehicle pass-bys on nearby 

roads. Measured on-site noise levels were DNL 65 dB and 67 dB at the project site (see Figure 1). LT-1 was 

placed near the nearest existing warehouse across from residences, and LT-2 was placed on the closest 

accessible utility pole across from residences. Adjustments were made, as appropriate, to estimate the 

change in noise levels from the long-term monitor location to the locations of the nearest residences east 

of Isabel Avenue. 

We have combined cumulative existing and future noise sources that would result from the project’s 

completion. Future project sources include the proposed loading dock noise, rooftop HVAC equipment, 

parking areas, and estimated traffic contribution, while the existing noise sources are the existing traffic. 

Adding expected noise contribution to the existing noise environment logarithmically would result in a 

noise level of approximately DNL 67 dB from all contributing noise sources upon the project’s completion: 
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DNL 29a dB [Future HVAC] + DNL 29b dB [employee lot] + DNL 52 c
 dB [trucks] = DNL 52 d dB [future noise level at receivers] 

a = cumulative building rooftop HVAC noise 

b = employee parking lot noise 

c = truck noise at loading docks  

d = cumulative future project sources 

DNL 67e dB [existing traffic] + DNL 52e dB [combined future sources] = DNL 67f dB [future noise level at receivers] 

e = measured at project site, see Figure 1 

e = determined from loading docks + HVAC noise + parking lots 

f = calculated 

See Appendix A for additional information on decibel mathematics. 

NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT ANALYSIS 

We evaluated the following noise sources from the proposed project on the surrounding environment: 

● Potential rooftop mechanical equipment noise 

● Short-term construction noise and vibration 

● Project-related traffic increases 

The following summarizes the portion of the CEQA checklist pertaining to noise. 

Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in 

ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the 

local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

A: Permanent Increase in Noise Levels due to Project-Generated Noise 

The owner anticipates that tenant office spaces located on the corners of each building will be 

mechanically ventilated with typical 5-ton package units located above the offices in each corner of each 

building. No other outdoor mechanical equipment has been specified at this time. Specific equipment will 

be confirmed during the design phase.  

Preliminary sound power level data has been provided for these 5-ton outdoor package fan units 

indicating that combined noise from these units sums to approximately DNL 29 dB at the nearest 

property lines. This assumes 24-hour operation of this equipment (in line with the operation hours of the 

building). The rooftop parapet is assumed to provide acoustical shielding to nearby neighbors because 

they would break line-of-sight to the nearest receivers.  



Oaks Business Park SMP-40 

12 January 2023 

Update to Environmental Noise Study 

Page 9 

 

 

 

Depending on the final equipment placement, as well as any specific parapets, barriers, and shielding 

provided by buildings (which would reduce noise levels at the property lines), noise levels may vary. We 

do not expect the noise contribution to be significant in these aspects.  

B: Predicted Permanent Increase in Noise Levels due Project Traffic Volumes 

It has been communicated by the team that the projected truck trips per day will be approximately as 

shown below in Table 5.  

Table 5: SMP-40 Truck Trips 

Hour Percent ITE Trips 

7 – 9 AM 9.4% 20 

9 AM – 4 PM 42.7% 91 

4 – 6 PM 12.7% 27 

6 – 10 PM 16.4% 35 

10 PM – 7 AM 18.8% 40 

Total 100 % 213 

Overall, the project would result in a net increase in daily trips by 213, amounting to an overall traffic 

noise DNL increase of approximately 2 dB. Therefore, this would not result in a significant increase in 

noise levels at existing adjacent properties. 

C: Temporary Increase in Noise Levels due to Construction 

Construction activities will likely include the use of heavy equipment for grading and other activities, 

through completion of buildings and landscaping. Heavy trucks would travel to, from, and within the site 

hauling soil, equipment, and building materials. Smaller equipment, such as jackhammers, pneumatic 

tools, and saws could also be used throughout the demolition and construction phases in various areas. 

The noise and vibration associated with these activities would be generated within the entire project 

area. 

Based on our experience with similar projects’ construction methods and phasing, our preliminary 

understanding and assumptions of expected equipment is shown in Table 6. Reference levels for 

construction equipment are listed in Table 7, both at the reference distance of 50-feet and at 884-feet, 

which is the distance from Building 1 to the residences across Isabel Avenue.  
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Table 6: List of Typical Construction Equipment and Phasing 

Phase Equipment 

Demolition 
Concrete/Industrial Saws, Excavators, Rubber-
Tired Dozers, Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 

Site Preparation 
Graders, Rubber-Tired Dozers, 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 

Grading/Excavation 
Excavators, Drill Rig for Shoring Beams 
(Caisson Drilling), Rubber-Tired Dozers, 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 

Trenching Tractor/Loader/Backhoe, Excavators 

Building Exterior 
Cranes, Forklifts, Generator Sets, 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, Welders 

Building Interior/ 
Architectural Coating 

Air Compressors, Aerial Lift 

Paving/Landscaping/ 
Site Concrete 

Cement and Mortar Mixers, Paving 
Equipment, Rollers, 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 
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Table 7: Construction Equipment Reference Noise Levels10 

Typical Equipment 

Estimated Maximum 
Instantaneous Lmax

11 
Noise Level (dBA at 50 

feet) 

Estimated Maximum 
Instantaneous Lmax Noise 
Level (dBA at 884 feet) 

Aerial Lift 83 26 

Air Compressors 81 24 

Cement and Mortar Mixers 85 28 

Concrete/Industrial Saws 76 19 

Cranes 83 26 

Drill Rig for Shoring Beams (Caisson Drilling) 85 28 

Excavators 85 28 

Forklifts 83 26 

Generator Sets 81 24 

Graders 85 28 

Paving Equipment 89 32 

Rollers 74 17 

Rubber-Tired Dozers 85 28 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 84 27 

Welders 73 16 

Actual construction noise levels will vary based on distance to each piece of equipment or work area from 

the receiver and shielding from adjacent buildings and construction elements.  

The following is a list of measures that could be adopted by the contractor to reduce the impact of 

construction noise on neighbors: 

1. Consistent with the Livermore Municipal Code, construction will be limited to weekdays between the 

hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. and Saturdays through Sunday between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 

6:00 p.m.  

 
10  Equipment noise levels at 50-feet are from Section 9, Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic Noise Construction 

Noise Handbook (August 2006) and Table 12-2, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, United States Department 

of Transportation, Office of Planning and Environment, Federal Transit Administration, May 2006.  

11  Lmax (Maximum Sound Level) – The maximum sound level for a specified measurement period of time as defined in ASTM 

E1686. 
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2. There are currently no immediately adjacent residential receivers, but Industrial-zoned PDI parcels 

are immediately north of the proposed project site. Unless residences are built immediately adjacent 

to this property prior to the construction, a noise barrier is not required.  

3. Contractors shall utilize “quiet” models of air compressors and other stationary noise sources where 

technology exists. 

4. Internal combustion engine-driven equipment shall be equipped with mufflers which are in good 

condition and appropriate for the equipment. 

5. Stationary noise-generating equipment, such as air compressors and portable power generators, shall 

be located as far away as possible from adjacent property lines. 

6. Staging areas and construction material areas shall be located as far away as feasible from adjacent 

residences. 

7. All unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines should be prohibited. 

8. The contractor should designate a "noise disturbance construction superintendent" who will be 

responsible for tracking and responding to any complaints about construction noise. The noise 

disturbance construction superintendent will determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., 

starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and will require that reasonable measures are implemented to 

correct the problem. The telephone number for the noise disturbance construction superintendent 

will be posted at the construction site and included in any construction notices sent to neighbors. 

Would the project result in generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne 

noise levels? 

A: Permanent Increase in Vibration Levels due to Project-Generated Vibration 

The planned use for the site, as warehouse buildings, is not expected to generate significant amounts of 

ground-borne noise or vibration. 

B: Temporary Increase in Vibration Levels due to Construction 

The nearest and most sensitive adjacent receivers include residences to the east approximately 500 feet 

from the closest area of construction on the project site. Industrial-zoned parcels to the north are 

assumed to be less sensitive.  

Project construction may include activities such as the use of concrete saws, excavation and grading, and 

the use of rolling stock equipment (tracked vehicles, compactors, etc.). Typical construction vibration 

levels at 50-feet are listed in Table 8, below. Most of the construction will occur set back from the 

property line. As indicated in the criteria section above, the risk of damage to nearby structures may 

begin to occur at a limit of 1.0 in/sec PPV for transient vibration events and 0.50 PPV for continuous 

events. 
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Table 8: Example Construction Vibration Levels12 

Equipment PPV at 50 ft. (in/sec)13 

Vibratory Roller 0.049 

Hydraulic Breaker 0.03 to 0.08 

Large Bulldozer 0.03 

Loaded Trucks 0.03 

Excavator 0.03 

Caisson/pier drilling 0.03 

Jackhammer 0.01 

Small Bulldozer 0.001 

Crane, Forklift, Bobcat No significant vibration 

Based on the vibration levels shown in Table 8, construction equipment is not expected to cause 

structural damage to adjacent properties because project construction is not expected to exceed the 

thresholds for new residential buildings or commercial/industrial structures as shown above in Table 3. 

Ground borne noise would also not be expected to be significant at these vibration levels. 

FUTURE LOADING DOCK AND INTRA-PROJECT TRAFFIC NOISE 

Future Loading Dock Calculation Methodology 

Operational noise from the proposed facility is expected to consist primarily of tractor-trailers accessing 

loading dock areas. To estimate truck noise at the proposed facility, we referenced recently measured 

noise levels at a local distribution facility which involved semi-trucks similar in size to those that are 

expected to access the proposed project’s facility.  

Calculations for resulting noise levels due to on-site truck and car trip generation durations and activities 

were based on the measurements at this local distribution facility with ancillary information provided to 

us for that project on 15 February 2018 and 20 December 2023.  

Based on the assumptions described below, estimated noise levels were then compared to applicable 

criteria to determine if noise from the proposed facility would exceed the City’s noise goals (described 

above) at adjacent residences. 

 
12  Table 12-2, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, United States Department of Transportation, Office of Planning 

and Environment, Federal Transit Administration, May 2006. 

13  Using a value of n = 1.5 per FTA recommendation, where n is the attenuation rate through the ground 
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Traffic volumes produced by the proposed project were provided by TJKM in December 2023. Their study 

estimated that a total of 213 truck trips14 would occur at the facilities throughout the 24 hours of 

operation. Overton Moore Properties provided further details about the potentially likely distribution of 

those trucks each hour throughout the 24-hour operation period. 

Intra-Project Traffic Analysis Methodology 

Intra-project traffic noise will consist of traffic noise associated with future warehouse employee vehicles 

within the designated parking lots. To estimate vehicle noise at the employee parking lots, we referenced 

the TJKM provided traffic volumes for the proposed project.  

Noise Source Analysis and Assumptions 

Future Loading Docks 

Our analysis estimated future noise from the facility based on the following assumptions discussed with 

the client via email, and per the overall site plan: 

1. Trucks will enter and exit the site from Atlantis Court and Challenger Street, from the north (via 

Discovery Drive). 

2. Non-truck noises associated with loading/unloading activity (i.e., forklifts, rolling doors, carts, pallet 

crushing, items dropping), are assumed to be located near the dock doors and are included in our 

analysis. 

3. An average truck trip (not including unloading/loading) is estimated to last for a cumulative period of 

about 2 minutes and be at least 1025 feet from the nearest residential property line.  

4. Trucks occupy the loading dock in their loading area that is nearest to noise-sensitive receiver 

(Residents across Isabel Avenue, to the east of the building). 

5. Total number of loading docks: 130 (68 in Building 1 and 62 in Building 2) 

6. Number and distribution of truck trips is based on TJKM’s traffic study estimate, with approximately 

213 total truck trips per 24-hour period (continuous 24/7 operation) distributed as follows: 

● AM Peak is 7-9 AM – 9.4%  

● 9-4 PM – 42.7%  

● PM Peak is 4 PM - 6 PM – 12.7%  

● 6 PM - 10 PM – 16.4% 

● 10 PM - 7 AM – 18.8% 

 
14  Email correspondence provided on 12/20/23 confirmed the 213 daily truck trips as 20% of total vehicle trips based in ITE 

data (TJKM Study) 
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7. Building 2 provides substantial acoustical shielding for most of Building 1 and its operations to the 

eastern residents. Because of this, Building 1 is not expected to have a meaningful impact on the 

residential receivers’ sound environment to the east. 

8. Loading docks in Building 2 are located on the north and south facades, configured to maintain the 

maximum possible distance away from the residential area to the east. 

9. North-facing docks of Building 2 will have a direct line-of-sight to the warehouse to the north. We 

assume that some shielding is provided by the perpendicular orientation of the docks of Building 1, 

which would slightly reduce our overall calculated noise contribution of the loading docks to the 

northern warehouse receivers because of the partial line-of-sight. 

10. 24-hour operation assumed. 

11. Loading docks not in use on each building have closed doors. 

12. A typical truck “trip” consists of the following events (estimated sound levels based on 

aforementioned measurements at similar facilities): 

a. Truck passby (arrival, departure at slow speed):  69 dBA at 30 feet 

b. Truck airbrakes:     72 dBA at 25 feet 

c. Truck backup alarm:    79 dBA at 30 feet 

d. Brief idle before engine shutoff:   70 dBA at 25 feet 

e. Truck engine ignition and airbrakes:  71 dBA at 25 feet 

f. Truck accelerating from stop:   74 dBA at 25 feet 

g. Truck noise source reference heights15 (above grade) 

i. Passby, brief idle, acceleration, and ignition:  8 feet 

ii. Back-up beeper and airbrake:  2.5 feet  

iii. Topographical site analysis included in Section C3.1 of the Grading and Drainage Plan show 

potential terrain shielding of about three feet between the dock elevation and receivers to 

the east of Isabel Avenue 

Intra-Project Traffic Noise 

Our analysis estimated future noise from the facility parking lots is based on the following assumptions: 

1. Employees will enter and exit the site from Atlantis Court and Challenger Street, from the north (via 

Discovery Drive). 

2. Once on site, vehicles will move at 15 miles per hour or less. 

3. Vehicles will be spread out evenly amongst the seven parking areas.  

 
15  Truck source heights excerpted from Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement document (TeNS) document dated October 1998. 
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4. An average vehicle trip is estimated to last for a cumulative period of about 2 minutes and be at least 

550 feet from the nearest residential property line.  

5. Similar proportional percentages were assumed for vehicle trips in the project parking lots as were 

the truck trips, as shown in the distribution below.  

● AM Peak is 7 AM - 9 AM- 9.4%  

● 9 AM – 4 PM -42.7%  

● PM Peak is 4 PM -6 PM -12.7%  

● 7 PM - 10 PM 16.4% 

● 10 PM - 7 AM 18.8% 

Estimated Future Noise Levels 

Future Average Noise Levels (CNEL/DNL) 

We estimated noise levels at local receptors from the sources described in the previous section. To 

account for future increases in local traffic noise levels (growth in traffic on Isabel Avenue and other local 

roadways), we added 1 dB DNL to the measured levels16 (see Table 4 above). 

We calculated the acoustical impact of project traffic increase due to both projects SMP-39 and SMP-40 

with the provided peak hour traffic volumes for the cumulative without project and cumulative with 

project scenarios. The analysis used the FHWA-RD-77-108 traffic noise calculation model. The figures 

below show the various calculations for the intersections of interest (i.e., 5, 9, 10, and 11) as provided to 

us via the traffic volume study developed for both SMP-39 and SMP-40. 

Figure A: Intersection Map Legend 

 

 
16  The California Department of Transportation assumes a traffic volume increase of three-percent per year, which corresponds to a 1 dBA 

increase in DNL over a ten-year period.  
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Figure B: Traffic Volume Analysis for Intersection 5 

 

Figure C: Traffic Volume Analysis for Intersection 9 
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Figure D: Traffic Volume Analysis for Intersection 10 

 

Figure E: Traffic Volume Analysis for Intersection 11 

 

As shown above, the increase in traffic due to the project would be approximately 1 to 2 dBA to the DNL 

when combined. 

Table 9 below summarizes the estimated DNL levels at the closest property plane to the east of the 

building, under the assumption that the facility would receive its trucking and commuting employee 

activities during the 24 hours of operation.  
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Table 9: Calculated 24-Hour Future Facility Noise at Nearest Noise-Sensitive Land Uses: CNEL/DNL, dBA 

Nearby Receiving 
Locations 

Existing Noise 
at Receiver 

(Residences) 

Loading 
Docks at 
Receiver 

Intra-Project 
Traffic Noise 

Levels at 
Receiver 

Combined 
Existing 

plus 
Project 

Change 
(dBA) 

East Property Line 
(Residences 

across Isabel) 
67 60 

 
32 69 +2 

North Property 
Line (Neighboring 

Warehouse) 
65 65 

 
36 68 +3 

The calculated increase in DNL at the residential property line with the project and future traffic noise 

levels (near term 2025) will be approximately 2 dB. At the northern industrial uses, a DNL 3 dB change is 

predicted. A change of 3 dB or less is not expected to be noticeable and is not considered significant. 

Our calculations of maximum noise levels assume that the trucks operating at the closest docks to the 

residences will be active at the same proportion as stated above. The noise analysis also assessed the 

increase in traffic noise levels resulting from project traffic in combination with future traffic noise level 

increases on the surrounding roadway network resulting from other anticipated development in the 

region. The resultant cumulative increase is 3 dB. This would not be considered a significant increase to 

the predicted project operation noise environment. 

Future L50 Noise Levels 

The following assumptions were made about the 24-hour operation of the project in our estimated L50 

calculations: 

● The volume of expected truck trips is consistent with the truck trip distribution established in item 6 

of the Noise Source Analysis and Assumptions section (i.e., a maximum of 5 trucks per hour at 

nighttime, or 18.8% of trucks between 10:00 pm and 7:00 am). 

● The 6- and 10-foot berms will be incorporated into the project. 

● Backup alarms are expected to be at a height of approximately 2.5 feet. 

● Trucks do not move great distances when their backup alarm is engaged. 

Table 10 summarizes the estimated daytime and nighttime L50 for the proposed project. Since backup 

alarms for nighttime are predicted to occur less than 15 minutes per hour, the criterion can increase by 

5 dBA per Policy P2. However, since back up alarms would be more than 15 minutes per hour during the 

daytime, no additional increases are accounted for in our analysis.  
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Table 10: Calculated 24-Hour Future Facility L50 Value: L50, dBA 

Time of Day Estimated L50 Value Criterion L50 Value 

Daytime (7am-10pm) 50 dBA 55 dBA 

Nighttime (10pm-7am) 45 dBA 50 dBA 

Although our calculations of overall operational L50 noise levels do not exceed the allowable values stated 

by the City (i.e., Policy P1, Objective N-1.5), backup alarm noise may be audible at residences to the east 

during quieter nighttime hours. It is our understanding that other current similar projects in the vicinity 

have caused local neighbor complaints due to trucks’ back-up alarms at those locations in the past.  

Back-up alarms were assumed to be 79 dB at a reference distance of 30 feet. The distance attenuation 

between the loading dock to the façade of the nearest residence provides a 31 dB reduction.  Although 

backup alarms would be audible from the residences, the L50 threshold of 50 dBA will not be exceeded 

due to the limited number of trips during this timeframe (estimated at 40 trips in 9-hour time frame). 

Calculations assumed the source height of these backup alarms to be approximately 2.5 feet from grade. 

The incorporation of the proposed 6- and 10-foot-tall berms would adequately obstruct the direct line-of-

sight of these backup alarms to the residential receivers. The dimensions of the proposed berms are 

calculated to reduce intermittent noise levels (such as those produced by backup alarms) by up to 6 dB at 

the closest residents.  

Quieter backup alarms (aka “squawkers”), which are becoming more prevalent in delivery vehicles for 

various large e-commerce websites, and other vendors, may be used by trucking operators visiting this 

site in the future, therefore beeper noise has the potential to be reduced. A best practice for 

consideration would be to implement these alternative devices in other truck populations in the future. 

CONCLUSIONS AND COMMENTS 

1. Future cumulative project site noise from rooftop HVAC equipment, loading dock-generated noise, 

stationary trucks, and employee vehicles, is not expected to significantly impact receivers to the east 

or to the north. The calculated increase in CNEL/DNL for the warehouse receivers to the north will be 

3 dB, while the closest residential receivers across Isabel Avenue will have a 2dB increase from the 

existing environment under the expected 24-hour operations.  

A change of 3 dB or less is not considered significant for residents to the east or the commercial 

neighbors to the north of the project site. A cumulative DNL of 69 dB for the receivers does not 

exceed the industrial 75 dB DNL threshold defined in Table 9-7 of the Livermore Noise Element as 

well as the L50 level from Objective N-1.5 of the General Plan.  

Considering the 1,025-foot distance between the nearest loading dock and the closest residents, and 

the trucks being a stationary source rather than a moving vehicle once the leaving the loading dock 

area of the project site, the city's L50 criterion is not applicable once a truck begins moving closer to 

the residential area. Given the minority of expected project truck trips conducted in the nighttime 



Oaks Business Park SMP-40 

12 January 2023 

Update to Environmental Noise Study 

Page 21 

 

 

 

hours (less than 5 trips per hour on average from 10 PM to 7 AM), noise from stationary trucks at the 

nearest loading dock are expected to comply with the City’s L50 nighttime requirement assuming 

backup alarms are not continuously operating for more than 30 minutes per hour. 

2. It is our understanding that there are no State or Federal requirements for noise levels of backup 

alarms except for OSHA, which only requires them to be “significantly louder” than the surrounding 

environment. Because the background noise levels around most facilities are not known, 

manufacturers typically increase the alarm volume to compensate.  

Best practices to reduce alarm audibility at the facility to be evaluated would be to require users to 

limit alarm volume levels, employ signal personnel, lights, and other means to notify people about 

ongoing truck activities within the facility.   

*     *     * 
 

Cc: Jennifer Freedman (jfreedman@omprop.com) 
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APPENDIX A: FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPTS OF ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE 

This section provides background information to aid in understanding the technical aspects of this report. 

Three dimensions of environmental noise are important in determining subjective response. These are: 

● The intensity or level of the sound 

● The frequency spectrum of the sound 

● The time-varying character of the sound 

Airborne sound is a rapid fluctuation of air pressure above and below atmospheric pressure. Sound levels 

are usually measured and expressed in decibels (dBA), with 0 dBA corresponding roughly to the threshold 

of hearing. 

The "frequency" of a sound refers to the number of complete pressure fluctuations per second in the 

sound. The unit of measurement is the cycle per second (cps) or hertz (Hz). Most of the sounds, which we 

hear in the environment, do not consist of a single frequency, but of a broad band of frequencies, 

differing in level. The name of the frequency and level content of a sound is its sound spectrum. A sound 

spectrum for engineering purposes is typically described in terms of octave bands, which separate the 

audible frequency range (for human beings, from about 20 to 20,000 Hz) into ten segments. 

Many rating methods have been devised to permit comparisons of sounds having quite different spectra. 

Surprisingly, the simplest method correlates with human response practically as well as the more complex 

methods. This method consists of evaluating all of the frequencies of a sound in accordance with a 

weighting that progressively de-emphasizes the importance of frequency components below 1000 Hz and 

above 5000 Hz. This frequency weighting reflects the fact that human hearing is less sensitive at low 

frequencies and at extreme high frequencies relative to the mid-range. 

The weighting system described above is called "A"-weighting, and the level so measured is called the "A-

weighted sound level" or "A-weighted noise level." The unit of A-weighted sound level is sometimes 

abbreviated "dBA." In practice, the sound level is conveniently measured using a sound level meter that 

includes an electrical filter corresponding to the A-weighting characteristic. All U.S. and international 

standard sound level meters include such a filter. Typical sound levels found in the environment and in 

industry are shown in Figure A-1. 

Although a single sound level value may adequately describe environmental noise at any instant in time, 

community noise levels vary continuously. Most environmental noise is a conglomeration of distant noise 

sources, which results in a relatively steady background noise having no identifiable source. These distant 

sources may include traffic, wind in trees, industrial activities, etc. and are relatively constant from 

moment to moment. As natural forces change or as human activity follows its daily cycle, the sound level 

may vary slowly from hour to hour. Superimposed on this slowly varying background is a succession of 
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identifiable noisy events of brief duration. These may include nearby activities such as single vehicle pass-

bys, aircraft flyovers, etc. which cause the environmental noise level to vary from instant to instant. 

To describe the time-varying character of environmental noise, statistical noise descriptors were 

developed. "L10" is the A-weighted sound level equaled or exceeded during 10 percent of a stated time 

period. The L10 is considered a good measure of the maximum sound levels caused by discrete noise 

events. "L50" is the A-weighted sound level that is equaled or exceeded 50 percent of a stated time 

period; it represents the median sound level. The "L90" is the A-weighted sound level equaled or 

exceeded during 90 percent of a stated time period and is used to describe the background noise. 

As it is often cumbersome to quantify the noise environment with a set of statistical descriptors, a single 

number called the average sound level or "Leq" is now widely used. The term "Leq" originated from the 

concept of a so-called equivalent sound level which contains the same acoustical energy as a varying 

sound level during the same time period. In simple but accurate technical language, the Leq is the average 

A-weighted sound level in a stated time period. The Leq is particularly useful in describing the subjective 

change in an environment where the source of noise remains the same but there is change in the level of 

activity. Widening roads and/or increasing traffic are examples of this kind of situation. 

In determining the daily measure of environmental noise, it is important to account for the different 

response of people to daytime and nighttime noise. During the nighttime, exterior background noise 

levels are generally lower than in the daytime; however, most household noise also decreases at night, 

thus exterior noise intrusions again become noticeable. Further, most people trying to sleep at night are 

more sensitive to noise. To account for human sensitivity to nighttime noise levels, a special descriptor 

was developed. The descriptor is called the Ldn (Day/Night Average Sound Level), which represents the 24-

hour average sound level with a penalty for noise occurring at night. The Ldn computation divides the 24-

hour day into two periods: daytime (7:00 am to 10:00 pm); and nighttime (10:00 pm to 7:00 am). The 

nighttime sound levels are assigned a 10 dBA penalty prior to averaging with daytime hourly sound levels. 

For highway noise environments, the average noise level during the peak hour traffic volume is 

approximately equal to the Ldn. 

The effects of noise on people can be listed in three general categories: 

● Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction 

● Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, and learning 

● Physiological effects such as startle, hearing loss 

The sound levels associated with environmental noise usually produce effects only in the first two 

categories. Unfortunately, there has never been a completely predictable measure for the subjective 

effects of noise nor of the corresponding reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction. This is primarily 

because of the wide variation in individual thresholds of annoyance and habituation to noise over time. 
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Thus, an important factor in assessing a person's subjective reaction is to compare the new noise 

environment to the existing noise environment. In general, the more a new noise exceeds the existing, 

the less acceptable the new noise will be judged. 

With regard to increases in noise level, knowledge of the following relationships will be helpful in 

understanding the quantitative sections of this report: 

Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of only 1 dBA in sound level cannot be 

perceived. Outside of the laboratory, a 3 dBA change is considered a just-noticeable difference. A change 

in level of at least 5 dBA is required before any noticeable change in community response would be 

expected. A 10 dBA change is subjectively heard as approximately a doubling in loudness, and would 

almost certainly cause an adverse community response.  
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