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From: Gordon Mize <gmize@agmd.gov>

To: Mikaela Klein <Mikaela.Klein@mtsac.edu>
Date: 07/07/2016 05:24 PM

Subject: Question AQ Analysis SCH 2002041161

Mikaela Klein, Senior Facilities Planner
Facilities Planning & Management
Mt. San Antonio College

Hi Mikaela,

I am looking at the DSEIR for the proposed 1) 2015 FMPU; 2) Thresholds of Significance Review; and 3) The
proposed emission impacts from the Olympic Track and Field Trials.

1) Could the CalEEMod run output sheets for Scenario 1A be sent to me please? | have the output sheets for
the first scenario (Scenario 1). | want to also look at the modeling inputs for both, if | could. The SCAQMD staff
does recognize surrogate analyses but the caution is that a variation of a project (an increase in the amount of
equipment used, soil disturbance, a decrease in the amount of time to building the project, etc., causes SCAQMD
staff to compare the project description of the surrogate analysis with a project description that might be different
to see if the project analysis varies from the assumptions from the surrogate.

In addition, the SCAQMD periodically updates the analysis tools used to estimate project air quality impacts. This is
done so that recognized emission estimate tools include more current emission factors from more recent fleet
averages. For example, the SCAQMD is likely to release CalEEMod 2016 later this year replacing CalEEMod 2013.
In practice, over the years, if an analysis is older, the SCAQMD staff might recommend re-analyzing the project’s
potential emission impacts using the more current analysis tools.

2) 1see a CO hotspots analysis for the additional vehicle trips estimated for the proposed Olympic Trials
activities but no actual emission estimates in the DSEIR or the associated air study. The proposed two week activity
projects a total attendance of 112,000 people (20,000 daily, page 415). Were the emissions from the vehicles,
shuttle buses (should identify how the vehicles are fueled, etc. included in the analyses? If so, | need to see the
emissions as well as the methodologies used, emission factors, equations, etc., as part of our review.

Also, since the event could occur with students, faculty and administrative staff on campus, the peak day analysis
(worst-case) should include emissions from those sources plus the vehicle emissions added during the eight days of

Olympic Trials, unless the DSEIR precludes the overlap of the summer session activities with the Olympic Trials.

Comments are due to the Lead Agency no later than Thursday, July 28, 2016. If you have any questions about my
requests, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Gordon



Thank you.

Gordon

Gordon E. Mize

Air Quality Specialist

South Coast Air Quality Management District
CEQA, Inter-Governmental Review

(909) 396-3302 Phone

(909) 396-3324 Fax

gmize@agmd.gov



GADBRIELENO BAND OF MISSIONINDIANS - KIZHNATION
}ﬂistorica”}j known as The San Gabriel Banc’ of Mission ]nc{ians
Recognizccl ]Dg the State of Caligornia as the aboriginal tribe of the | os Ange[cs basin

&4"'47 Natio®

Dear Mikaela Klein,

Subject: Notice of Completion (NOC) of the Mt. San Antonio College 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects
Draft Subsequent Project and Environmental Impact Report (SCH 200204116)

“The project locale lies in an area where the Ancestral & traditional territories of the Kizh(Kitc) Gabrielerio villages, adjoined and overlapped with each other,
at least during the Late Prehistoric and Protohistoric Periods. The homeland of the Kizh (Kitc) Gabrielefios , probably the most influential Native American
group in aboriginal southern California (Bean and Smith 1978a:538), was centered in the Los Angeles Basin, and reached as far east as the San Bernardino-
Riverside area. The homeland of the Serranos was primarily the San Bernardino Mountains, including the slopes and lowlands on the north and south
flanks. Whatever the linguistic affiliation, Native Americans in and around the project area exhibited similar organization and resource procurement
strategies. Villages were based on clan or lineage groups. Their home/ base sites are marked by midden deposits, often with bedrock mortars. During their
seasonal rounds to exploit plant resources, small groups would migrate within their traditional territory in search of specific plants and animals. Their
gathering strategies often left behind signs of special use sites, usually grinding slicks on bedrock boulders, at the locations of the resources. Therefore

in order to protect our resources we're requesting one of our experienced & certified Native American monitors to be on site during any & all

ground disturbances (this includes but is not limited to pavement removal, pot-holing or auguring, boring, grading, excavation and trenching).

In all cases, when the NAHC states there are “No" records of sacred sites” in the subject area; they always refer the contractors back to the Native American
Tribes whose tribal territory the project area is in. This is due to the fact, that the NAHC is only aware of general information on each California NA Tribe
they are "NOT " the “experts” on our Tribe. Our Elder Committee & Tribal Historians are the experts and is the reason why the NAHC will always refer
contractors to the local tribes.

In addition, we are also often told that an area has been previously developed or disturbed and thus there are no concerns for cultural
resources and thus minimal impacts would be expected. I have two major recent examples of how similar statements on other projects were
proven very inadequate. An archaeological study claimed there would be no impacts to an area adjacent to the Plaza Church at Olvera Street,
the original Spanish settlement of Los Angeles, now in downtown Los Angeles. In fact, this site was the Gabrieleno village of Yangna long
before it became what it is now today. The new development wrongfully began their construction and they, in the process, dug up and
desecrated 118 burials. The area that was dismissed as culturally sensitive was in fact the First Cemetery of Los Angeles where it had been
well documented at the Huntington Library that 400 of our Tribe's ancestors were buried there along with the founding families of Los
Angeles (Pico’s, Sepulveda’s, and Alvarado’s to name a few). In addition, there was another inappropriate study for the development of a new
sports complex at Fedde Middle School in the City of Hawaiian Gardens could commence. Again, a village and burial site were desecrated
despite their mitigation measures. Thankfully, we were able to work alongside the school district to quickly and respectfully mitigate a
mutually beneficial resolution.

Given all the above, the proper thing to do for your project would be for our Tribe to monitor ground disturbing construction work. Native
American monitors and/or consultant can see that cultural resources are treated appropriately from the Native American point of view.

Because we are the lineal descendants of the vast area of Los Angeles and Orange Counties, we hold sacred the ability to protect what little of
our culture remains. We thank you for taking seriously your role and responsibility in assisting us in preserving our culture.

With respect,

Please contact our office regarding this project to coordinate a Native American Monitor to be present. Thank You

Andrew Salas, Chairman
Cell (626) 926-4131

Andrew Salas, Chairman Nadine Salas, Vice-Chairman Christina Swindall Martinez, secretary

Albert Perez, treasurer | Martha Gonzalez Lemos, treasurer Il Richard Gradias, Chairman of the council of Elders

PO Pox393 Covina, CA 91723 www.gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com abrielenoindians@yahoo.com
g Y g Y



http://www.gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com

Addendum: clarification regarding some confusions regarding consultation under AB52:

ABb52 clearly states that consultation must occur with tribes that claim traditional and cultural affiliation with a project site. Unfortunately, this statement

has been left open to interpretation so much that neighboring tribes are claiming affiliation with projects well outside their traditional tribal territory. The

territories of our surrounding Native American tribes such as the Luiseno, Chumash, and Cahuilla tribal entities. Each of our tribal territories has been well
defined by historians, ethnographers, archaeologists, and ethnographers - a list of resources we can provide upon request. Often, each Tribe as well educates

the public on their very own website as to the definition of their tribal boundaries. You may have received a consultation request from another Tribe.
However we are responding because your project site lies within our Ancestral tribal territory, which, again, has been well documented. What does
Ancestrally or Ancestral mean? The people who were in your family in past times, Of, belonging to, inherited from, or denoting an ancestor or ancestors
http/fwww.thefreedictionary.com/ancestral. . If you have questions regarding the validity of the “traditional and cultural affiliation” of another Tribe, we
urge you to contact the Native American Heritage Commission directly. Section 5 section 21080.3.1 (c) states “...the Native American Heritage

Commission shall assist the lead agency in identifying the California Native American tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project

area.” In addition, please see the map below.

CC: NAHC

APPENDIX 1: Map 1-2; Bean and Smith 1978 map.
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Fig. 1. Tribal territory.

The United States National Museum's Map of Gabrielino Territory:

Bean, Lowell John and Charles R. Smith
1978 Gabrielino IN Handbook of North American Indians,
California, Vol. 8, edited by R.F. Heizer, Smithsonian
Institution Press, Washington, D.C., pp. 538-549

Andrew Salas, Chairman Nadine Salas, Vice-Chairman

Albert Perez, treasurer | Martha Gonzalez Lemos, treasurer Il

FO Pox393  Covina, CA 91723

www.gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com

Christina Swindall Martinez, secretary

Richard Gradias, Chairman of the council of Elders

gabric|enoindians@gahoo.com
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GADBRIELENO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS - KIZH NATION
}ﬂis’corica”y known as The San Gabriel Banc’ of Mission |ndians
recognized }33 the State of Calhcornia as the aborigina] tribe of the | os Angc]es basin

Kizh Natio®

To our future business partners
re: DBE/MBE Certification (June 2016)

| am pleased to announce to lead agencies that the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians, LLC has met the
Requirements and qualifications and is now certified as a Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) with the
Department of Transportation CUCP (Regulation 49 CFR Part 26; verification #43503) listed under the following
areas of expertise: NAICS 2007 541620 (Environmental consulting services), 541690 (other scientific and
consulting services) and 541990 (all other professional, scientific and technical services. In addition, we are also
now a Minority Business Enterprise (MBE) with the Supplier Clearinghouse (pursuant to Commission General Order
156; verification order #16000312) and thus listed in the CUCP. Now we are able to partner with you to help you
meet your small business/DBE goals.

Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians, LLC has developed partnerships between our Tribe and local professionals to
provide the following services:

e Cultural, Archaeological, Paleontological e Cultural, Archaeological, Paleontological &
& Biological consulting Biological surveys and reports

e  GIS mapping & consulting e  Restoration/revegetation design,

e  Historical research installation & maintenance

e  CEQA/NEPA Compliance (AB52/SB18) e Invasive species ID and removal

. Native American monitoring e  Grading, grubbing and vegetation removal

e  Traditional cultural places consultation e Legal refuse site for disposal of native

vegetation

Land stewardship and professional services have been created by our Tribe to support the various development and
land rehabilitation efforts occurring throughout our historic tribal territory. Our environmental services combine
our elder’s cultural knowledge of land management practices attained over a millennia of generations with modern
collegiate scientific knowledge attained by our younger generations of tribal members. This combination of old and
new enables us to bring a sound and practical foundation that can handle any array of environmental services land
stewardship projects.

If any of these services can be of use to you for any of your projects, please contact us at your convenience. We
thank you again for your earnest interest in supporting our Tribe's efforts to sustain and build upon the natural
integrity, beauty, and provisions that our land has always provided. Together, our land can still provide for the
generations of tomorrow.

With gratitude,
e
/

Andrew Salas, Chairman
cell (626)926-4131

Andrew Salas, Chairman Nadine Salas, Vice-Chairman Dr. Christina Swindall Martinez, secretary

Albert Perez, treasurer | Martha Gonzalez Lemos, treasurer I Richard Gradias, Chairman of the council of Elders

FO Pox 393 Covina, CA 91723 www.g;abrieIcnoindians@ga\hoo.com gabrie]enoindiar\s@gahoo,com



http://www.gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com

tblProjectCharacteristics

ProjectNan LocationSc EMFAC_IC WindSpee( Precipitatia ClimateZor Urbanizatic Operationa UtilityComg
Thresholds AD SCAQMD 2.2 31 9 Urban 2017 Southern C

Page 1



tblProjectCharacteristics

CO2Intens CH4Intensi N20Intens TotalPopul TotalLotAc UsingHistoricalEnergyUseData
630.89 0.029 0.006 0 3 0
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tblPollutants

PollutantSe PollutantFu PollutantName
1 Reactive COROG
1 Nitrogen O NOX
1 Carbon Mc CO
1 Sulfur Diox SO2
1 Particulate PM10
1 Particulate PM2_5
1 Fugitive PNPM10_FUG
1 Fugitive PNPM25_FUG
1 Biogenic C CO2_BIO
1 Non-Biogel CO2_NBIO
1 Carbon DicCO2
1 Methane ((CH4
1 Nitrous OxiN20O
1 CO2 Equiv CO2E

Page 3



tblILandUse

LandUseT) LandUseSi LandUseU| LandUseSi LotAcreage LandUseS( Population
Educationg Junior Colli 95 1000sqft 3 95000 0

Page 4



tblConstructionPhase

PhaseNum PhaseNam PhaseType PhaseStarl PhaseEndl NumDaysV NumDays PhaseDescription
1 Demolition Demolition 2016/01/012016/01/2¢ 5 20

2 Site Prepai Site Prepai 2016/01/2¢€ 2016/02/0z 5 3
3 Grading Grading 2016/02/032016/02/1C 5 6
4 Building CcBuilding Cc2016/02/112016/12/14 5 220
5 Paving Paving 2016/12/1£2016/12/2¢ 5 10
6 Architectur Architectur 2016/12/2€2017/01/11 5 10
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tblOffRoadEquipment

PhaseNam OffRoadEg OffRoadEc UsageHoul HorsePowe LoadFactor
Demolition Concrete/Ir 1 8 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8 162 0.38
Demolition Rubber Tir 2 8 255 0.4
Site Prepai Rubber Tir 3 8 255 0.4
Site Prepai Tractors/Lc 4 8 97 0.37
Grading  Excavators 1 8 162 0.38
Grading  Graders 1 8 174 0.41
Grading  Rubber Tin 1 8 255 0.4
Grading  Tractors/Lc 3 8 97 0.37
Building Cc Cranes 1 7 226 0.29
Building Cc Forklifts 3 8 89 0.2
Building Cc Generator 1 8 84 0.74
Building Cc Tractors/Lc 3 7 97 0.37
Building Cc Welders 1 8 46 0.45
Paving Cement an 2 6 9 0.56
Paving Pavers 1 8 125 0.42
Paving Paving EqL 2 6 130 0.36
Paving Rollers 2 6 80 0.38
Paving Tractors/Lc 1 8 97 0.37
Architectur Air Compre 1 6 78 0.48
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tbITripsAndVMT

PhaseNam WorkerTrig VendorTrig HaulingTrig WorkerTrig VendorTrip Hauling Trif WorkerVel VendorVer

Demolition 15 0 0 14.7 6.9 20 LD_Mix  HDT_Mix
Site Prepal 18 0 0 14.7 6.9 20 LD_Mix  HDT_Mix
Grading 15 0 0 14.7 6.9 20 LD_Mix  HDT_Mix
Building Cc 40 16 0 14.7 6.9 20 LD_Mix  HDT_Mix
Paving 20 0 0 14.7 6.9 20 LD_Mix  HDT_Mix
Architectur 8 0 0 14.7 6.9 20 LD_Mix  HDT_Mix
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tbITripsAndVMT

HaulingVehicleClass
HHDT
HHDT
HHDT
HHDT
HHDT
HHDT
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tblOnRoadDust

PhaseNam WorkerPer VendorPer HaulingPer RoadSiltLo MaterialSilt MaterialMc AverageVe MeanVehic

Demolition 100 100 100 0.1 8.5 0.5 2.4 40
Site Prepal 100 100 100 0.1 8.5 0.5 2.4 40
Grading 100 100 100 0.1 8.5 0.5 2.4 40
Building Cc 100 100 100 0.1 8.5 0.5 2.4 40
Paving 100 100 100 0.1 8.5 0.5 2.4 40
Architectur 100 100 100 0.1 8.5 0.5 2.4 40
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tblOnRoadDust

leSpeed
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tbIDemolition

PhaseNam Demolition: DemolitionUnitAmount
Demolition
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tblGrading

PhaseNam Materiallm| MaterialEx| GradingSiz ImportExpc MeanVehic AcresOfGr. MaterialMc MaterialMa
Site Prepal 0 0 0 7.1 0 7.9 12
Grading 0 0 0 7.1 3 7.9 12
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tblGrading

MaterialSiltContent
6.9
6.9
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tblArchitecturalCoating

PhaseNam Architectur Architectur EF_Reside ConstArea EF_Reside ConstArea EF_Nonres ConstArea
Architectur 2008/07/013000/12/31 50 0 100 0 125 142500
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tblArchitecturalCoating

EF_Nonres ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior
125 47500
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tblPaving

ParkingLotAcreage
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tbIVehicleTrips

VehicleTrif VehicleTrigWD_TR  ST.TR  SU TR HW_TL HS TL HO_TL CC_TL
Junior Colli 1000sqft 27.49 11.23 1.21 0 0 0 8.4

Page 17



tbIVehicleTrips

CW.TL CNW.TL PRTP DV.TP PB TP HW_TTP HS_TTP HO_TTP CC_TTP
16.6 6.9 92 7 1 0 0 0 88.6
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tbIVehicleTrips

CW_TTP CNW_TTP
6.4 5
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EmissionT' LDA

FleetMix

CH4_IDLE
CH4 _RUN|
CH4_STRE
CO_IDLEX
CO_RUNE
CO_STRE.
CO2_NBIC
CO2_NBIC
CO2_NBIC
NOX_IDLE
NOX_RUN
NOX_STR
PM10_IDLI
PM10_PMI
PM10_PM
PM10_RuUI
PM10_STF
PM25_IDLI
PM25 PMI
PM25 PM
PM25 RUI
PM25 STF
ROG_DIUF
ROG_HTS
ROG_IDLE
ROG_RES
ROG_RUN
ROG_RUN
ROG_STR
SO2 IDLE
SO2_RUN|
SO2 _STRE
TOG_DIUF
TOG_HTS
TOG_IDLE
TOG_RES
TOG_RUN
TOG_RUN
TOG_STR
FleetMix

CH4_IDLE
CH4 _RUN|
CH4_STRE
CO_IDLEX
CO_RUNE
CO_STRE.
CO2_NBIC
CO2_NBIC
CO2_NBIC
NOX_IDLE
NOX_RUN
NOX_STR
PM10_IDLI
PM10_PMI

0.512163
0
0.011887
0.007961
0
0.993244
1.86534
0
283.4051
60.0286
0
0.089657
0.121862
0
0.03675
0.008
0.001918
0.002898
0
0.01575
0.002
0.001767
0.002672
0.053622
0.123443
0
0.04664
0.024562
0.272396
0.139477
0
0.003606
0.000768
0.053622
0.123443
0
0.04664
0.03686
0.272396
0.149015
0.512163
0
0.011887
0.007961
0
1.095612
1.472775
0
298.0147
60.02861
0
0.079266
0.113323
0
0.03675

LDT1

0.060173
0
0.025331
0.02074
0
2.625779
4.81029
0
339.2661
70.95168
0
0.261336
0.277867
0
0.03675
0.008
0.0043
0.004975
0
0.01575
0.002
0.00397
0.004596
0.173765
0.306051
0
0.130225
0.070432
1.060118
0.365875
0
0.004166
0.000928
0.173765
0.306051
0
0.130225
0.096859
1.060118
0.390754
0.060173
0
0.025331
0.02074
0
2.862758
3.803053
0
356.0131
70.95169
0
0.229345
0.258204
0
0.03675

LDT2

tblVehicleEF

0.180257
0
0.016684
0.011382
0
1.408522
2.751505
0
410.9078
85.83112
0
0.160255
0.255243
0
0.03675
0.008
0.001956
0.002913
0
0.01575
0.002
0.001804
0.002691
0.070018
0.154574
0
0.063816
0.032623
0.48168
0.200778
0
0.004902
0.00105
0.070018
0.154574
0
0.063816
0.04984
0.48168
0.214432
0.180257
0
0.016684
0.011382
0
1.551348
2.169856
0
431.6292
85.83112
0
0.141385
0.237368
0
0.03675
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MDV
0.139094

0

0.026843
0.022407

0

2.188115
4.605301

0
538.816

112.4553

0

0.275006
0.441646

0
0.03675
0.008

0.002257

0.00332
0
0.01575
0.002
0.00208

0.003064
0.090853
0.202785

0
0.08523

0.060702
0.614552
0.395253

0

0.006216

0.00135

0.090853
0.202785

0
0.08523

0.088486
0.614552
0.422132
0.139094

0

0.026843
0.022407

0

2.406997
3.633636

0

566.5204
112.4553

0

0.242822
0.410553

0
0.03675

LHD1

0.042244
0.001297
0.014266
0.024609
0.187969
1.356769
4.718021
8.121999
560.9122
43.63869
0.045883
1.227755
1.398037
0.000483
0.046171
0.008949
0.007833
0.001199
0.000444
0.019788
0.002237
0.00721
0.0011
0.002888
0.074815
0.030109
0.001696
0.098509
0.436052
0.434501
0.000088
0.005861
0.000546
0.002888
0.074815
0.031999
0.001696
0.116615
0.436052
0.464026
0.042244
0.001297
0.014266
0.024609
0.187969
1.378952
3.826485
8.122
560.9122
43.63869
0.045883
1.139404
1.345144
0.000483
0.046171

LHD2

0.006664
0.001014

0.01007
0.015362

0.15121
0.932386
2.890746
8.946405
540.5906
29.89634
0.097096
1.969901
0.930742
0.001059
0.062676
0.009978
0.015048
0.000717
0.000974
0.026861
0.002494
0.013845
0.000652
0.001746
0.048642
0.023321
0.001042
0.091775
0.276735
0.270294
0.000094
0.005578
0.000368
0.001746
0.048642
0.024995
0.001042
0.107958
0.276735
0.288714
0.006664
0.001014

0.01007
0.015362

0.15121
0.940792
2.361697
8.946405
540.5906
29.89634
0.097096
1.853092
0.895469
0.001059
0.062676

MHD

0.016017
0.007328
0.004744
0
1.823498
1.023053
18.1538
598.7027
971.6759
54.81789
5.917678
2.771458
1.940752
0.019577
0.112923
0.011256
0.070883
0.002538
0.018011
0.048396
0.002814
0.065211
0.002204
0.003018
0.114925
0.157768
0.001804
0.131805
0.510748
1.157453
0.006013
0.009818
0.000898
0.003018
0.114925
0.179606
0.001804
0.151777
0.510748
1.237968
0.016017
0.006906
0.004744
0
1.325029
1.030765
14.81004
634.2726
971.6759
54.81789
6.108037
2.605315
1.862927
0.016503
0.112923



SEZESZZIZTZTZTZTZZTZTZTZTZTZTZTEIZIZIZIZIZIZIZIZIZIZIZIZIOOONNOOOOOONNOOOOONONNONOOOO

PM10_PM
PM10_RuUI
PM10_STF
PM25_IDLI
PM25 PMI
PM25 PM
PM25 RUI
PM25 STF
ROG_DIUF
ROG_HTS
ROG_IDLE
ROG_RES
ROG_RUN
ROG_RUN
ROG_STR
SO2 IDLE
SO2_RUN|
SO2 STRE
TOG_DIUF
TOG_HTS
TOG_IDLE
TOG_RES
TOG_RUN
TOG_RUN
TOG_STR
FleetMix

CH4_IDLE
CH4 _RUN|
CH4_STRE
CO_IDLEX
CO_RUNE
CO_STRE.
CO2_NBIC
CO2_NBIC
CO2_NBIC
NOX_IDLE
NOX_RUN
NOX_STR
PM10_IDLI
PM10_PMI
PM10_PM
PM10_RuUI
PM10_STF
PM25_IDLI
PM25 PMI
PM25 PM
PM25 RUI
PM25 STF
ROG_DIUF
ROG_HTS
ROG_IDLE
ROG_RES
ROG_RUN
ROG_RUN
ROG_STR
SO2 IDLE

0.008
0.001918
0.002898
0
0.01575
0.002
0.001767
0.002672
0.085917
0.129853
0
0.070409
0.025623
0.260111
0.118322
0
0.003795
0.000761
0.085917
0.129853
0
0.070409
0.038651
0.260111
0.126415
0.512163
0
0.011887
0.007961
0
0.959482
1.929531
0
278.8658
60.02861
0
0.086687
0.123351
0
0.03675
0.008
0.001918
0.002898
0
0.01575
0.002
0.001767
0.002672
0.053845
0.137116
0
0.045423
0.02417
0.306097
0.142558

0

0.008
0.0043
0.004975
0
0.01575
0.002
0.00397
0.004596
0.282968
0.33135
0
0.203243
0.074071
0.993949
0.311119
0
0.004377
0.00091
0.282968
0.33135
0
0.203243
0.10162
0.993949
0.332277
0.060173
0
0.025331
0.02074
0
2.548686
4.957324
0
334.265
70.95169
0
0.252951
0.280982
0
0.03675
0.008
0.0043
0.004975
0
0.01575
0.002
0.00397
0.004596
0.179873
0.350344
0
0.126873
0.069216
1.254646
0.372836
0

0.001956
0.002913

0.001804
0.002691
0.112818
0.163957

0.096391
0.034315
0.452468
0.170912

0.005153

0.112818
0.163957

0.096391
0.052487
0.452468
0.182536
0.180257

0.016684
0.011382

1.362039
2.843835

404.5452
85.83112

0.258297

0.001956
0.002913

0.001804
0.002691
0.069124
0.170555

0.061892
0.032055
0.563169
0.204992

tblVehicleEF

0.008

0
0.01575
0.002

0

0

0.00104

0

0

0

0

0

0.15493

0
0.03675
0.008

0
0.01575
0.002

0

0
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0.008
0.002257
0.00332

0.01575
0.002
0.00208
0.003064
0.147542
0.214905

0.129656
0.064178
0.580878
0.336113

0.00654
0.001333
0.147542
0.214905

0.129656
0.093219
0.580878
0.358972
0.139094

0.026843
0.022407

2.117585
4.746729

530.6184
112.4553

0.265758
0.446529

0.03675
0.008
0.002257
0.00332

0.01575
0.002
0.00208
0.003064
0.088735
0.221568

0.08284
0.059585
0.713621
0.402782

0.008949
0.007833
0.001199
0 0.000444
0.019788
0.002237
0.00721
0.0011
0.004552
0.080404
0 0.030109
0.002676
0.100279
0.426801
0.384692
0 0.000088
0.005861
0.000531
0.004552
0.080404
0 0.031999
0.002676
0.1186
0.426801
0.410827
0.042244
0 0.001297
0.014266
0.024609
0 0.187969
1.352028
4.761883
0 8.122
560.9122
43.63869
0 0.045883
1.203883
1.403257
0 0.000483
0.046171
0.008949
0.007833
0.001199
0 0.000444
0.019788
0.002237
0.00721
0.0011
0.00313
0.086321
0 0.030109
0.001727
0.098113
0.47305
0.438526
0 0.000088

0.009978
0.015048
0.000717
0.000974
0.026861
0.002494
0.013845
0.000652

0.00272
0.052003
0.023321

0.00162
0.092387
0.269601
0.239931
0.000094
0.005578
0.000359

0.00272
0.052003
0.024995

0.00162

0.10868
0.269601
0.256276
0.006664
0.001014

0.01007
0.015362

0.15121
0.930127
2.929421
8.946405
540.5906
29.89634
0.097096
1.935337
0.934908
0.001059
0.062676
0.009978
0.015048
0.000717
0.000974
0.026861
0.002494
0.013845
0.000652
0.001872
0.055683
0.023321
0.001048
0.091625
0.301766
0.273375
0.000094

0.011256
0.070883
0.002538
0.015183
0.048396
0.002814
0.065211
0.002204
0.004703
0.120434
0.148681
0.00283
0.132345
0.498583
1.01023
0.00637
0.009818
0.00084
0.004703
0.120434
0.169262
0.00283
0.152379
0.498583
1.080431
0.016017
0.007911
0.004744
0
2.51186
1.020723
18.55171
549.5824
971.6759
54.81789
5.654801
2.719645
1.953756
0.023821
0.112923
0.011256
0.070883
0.002538
0.021915
0.048396
0.002814
0.065211
0.002204
0.003317
0.136495
0.170316
0.00186
0.131658
0.554232
1.177107
0.005519



T2

SO2_RUNI 0.003548
SO2_STRE 0.000769
TOG_DIUF 0.053845
TOG_HTS 0.137116
TOG_IDLE 0
TOG_RES 0.045423
TOG_RUN  0.03625
TOG_RUN 0.306097
TOG_STR 0.152306

0.004103
0.00093
0.179873
0.350344
0
0.126873
0.095318
1.254646
0.398188

tblVehicleEF

0.004826 0.00612
0.001051 0.001353
0.069124 0.088735
0.170555 0.221568

0 0
0.061892 0.08284
0.048998 0.087011
0.563169 0.713621
0.218932 0.430172

Page 22

0.005861
0.000547

0.00313
0.086321
0.031999
0.001727
0.116175

0.47305
0.468325

0.005578
0.000369
0.001872
0.055683
0.024995
0.001048
0.107784
0.301766
0.292004

0.009818
0.000904
0.003317
0.136495
0.193891

0.00186
0.151614
0.554232
1.258984



tblVehicleEF

HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.03188 0.00194 0.002497 0.004356 0.000592 0.002122
0.023843 0.01879 0 0 0.005444 0
0.01055 0.002834 0 0 0.007996 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
2.879964 2.366964 0 0 1.069962 0

1.723958 1.258883 5.173299 21.94037 4.411048 3.222207
57.96346 10.20164 10.42068 9.889836 31.6682 7.801339
557.7798 563.7421 0 0 562.5478 0
1617.357 1071.957 2068.246 146.3078 1104.923 639.5417
55.64343 35.01206 28.95247 42.23871 125.5688 30.21727
4567347 5.547784 0 0 8.052276 0
5.563719 3.640217 12.46801 1.174646 8.198724 1.523179
3.712519 1.42206 1.198318 0.305908 2.162113 0.800692
0.010451 0.010511 0 0 0.026779 0
0.060117 0.095719 0.678998 0.036749 0.573124 0.050413
0.034795 0.01052 0.008 0.008 0.01103 0.008584
0.089208 0.041936 0.199926 0.000432 0.08899 0.026153
0.002114 0.000826 0.000771 0.001367 0.006088 0.00116
0.009614 0.00967 0 0 0.024636 0
0.025764 0.041023 0.290999 0.01575 0.245624 0.021605
0.008699 0.00263 0.002 0.002 0.002758 0.002146
0.082071 0.038582 0.183917 0.000355 0.08182 0.02405
0.001765 0.000742 0.00069 0.001101 0.005286 0.001031
0.001858 0.000985 0.005719 0.984976 0.037509 1.204509
0.090885 0.028119 0.099916 0.440785 0.261081 0.077088
0.513334 0.404538 0 0 0.117215 0
0.001266 0.000513 0.003151 0.560615 0.016205 0.474179
0.238152 0.133056 0.791125 2.443332 0.407375 0.109197
0.378018 0.309856 0.738771 1.412684 2.14228 1.905793
1.835657 0.631566 0.770803 2.096877 2.113059 0.453342
0.005602 0.005661 0 0 0.005649 0
0.016257 0.010879 0.020907 0.001961 0.011245 0.006701
0.001552 0.000548 0.000492 0.000666 0.001883 0.000454
0.001858 0.000985 0.005719 0.984976 0.037509 1.204509
0.090885 0.028119 0.099916 0.440785 0.261081 0.077088
0.584392 0.460536 0 0 0.133441 0
0.001266 0.000513 0.003151 0.560615 0.016205 0.474179
0.271879 0.156243 0.881147 2.68316 0.45508 0.134369
0.378018 0.309856 0.738771 1.412684 2.14228 1.905793
1.963774 0.674661 0.82348 2.253141 2.261057 0.484655

0.03188 0.00194 0.002497 0.004356 0.000592 0.002122

0.02247 0.017708 0 0 0.005131 0
0.01055 0.002834 0 0 0.007996 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
2.0927 1.719934 0 0 0.777478 0

1.734755 1.275047 5.20809 21.22847 4.406053 3.276775

47.3778 8.274584 8.780156 8.76773 27.12036 6.19427
590.9184 597.2349 0 0 595.9696 0
1617.357 1071.957 2068.246 146.3078 1104.923 639.5417
55.64343 35.01206 28.95247 42.23871 125.5688 30.21727
4714269 5.726244 0 0 8.311301 0
5.258202 3.419155 11.74415 1.022491 7.713009 1.395581
3.562385 1.365385 1.14543 0.289988 2.044587 0.768838

0.00881 0.008861 0 0 0.022575 0
0.060117 0.095719 0.678998 0.036749 0.573124 0.050413
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0.034795
0.089208
0.002114
0.008105
0.025764
0.008699
0.082071
0.001765
0.003037
0.094814
0.483769
0.002117
0.238392
0.375076
1.581932
0.005934
0.016257
0.001378
0.003037
0.094814
0.550735
0.002117
0.272141
0.375076
1.692256
0.03188
0.02574
0.01055
0
3.967137
1.721575
58.73703
512.017
1617.357
55.64343
4.364456
5.472572
3.730105
0.012716
0.060117
0.034795
0.089208
0.002114
0.011699
0.025764
0.008699
0.082071
0.001765
0.001988
0.111192
0.554162
0.001302
0.238098
0.403462
1.857734
0.005142

0.01052
0.041936
0.000826
0.008152
0.041023

0.00263
0.038582
0.000742
0.001481
0.029078

0.38124
0.000774
0.133995
0.302752
0.557468
0.005998
0.010879
0.000515
0.001481
0.029078
0.434012
0.000774
0.157304
0.302752

0.59549

0.00194
0.020284
0.002834

0
3.260483
1.255198
10.40942
517.4901
1071.957
35.01206
5.301338
3.573299
1.430886

0.01279
0.095719

0.01052
0.041936
0.000826
0.011767
0.041023

0.00263
0.038582
0.000742
0.001039
0.030842
0.436713
0.000515
0.132835
0.331515
0.641137
0.005197

0.008
0.199926
0.000771

0
0.290999

0.002

0.183917

0.00069
0.008455
0.104006
0
0.004811
0.800476
0.69142
0.690978
0
0.020908
0.000464
0.008455
0.104006
0
0.004811
0.891045
0.69142
0.738186
0.002497
0

0

0

0
5.166467
10.55601
0
2068.246
28.95247
0
12.22884
1.204964
0
0.678998

0.008
0.199926
0.000771

0
0.290999

0.002

0.183917

0.00069
0.006628
0.126181
0
0.003421
0.789208
0.863147
0.779579
0

0.008
0.000432
0.001367

0
0.01575

0.002
0.000355
0.001101
1.677569
0.533601

0
1.065727
2.377836
1.326895
1.839365

0
0.001948

0.00064
1.677569
0.533601

0
1.065727
2.614225
1.326895
1.976297
0.004356

0

0

0

0
21.82141
9.938254

0
146.3078
42.23871

0
1.142656

0.30772

0
0.036749

0.008
0.000432
0.001367

0

0.01575

0.002
0.000355
0.001101
1.109946
0.579549

0
0.553911
2.445563
1.665214
2.114849

0

tblVehicleEF

0.01103 0.008584
0.08899 0.026153

0.006088
0.020769

0.00116
0

0.245624 0.021605
0.002758 0.002146

0.08182

0.02405

0.005286 0.001031
0.056828 1.867978
0.265473 0.081403

0.110464

0

0.025222 0.754367
0.410193 0.110656

1.97453 1.872256
1.871779 0.387192

0.005985

0

0.011245 0.006702
0.001804 0.000427
0.056828 1.867978
0.265473 0.081403

0.125755

0

0.025222 0.754367

0.458103

0.13611

1.97453 1.872256
2.002632 0.413923
0.000592 0.002122

0.005877
0.007996

0
1.473868

0
0
0
0

4.399888 3.208909
32.53681 7.838522

516.3937

0

1104.923 639.5417
125.5688 30.21727

7.694576

0

8.062358 1.490214
2.18812 0.803001

0.032584

0

0.573124 0.050413
0.01103 0.008584
0.08899 0.026153

0.006088
0.029978

0.00116
0

0.245624 0.021605
0.002758 0.002146

0.08182

0.02405

0.005286 0.001031
0.04365 1.406869
0.322368 0.099371

0.126538

0

0.017375 0.507193
0.406218 0.108857

2.525708

2.01276

2.161494 0.456297

0.005186
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0.016257
0.001565
0.001988
0.111192
0.630871
0.001302

0.27182
0.403462
1.987394

0.010879
0.000552
0.001039
0.030842
0.497165
0.000515
0.155994
0.331515
0.684885

0.020907
0.000495
0.006628
0.126181

0
0.003421
0.879122
0.863147
0.832863

0.00196
0.000667
1.109946
0.579549

0
0.553911
2.685496
1.665214
2.272447

tblVehicleEF

0.011244 0.006701
0.001899 0.000455

0.04365 1.406869
0.322368 0.099371
0.144054 0
0.017375 0.507193

0.45385 0.133975
2.525708 2.01276
2.312901 0.487816
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tbIRoadDust

RoadPerce RoadSiltLo MaterialSilt MaterialMa MobileAver MeanVehicleSpeed
100 0.1 4.3 0.5 2.4 40
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tbIWoodstoves

Woodstove NumberCo NumberCa NumberNo NumberPe Woodstove WoodstoveWoodMass
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tblFireplaces

Fireplacesl NumberWNumberGa NumberPr¢ NumberNo FireplaceH FireplaceD FireplaceWoodMass

Page 28



tbIConsumerProducts

ROG_EF
1.98E-05
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tblAreaCoating

Area EF FArea_ ResitArea_EF_FArea ResitArea EF ' Area_Nonr Area_EF_I Area_Nonr Reapplicati
50 0 100 0 250 142500 125 47500 10
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tblAreaCoating

onRatePercent
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tblLandscapeEquipment

NumberSn NumberSummerDays
0 250
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tblEnergyUse

EnergyUse T24E NT24E LightingEle T24NG NT24NG
Junior Coll 3.71 3.59 3.86 27.88 0.59

Page 33



tbiWater

WaterLand WaterLand IndoorWat« OutdoorW: Electricitylr Electricitylr Electricitylr Electricitylr SepticTank
Junior Collr 1000sqft 4659658 7288183 9727 111 1272 1911 10.33

Page 34



tbiWater

AerobicPer Anaerobice AnaDigest( AnaDigestCogenCombDigestGasPercent
87.46 2.21 100 0
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tblSolidWaste

SolidWaste SolidWaste SolidWaste LandfillNoC LandfillCag LandfillCaptureGasEnergyRecovery
Junior Colli 1000sqft 1235 6 94 0

Page 36



tblLandUseChange

Vegetation Vegetation AcresBegir AcresEnd COZ2peracre

Page 37



tblSequestration

BroadSpec NumberOfl CO2perTree
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tblConstEquipMitigation

ConstMitigi FuelType Tier NumberOfl TotaINumb DPF OxidationCatalyst
Air Compre Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0
Cement an Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0
Concrete/lr Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0
Cranes Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0
Excavators Diesel No Change 0 4 No Change 0
Forklifts  Diesel No Change 0 3 No Change 0
Generator Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0
Graders Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0
Pavers Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0
Paving Equ Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0
Rollers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0
Rubber Tir Diesel No Change 0 6 No Change 0
Tractors/L¢ Diesel No Change 0 11 No Change 0
Welders Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0
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tblConstDustMitigation

SoilStabiliz SoilStabiliz SoilStabiliz ReplaceGr ReplaceGr ReplaceGr WaterExpc WaterExpc WaterExpc
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 55
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tblConstDustMitigation

WaterExpc WaterUnp: WaterUnp: WaterUnpe WaterUnpz CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction
55 0 0 0 0 0

Page 41



tblLandUseMitigation

ProjectSett IncreaseDe IncreaseDe IncreaseDe IncreaseDi ImproveW: ImproveW: ImproveDe ImproveDe
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tblLandUseMitigation

IncreaseTr IncreaseTr IntegrateBe IntegrateBe ImprovePe ImprovePe ProvideTra ProvideTra ProvideTra

Page 43



tblLandUseMitigation

Implementl Implement! LimitParkin LimitParkin UnbundleP UnbundleP OnStreetM OnStreetM ProvideBR’

Page 44



tblLandUseMitigation

ProvideBR ExpandTra ExpandTra IncreaseTr IncreaseTr IncreaseTransitFrequencyHeadwaysPercentF
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tblLandUseMitigation

Reduction
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tbICommuteMitigation

Implement Implement Implement TransitSub TransitSub TransitSub Implement! Implementl Workplace
0 0 0 0
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tbICommuteMitigation

Workplace Workplace Encourage Encourage Encourage Encourage MarketCon MarketCon Employee\
0 0 0
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tbICommuteMitigation

Employee\ Employee\ ProvideRid ProvideRid Implement: ImplementSchoolBusProgramPercentFamilyl
2 0 0
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tbICommuteMitigation

Jsing
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tblAreaMitigation

Landscape Landscape Landscape Landscape Landscape Landscape UseLowVC UseLowVC UseLowVC
0 0 0 0 50 0
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tblAreaMitigation

UseLowVC UseLowVC UseLowVC UseLowVC UseLowVC HearthOnly NoHearthC UseLowVOCCIeanings
100 0 250 0 250 0 0 0
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tblAreaMitigation

SuppliesCheck
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tbIEnergyMitigation

ExceedTitl ExceedTitl InstallHighl InstallHighl OnSiteRen KwhGeneri KwhGeneri: PercentOft PercentOfE

Page 54



tbIEnergyMitigation

:lectricityUseGenerated
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tblApplianceMitigation

ApplianceT AppliancelL Percentimprovement

ClothWasher 30
DishWasher 15
Fan 50
Refrigerator 15
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tblWaterMitigation

ApplyWate ApplyWate ApplyWate UseReclair PercentOu Percentind UseGreyW PercentOu Percentind
0 0 0
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tblWaterMitigation

InstallLowF PercentRer InstallLowF PercentRer InstallLowF PercentRei InstallLowF PercentRel TurfReduct
0 32 0 18 0 20 0 20 0
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tblWaterMitigation

TurfReduc! TurfReduci UseWatert UseWatert WaterEffici MAWA ETWU
0 6.1 0
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tbIWasteMitigation

InstituteRe InstituteRecyclingAndCompostingServicesWastePercentReduction
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tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment

OperOffRo OperOffRo OperHours OperDaysF OperHorse OperLoadF OperFuelType
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tbIRemarks

SubModule PhaseNam Season Remarks

1

3 Acreage set at 3 acres
10 VOC of paint set at 125 g/l
18 VOC of paint set at 125 g/l for operational painting too.
25

Page 62



tblProjectCharacteristics

ProjectNan LocationSc EMFAC_IC WindSpee( Precipitatia ClimateZor Urbanizatic Operationa UtilityComg
Thresholds AD SCAQMD 2.2 31 9 Urban 2017 Southern C
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tblProjectCharacteristics

CO2Intens CH4Intensi N20Intens TotalPopul TotalLotAc UsingHistoricalEnergyUseData
630.89 0.029 0.006 0 3 0
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tblPollutants

PollutantSe PollutantFu PollutantName
1 Reactive COROG
1 Nitrogen O NOX
1 Carbon Mc CO
1 Sulfur Diox SO2
1 Particulate PM10
1 Particulate PM2_5
1 Fugitive PNPM10_FUG
1 Fugitive PNPM25_FUG
1 Biogenic C CO2_BIO
1 Non-Biogel CO2_NBIO
1 Carbon DicCO2
1 Methane ((CH4
1 Nitrous OxiN20O
1 CO2 Equiv CO2E
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tblILandUse

LandUseT) LandUseSi LandUseU| LandUseSi LotAcreage LandUseS( Population
Educationg Junior Colli 95 1000sqft 3 95000 0

Page 4



tblConstructionPhase

PhaseNum PhaseNam PhaseType PhaseStarl PhaseEndl NumDaysV NumDays PhaseDescription
1 Demolition Demolition 2016/01/012016/01/2¢ 5 20

2 Site Prepai Site Prepai 2016/01/2¢€ 2016/02/0z 5 3
3 Grading Grading 2016/02/032016/02/1C 5 6
4 Building CcBuilding Cc2016/02/112016/12/14 5 220
5 Paving Paving 2016/12/1£2016/12/2¢ 5 10
6 Architectur Architectur 2016/12/2€2017/01/11 5 10
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tblOffRoadEquipment

PhaseNam OffRoadEg OffRoadEc UsageHoul HorsePowe LoadFactor
Demolition Concrete/Ir 1 8 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8 162 0.38
Demolition Rubber Tir 2 8 255 0.4
Site Prepai Rubber Tir 3 8 255 0.4
Site Prepai Tractors/Lc 4 8 97 0.37
Grading  Excavators 1 8 162 0.38
Grading  Graders 1 8 174 0.41
Grading  Rubber Tin 1 8 255 0.4
Grading  Tractors/Lc 3 8 97 0.37
Building Cc Cranes 1 7 226 0.29
Building Cc Forklifts 3 8 89 0.2
Building Cc Generator 1 8 84 0.74
Building Cc Tractors/Lc 3 7 97 0.37
Building Cc Welders 1 8 46 0.45
Paving Cement an 2 6 9 0.56
Paving Pavers 1 8 125 0.42
Paving Paving EqL 2 6 130 0.36
Paving Rollers 2 6 80 0.38
Paving Tractors/Lc 1 8 97 0.37
Architectur Air Compre 1 6 78 0.48
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tbITripsAndVMT

PhaseNam WorkerTrig VendorTrig HaulingTrig WorkerTrig VendorTrip Hauling Trif WorkerVel VendorVer

Demolition 15 0 0 14.7 6.9 20 LD_Mix  HDT_Mix
Site Prepal 18 0 0 14.7 6.9 20 LD_Mix  HDT_Mix
Grading 15 0 1250 14.7 6.9 20 LD_Mix  HDT_Mix
Building Cc 40 16 0 14.7 6.9 20 LD_Mix  HDT_Mix
Paving 20 0 0 14.7 6.9 20 LD_Mix  HDT_Mix
Architectur 8 0 0 14.7 6.9 20 LD_Mix  HDT_Mix
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tbITripsAndVMT

HaulingVehicleClass
HHDT
HHDT
HHDT
HHDT
HHDT
HHDT
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tblOnRoadDust

PhaseNam WorkerPer VendorPer HaulingPer RoadSiltLo MaterialSilt MaterialMc AverageVe MeanVehic

Demolition 100 100 100 0.1 8.5 0.5 2.4 40
Site Prepal 100 100 100 0.1 8.5 0.5 2.4 40
Grading 100 100 100 0.1 8.5 0.5 2.4 40
Building Cc 100 100 100 0.1 8.5 0.5 2.4 40
Paving 100 100 100 0.1 8.5 0.5 2.4 40
Architectur 100 100 100 0.1 8.5 0.5 2.4 40
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tblOnRoadDust

leSpeed
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tbIDemolition

PhaseNam Demolition: DemolitionUnitAmount
Demolition
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tblGrading

PhaseNam Materiallm| MaterialEx| GradingSiz ImportExpc MeanVehic AcresOfGr. MaterialMc MaterialMa
Site Prepal 0 0 0 7.1 0 7.9 12
Grading 0 10000 Cubic Yard 0 7.1 3 7.9 12
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tblGrading

MaterialSiltContent
6.9
6.9
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tblArchitecturalCoating

PhaseNam Architectur Architectur EF_Reside ConstArea EF_Reside ConstArea EF_Nonres ConstArea
Architectur 2008/07/013000/12/31 50 0 100 0 125 142500
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tblArchitecturalCoating

EF_Nonres ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior
125 47500
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tblPaving

ParkingLotAcreage
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tbIVehicleTrips

VehicleTrif VehicleTrigWD_TR  ST.TR  SU TR HW_TL HS TL HO_TL CC_TL
Junior Colli 1000sqft 27.49 11.23 1.21 0 0 0 8.4
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tbIVehicleTrips

CW.TL CNW.TL PRTP DV.TP PB TP HW_TTP HS_TTP HO_TTP CC_TTP
16.6 6.9 92 7 1 0 0 0 88.6
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tbIVehicleTrips

CW_TTP CNW_TTP
6.4 5
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EmissionT' LDA

FleetMix

CH4_IDLE
CH4 _RUN|
CH4_STRE
CO_IDLEX
CO_RUNE
CO_STRE.
CO2_NBIC
CO2_NBIC
CO2_NBIC
NOX_IDLE
NOX_RUN
NOX_STR
PM10_IDLI
PM10_PMI
PM10_PM
PM10_RuUI
PM10_STF
PM25_IDLI
PM25 PMI
PM25 PM
PM25 RUI
PM25 STF
ROG_DIUF
ROG_HTS
ROG_IDLE
ROG_RES
ROG_RUN
ROG_RUN
ROG_STR
SO2 IDLE
SO2_RUN|
SO2 _STRE
TOG_DIUF
TOG_HTS
TOG_IDLE
TOG_RES
TOG_RUN
TOG_RUN
TOG_STR
FleetMix

CH4_IDLE
CH4 _RUN|
CH4_STRE
CO_IDLEX
CO_RUNE
CO_STRE.
CO2_NBIC
CO2_NBIC
CO2_NBIC
NOX_IDLE
NOX_RUN
NOX_STR
PM10_IDLI
PM10_PMI

0.512163
0
0.011887
0.007961
0
0.993244
1.86534
0
283.4051
60.0286
0
0.089657
0.121862
0
0.03675
0.008
0.001918
0.002898
0
0.01575
0.002
0.001767
0.002672
0.053622
0.123443
0
0.04664
0.024562
0.272396
0.139477
0
0.003606
0.000768
0.053622
0.123443
0
0.04664
0.03686
0.272396
0.149015
0.512163
0
0.011887
0.007961
0
1.095612
1.472775
0
298.0147
60.02861
0
0.079266
0.113323
0
0.03675

LDT1

0.060173
0
0.025331
0.02074
0
2.625779
4.81029
0
339.2661
70.95168
0
0.261336
0.277867
0
0.03675
0.008
0.0043
0.004975
0
0.01575
0.002
0.00397
0.004596
0.173765
0.306051
0
0.130225
0.070432
1.060118
0.365875
0
0.004166
0.000928
0.173765
0.306051
0
0.130225
0.096859
1.060118
0.390754
0.060173
0
0.025331
0.02074
0
2.862758
3.803053
0
356.0131
70.95169
0
0.229345
0.258204
0
0.03675

LDT2

tblVehicleEF

0.180257
0
0.016684
0.011382
0
1.408522
2.751505
0
410.9078
85.83112
0
0.160255
0.255243
0
0.03675
0.008
0.001956
0.002913
0
0.01575
0.002
0.001804
0.002691
0.070018
0.154574
0
0.063816
0.032623
0.48168
0.200778
0
0.004902
0.00105
0.070018
0.154574
0
0.063816
0.04984
0.48168
0.214432
0.180257
0
0.016684
0.011382
0
1.551348
2.169856
0
431.6292
85.83112
0
0.141385
0.237368
0
0.03675
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MDV
0.139094

0

0.026843
0.022407

0

2.188115
4.605301

0
538.816

112.4553

0

0.275006
0.441646

0
0.03675
0.008

0.002257

0.00332
0
0.01575
0.002
0.00208

0.003064
0.090853
0.202785

0
0.08523

0.060702
0.614552
0.395253

0

0.006216

0.00135

0.090853
0.202785

0
0.08523

0.088486
0.614552
0.422132
0.139094

0

0.026843
0.022407

0

2.406997
3.633636

0

566.5204
112.4553

0

0.242822
0.410553

0
0.03675

LHD1

0.042244
0.001297
0.014266
0.024609
0.187969
1.356769
4.718021
8.121999
560.9122
43.63869
0.045883
1.227755
1.398037
0.000483
0.046171
0.008949
0.007833
0.001199
0.000444
0.019788
0.002237
0.00721
0.0011
0.002888
0.074815
0.030109
0.001696
0.098509
0.436052
0.434501
0.000088
0.005861
0.000546
0.002888
0.074815
0.031999
0.001696
0.116615
0.436052
0.464026
0.042244
0.001297
0.014266
0.024609
0.187969
1.378952
3.826485
8.122
560.9122
43.63869
0.045883
1.139404
1.345144
0.000483
0.046171

LHD2

0.006664
0.001014

0.01007
0.015362

0.15121
0.932386
2.890746
8.946405
540.5906
29.89634
0.097096
1.969901
0.930742
0.001059
0.062676
0.009978
0.015048
0.000717
0.000974
0.026861
0.002494
0.013845
0.000652
0.001746
0.048642
0.023321
0.001042
0.091775
0.276735
0.270294
0.000094
0.005578
0.000368
0.001746
0.048642
0.024995
0.001042
0.107958
0.276735
0.288714
0.006664
0.001014

0.01007
0.015362

0.15121
0.940792
2.361697
8.946405
540.5906
29.89634
0.097096
1.853092
0.895469
0.001059
0.062676

MHD

0.016017
0.007328
0.004744
0
1.823498
1.023053
18.1538
598.7027
971.6759
54.81789
5.917678
2.771458
1.940752
0.019577
0.112923
0.011256
0.070883
0.002538
0.018011
0.048396
0.002814
0.065211
0.002204
0.003018
0.114925
0.157768
0.001804
0.131805
0.510748
1.157453
0.006013
0.009818
0.000898
0.003018
0.114925
0.179606
0.001804
0.151777
0.510748
1.237968
0.016017
0.006906
0.004744
0
1.325029
1.030765
14.81004
634.2726
971.6759
54.81789
6.108037
2.605315
1.862927
0.016503
0.112923



SEZESZZIZTZTZTZTZZTZTZTZTZTZTZTEIZIZIZIZIZIZIZIZIZIZIZIZIOOONNOOOOOONNOOOOONONNONOOOO

PM10_PM
PM10_RuUI
PM10_STF
PM25_IDLI
PM25 PMI
PM25 PM
PM25 RUI
PM25 STF
ROG_DIUF
ROG_HTS
ROG_IDLE
ROG_RES
ROG_RUN
ROG_RUN
ROG_STR
SO2 IDLE
SO2_RUN|
SO2 STRE
TOG_DIUF
TOG_HTS
TOG_IDLE
TOG_RES
TOG_RUN
TOG_RUN
TOG_STR
FleetMix

CH4_IDLE
CH4 _RUN|
CH4_STRE
CO_IDLEX
CO_RUNE
CO_STRE.
CO2_NBIC
CO2_NBIC
CO2_NBIC
NOX_IDLE
NOX_RUN
NOX_STR
PM10_IDLI
PM10_PMI
PM10_PM
PM10_RuUI
PM10_STF
PM25_IDLI
PM25 PMI
PM25 PM
PM25 RUI
PM25 STF
ROG_DIUF
ROG_HTS
ROG_IDLE
ROG_RES
ROG_RUN
ROG_RUN
ROG_STR
SO2 IDLE

0.008
0.001918
0.002898
0
0.01575
0.002
0.001767
0.002672
0.085917
0.129853
0
0.070409
0.025623
0.260111
0.118322
0
0.003795
0.000761
0.085917
0.129853
0
0.070409
0.038651
0.260111
0.126415
0.512163
0
0.011887
0.007961
0
0.959482
1.929531
0
278.8658
60.02861
0
0.086687
0.123351
0
0.03675
0.008
0.001918
0.002898
0
0.01575
0.002
0.001767
0.002672
0.053845
0.137116
0
0.045423
0.02417
0.306097
0.142558

0

0.008
0.0043
0.004975
0
0.01575
0.002
0.00397
0.004596
0.282968
0.33135
0
0.203243
0.074071
0.993949
0.311119
0
0.004377
0.00091
0.282968
0.33135
0
0.203243
0.10162
0.993949
0.332277
0.060173
0
0.025331
0.02074
0
2.548686
4.957324
0
334.265
70.95169
0
0.252951
0.280982
0
0.03675
0.008
0.0043
0.004975
0
0.01575
0.002
0.00397
0.004596
0.179873
0.350344
0
0.126873
0.069216
1.254646
0.372836
0

0.001956
0.002913

0.001804
0.002691
0.112818
0.163957

0.096391
0.034315
0.452468
0.170912

0.005153

0.112818
0.163957

0.096391
0.052487
0.452468
0.182536
0.180257

0.016684
0.011382

1.362039
2.843835

404.5452
85.83112

0.258297

0.001956
0.002913

0.001804
0.002691
0.069124
0.170555

0.061892
0.032055
0.563169
0.204992

tblVehicleEF

0.008

0
0.01575
0.002

0

0

0.00104

0

0

0

0

0

0.15493

0
0.03675
0.008

0
0.01575
0.002

0

0
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0.008
0.002257
0.00332

0.01575
0.002
0.00208
0.003064
0.147542
0.214905

0.129656
0.064178
0.580878
0.336113

0.00654
0.001333
0.147542
0.214905

0.129656
0.093219
0.580878
0.358972
0.139094

0.026843
0.022407

2.117585
4.746729

530.6184
112.4553

0.265758
0.446529

0.03675
0.008
0.002257
0.00332

0.01575
0.002
0.00208
0.003064
0.088735
0.221568

0.08284
0.059585
0.713621
0.402782

0.008949
0.007833
0.001199
0 0.000444
0.019788
0.002237
0.00721
0.0011
0.004552
0.080404
0 0.030109
0.002676
0.100279
0.426801
0.384692
0 0.000088
0.005861
0.000531
0.004552
0.080404
0 0.031999
0.002676
0.1186
0.426801
0.410827
0.042244
0 0.001297
0.014266
0.024609
0 0.187969
1.352028
4.761883
0 8.122
560.9122
43.63869
0 0.045883
1.203883
1.403257
0 0.000483
0.046171
0.008949
0.007833
0.001199
0 0.000444
0.019788
0.002237
0.00721
0.0011
0.00313
0.086321
0 0.030109
0.001727
0.098113
0.47305
0.438526
0 0.000088

0.009978
0.015048
0.000717
0.000974
0.026861
0.002494
0.013845
0.000652

0.00272
0.052003
0.023321

0.00162
0.092387
0.269601
0.239931
0.000094
0.005578
0.000359

0.00272
0.052003
0.024995

0.00162

0.10868
0.269601
0.256276
0.006664
0.001014

0.01007
0.015362

0.15121
0.930127
2.929421
8.946405
540.5906
29.89634
0.097096
1.935337
0.934908
0.001059
0.062676
0.009978
0.015048
0.000717
0.000974
0.026861
0.002494
0.013845
0.000652
0.001872
0.055683
0.023321
0.001048
0.091625
0.301766
0.273375
0.000094

0.011256
0.070883
0.002538
0.015183
0.048396
0.002814
0.065211
0.002204
0.004703
0.120434
0.148681
0.00283
0.132345
0.498583
1.01023
0.00637
0.009818
0.00084
0.004703
0.120434
0.169262
0.00283
0.152379
0.498583
1.080431
0.016017
0.007911
0.004744
0
2.51186
1.020723
18.55171
549.5824
971.6759
54.81789
5.654801
2.719645
1.953756
0.023821
0.112923
0.011256
0.070883
0.002538
0.021915
0.048396
0.002814
0.065211
0.002204
0.003317
0.136495
0.170316
0.00186
0.131658
0.554232
1.177107
0.005519



T2

SO2_RUNI 0.003548
SO2_STRE 0.000769
TOG_DIUF 0.053845
TOG_HTS 0.137116
TOG_IDLE 0
TOG_RES 0.045423
TOG_RUN  0.03625
TOG_RUN 0.306097
TOG_STR 0.152306

0.004103
0.00093
0.179873
0.350344
0
0.126873
0.095318
1.254646
0.398188

tblVehicleEF

0.004826 0.00612
0.001051 0.001353
0.069124 0.088735
0.170555 0.221568

0 0
0.061892 0.08284
0.048998 0.087011
0.563169 0.713621
0.218932 0.430172
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0.005861
0.000547

0.00313
0.086321
0.031999
0.001727
0.116175

0.47305
0.468325

0.005578
0.000369
0.001872
0.055683
0.024995
0.001048
0.107784
0.301766
0.292004

0.009818
0.000904
0.003317
0.136495
0.193891

0.00186
0.151614
0.554232
1.258984



tblVehicleEF

HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.03188 0.00194 0.002497 0.004356 0.000592 0.002122
0.023843 0.01879 0 0 0.005444 0
0.01055 0.002834 0 0 0.007996 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
2.879964 2.366964 0 0 1.069962 0

1.723958 1.258883 5.173299 21.94037 4.411048 3.222207
57.96346 10.20164 10.42068 9.889836 31.6682 7.801339
557.7798 563.7421 0 0 562.5478 0
1617.357 1071.957 2068.246 146.3078 1104.923 639.5417
55.64343 35.01206 28.95247 42.23871 125.5688 30.21727
4567347 5.547784 0 0 8.052276 0
5.563719 3.640217 12.46801 1.174646 8.198724 1.523179
3.712519 1.42206 1.198318 0.305908 2.162113 0.800692
0.010451 0.010511 0 0 0.026779 0
0.060117 0.095719 0.678998 0.036749 0.573124 0.050413
0.034795 0.01052 0.008 0.008 0.01103 0.008584
0.089208 0.041936 0.199926 0.000432 0.08899 0.026153
0.002114 0.000826 0.000771 0.001367 0.006088 0.00116
0.009614 0.00967 0 0 0.024636 0
0.025764 0.041023 0.290999 0.01575 0.245624 0.021605
0.008699 0.00263 0.002 0.002 0.002758 0.002146
0.082071 0.038582 0.183917 0.000355 0.08182 0.02405
0.001765 0.000742 0.00069 0.001101 0.005286 0.001031
0.001858 0.000985 0.005719 0.984976 0.037509 1.204509
0.090885 0.028119 0.099916 0.440785 0.261081 0.077088
0.513334 0.404538 0 0 0.117215 0
0.001266 0.000513 0.003151 0.560615 0.016205 0.474179
0.238152 0.133056 0.791125 2.443332 0.407375 0.109197
0.378018 0.309856 0.738771 1.412684 2.14228 1.905793
1.835657 0.631566 0.770803 2.096877 2.113059 0.453342
0.005602 0.005661 0 0 0.005649 0
0.016257 0.010879 0.020907 0.001961 0.011245 0.006701
0.001552 0.000548 0.000492 0.000666 0.001883 0.000454
0.001858 0.000985 0.005719 0.984976 0.037509 1.204509
0.090885 0.028119 0.099916 0.440785 0.261081 0.077088
0.584392 0.460536 0 0 0.133441 0
0.001266 0.000513 0.003151 0.560615 0.016205 0.474179
0.271879 0.156243 0.881147 2.68316 0.45508 0.134369
0.378018 0.309856 0.738771 1.412684 2.14228 1.905793
1.963774 0.674661 0.82348 2.253141 2.261057 0.484655

0.03188 0.00194 0.002497 0.004356 0.000592 0.002122

0.02247 0.017708 0 0 0.005131 0
0.01055 0.002834 0 0 0.007996 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
2.0927 1.719934 0 0 0.777478 0

1.734755 1.275047 5.20809 21.22847 4.406053 3.276775

47.3778 8.274584 8.780156 8.76773 27.12036 6.19427
590.9184 597.2349 0 0 595.9696 0
1617.357 1071.957 2068.246 146.3078 1104.923 639.5417
55.64343 35.01206 28.95247 42.23871 125.5688 30.21727
4714269 5.726244 0 0 8.311301 0
5.258202 3.419155 11.74415 1.022491 7.713009 1.395581
3.562385 1.365385 1.14543 0.289988 2.044587 0.768838

0.00881 0.008861 0 0 0.022575 0
0.060117 0.095719 0.678998 0.036749 0.573124 0.050413
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0.034795
0.089208
0.002114
0.008105
0.025764
0.008699
0.082071
0.001765
0.003037
0.094814
0.483769
0.002117
0.238392
0.375076
1.581932
0.005934
0.016257
0.001378
0.003037
0.094814
0.550735
0.002117
0.272141
0.375076
1.692256
0.03188
0.02574
0.01055
0
3.967137
1.721575
58.73703
512.017
1617.357
55.64343
4.364456
5.472572
3.730105
0.012716
0.060117
0.034795
0.089208
0.002114
0.011699
0.025764
0.008699
0.082071
0.001765
0.001988
0.111192
0.554162
0.001302
0.238098
0.403462
1.857734
0.005142

0.01052
0.041936
0.000826
0.008152
0.041023

0.00263
0.038582
0.000742
0.001481
0.029078

0.38124
0.000774
0.133995
0.302752
0.557468
0.005998
0.010879
0.000515
0.001481
0.029078
0.434012
0.000774
0.157304
0.302752

0.59549

0.00194
0.020284
0.002834

0
3.260483
1.255198
10.40942
517.4901
1071.957
35.01206
5.301338
3.573299
1.430886

0.01279
0.095719

0.01052
0.041936
0.000826
0.011767
0.041023

0.00263
0.038582
0.000742
0.001039
0.030842
0.436713
0.000515
0.132835
0.331515
0.641137
0.005197

0.008
0.199926
0.000771

0
0.290999

0.002

0.183917

0.00069
0.008455
0.104006
0
0.004811
0.800476
0.69142
0.690978
0
0.020908
0.000464
0.008455
0.104006
0
0.004811
0.891045
0.69142
0.738186
0.002497
0

0

0

0
5.166467
10.55601
0
2068.246
28.95247
0
12.22884
1.204964
0
0.678998

0.008
0.199926
0.000771

0
0.290999

0.002

0.183917

0.00069
0.006628
0.126181
0
0.003421
0.789208
0.863147
0.779579
0

0.008
0.000432
0.001367

0
0.01575

0.002
0.000355
0.001101
1.677569
0.533601

0
1.065727
2.377836
1.326895
1.839365

0
0.001948

0.00064
1.677569
0.533601

0
1.065727
2.614225
1.326895
1.976297
0.004356

0

0

0

0
21.82141
9.938254

0
146.3078
42.23871

0
1.142656

0.30772

0
0.036749

0.008
0.000432
0.001367

0

0.01575

0.002
0.000355
0.001101
1.109946
0.579549

0
0.553911
2.445563
1.665214
2.114849

0

tblVehicleEF

0.01103 0.008584
0.08899 0.026153

0.006088
0.020769

0.00116
0

0.245624 0.021605
0.002758 0.002146

0.08182

0.02405

0.005286 0.001031
0.056828 1.867978
0.265473 0.081403

0.110464

0

0.025222 0.754367
0.410193 0.110656

1.97453 1.872256
1.871779 0.387192

0.005985

0

0.011245 0.006702
0.001804 0.000427
0.056828 1.867978
0.265473 0.081403

0.125755

0

0.025222 0.754367

0.458103

0.13611

1.97453 1.872256
2.002632 0.413923
0.000592 0.002122

0.005877
0.007996

0
1.473868

0
0
0
0

4.399888 3.208909
32.53681 7.838522

516.3937

0

1104.923 639.5417
125.5688 30.21727

7.694576

0

8.062358 1.490214
2.18812 0.803001

0.032584

0

0.573124 0.050413
0.01103 0.008584
0.08899 0.026153

0.006088
0.029978

0.00116
0

0.245624 0.021605
0.002758 0.002146

0.08182

0.02405

0.005286 0.001031
0.04365 1.406869
0.322368 0.099371

0.126538

0

0.017375 0.507193
0.406218 0.108857

2.525708

2.01276

2.161494 0.456297

0.005186
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0.016257
0.001565
0.001988
0.111192
0.630871
0.001302

0.27182
0.403462
1.987394

0.010879
0.000552
0.001039
0.030842
0.497165
0.000515
0.155994
0.331515
0.684885

0.020907
0.000495
0.006628
0.126181

0
0.003421
0.879122
0.863147
0.832863

0.00196
0.000667
1.109946
0.579549

0
0.553911
2.685496
1.665214
2.272447

tblVehicleEF

0.011244 0.006701
0.001899 0.000455

0.04365 1.406869
0.322368 0.099371
0.144054 0
0.017375 0.507193

0.45385 0.133975
2.525708 2.01276
2.312901 0.487816
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tbIRoadDust

RoadPerce RoadSiltLo MaterialSilt MaterialMa MobileAver MeanVehicleSpeed
100 0.1 4.3 0.5 2.4 40
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tbIWoodstoves

Woodstove NumberCo NumberCa NumberNo NumberPe Woodstove WoodstoveWoodMass
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tblFireplaces

Fireplacesl NumberWNumberGa NumberPr¢ NumberNo FireplaceH FireplaceD FireplaceWoodMass
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tbIConsumerProducts

ROG_EF
1.98E-05
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tblAreaCoating

Area EF FArea_ ResitArea_EF_FArea ResitArea EF ' Area_Nonr Area_EF_I Area_Nonr Reapplicati
50 0 100 0 250 142500 125 47500 10
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tblAreaCoating

onRatePercent
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tblLandscapeEquipment

NumberSn NumberSummerDays
0 250
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tblEnergyUse

EnergyUse T24E NT24E LightingEle T24NG NT24NG
Junior Coll 3.71 3.59 3.86 27.88 0.59
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tbiWater

WaterLand WaterLand IndoorWat« OutdoorW: Electricitylr Electricitylr Electricitylr Electricitylr SepticTank
Junior Collr 1000sqft 4659658 7288183 9727 111 1272 1911 10.33
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tbiWater

AerobicPer Anaerobice AnaDigest( AnaDigestCogenCombDigestGasPercent
87.46 2.21 100 0
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tblSolidWaste

SolidWaste SolidWaste SolidWaste LandfillNoC LandfillCag LandfillCaptureGasEnergyRecovery
Junior Colli 1000sqft 1235 6 94 0
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tblLandUseChange

Vegetation Vegetation AcresBegir AcresEnd COZ2peracre

Page 37



tblSequestration

BroadSpec NumberOfl CO2perTree
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tblConstEquipMitigation

ConstMitigi FuelType Tier NumberOfl TotaINumb DPF OxidationCatalyst
Air Compre Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0
Cement an Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0
Concrete/lr Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0
Cranes Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0
Excavators Diesel No Change 0 4 No Change 0
Forklifts  Diesel No Change 0 3 No Change 0
Generator Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0
Graders Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0
Pavers Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0
Paving Equ Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0
Rollers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0
Rubber Tir Diesel No Change 0 6 No Change 0
Tractors/L¢ Diesel No Change 0 11 No Change 0
Welders Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0
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tblConstDustMitigation

SoilStabiliz SoilStabiliz SoilStabiliz ReplaceGr ReplaceGr ReplaceGr WaterExpc WaterExpc WaterExpc
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 55
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tblConstDustMitigation

WaterExpc WaterUnp: WaterUnp: WaterUnpe WaterUnpz CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction
55 0 0 0 0 0
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tblLandUseMitigation

ProjectSett IncreaseDe IncreaseDe IncreaseDe IncreaseDi ImproveW: ImproveW: ImproveDe ImproveDe
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tblLandUseMitigation

IncreaseTr IncreaseTr IntegrateBe IntegrateBe ImprovePe ImprovePe ProvideTra ProvideTra ProvideTra

Page 43



tblLandUseMitigation

Implementl Implement! LimitParkin LimitParkin UnbundleP UnbundleP OnStreetM OnStreetM ProvideBR’

Page 44



tblLandUseMitigation

ProvideBR ExpandTra ExpandTra IncreaseTr IncreaseTr IncreaseTransitFrequencyHeadwaysPercentF
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tblLandUseMitigation

Reduction
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tbICommuteMitigation

Implement Implement Implement TransitSub TransitSub TransitSub Implement! Implementl Workplace
0 0 0 0
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tbICommuteMitigation

Workplace Workplace Encourage Encourage Encourage Encourage MarketCon MarketCon Employee\
0 0 0
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tbICommuteMitigation

Employee\ Employee\ ProvideRid ProvideRid Implement: ImplementSchoolBusProgramPercentFamilyl
2 0 0
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tbICommuteMitigation

Jsing
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tblAreaMitigation

Landscape Landscape Landscape Landscape Landscape Landscape UseLowVC UseLowVC UseLowVC
0 0 0 0 50 0
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tblAreaMitigation

UseLowVC UseLowVC UseLowVC UseLowVC UseLowVC HearthOnly NoHearthC UseLowVOCCIeanings
100 0 250 0 250 0 0 0
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tblAreaMitigation

SuppliesCheck
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tbIEnergyMitigation

ExceedTitl ExceedTitl InstallHighl InstallHighl OnSiteRen KwhGeneri KwhGeneri: PercentOft PercentOfE

Page 54



tbIEnergyMitigation

:lectricityUseGenerated
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tblApplianceMitigation

ApplianceT AppliancelL Percentimprovement

ClothWasher 30
DishWasher 15
Fan 50
Refrigerator 15
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tblWaterMitigation

ApplyWate ApplyWate ApplyWate UseReclair PercentOu Percentind UseGreyW PercentOu Percentind
0 0 0
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tblWaterMitigation

InstallLowF PercentRer InstallLowF PercentRer InstallLowF PercentRei InstallLowF PercentRel TurfReduct
0 32 0 18 0 20 0 20 0
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tblWaterMitigation

TurfReduc! TurfReduci UseWatert UseWatert WaterEffici MAWA ETWU
0 6.1 0
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tbIWasteMitigation

InstituteRe InstituteRecyclingAndCompostingServicesWastePercentReduction
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tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment

OperOffRo OperOffRo OperHours OperDaysF OperHorse OperLoadF OperFuelType
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tbIRemarks

SubModule PhaseNam Season Remarks

1

3 Acreage set at 3 acres

9
10 VOC of paint set at 125 g/l
18 VOC of paint set at 125 g/l for operational painting too.
25
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

Page 1 of 1

Thresholds Scenario 1A
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 11/15/2015 3:00 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Junior College (2YTr) 95.00 1000sqft 3.00 95,000.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 31
Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2017
Utility Company Southern California Edison
CO2 Intensity 630.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)
1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
Project Characteristics -
Land Use - Acreage set at 3 acres
Architectural Coating - VOC of paint set at 125 g/l
Area Coating - VOC of paint set at 125 g/l for operational painting too.
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -
Grading -

?able Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblArchitecturalCoating E_NonresidentiaI_Exterior 250.00 125.00
tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Nonresidential_Interior 250.00 125.00

tblAreaCoating Area_EF_Nonresidential_Exterior 250 125
tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialExteri 125 250
arMale




tbiGrading MaterialExported 0.00 10,000.00
tblLandUse LotAcreage 2.18 3.00
tbIProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2017
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cc0O2
I
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2016 0.6014 4.2510 3.2222 : 5.0700e- { 0.1208 0.2617 0.3825 0.0449 0.2453 0.2902 0.0000 {451.7027 : 451.7027 : 0.0861 0.0000 ; 453.5107
003
2017 0.4418 8.9100e- i9.2400e-i 2.0000e- : 3.5000e- i 7.0000e- i 1.0500e- i 9.0000e- ; 7.0000e- i 7.9000e- 0.0000 1.3376 1.3376 i 1.2000e- ; 0.0000 1.3402
003 003 005 004 004 003 005 004 004 004
Total 1.0431 4.2599 3.2314 | 5.0900e- | 0.1211 0.2624 0.3836 0.0450 0.2460 0.2910 0.0000 | 453.0403 | 453.0403 | 0.0862 0.0000 | 454.8509
003
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cc0O2
I
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2016 0.6014 4.2510 3.2222 { 5.0700e- { 0.0947 0.2617 0.3565 0.0311 0.2453 0.2764 0.0000 {451.7023 451.7023 i 0.0861 0.0000 : 453.5103
003
2017 0.4418 8.9100e- i9.2400e-i 2.0000e-  3.5000e- : 7.0000e- { 1.0500e- i 9.0000e- i 7.0000e- i 7.9000e- 0.0000 1.3376 1.3376 i 1.2000e-: 0.0000 1.3402
003 003 005 004 004 003 005 004 004 004
Total 1.0431 4.2599 3.2314 | 5.0900e- | 0.0951 0.2624 0.3575 0.0312 0.2460 0.2772 0.0000 |453.0399 | 453.0399 | 0.0862 0.0000 | 454.8505
003




ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 J Bio- CO2 [NBio-CO2 '-I'otal CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21.49 0.00 6.78 30.67 0.00 4.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 0.4397 1.0000e- :1.2400e-; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 ; 2.3600e- : 2.3600e- ; 1.0000e- : 0.0000 2.5000e-
005 003 003 003 005 003
Energy 0.0146 0.1326 0.1114 § 8.0000e- 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0000 :447.7246 : 447.7246 ; 0.0167 : 5.5300e- ; 449.7903
004 003
Mobile 1.2360 3.7047 :14.0876: 0.0342 2.3285 0.0504 2.3789 0.6231 0.0464 0.6695 0.0000 $2,644.973:2,644.973; 0.1041 0.0000 §2,647.160
7 7 1
Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 25.0694 0.0000 25.0694 1.4816 0.0000 56.1821
Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.4783 40.5341 : 42.0124 0.1537 : 3.9700e- : 46.4710
003
=0tal 1.6903 3.8373 |14.2002| 0.0350 2.3285 0.0605 2.3889 0.6231 0.0565 0.6796 26.54# 3,133.234 3,159.782 1.7-561 9.5000e- | 3,199.606
7 4 003 0
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 0.4397 1.0000e- :1.2400e-; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 2.3600e- ; 2.3600e- ; 1.0000e- { 0.0000 ; 2.5000e-
005 003 003 003 005 003
Energy 0.0146 0.1326 : 0.1114 : 8.0000e- 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0000 :447.7246 : 447.7246 i 0.0167 : 5.5300e- : 449.7903
004 003
Mobile 1.2360 3.7047 :14.0876: 0.0342 2.3285 0.0504 2.3789 0.6231 0.0464 0.6695 0.0000 :2,644.973:2,644.973; 0.1041 0.0000 :2,647.160
7 7 1




Waste 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 25.0694 { 0.0000 : 25.0694 : 1.4816 : 0.0000 : 56.1821
Water 0.0000  0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.4783 | 405341 i 42.0124 i 0.1537 ; 3.9600e- ;| 46.4686
003
Total 1.6903 3.8373 [14.2002| 0.0350 2.3285 | 0.0605 | 2.3889 0.6231 0.0565 0.6796 | 26.5477 3,133.234] 3,159.782 T.7561 | 9.4900¢- 3,199.603
7 4 003 6
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 JBio- CO2 NTBio-COZ ?otal CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
Percent 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 0.11 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2016 1/28/2016 5 20
2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/29/2016 2/2/2016 5 3
3 Grading Grading 2/3/2016 2/10/2016 5 6
4 Building Construction Building Construction 2/11/2016 12/14/2016 5 220
I5 Paving Paving 12/15/2016 12/28/2016 5 10
IG Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 12/29/2016 1/11/2017 5 10

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 3

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 142,500; Non-Residential Outdoor: 47,500 (Architectural

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48
IPaving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56
Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

IDemoIition




Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 162 0.38
Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29
JBuilding Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20
Grading Excavators 1 8.00 162 0.38
IPaving Pavers 1 8.00 125 0.42
Paving Rollers 2 6.00 80 0.38
IDemolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 255 0.40
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40
IBuiIding Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37
JBuilding Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74
Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37
JPaving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37
Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41
JPaving Paving Equipment 2 6.00 130 0.36
Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40
IBuiIding Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45|
Trips and VMT
Phase Name Of-froad Worker Trip | Vendor Trip §Hauling Trip] Worker Trip | Vendor Trip jHauling Trip] Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Equipment Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle JVehicle Class
Class
Ioemolition 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 5.90 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 6 15.00 0.00 1,250.00 14.70 6.90 20.00;LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
IBuiIding Construction 9 40.00 16.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00;LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
|Paving 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Architectural Coating 1 8.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00;LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area




Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Demolition - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cc0o2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.0429 0.4566 0.3503 : 4.0000e- 0.0229 0.0229 0.0214 0.0214 0.0000 37.0974 : 37.0974 0.0101 0.0000 37.3092
004
'I-'otal 0.0429 0.4566 0.3503 | 4.0000e- 0.0229 0.0229 0.0214 0.0214 0.0000 37.0974 | 37.0974 0.0101 0.0000 37.3092
004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
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 6.0000e- i 8.9000e- :9.2000e-; 2.0000e- : 1.6500e- ; 1.0000e- ; 1.6600e- : 4.4000e- ;| 1.0000e- ;: 4.5000e- 0.0000 1.5418 1.5418 £ 8.0000e- i 0.0000 1.5436
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
?mal 6.0000e- | 8.9000e- |9.2000e-| 2.0000e- | 1.6500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.6600e- | 4.4000e- | 1.0000e- | 4.5000e- 0.0000 1.5418 1.5418 | 8.0000e-| 0.0000 1.5436
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005

Mitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.0429 0.4566 : 0.3503 ; 4.0000e- 0.0229 0.0229 0.0214 0.0214 0.0000 : 37.0973 : 37.0973 i 0.0101 0.0000 37.3092
004
Total 0.0429 0.4566 | 0.3503 | 4.0000e- 0.0229 0.0229 0.0214 0.0214 0.0000 | 37.0973 | 37.0973 | 0.0101 0.0000 37.3092
004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx Cco S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
-
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 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 6.0000e- i 8.9000e- i9.2000e-; 2.0000e- i 1.6500e- i 1.0000e- ; 1.6600e- ; 4.4000e- ; 1.0000e- ;| 4.5000e- i 0.0000 1.5418 1.5418 : 8.0000e- i 0.0000 1.5436
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Total 6.0000e- | 8.9000e- [9.2000e-| 2.0000e- | 1.6500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.6600e- | 4.4000e- | 1.0000e- | 4.5000e- § 0.0000 1.5418 1.5418 | 8.0000e- [ 0.0000 1.5436
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.3 Site Preparation - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
tons/yr MT/yr

Category |




Fugitive Dust 0.0271 0.0000 0.0271 0.0149 0.0000 0.0149 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 7.6200e- 0.0820 0.0617 § 6.0000e- 4.4100e- i 4.4100e- 4.0600e- : 4.0600e- 0.0000 5.5316 5.5316 : 1.6700e-: 0.0000 5.5666

003 005 003 003 003 003 003
'I-'otal 7.6200e- 0.0820 0.0617 | 6.0000e- 0.0271 | 4.4100e-| 0.0315 0.0149 | 4.0600e- 0.0190 0.0000 5.5316 5.5316 | 1.6700e- | 0.0000 5.5666

003 005 003 003 003

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx Cco S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
I
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 1.1000e- i 1.6000e- {1.6600e-i 0.0000 i 3.0000e-i 0.0000 { 3.0000e- { 8.0000e- { 0.0000 : 8.0000e- { 0.0000 0.2775 0.2775  1.0000e- i 0.0000 0.2778

004 004 003 004 004 005 005 005
Total 1.1000e- | 1.6000e- |1.6600e-| 0.0000 | 3.0000e-| 0.0000 | 3.0000e- | 8.0000e- | 0.0000 | 8.0000e- § 0.0000 0.2775 0.2775 | 1.0000e- [ 0.0000 0.2778

004 004 003 004 004 005 005 005

Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.0122 0.0000 0.0122 6.7000e- : 0.0000 6.7000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
003 003

Off-Road 7.6200e- 0.0820 0.0617 § 6.0000e- 4.4100e- } 4.4100e- 4.0600e- i 4.0600e- 0.0000 5.5316 5.5316 : 1.6700e-: 0.0000 5.5666

003 005 003 003 003 003 003
'I-'otal 7.6200e- 0.0820 0.0617 | 6.0000e- 0.0122 | 4.4100e-| 0.0166 6.7000e- | 4.0600e- 0.0108 0.0000 5.5316 5.5316 | 1.6700e-| 0.0000 5.5666

003 005 003 003 003 003




Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOXx Cco S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
I
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 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 i 0.0000 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 1.1000e- i 1.6000e- {1.6600e-i 0.0000 i 3.0000e-: 0.0000 i 3.0000e- i 8.0000e- : 0.0000 : 8.0000e- : 0.0000 0.2775 0.2775 : 1.0000e- : 0.0000 0.2778
004 004 003 004 004 005 005 005
Total 1.1000e- | 1.6000e- |1.6600e-| 0.0000 | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 | 3.0000e- | 8.0000e- | 0.0000 | 8.0000e- § 0.0000 0.2775 0.2775 | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 0.2778
004 004 003 004 004 005 005 005
3.4 Grading - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.0202 0.0000 0.0202 0.0102 0.0000 0.0102 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 0.0110 0.1153 0.0782 ; 9.0000e- 6.6000e- ; 6.6000e- 6.0700e- i 6.0700e- 0.0000 8.4199 8.4199 : 2.5400e-: 0.0000 8.4733
005 003 003 003 003 003
'I-'otal 0.0110 0.1153 0.0782 | 9.0000e- | 0.0202 | 6.6000e-| 0.0268 0.0102 6.0700e- 0.0163 0.0000 8.4199 8.4199 | 2.5400e- | 0.0000 8.4733
005 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2




Category tons/yr M?/yr
Hauling 0.0111 0.1806 : 0.1365 i 4.6000e- { 0.0107 §2.7200e-i 0.0134 } 2.9400e- i 2.5000e- ;| 5.4400e- i 0.0000 ; 42.0939 i 42.0939 ; 3.0000e- i 0.0000 42.1002
004 003 003 003 003 004
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 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 1.8000e- i 2.7000e- {2.7600e-i 1.0000e- i 4.9000e- i 0.0000 i 5.0000e- { 1.3000e- { 0.0000 : 1.3000e- : 0.0000 0.4625 0.4625 : 2.0000e- ;i 0.0000 0.4631
004 004 003 005 004 004 004 004 005
Total 0.0113 0.1809 | 0.1393 | 4.7000e- | 0.0112 |2.7200e-| 0.0139 | 3.0700e- | 2.5000e- | 5.5700e- § 0.0000 | 42.5565 | 42.5565 | 3.2000e- | 0.0000 42.5633
004 003 003 003 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 9.1000e- i 0.0000 : 9.1000e- i 4.5800e- : 0.0000 4.5800e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
003 003 003 003
Off-Road 0.0110 0.1153 0.0782 : 9.0000e- 6.6000e- | 6.6000e- 6.0700e- i 6.0700e- 0.0000 8.4199 8.4199 : 2.5400e- i 0.0000 8.4732
005 003 003 003 003 003
'I-'otal 0.0110 0.1153 0.0782 | 9.0000e- | 9.1000e- | 6.6000e- 0.015-7 4.5800e- | 6.0700e- 0.0107 0.0000 8.4199 8.4199 | 2.5400e- | 0.0000 8.4732
005 003 003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
-
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0111 0.1806 i 0.1365 { 4.6000e- { 0.0107 {2.7200e-i 0.0134 i 2.9400e- { 2.5000e- { 5.4400e- { 0.0000 i 42.0939 i 42.0939  3.0000e-{ 0.0000 42.1002
004 003 003 003 003 004
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 1.8000e- i 2.7000e- {2.7600e-i 1.0000e- i 4.9000e- i 0.0000 i 5.0000e- { 1.3000e- { 0.0000 : 1.3000e- : 0.0000 0.4625 0.4625 : 2.0000e- i 0.0000 0.4631
004 004 003 005 004 004 004 004 005




=0tal 0.0113 0.1809 0.1393 | 4.7000e- 0.0112 | 2.7200e-| 0.0139 3.0700e- | 2.5000e- 5.5-700e- 0.0000 42.5565 | 42.5565 | 3.2000e- | 0.0000 42.5633
004 003 003 003 003 004
3.5 Building Construction - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx Cco S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
I
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.3747 3.1357 i 2.0357 | 2.9500e- 0.2164 0.2164 0.2033 0.2033 0.0000 :266.3690 ; 266.3690 i 0.0661 0.0000 § 267.7563
003
Total 0.3747 3.1357 | 2.0357 | 2.9500e- 0.2164 0.2164 0.2033 0.2033 0.0000 | 266.3690 | 266.3690 | 0.0661 0.0000 | 267.7563
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx Cco S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
I
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 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 0.0156 0.1589 : 0.2048 i 3.8000e- i 0.0108 § 2.5100e-:i 0.0133 i 3.0900e- i 2.3100e- i 5.4000e- : 0.0000 : 34.6889 : 34.6889 : 2.5000e-: 0.0000 34.6942
004 003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.0177 0.0260 : 0.2700 { 5.9000e- i 0.0483 i4.1000e-: 0.0487 0.0128 : 3.8000e- : 0.0132 0.0000 : 45.2265 : 45.2265 : 2.4400e- i 0.0000 45.2776
004 004 004 003
Total 0.0333 0.1849 | 0.4748 | 9.7000e- | 0.0591 |[2.9200e-| 0.0620 0.0159 | 2.6900e- | 0.0186 0.0000 | 79.9153 | 79.9153 | 2.6900e- | 0.0000 79.9718
004 003 003 003

Mitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.3747 3.1357 : 2.0357 | 2.9500e- 0.2164 0.2164 0.2033 0.2033 0.0000 : 266.3686 : 266.3686 : 0.0661 0.0000 : 267.7560
003
Total 0.3747 3.1357 | 2.0357 | 2.9500e- 0.2164 0.2164 0.2033 0.2033 0.0000 | 266.3686 | 266.3686 | 0.0661 0.0000 | 267.7560
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx Cco S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
-
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 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 0.0156 0.1589 : 0.2048 i 3.8000e- { 0.0108 §2.5100e-i 0.0133 ; 3.0900e- ; 2.3100e- ;| 5.4000e- : 0.0000 ; 34.6889 : 34.6889 : 2.5000e-: 0.0000 34.6942
004 003 003 003 003 004
Worker 0.0177 0.0260 : 0.2700 i 5.9000e- i 0.0483 i4.1000e-i 0.0487 0.0128 : 3.8000e- ;i 0.0132 0.0000 : 45.2265 ; 45.2265 i 2.4400e- i 0.0000 45.2776
004 004 004 003
Total 0.0333 0.1849 | 0.4748 | 9.7000e- | 0.0591 |[2.9200e-| 0.0620 0.0159 | 2.6900e- | 0.0186 0.0000 | 79.9153 | 79.9153 | 2.6900e- | 0.0000 79.9718
004 003 003 003
3.6 Paving - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
tons/yr MT/yr

Category |




Off-Road 8.9800e- 0.0917 0.0628 : 9.0000e- 5.5300e- : 5.5300e- 5.1000e- { 5.1000e- 0.0000 8.6283 8.6283 : 2.5300e-: 0.0000 8.6816
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
=0tal 8.9800e- 0.0917 0.0628 | 9.0000e- 5.5300e- | 5.5300e- 5.1000e- | 5.1000e- 0.0000 8.6283 8.6283 | 2.5300e- | 0.0000 8.6816
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx Cco S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
I
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 4.0000e-  5.9000e- i{6.1400e-i 1.0000e- } 1.1000e-  1.0000e- { 1.1100e- i 2.9000e- { 1.0000e- { 3.0000e- { 0.0000 1.0279 1.0279 i 6.0000e- i 0.0000 1.0290
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Total 4.0000e- | 5.9000e- |6.1400e-| 1.0000e- | 1.1000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.1100e- | 2.9000e- | 1.0000e- | 3.0000e- § 0.0000 1.0279 1.0279 | 6.0000e- | 0.0000 1.0290
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 8.9800e- 0.0917 0.0628 { 9.0000e- 5.5300e- i 5.5300e- 5.1000e- { 5.1000e- 0.0000 8.6283 8.6283 { 2.5300e-: 0.0000 8.6816
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
=0tal 8.9800e- 0.0917 0.0628 | 9.0000e- 5.5300e- | 5.5300e- 5.1000e- | 5.1000e- 0.0000 8.6283 8.6283 | 2.5300e- | 0.0000 8.6816
003 005 003 003 003 003 003




Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOXx Cco S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
I
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 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 i 0.0000 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 4.0000e-  5.9000e- :6.1400e-i 1.0000e- : 1.1000e-  1.0000e- i 1.1100e- i 2.9000e-  1.0000e- : 3.0000e- i 0.0000 1.0279 1.0279 i 6.0000e- i 0.0000 1.0290
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Total 4.0000e- | 5.9000e- [6.1400e-| 1.0000e- | 1.1000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.1100e- | 2.9000e- | 1.0000e- | 3.0000e- § 0.0000 1.0279 1.0279 | 6.0000e- | 0.0000 1.0290
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 0.1101 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 3.7000e- i 2.3700e- ;1.8800e-; 0.0000 2.0000e- ; 2.0000e- 2.0000e- i 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.2553 0.2553 : 3.0000e- ; 0.0000 0.2560
004 003 003 004 004 004 004 005
=otal 0.1105 2.3700e- [1.8800e-| 0.0000 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.2553 0.2553 | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 0.2560
003 003 004 004 004 004 005
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2




Category tons/yr M?/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 § 0.0000 i 0.0000 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 i 0.0000 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 3.0000e- { 5.0000e- i{4.9000e-; 0.0000 : 9.0000e- i 0.0000 : 9.0000e- ; 2.0000e- i 0.0000 ; 2.0000e- { 0.0000 0.0822 0.0822 0.0000 0.0000 0.0823
005 005 004 005 005 005 005
Total 3.0000e- | 5.0000e- [4.9000e-| 0.0000 [ 9.0000e- | 0.0000 | 9.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 | 2.0000e- § 0.0000 0.0822 0.0822 0.0000 0.0000 0.0823
005 005 004 005 005 005 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 0.1101 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 3.7000e- i 2.3700e- :1.8800e-: 0.0000 2.0000e- i 2.0000e- 2.0000e- i 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.2553 0.2553 : 3.0000e- i 0.0000 0.2560
004 003 003 004 004 004 004 005
?mal 0.1105 2.3700e- [1.8800e-| 0.0000 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.2553 0.2553 | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 0.2560
003 003 004 004 004 004 005
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
-
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 3.0000e- i 5.0000e- i4.9000e-;: 0.0000 £ 9.0000e-:i 0.0000 : 9.0000e- ; 2.0000e- { 0.0000 : 2.0000e- { 0.0000 0.0822 0.0822 0.0000 0.0000 0.0823
005 005 004 005 005 005 005




=0tal 3.0000e- | 5.0000e- |4.9000e-| 0.0000 9.0000e- | 0.0000 | 9.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0822 0.0822 0.0000 0.0000 0.0823
005 005 004 005 005 005 005
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx Cco S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
I
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 0.4403 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 1.3300e- i 8.7400e- {7.4700e-i 1.0000e- 6.9000e- i 6.9000e- 6.9000e- i 6.9000e- i 0.0000 1.0213 1.0213 :1.1000e- i 0.0000 1.0236
003 003 003 005 004 004 004 004 004
Total 0.4417 8.7400e- |7.4700e-| 1.0000e- 6.9000e- | 6.9000e- 6.9000e- | 6.9000e- | 0.0000 1.0213 1.0213 | 1.1000e- | 0.0000 1.0236
003 003 005 004 004 004 004 004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
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 1.2000e- ; 1.7000e- {1.7700e-{ 0.0000 3.5000e- { 0.0000 { 3.5000e- i{ 9.0000e- : 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.3163 0.3163 { 2.0000e- { 0.0000 0.3166
004 004 003 004 004 005 004 005
=0tal 1.2000e- | 1.7000e- l.ﬁOOe- 0.0000 3.5000e- | 0.0000 | 3.5000e- | 9.0000e- | 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.3163 0.3163 | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 0.3166
004 004 003 004 004 005 004 005

Mitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 0.4403 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 1.3300e- i 8.7400e- {7.4700e-i 1.0000e- 6.9000e- i 6.9000e- 6.9000e- i 6.9000e- i 0.0000 1.0213 1.0213 :1.1000e- i 0.0000 1.0236
003 003 003 005 004 004 004 004 004
Total 0.4417 8.7400e- |7.4700e-| 1.0000e- 6.9000e- | 6.9000e- 6.9000e- | 6.9000e- | 0.0000 1.0213 1.0213 | 1.1000e- | 0.0000 1.0236
003 003 005 004 004 004 004 004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
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 1.2000e- ; 1.7000e- :1.7700e-; 0.0000 3.5000e- : 0.0000 ; 3.5000e- i 9.0000e- : 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.3163 0.3163  2.0000e- ; 0.0000 0.3166
004 004 003 004 004 005 004 005
?mal 1.2000e- | 1.7000e- l.ﬁOOe- 0.0000 3.5000e- | 0.0000 | 3.5000e- | 9.0000e- | 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.3163 0.3163 | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 0.3166
004 004 003 004 004 005 004 005

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile




ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 1.2360 3.7047 14.0876: 0.0342 ; 2.3285 ; 0.0504 : 2.3789 0.6231 : 0.0464 : 0.6695 0.0000 :2,644.973:2,644.973; 0.1041 ; 0.0000 :2,647.160
7 7 1
Unmitigated 1.2360 3.7047 :14.0876: 0.0342 { 2.3285 : 0.0504 : 2.3789 0.6231 : 0.0464 : 0.6695 0.0000 :2,644.973:2,644.973; 0.1041 : 0.0000 : 2,647.160
7 7 1
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily '-I'rip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
- -
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Junior College (2Yr) 2,611.55 1,066.85 114.95 6,144,0# 6,144,0#
o I I
Total 2,611.55 1,066.85 114.95 6,144,077 6,144,077
4.3 Trip Type Information
- — —
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- | H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Junior College (2Yr) 16.60 8.40 6.90 6.40 88.60 5.00 92 7 1
LDA LDTL LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.512163 0.060173} 0.180257 0.139094i 0.042244: 0.006664 0.016017{ 0.031880: 0.001940: 0.002497: 0.004356: 0.000592 0.002122
5.0 Energy Detail
4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2




Category tons/yr M?/yr
Electricity Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 :303.3941 ; 303.3941 i 0.0140 ; 2.8900e- i 304.5815
003
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 :303.3941 : 303.3941 : 0.0140 ; 2.8900e- ; 304.5815
Unmitigated 003
NaturalGas 0.0146 0.1326 : 0.1114 ; 8.0000e- 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0000 : 144.3304 ; 144.3304 ; 2.7700e- | 2.6500e- i 145.2088
Mitigated 004 003 003
NaturalGas 0.0146 0.1326 ;i 0.1114 ; 8.0000e- 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0000 :144.3304 ; 144.3304 ; 2.7700e- | 2.6500e- i 145.2088
Unmitigated 004 003 003
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2|Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
- I
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Junior College :2.70465e+: 0.0146 : 0.1326 ;: 0.1114 : 8.0000e- 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0000 : 144.3304 : 144.3304 : 2.7700e- i 2.6500e- i 145.2088
(2Yr) 006 004 003 003
Total 0.0146 | 0.1326 | 0.1114 | 8.0000e- 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0000 | 144.3304 | 144.3304 | 2.7700e- | 2.6500e- | 145.2088
004 003 003
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2|Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
- I
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Junior College  i2.70465e+# 0.0146 i 0.1326 | 0.1114 : 8.0000e- 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0000 : 144.3304 : 144.3304: 2.7700e- i 2.6500e- i 145.2088
(2Yr) 006 004 003 003
Total 0.0146 | 0.1326 | 0.1114 | 8.0000e- 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0101 0.0000 | 144.3304 |144.3304 | 2.7700e- | 2.6500e- | 145.2088
004 003 003




5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated
aectricity Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
I
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Junior College  :1.0602e+0% 303.3941 i 0.0140 ;| 2.8900e- : 304.5815
(2Yr) 06 003
Total 303.3941 | 0.0140 | 2.8900e- | 304.5815
003
Mitigated
aectricity Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Junior College  :1.0602e+0% 303.3941 i 0.0140 | 2.8900e- : 304.5815
(2Yr) 06 003
Total I303.3941 0.0140 | 2.8900e- | 304.5815
003

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area




ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 0.4397 1.0000e- :1.2400e-; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 2.3600e- : 2.3600e- i 1.0000e- : 0.0000 2.5000e-
005 003 003 003 005 003
Unmitigated 0.4397 1.0000e- i{1.2400e-i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 2.3600e- i 2.3600e- i 1.0000e- i 0.0000 2.5000e-
005 003 003 003 005 003
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural 0.0963 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
Consumer 0.3433 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Products
Landscaping 1.2000e- : 1.0000e- :1.2400e-i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 2.3600e- : 2.3600e- : 1.0000e- : 0.0000 2.5000e-
004 005 003 003 003 005 003
=otal 0.4397 1.0000e- [1.2400e-| 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 2.3600e- | 2.3600e- | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 2.5000e-
005 003 003 003 005 003
Mitigated
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
tons/yr MT/yr

SubCategory |




Architectural 0.0963 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
Consumer 0.3433 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Products
Landscaping 1.2000e- i 1.0000e- {1.2400e-i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 2.3600e- : 2.3600e- i 1.0000e- i 0.0000 : 2.5000e-
004 005 003 003 003 005 003
?otal 0.4397 1.0000e- [1.2400e-[ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 [ 2.3600e- | 2.3600e- | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 [ 2.5000e-
005 003 003 003 005 003

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 | CH4 | N20 | cOze
-
Category MT/yr
Mitigated 42.0124 0.1537 :3.9600e-: 46.4686
003
Unmitigated 42.0124 0.1537 :3.9700e-i 46.4710
003

7.2 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated
Indoor/Outl| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
I
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Junior College 465966/ i 42.0124 0.1537 : 3.9700e- ; 46.4710
(2Yr) 7.28818 003
46.4710

003

Total |42.0124 0.1537 | 3.9700e-




Mitigated

Indoor/Out ?otaICOZ CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Junior College 4.65966 / 42.0124 0.1537 { 3.9600e- i 46.4686
(2Yr) 7.28818 003
?otal 42.0124  0.1537 | 3.9600e- | 46.4686
003
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
Category/Year
-
Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CO2e
-
MT/yr
Mitigated 25.0694 § 1.4816 : 0.0000 i 56.1821
Unmitigated 250694 ; 1.4816 : 0.0000 i 56.1821

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated




Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Junior College 123.5 25.0694 1.4816 0.0000 56.1821
(2Yr)
Total I 25.0694 1.4816 | 0.0000 | 56.1821
Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
I
Land Use tons MT/yr
Junior College 1235 i 25.0694 1.4816 0.0000 56.1821
(2Yr)
Total I 25.0694 1.4816 | 0.0000 | 56.1821

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type

Number

Hours/Day

Days/Year

Horse Power

Load Factor

Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

1.0 Project Characteristics

Thresholds Scenario 1
South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter

Page 1 of 1

Date: 11/15/2015 3:02 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Junior College (2YTr) 95.00 1000sqft 3.00 95,000.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 31
Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2017
Utility Company Southern California Edison
CO2 Intensity 630.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)
1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
Project Characteristics -
Land Use - Acreage set at 3 acres
Architectural Coating - VOC of paint set at 125 g/
Area Coating - VOC of paint set at 125 g/l for operational painting too.
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -
Grading -

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblArchitecturalCoating E_NonresidentiaI_Exterior 250.00 125.00
tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Nonresidential_Interior 250.00 125.00

tblAreaCoating Area_EF_Nonresidential_Exterior 250 125
tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialExterio 125 250
Malue,




tbiGrading MaterialExported 0.00 10,000.00
tblLandUse LotAcreage 2.18 3.00
tbIProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2017
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2016 110.4838 { 97.7134 { 73.2817 0.1851 18.2675 3.1085 21.2078 9.9840 2.8597 12.6892 0.0000 {18,706.66:18,706.661! 1.2371 0.0000 {18,732.64
12 2 11
2017 110.4442 2.2264 2.2999 i 4.0300e- i 0.0894 0.1741 0.2635 0.0237 0.1740 0.1977 0.0000 £ 367.2769 i 367.2769 | 0.0342 0.0000 { 367.9955
003
Total 220.9280 | 99.9398 | 75.5817 0.1891 18.3569 3.2825 21.4713 | 10.0078 3.0337 12.8869 0.0000 |19,073.93|19,073.938] 1.2714 0.0000 |19,100.63
82 2 66
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2016 110.4838 ; 97.7134 : 73.2817 ; 0.1851 8.3310  3.1085 { 11.2714 : 4.5222 2.8597 7.2273 0.0000 §18,706.66:18,706.661: 1.2371 0.0000 : 18,732.64
12 2 11
2017 110.4442 | 2.2264 2.2999 | 4.0300e- i 0.0894 | 0.1741 0.2635 0.0237 0.1740 0.1977 0.0000 : 367.2769 } 367.2769 i 0.0342 0.0000 } 367.9955
003
Total 220.0280 | 09.0308 | 75.5817 | 0.1891 8.4204 | 3.2825 | 11.5349 | 4.5459 3.0337 7.4250 0.0000 [19,073.93]19,073.938| 1.2714 0.0000 [19,100.63
82 2 66




ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 NTBio-COZ ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 54.13 0.00 46.28 54.58 0.00 42.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area 2.4097 9.0000e-  9.8800e- i 0.0000 4.0000e- i 4.0000e- 4.0000e- i 4.0000e- 0.0208 0.0208 : 6.0000e- 0.0220
005 003 005 005 005 005 005
Energy 0.0799 0.7265 0.6102 : 4.3600e- 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 871.7647 : 871.7647 : 0.0167 0.0160 : 877.0701
003
Mobile 9.1808 25.6268 : 98.4543 i 0.2385 16.7288 i 0.3568 17.0856 4.4699 0.3284 4.7982 20,342.39:i20,342.395; 0.8110 20,359.42
57 7 56
Total 11.6705 | 26.3534 | 99.0745 | 0.2429 16.7288 | 0.4120 17.1409 4.4699 0.3836 4.8535 21,214.18 |21,214.181| 0.8277 0.0160 |[21,236.51
12 2 78
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area 2.4097 9.0000e- § 9.8800e- i 0.0000 4.0000e- i 4.0000e- 4.0000e- i 4.0000e- 0.0208 0.0208  6.0000e- 0.0220
005 003 005 005 005 005 005
Energy 0.0799 0.7265 0.6102 i 4.3600e- 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 871.7647 § 871.7647 i 0.0167 0.0160 { 877.0701
003
Mobile 9.1808 25.6268 i 98.4543 i 0.2385 16.7288  0.3568 17.0856 4.4699 0.3284 4.7982 20,342.39i20,342.395; 0.8110 20,359.42
57 7 56
Total 11.6705 | 26.3534 | 99.0745 | 0.2429 16.7288 | 0.4120 17.1409 4.4699 0.3836 4.8535 21,214.18 [21,214.181| 0.8277 0.0160 |21,236.51
12 2 78




ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [Bio-CO2 NTBio-COZ ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 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
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase ‘-I'ype Start Date End Date Num Days fNum Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2016 1/28/2016 5 20
2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/29/2016 2/2/2016 5 3
3 Grading Grading 2/3/2016 2/10/2016 5 6
4 Building Construction Building Construction 2/11/2016 12/14/2016 5 220
5 Paving Paving 12/15/2016 12/28/2016 5 10
I6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 12/29/2016 1/11/2017 5 10

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 3

Acres of Paving:

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 142,500; Non-Residential Outdoor: 47,500 (Architectural Coating —

0

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48
IPaving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56
IDemoIition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73
IDemoIition Excavators 3 8.00 162 0.38
IBuiIding Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29
JBuilding Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20
Grading Excavators 1 8.00 162 0.38
IPaving Pavers 1 8.00 125 0.42




Paving Rollers 2 6.00 80 0.38
IDemolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 255 0.40
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40
IBuiIding Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37
JBuilding Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74
Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37
JPaving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37
Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41
JPaving Paving Equipment 2 6.00 130 0.36
Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40
IBuiIding Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45
Trips and VMT
Phase Name OfWEquipment Worker '-I'rip Vendor ?rip Hauling '-I'rip Worker ?rip Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle ClassfVehicle Class|
Ioemolition 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT Mix - HHDT
Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Grading 6 15.00 0.00 1,250.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
IBuiIding Construction 9 40.00 16.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
|Paving 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Architectural Coating 1 8.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Demolition - 2016

Unmitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 4.2876 45.6559 § 35.0303 0.0399 2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365 4,089.284 :14,089.2841; 1.1121 4,112.637
1 4
Total 4.2876 45.6559 | 35.0303 0.0399 2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365 4,089.284 14,089.2841| 1.1121 4,112.637
1 4
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/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 0.0640 0.0860 0.8984 : 1.9900e- 0.1677 1.4000e- 0.1691 0.0445 1.2900e- 0.0458 167.3573 ; 167.3573 i 9.1500e- 167.5495
003 003 003 003
— I I I
Total 0.0640 0.0860 0.8984 | 1.9900e- 0.1677 | 1.4000e- 0.1691 0.0445 1.2900e- 0.0458 167.3573 | 167.3573 | 9.1500e- 167.5495
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Ib/day Ib/day

Category |




Off-Road 4.2876 45.6559 i 35.0303 0.0399 2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365 0.0000 :4,089.284:4,089.2841: 1.1121 4,112.637
1 4
=0tal 4.2876 45.6559 | 35.0303 0.0399 2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365 0.0000 |4,089.284 (4,089.2841| 1.1121 4,112.637
1 4
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/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 0.0640 0.0860 0.8984 : 1.9900e- : 0.1677 : 1.4000e- i 0.1691 0.0445 : 1.2900e- 0.0458 167.3573 { 167.3573 i 9.1500e- 167.5495
003 003 003 003
Total 0.0640 0.0860 0.8084 | L.9900e. | 0.1677 | L.4000e. | 0.1691 0.0445 | 1.2900e- 0.0458 167.3573 | 167.3573 | 9.1500¢ 167.5495
003 003 003 003
3.3 Site Preparation - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 18.0663 i 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 5.0771 54.6323 : 41.1053 : 0.0391 2.9387 2.9387 2.7036 2.7036 4,065.005 :4,065.0053; 1.2262 4,090.754
3 4
Total 5.0771 54.6323 | 41.1053 | 0.0391 18.0663 | 2.9387 21.0049 9.9307 2.7036 12.6343 4,065.005 [4,065.0053| 1.2262 4,090.754
3 4




Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/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 0.0768 0.1032 1.0780 i 2.3900e- { 0.2012 £ 1.6800e- i 0.2029 0.0534 } 1.5500e- 0.0549 200.8288 | 200.8288 i 0.0110 201.0594
003 003 003
Total 0.0768 0.1032 1.0780 | 2.3900e- | 0.2012 | 1.6800e- | 0.2029 0.0534 | 1.5500e- 0.0549 200.8288 | 200.8288 | 0.0110 201.0594
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 8.1298 0.0000 8.1298 4.4688 0.0000 4.4688 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 5.0771 54.6323 i 41.1053 i 0.0391 2.9387 2.9387 2.7036 2.7036 0.0000 £4,065.005 i4,065.0053; 1.2262 4,090.754
3 4
Total 5.0771 54.6323 | 41.1053 | 0.0391 8.1298 2.9387 11.0685 4.4688 2.7036 7.1724 0.0000 |4,065.005 |4,065.0053| 1.2262 4,090.754
3 4
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total




Category Ib/day Ib/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 0.0768 0.1032 1.0780 : 2.3900e- ;| 0.2012 : 1.6800e- : 0.2029 0.0534 : 1.5500e- 0.0549 200.8288 ; 200.8288 : 0.0110 201.0594
003 003 003
Total 0.0768 0.1032 1.0780 | 2.3900e- | 0.2012 | 1.6800e- | 0.2029 0.0534 | 1.5500e- 0.0549 200.8288 | 200.8288 | 0.0110 201.0594
003 003 003
3.4 Grading - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 6.7408 0.0000 6.7408 3.3960 0.0000 3.3960 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 3.6669 38.4466 : 26.0787 ; 0.0298 2.1984 2.1984 2.0225 2.0225 3,093.788:3,093.7889; 0.9332 3,113.386
9 0
Total 3.6669 38.4466 | 26.0787 | 0.0298 6.7408 2.1984 8.9392 3.3960 2.0225 5.4186 3,093.788|3,093.7889| 0.9332 3,113.386
9 0
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 3.7649 59.1808 i 46.3047 0.1533 3.6300 0.9087 4.5387 0.9940 0.8358 1.8299 15,445.51 i{15,445.515¢ 0.1115 15,447.85
51 1 63
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 0.0640 0.0860 0.8984 i 1.9900e- : 0.1677 i 1.4000e- i 0.1691 0.0445 : 1.2900e- 0.0458 167.3573 { 167.3573 i 9.1500e- 167.5495
003 003 003 003




=otal 3.8289 59.2668 | 47.2030 0.1553 3.79% 0.9101 4.70% 1.0385 0.8371 1.87-56 15,612.87 |15,612.872] 0.1206 15,615.40
23 3 58
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 3.0334 0.0000 3.0334 1.5282 0.0000 1.5282 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 3.6669 38.4466 : 26.0787 0.0298 2.1984 2.1984 2.0225 2.0225 0.0000 :3,093.788:3,093.7889: 0.9332 3,113.386
9 0
=otal 3.6669 38.4466 | 26.0787 0.0298 3.0334 2.1984 5.2318 1.5282 2.0225 3.5507 0.0000 |3,093.788(3,093.7889| 0.9332 3,113.386
9 0
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 3.7649 59.1808 ; 46.3047 0.1533 3.6300 0.9087 4.5387 0.9940 0.8358 1.8299 15,445.51 :{15,445.515; 0.1115 15,447.85
51 1 63
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 0.0640 0.0860 0.8984 { 1.9900e- 0.1677 1.4000e- 0.1691 0.0445 1.2900e- 0.0458 167.3573 { 167.3573 { 9.1500e- 167.5495
003 003 003 003
— I I I
Total 3.8289 59.2668 | 47.2030 0.1553 3.7977 0.9101 4.7077 1.0385 0.8371 1.8756 15,612.87 [15,612.872| 0.1206 15,615.40
23 3 58

3.5 Building Construction - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 3.4062 28.5063 i 18.5066 : 0.0268 1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485 2,669.286 i2,669.2864: 0.6620 2,683.189
4 0
Total 3.4062 28.5063 | 18.5066 | 0.0268 1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485 2,669.286 |2,669.2864| 0.6620 2,683.189
4 0
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/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 0.1461 1.4168 1.9130 : 3.4500e- 0.1000 0.0230 0.1230 0.0285 0.0211 0.0496 345.9207 i 345.9207 : 2.5600e- 345.9745
003 003
Worker 0.1706 0.2293 2.3957 : 5.3100e- 0.4471 : 3.7400e- 0.4508 0.1186 3.4400e- 0.1220 446.2861 ;| 446.2861 0.0244 446.7987
003 003 003
— I ey~
Total 0.3167 1.6461 4.3086 | 8.7600e- 0.5471 0.0267 0.5738 0.1471 0.0246 0.1716 792.2068 | 792.2068 0.0270 792.7732
003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Ib/day Ib/day

Category |




Off-Road 3.4062 28.5063 : 18.5066 0.0268 1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485 0.0000 :2,669.286:2,669.2864: 0.6620 2,683.189
4 0
=0tal 3.4062 28.5063 | 18.5066 0.0268 1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485 0.0000 |2,669.286 |2,669.2864| 0.6620 2,683.189
4 0
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/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 0.1461 1.4168 1.9130 i 3.4500e- i 0.1000 0.0230 0.1230 0.0285 0.0211 0.0496 345.9207 ; 345.9207 : 2.5600e- 345.9745
003 003
Worker 0.1706 0.2293 2.3957 i 5.3100e- i 0.4471 : 3.7400e- i 0.4508 0.1186 : 3.4400e- 0.1220 446.2861 ; 446.2861 : 0.0244 446.7987
003 003 003
— p— I
Total 0.3167 1.6461 4.3086 | 8.7600e- | 0.5471 0.0267 0.5738 0.1471 0.0246 0.1716 792.2068 | 792.2068 | 0.0270 792.7732
003
3.6 Paving - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 1.7956 18.3417 : 12.5623 ; 0.0186 1.1065 1.1065 1.0198 1.0198 1,902.221i1,902.2212; 0.5588 1,913.955
2 7
Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 1.7956 18.3417 | 12.5623 | 0.0186 1.1065 1.1065 1.0198 1.0198 1,902.221|1,902.2212| 0.5588 1,913.955
2 7




Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/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 0.0853 0.1147 1.1978 i 2.6500e- { 0.2236  1.8700e- i 0.2254 0.0593 i 1.7200e- 0.0610 223.1431 § 223.1431 i 0.0122 223.3994
003 003 003
Total 0.0853 0.1147 1.1978 | 2.6500e- | 0.2236 | 1.8700e- | 0.2254 0.0593 | 1.7200e- 0.0610 223.1431 | 223.1431 | 0.0122 223.3994
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 1.7956 18.3417 § 12.5623 { 0.0186 1.1065 1.1065 1.0198 1.0198 0.0000 £1,902.221:1,902.2212; 0.5588 1,913.955
2 7
Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 1.7956 18.3417 | 12.5623 | 0.0186 1.1065 1.1065 1.0198 1.0198 0.0000 [1,902.2211,902.2212| 0.5588 1,913.955
2 7
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total




Category Ib/day Ib/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 0.0853 0.1147 1.1978 } 2.6500e- i 0.2236 : 1.8700e- i 0.2254 0.0593 : 1.7200e- 0.0610 223.1431 ; 223.1431 i 0.0122 223.3994
003 003 003
Total 0.0853 0.1147 1.1978 | 2.6500e- | 0.2236 | 1.8700e- | 0.2254 0.0593 | 1.7200e- 0.0610 223.1431 | 223.1431 | 0.0122 223.3994
003 003 003
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 110.0813 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 0.3685 2.3722 1.8839 { 2.9700e- 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 § 281.4481 i 0.0332 282.1449
003
Total 110.4497 2.3722 1.8839 | 2.9700e- 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 | 281.4481 | 0.0332 282.1449
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/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 0.0341 0.0459 0.4791 { 1.0600e- : 0.0894 : 7.5000e- i 0.0902 0.0237 : 6.9000e- 0.0244 89.2572 i 89.2572 } 4.8800e- 89.3598
003 004 004 003




=otal 0.0341 0.0459 0.4791 | 1.0600e- 0.0894 | 7.5000e- 0.0902 0.0237 6.9000e- 0.0244 89.25-72 89.25-72 4.8800e- 89.3598
003 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 110.0813 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 0.3685 2.3722 1.8839 : 2.9700e- 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.0000 :281.4481 i 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449
003
=otal 110.4497 2.3722 1.8839 | 2.9700e- 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.0000 | 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/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 0.0341 0.0459 0.4791 { 1.0600e- 0.0894 £ 7.5000e- 0.0902 0.0237 6.9000e- 0.0244 89.2572 89.2572 { 4.8800e- 89.3598
003 004 004 003
=otal 0.0341 0.0459 0.4791 | 1.0600e- 0.0894 | 7.5000e- 0.0902 0.0237 6.9000e- 0.0244 89.252 89.25-72 4.8800e- 89.3598
003 004 004 003

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 110.0813 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 0.3323 2.1850 1.8681 i 2.9700e- 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 281.4481 i 281.4481 0.0297 282.0721
003
Total 110.4136 2.1850 1.8681 | 2.9700e- 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0297 282.0721
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/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 0.0306 0.0414 0.4318 { 1.0600e- i 0.0894 : 7.2000e- i 0.0901 0.0237 } 6.6000e- 0.0244 85.8289 i 85.8289 | 4.5000e- 85.9235
003 004 004 003
Total 0.0306 0.0414 0.4318 | 1.0600e- | 0.0894 | 7.2000e- | 0.0901 0.0237 | 6.6000e- 0.0244 85.8289 | 85.8289 | 4.5000e- 85.9235
003 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Ib/day Ib/day

Category |




Archit. Coating 110.0813 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 0.3323 2.1850 1.8681 i 2.9700e- 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.0000 :281.4481 i 281.4481 0.0297 282.0721
003
=0tal 110.4136 2.1850 1.8681 | 2.9700e- 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.0000 | 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0297 282.0721
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/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 0.0306 0.0414 0.4318 { 1.0600e- 0.0894 £ 7.2000e- 0.0901 0.0237 6.6000e- 0.0244 85.8289 85.8289 { 4.5000e- 85.9235
003 004 004 003
?otal 0.0306 0.0414 0.4318 1.0600e- 0.0894 | 7.2000e- 0.0901 0.0237 6.6000e- 0.0244 85.8289 85.8289 | 4.5000e- 85.9235
003 004 004 003
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
ROG NOXx Cco S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated 9.1808 25.6268 : 98.4543 { 0.2385 16.7288 i 0.3568 17.0856 4.4699 0.3284 4.7982 20,342.39 i20,342.395; 0.8110 20,359.42
57 7 56
Unmitigated 9.1808 25.6268 : 98.4543 i 0.2385 16.7288 : 0.3568 17.0856 4.4699 0.3284 4.7982 20,342.39 i20,342.395; 0.8110 20,359.42
57 7 56




4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Junior College (2Yr) 2,611.55 1,066.85 114.95 6,144,077 6,144,077
Total 2,611.55 1,066.85 114.95 6,144,077 6,144,077
4.3 Trip Type Information
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- | H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Junior College (2Yr) 16.60 8.40 6.90 6.40 88.60 5.00 92 7 1
LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.512163 0.060173; 0.180257 0.139094; 0.042244: 0.006664; 0.016017: 0.031880: 0.001940; 0.002497: 0.004356: 0.000592 0.002122]
5.0 Energy Detail
4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio— CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
——————
NaturalGas 0.0799 0.7265 0.6102 ; 4.3600e- 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 871.7647 ; 871.7647 : 0.0167 0.0160 ; 877.0701
Mitigated 003
NaturalGas 0.0799 0.7265 0.6102 ; 4.3600e- 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 871.7647 ; 871.7647 ; 0.0167 0.0160 ; 877.0701
Unmitigated 003




5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
u ——————
Junior College 7410 0.0799 0.7265 0.6102 i 4.3600e- 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 871.7647 { 871.7647 } 0.0167 0.0160 : 877.0701
(2Yr) 003
— - - I
Total 0.0799 0.7265 0.6102 | 4.3600e- 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 871.7647 | 871.7647 | 0.0167 0.0160 | 877.0701
003
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx Cco S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Junior College 7.41 0.0799 0.7265 0.6102 i 4.3600e- 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 871.7647 § 871.7647 i 0.0167 0.0160 i 877.0701
(2Yn) 003
Total 0.0799 0.7265 0.6102 | 4.3600e- 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 0.0552 871.7647 | 871.7647 | 0.0167 0.0160 | 877.0701
003

6.0 Area Detall

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area




ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated 2.4097 9.0000e- i 9.8800e- i 0.0000 4.0000e- ; 4.0000e- 4.0000e- ; 4.0000e- 0.0208 0.0208 6.0000e- 0.0220
005 003 005 005 005 005 005
Unmitigated 2.4097 9.0000e- i 9.8800e- : 0.0000 4.0000e- ; 4.0000e- 4.0000e- ; 4.0000e- 0.0208 0.0208 6.0000e- 0.0220
005 003 005 005 005 005 005
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural 0.5278 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
Consumer 1.8810 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Products
Landscaping 9.5000e- i 9.0000e-  9.8800e- i 0.0000 4.0000e- i 4.0000e- 4.0000e- i 4.0000e- 0.0208 0.0208 : 6.0000e- 0.0220
004 005 003 005 005 005 005 005
Total 2.4097 9.0000e- | 9.8800e- | 0.0000 4.0000e- | 4.0000e- 4.0000e- | 4.0000e- 0.0208 0.0208 | 6.0000e- 0.0220
005 003 005 005 005 005 005
Mitigated
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Consumer 1.8810 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Products
Landscaping 9.5000e- i 9.0000e-  9.8800e- i 0.0000 4.0000e- : 4.0000e- 4.0000e- ; 4.0000e- 0.0208 0.0208 : 6.0000e- 0.0220
004 005 003 005 005 005 005 005




Architectural 0.5278 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
?otal 2.4097 9.0000e- | 9.8800e- 0.0000 4.0000e- | 4.0000e- 4.0000e- | 4.0000e- 0.0208 0.0208 6.0000e- 0.0220
005 003 005 005 005 005 005
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation




0
S |

Memorandum
Date:  July 19,2016
To: Gordon Mize, SCAQMD

CC: Mika Klein, Mt. SAC
Sid Lindmark, Sid Lindmark and Associates

From: Fred Greve, Greve & Associates
Subject: Preliminary Responses to Comments Made on Mt.SAC EIRs
Please see our responses to your comments made on the Mt. San Antonio College EIRs.

6-4.1 "Could the CalEEMod run output sheets for Scenario 1A be sent to me please? | have
the output sheets for the first scenario (Scenario 1). | want to also look at the modeling inputs
for both, if | could. The SCAQMD staff does recognize surrogate analyses but the caution is
that a variation of a project (an increase in the amount of equipment used, soil disturbance, a
decrease in the amount of time to building the project, etc., causes SCAQMD staff to
compare the project description of the surrogate analysis with a project description that
might be different to see if the project analysis varies from the assumptions from the
surrogate”.

Response to 6.4.1 The comment relates to the CalEEMod output sheets included in the
Appendices for CEQA Thresholds and Procedures for Air Quality (Report #15-116A)
prepared by Greve & Associates, dated December 7, 2015. The comment is not a comment
on the Draft EIR. The report provides the technical basis for establishing the District;s
threshold for air quality for construction projects. Scenario 1A included no export of earth
from a 3-acre site and Scenario 1 included earth export of 10,000 cubic yards. The
CalEEMod output sheets for Scenario 1A were forwarded to the respondent, as well as the
input files for Scenario 1 and 1A.

6-4.2 "In addition, the SCAQMD periodically updates the analysis tools used to estimate
project air quality impacts. This is done so that recognized emission estimate tools include

638 CAMINO DE LOS MARES, SUITE H130-153, SAN CLEMENTE, CA 92673
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more current emission factors from more recent fleet averages. For example, the SCAQMD is
likely to release CalEEMod 2016 later this year replacing CalEEMod 2013. In practice, over
the years, if an analysis is older, the SCAQMD staff might recommend re-analyzing the
project’s potential emission impacts using the more current analysis tools”.

Response to 6.4.2 When CalEEMod is updated, the analysis used for the Thresholds of
Significance will also be updated. However, it is unlikely that the update will result in a more
stringent acreage or square footage requirement since the emission factors used in
CalEEMod for vehicles and construction equipment generally decline in future
years. Therefore the current CalEEMod analysis will likely remain to be an appropriate
analysis for thresholds for future projects. SCAQMD will receive copies for review and
comment whenever the current District's Thresholds of Significance are updated.

6-4.3 "l see a CO hotspots analysis for the additional vehicle trips estimated for the
proposed Olympic Trials activities but no actual emission estimates in the DSEIR or the
associated air study. The proposed two week activity projects a total attendance of 112,000
people (20,000 daily, page 415). Were the emissions from the vehicles, shuttle buses (should
identify how the vehicles are fueled, etc. included in the analyses? If so, | need to see the
emissions as well as the methodologies used, emission factors, equations, etc., as part of our
review”.

Response to 6.4.3 Appendix C1 (pp. 18-20) includes the air quality analysis for the 2015
FMPU and for the Olympic Trials. Table 11 (buildout of the 2015 FMPU) indicates all of the
intersection volumes are well below the intersection volumes used in the 2005 SCAB CO
Redesignation Request, which established the CO concentrations for specific intersection
volumes. This analysis is also included on pages 166-167 of the DSEIR. No additional
CalEEMod hotspot analysis is required for the 2015 FMPU. Table 12 (Olympic Trials) in
Appendix C1 estimated the intersection volumes for the Olympic Trials based on parking
management plans A and B. Again, all of the intersection volumes associated with hosting
the Olympic Trials were below the volumes used in the Redesignation Request. Therefore,
the impact of buildout of the 2015 FMPU or the impact of hosting the 2020 Olympic Trials
does not result in significant hotspots at area intersections.

6-4.4 "Also, since the event could occur with students, faculty and administrative staff on
campus, the peak day analysis (worst-case) should include emissions from those sources plus
the vehicle emissions added during the eight days of Olympic Trials, unless the DSEIR
precludes the overlap of the summer session activities with the Olympic Trials”.

Response to 6.4.4 The possibility of hosting the Olympic Trials when classes are in session is
remote. The 2020 class schedule is subject to legal agreements with the faculty, and those
agreements have not been completed to date. However, all planning efforts for hosting the
Trials is predicated on classes not being in session if the District hosts the Trials.



From: Gordon Mize <gmize@agmd.gov>

Subject: RE: Responses to Questions on Mt SAC EIRs
Date: July 20, 2016 at 11:30:23 AM MDT

To: Fred Greve <fred@qgreveandassociates.com>

Hi Fred,
Thank you for responding to my e-mail questions.

| have looked at the cites mentioned in the from the DSEIR. | also see the wording and the CO hotspots
analysis discussion on pages 166-167. We might recommend in our comments is that the Olympic Trials
applicable criteria regional and localized significance threshold emissions should be included, i.e.,
broken out and presented separately in the Final DSEIR. The reason for this is that the Olympic Trials is a
unique and separate activity as pointed out in the project description that is expected to draw an
estimated 20,000 daily visitors during that 8-10 day period. Besides vendor, maintenance and support
traffic, this would involve passenger vehicles including carpools, as well as buses and shuttles for the
participants and visitors. This will give the general public and other interested parties a feel for those
impacts compared to the applicable thresholds of significance.

Gordon


mailto:gmize@aqmd.gov
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February 11, 2016

Ms. Mikaela Klein, Senior Facilities Planner
Facilities Planning & Management

1100 North Grand Avenue

Walnut, California 91789

Phone: (909) 274-5720

E-mail: mikaela.klein@mtsac.edu

RE: SCAG Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Mt. San Antonio College 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and
Physical Education Projects [SCAG NO. IGR1788]

Dear Ms. Klein,

Thank you for submitting the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Mt. San Antonio College 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical
Education Projects (“proposed project’) to the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) for review and comment. SCAG is the authorized regional agency
for Inter-Governmental Review (IGR) of programs proposed for federal financial
assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order
12372. Additionally, SCAG reviews the Environmental Impact Reports of projects of
regional significance for consistency with regional plans pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.

SCAG is also the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency under state law,
and is responsible for preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) including its
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) component pursuant to SB 375. As the
clearinghouse for regionally significant projects per Executive Order 12372, SCAG
reviews the consistency of local plans, projects, and programs with regional plans.’
Guidance provided by these reviews is intended to assist local agencies and project
sponsors to take actions that contribute to the attainment of the regional goals and
policies in the RTP/SCS.

SCAG staff has reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Mt. San Antonio College 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical
Education Projects. The proposed project includes the update of the 2012 Facilities
Master Plan. The update includes the re-design of the athletic facilities and the Physical
Education Complex, the relocation of the Public Transportation Center, and expanded
Wildlife Sanctuary and Open Space on approximately 500,000 gross acres.

When available, please send environmental documentation to SCAG’s office in Los
Angeles or by email to sunl@scag.ca.gov providing, at a minimum, the full public
comment period for review. |If you have any questions regarding the attached
comments, please contact the Inter-Governmental Review (IGR) Program, attn.: Lijin
Sun, Esq., Senior Regional Planner, at (213) 236-1882 or sunl@scag.ca.gov. Thank
you.

Sincerely,

;s ‘
Ping Chang
Program Manager I, Land Use and Environmental Planning

' SB 375 amends CEQA to add Chapter 4.2 Implementation of the Sustainable Communities Strategy, which
allows for certain CEQA streamiining for projects consistent with the RTP/SCS. Lead agencies (including local
jurisdictions) maintain the discretion and will be solely responsible for determining “consistency” of any future
project with the SCS. Any “consistency” finding by SCAG pursuant to the IGR process should not be construed
as a finding of consistency under SB 375 for purposes of CEQA streamlining.

The Regional Council consists of 86 elected officials representing 191 cities, six counties, six County Transportation Commissions, one representative
from the Transportation Corridor Agencies, one Tribal Government representative and one representative for the Air Districts within Southern California.

201593 printed on recycled paper ()
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COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
THE MT. SAN ANTONIO COLLEGE 2015 FACILITIES MASTER PLAN
UPDATE AND PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROJECTS [SCAG NO. IGR1788]

CONSISTENCY WITH RTP/SCS

SCAG reviews environmental documents for regionally significant projects for their consistency with the
adopted RTP/SCS.

2012 RTP/SCS GOALS

The SCAG Regional Council adopted the 2012 RTP/SCS in April 2012. The 2012 RTP/SCS links the goal of
sustaining mobility with the goals of fostering economic development, enhancing the environment, reducing
energy consumption, promoting transportation-friendly development patterns, and encouraging fair and
equitable access to residents affected by socio-economic, geographic and commercial limitations (see
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov). The goals included in the 2012 RTP/SCS may be pertinent to the proposed
project. These goals are meant to provide guidance for considering the proposed project within the
context of regional goals and policies. Among the relevant goals of the 2012 RTP/SCS are the following:

SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS GOALS

RTP/SCS G1:  Align the plan investments and policies with improving regional economic development and
competitiveness

RTP/SCS G2:  Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region
RTP/SCS G3:  Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region
RTP/SCS G4:  Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system
RTP/SCS G5:  Maximize the productivity of our transportation system

RTP/SCS G6:  Protect the environment and health for our residents by improving air quality and encouraging
active transportation (non-motorized transportation, such as bicycling and walking)

RTP/SCS G7:  Actively encourage and create incentives for energy efficiency, where possible
RTP/SCS G8:  Encourage land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation

RTP/SCS G9:  Maximize the security of the regional transportation system through improved system monitoring,
rapid recovery planning, and coordination with other security agencies

For ease of review, we encourage the use of a side-by-side comparison of SCAG goals with discussions
of the consistency, non-consistency or non-applicability of the policy and supportive analysis in a table
format. Suggested format is as follows:
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SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS GOALS

Goal Analysis

RTP/SCS G1:  Align the plan investments and policies with improving | Consistent: Statement as to why;
regional economic development and competitiveness Not-Consistent: Statement as to why;

Or

Not Applicable: Statement as to why;
DEIR page number reference

RTP/SCS G2: Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and | Consistent: Statement as to why;
goods in the region Not-Consistent: Statement as to why,

Or

Not Applicable: Statement as to why;
DEIR page number reference

efc. etc.

RTP/SCS STRATEGIES

To achieve the goals of the 2012 RTP/SCS, a wide range of strategies are included in SCS Chapter
(starting on page 152) of the RTP/SCS focusing on four key areas: 1) Land Use Actions and Strategies;
2) Transportation Network Actions and Strategies; 3) Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Actions and Strategies and; 4) Transportation System Management (TSM) Actions and Strategies. If
applicable to the proposed project, please refer to these strategies as guidance for considering the
proposed project within the context of regional goals and policies. To access a listing of the strategies,
please visit hitp:/rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/final/f2012RTPSCS.pdf  (Tables 4.3 — 4.7,
beginning on page 152).

REGIONAL GROWTH FORECASTS

At the time of this letter, the most recently adopted SCAG forecasts, at the jurisdictional level, consists of
the 2020 and 2035 RTP/SCS population, household and employment forecasts. To view them, please
visit http://scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012AdoptedGrowthForecastPDF.pdf. The forecasts for the region
and applicable jurisdictions are below.

Adopted SCAG Region Wide Forecasts Adopted City of Walnut Forecasts
Year 2020 Year 2035 Year 2020 Year 2035
Population 19,663,000 22,091,000 32,600 33,200
Households 6,458,000 7,325,000 9,800 10,000
Employment 8,414,000 9,441,000 9,500 10,000
MITIGATION

SCAG staff recommends that you review the SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS Final Program EIR Mitigation
Measures for guidance, as appropriate. See Chapter 6 (beginning on page 143) at:
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/peir/2012/final/Final201 2PEIR.pdf

As referenced in Chapter 6, a comprehensive list of example mitigation measures that may be considered
as appropriate is included in Appendix G: Examples of Measures that Could Reduce Impacts from
Planning, Development and Transportation Projects. Appendix G can be accessed at:
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/peir/2012/final/2012fPEIR _AppendixG ExampleMeasures.pdf
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Mikaela Klein, Senior Facilities Planner
Mt. San Antonio College

Facilities Planning and Management
1100 North Grand Avenue

Walnut, CA 91789

Dear Ms. Klein:

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT SUBSEQUENT PROJECT AND
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, “MT. SAN ANTONIO COLLEGE
2015 FACILITIES MASTER PLAN UPDATE AND PHYSICAL EDUCATION
PROJECTS”, SERVES SIXTEEN CITIES AND UNINCORPRATED AREAS IN THE
EASTERN PART, THE INCREASED ENROLLMENT OF 3,745 STUDENTS WILL
RESULT IN AN INCREASE OF 4,606 TRIPS IN 2020, UP TO TWENTY LOCATIONS
WILL BE ANALYZED AND PARKING DEMAND AND SUPPLY PROJECTED,
WALNUT (FFER 201600016)

The Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Project and Program Environmental
Impact Report has been reviewed by the Planning Division, Land Development Unit,
Forestry Division, and Health Hazardous Materials Division of the County of Los
Angeles Fire Department. The following are their comments:

PLANNING DIVISION:

1. We will reserve our comments for the Draft EIR.

LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:

The Land Development Unit is reviewing the proposed Mt. San Antonio College 2015
Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects for access and water

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

AGOURA HILLS CALABASAS DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HILLS LA MIRADA MALIBU POMONA

ARTESIA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LA PUENTE MAYWOOD RANCHO PALOS VERDES
AZUSA CERRITOS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LAKEWOOD NORWALK ROLLING HILLS
BALDWIN PARK CLAREMONT GARDENA INGLEWOOD LANCASTER PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES
BELL COMMERCE GLENDORA IRWINDALE LAWNDALE PALOS VERDES ESTATES ROSEMEAD

BELL GARDENS COVINA HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS
BELLFLOWER CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LA HABRA LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA

BRADBURY

SIGNAL HILL
SOUTH EL MONTE
SOUTH GATE
TEMPLE CITY
WALNUT

WEST HOLLYWOO!
WESTLAKE VILLAG
WHITTIER
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system requirements. The Land Development Unit comments are only general
requirements. Specific fire and life safety requirements will be addressed during the
review for building and fire plan check phases. There may be additional requirements
during this time.

The development of this project must comply with all applicable code and ordinance
requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows, and fire hydrants.

Access Requirements:

1. The proposed development will require multiple ingress/egress access for the
circulation of traffic and emergency response issues.

2. All on-site Fire Department’s vehicular access roads shall be labeled as “Private
Driveway and Fire Lane” on the site plan along with the widths clearly depicted
on the plan. Labeling is necessary to assure the access availability for Fire
Department use. The designation allows for appropriate signage prohibiting
parking.

a. The Fire Apparatus Access Road shall be cross-hatch on the site plan
with the width clearly noted on the plan.

8\ Every building constructed shall be accessible to Fire Department's apparatus by
way of access roadways with an all-weather surface of not less than the
prescribed width. The roadway shall be extended to within 150 feet of all
portions of the exterior walls when measured by an unobstructed route around
the exterior of the building.

4, Fire Apparatus Access Roads must be installed and maintained in a serviceable
manner prior to and during the time of construction.

5. The edge of the Fire Apparatus Access Road shall be located a minimum of 5
feet from the building or any projections there from.

6. The Fire Apparatus Access Roads and designated fire lanes shall be measured
from flow line to flow line.

7. The dimensions of the approved Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall be
maintained as originally approved by the fire code official.
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10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

Provide a minimum unobstructed width of 28 feet exclusive of shoulders and an
unobstructed vertical clearance “clear to sky” Fire Department’s vehicular access
to within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls of the first story of the
building as measured by an approved route around the exterior of the building
when the height of the building above the lowest level of the Fire Department’s
vehicular access road is more than 30 feet high or the building is more than three
stories. The access roadway shall be located a minimum of 15 feet and a
maximum of 30 feet from the building and shall be positioned parallel to one
entire side of the building. The side of the building on which the aerial fire
apparatus access road is positioned shall be approved by the fire code official.

If the Fire Apparatus Access Road is separated by island, provide a minimum
unobstructed width of 20 feet exclusive of shoulders and an unobstructed vertical
clearance “clear to sky” Fire Department’s vehicular access to within 150 feet of
all portions of the exterior walls of the first story of the building as measured by
an approved route around the exterior of the building.

Dead-end Fire Apparatus Access Roads in excess of 150 feet in length shall be

provided with an approved Fire Department turnaround. Include the dimensions
of the turnaround with the orientation of the turnaround shall be properly placed

in the direction of travel of the access roadway.

Fire Department Access Roads shall be provided with a 32 foot centerline turning
radius. Indicate the centerline, inside, and outside turning radii for each change
in direction on the site plan

Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall be designed and maintained to support the
imposed load of fire apparatus weighing 75,000 Ibs., and shall be surfaced so as
to provide ail-weather driving capabilities. Fire apparatus access roads having a
grade of 10 percent or greater shall have a paved or concrete surface.

Provide approved signs or other approved notices or markings that include the
words “NO PARKING - FIRE LANE". Signs shall have a minimum dimension of
12 inches wide by 18 inches high and have red letters on a white reflective
background. Signs shall be provided for fire apparatus access roads, to clearly
indicate the entrance to such road or prohibit the obstruction thereof and at
intervals as required by the Fire Inspector.

A minimum 5 foot wide approved firefighter access walkway leading from the fire
department access road to all required openings in the building's exterior walls
shall be provided for firefighting and rescue purposes. Clearly identify firefighter
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

walkway access routes on the site plan. Indicate the slope and walking surface
material. Clearly show the required width on the site plan.

Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall not be obstructed in any manner including by
the parking of vehicles or the use of traffic calming devices including but not
limited to, speed bumps, or speed humps. The minimum widths and clearances
established in Fire Code Section 503.2.1 shall be maintained at all times.

Traffic Calming Devices including but not limited to, speed bumps, and speed
humps shall be prohibited unless approved by the fire code official.

Security barriers, visual screen barriers, or other obstructions shall not be
installed on the roof of any building in such a manner as to obstruct firefighter
access or egress in the event of fire or other emergency. Parapets shall not
exceed 48 inches from the top of the parapet to the roof surface on more than
two sides. Clearly indicate the height of all parapets in a section view.

Approved building address numbers, building numbers, or approved building
identification shall be provided and maintained so as to be plainly visible and
legible from the street fronting the property. The numbers shall contrast with
their background, be Arabic numerals or alphabet letters and be a minimum of 4
inches high with a minimum stroke width of 0.5 inch.

Multiple residential and commercial buildings having entrances to individual units
not visible from the street or road shall have unit numbers displayed in groups for
all units within each structure. Such numbers may be grouped on the wall of the
structure or mounted on a post independent of the structure and shall be
positioned to be plainly visible from the street or road as required by Fire Code
505.3 and in accordance with Fire Code 505.1.

Gate Requirements: The method of gate control shall be subject to review by the
Fire Department prior to approval. All gates, to control vehicular access shall be
in compliance with the following:

a. Any single gated opening used for ingress and egress shall be a minimum
of 28 feet in-width, clear-to-sky.

b. Any divided gate opening (when each gate is used for a single direction of
travel i.e., ingress or egress) shall be a minimum width of 20 feet clear-to-
sky.
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C. Gates and/or control devices shall be positioned a minimum of 50 feet
from a public right-of-way and shall be provided with a turnaround having
a minimum of 32 feet of turning radius. If an intercom system is used, the
50 feet shall be measured from the right-of-way to the intercom control
device.

d. The security gate shall be provided with an approved means of
emergency operation and shall be maintained operational at all times and
replaced or repaired when defective. Electric gate operators, where
provided, shall be listed in accordance with UL 325. Gates intended for
automatic operation shall be designed, constructed, and installed to
comply with the requirements of ASTM F220. Gates shall be of the
swinging or sliding type. Construction of gates shall be of materials that
allow manual operation by one person.

e. Gate plans shall be submitted to the Fire Department prior to installation.
These plans shall show all locations, widths, and details of the proposed
gates.

Water System Requirements:

1.

All fire hydrants shall measure 6"x 4"x 2-1/2" brass or bronze, conforming to
current AWWA standard C503 or approved equal and shall be installed in
accordance with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department Regulation 8.

The development may require fire flows up to 8,000 gallons per minute at 20
pounds per square inch residual pressure for up to a five-hour duration. Final fire
flows will be based on the size of buildings, the installation of an automatic fire
sprinkler system, and type(s) of construction used.

The fire hydrant spacing shall be every 300 feet for both the public and the on-
site hydrants. The fire hydrants shall meet the following requirements:

a. No portion of lot frontage shall be more than 200 feet via vehicular access
from a public fire hydrant.

b. No portion of a building shall exceed 400 feet via vehicular access from a
properly spaced public fire hydrant.

C. Additional hydrants will be required if hydrant spacing exceeds specified
distances.
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4, All required PUBLIC fire hydrants shall be installed, tested, and accepted prior to
beginning construction.

5. All private on-site fire hydrants shall be installed, tested, and approved prior to
building occupancy.

a. Plans showing underground piping for private on-site fire hydrants shall be
submitted to the Sprinkler Plan Check Unit for review and approval prior to
installation.

6. An approved automatic fire sprinkler system is required for the proposed

buildings within this development. Submit design plans to the Fire Department
Sprinkler Plan Check Unit for review and approval prior to installation.

For any questions regarding the report, please contact Inspector Claudia Soiza at (323)
890-4243, or at Claudia.soiza@fire.lacounty.gov.

FORESTRY DIVISION — OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:

1.

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department’s
Forestry Division include erosion control, watershed management, rare and
endangered species, vegetation, fuel modification for Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4, archeological and cultural resources, and the
County Oak Tree Ordinance. Potential impacts in these areas should be
addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

HEALTH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION:

1.

The Health Hazardous Materials Division (HHMD) of the Los Angeles County Fire
Department has no comment regarding the project at this time.

If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330.

Ve?ulyyours, g

KEVIN T. JOHNSON, ACTING CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU

KTJ:ad



Memorandum

Date: July 21, 2016
To: Gordon Mize, SCAQMD
CcC: Mika Klein, Mt. SAC

From: Fred Greve, Greve & Associates
Sid Lindmark, Sid Lindmark and Associates
Deepak Kaushik, Iteris

Subject: Preliminary Responses to Comment 6-5.1 on Mt.SACEIRs

Please see our responses to your latest comment made on the Mt. San Antonio College EIRs. | hope
this clarifies the situation.

SCAQMD Comment 6-5.1. "/ have looked at the cities mentioned in the DSEIR. | also see the wording and
the CO hotspots analysis discussion on pages 166-167. We might recommend in our comments is that the
Olympic Trials applicable criteria regional and localized significance threshold emissions should be
included, i.e., broken out and presented separately in the Final DSEIR. The reason for this is that the
Olympic Trials is a unique and separate activity as pointed out in the project description that is expected to
draw an estimated 20,000 daily visitors during that 8-10 day period. Besides vendor, maintenance and
support traffic, this would involve passenger vehicles including carpools, as well as buses and shuttles for
the participants and visitors. This will give the general public and other interested parties a feel for those
impacts compared to the applicable thresholds of significance.”

Response to Comment 6.5.1. The comment concerning the cities (i.e. presumably the cities in which
shuttle lots may occur for the Trials) and the CO hotspots analysis on pages 166-167 is noted. To our
knowledge, there are no special or unique SCAQMD criteria for regional and local significance threshold
emissions for special events, whether they are consecutive daily tournament events for many days, or
multiple sporting events. Events are evaluated on a daily basis.

The DSEIR uses the proper SCAQMD regional and local significance threshold emissions for
the SCAB and SRA 10. While the analysis may be fragmented between the traffic, 2020 Olympic Track
& Field Trials parking plans and the air quality analysis, we believe all the relevant components are
included in the DSEIR and result in an adequate air quality analysis for hosting the event on campus.
The following four points support this conclusion.

638 CAMINO DE LOS MARES, SUITE H130-153, SAN CLEMENTE, CA 92673
VOICE: 949°466°2967 EMAIL: fred@greveandassociates.com



First, the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trial trips assigned to the network within the traffic
study area (19 intersections in Figure 1 in Appendix M1) are the trips resulting from Parking Plan A
(Table 8) and the trip distribution in Figure 5. These assumptions allowed the total trips for the guest
carpools to the campus or shuttle parking lots within the traffic study area (i.e. based on the required
vehicle occupancy requirements for the shuttle or campus parking lots), faculty and staff trips to the
campus, the capacity of the shuttles, the trip distribution, and the distance to be determined. The
Preliminary Event Schedule (Table 5) Shuttle Service Schedule (Table 6) and Shuttle Lot Locations
(Figure 3) provide the information needed to assign Trial event trips to the network. The resulting trips
for carpools, faculty/staff trips and shuttles were then assigned to each link in the area circulation
system so the traffic level of service could be calculated.

The trip link volumes for Plan A described above were also used for the air quality analysis
for the Trials in Appendix C1. The intersection volumes for the Trials (VPH) were projected in Table 12
(p. 20 of Appendix C1). The Trials trip volumes are then compared to the volumes in the hotspot
analysis for the Redesignation Request (Response 6.4.3 above). No significant air quality emissions
occur.

Second, while the traffic analysis does not explicitly include the capacity of vendor,
maintenance and support traffic, the magnitude of the trips from these sources will likely occur before
the Trials begin, and after the Trials end. The magnitude of trips associated with vendors, maintenance
or support traffic during the Trials will be minimal, and should only include re-supply efforts if vendors
need additional supplies or materials. The disposal of solid waste (i.e. support traffic) may not occur on
a daily basis. Solid waste can be stored temporarily on campus. All of the trips associated with
vendors, maintenance and support traffic can also occur outside of peak hours. Therefore, these trip
modes have little impact on daily air quality emissions.

Third, while the Ontario Airport, Covina high schools, and Diamond Bar High School shuttle
lot locations are in cities outside of the traffic study area, the trips associated with these remote lots are
not of a high magnitude and are a very small proportion of the freeway volumes. The airport shuttle
activity is also concentrated before Session 1, before Session 2, and after the event closes; not on a
daily basis.

Fourth, the VMT for the campus in 2015, 2020 and 2025 is known. Table 6.5.1 is based on
the CalEEMod output files in Appendix C2. The VMT data can be compared with the ADT data to derive
an estimate of the VMT for hosting the Olympic Trials with classes not in session.

This campus generates 44,263 ADT in 2015. Student enrollment increases will result in an increase
of 4,606 ADT for assigned trips for 2020 and an increase of 8,798 ADT in 2025 (Tables 5 and 6 in
Appendix Cz1).

With classes not in session, hosting the 2020 Olympic Trials results in only 36 percent of the 2015
campus ADT and has no significant impact on VMT and associated regional air quality emissions.



Table 6.5.1

Vehicle Miles Traveled

Year | Annual vMT | Daily vMmT ADT

2015 100,305,908 385,792 44,363

2020 110,744,868 425,942 48,969

2025 120,243,333 462,475 53,061

2020 Trials

(Plan A) T 167l648 (1) 15/938

Source: CalEEMod Output Files, Appendix C2, pp. 94, 103;

(1) Derived from VMT/ADT ratio for 2020. Based on 260 days for CalEEMod academic calendar year
and 10 day 2020 Olympics Track & Field Trials.

The guest carpool trips for Parking Plan C for the Trials with classes in session account for 42
percent (5,941/14,064 spaces) of the total trips (Table 3.11.9 in DSEIR). Plan C requires both students
and guests to achieve high vehicle occupancy (usually 4.0). The number of shuttle lots off-campus
increases from six to nine so trips and air quality impacts occur over a larger geographical area. Hosting
the Olympics is also a single event, while cumulative projects are permanent.

In conclusion, the District maintains the existing air quality analysis is adequate and is based on
the on-campus and off-campus parking plans for hosting the projected number of daily guests.



OBJECTIONS TO 2015 FACILITIES MASTER PLAN UPDATE AND PHYSICAL
EDUCATION PROJECTS, DRAFT SUBSEQUENT PROGRAM/PROJECT EIRTO
FINAL PROGRAM EIR

By United Walnut Taxpayers
Dennis G. Majors, P.E., UWT Board Member
July 21, 2016

The following comments are provided in objection to the 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and
Physical Education Projects, Draft Subsequent Program/Project EIR to Final Program EIR (2015
SEIR/FMP). Additionally, the following objections have been filed with the Mt. SAC Board of
Trustees reflecting concerns with the Mt. SAC capital improvement program, which are relevant
to the current 2015 SEIR/FMP objections.

Obijections to Draft Addendum to the Mt. San Antonio College 2012 Facility Master Plan, by
United Walnut Taxpayers, Dennis G. Majors, P.E., UWT Board Member, January 13, 2016

Comments on NOP Draft Subsequent Project and Program EIR for 2015 Master Plan Update
and Physical Education Projects, by United Walnut Taxpayers, Dennis G. Majors, P.E., UWT
Board Member, February 10, 2016

Comments on Notice of Intent to Make Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Adopt
CEQA Thresholds of Significance, by United Walnut Taxpayers, Dennis G. Majors, P.E.,
UWT Board Member, April 1, 2016

CONSIDERATION AND DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (a) Alternatives to the Proposed Project state, “An EIR shall
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 need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision
making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives, which are
infeasible”.

However, an interpretation of alternatives in the traditional sense of a project and array of
alternatives that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project as prescribed by
CEQA 15126.6. (a) Alternatives to the Proposed Project, is difficult since comparable
alternatives are not clearly defined. Specifically, Alternative 2 omits comparably sized parking
structures at the different locations to fulfill build-out parking needs. Alternative stadium



development and operational options in Alternatives 1, 3 and 4 are not comparably sized or
functionally equivalent, but provide some basis for comparison in the 2015 SEIR/FMP.

The proposed “Project” consists of those new projects added by the 2015 Facilities Master Plan
Update which will be occupied by 2020, including the Physical Education Project (Phase 1),
Physical Education Project (Phase 2), Pedestrian Overcrossing at Bonita and Temple and
Communications Tower.

No parking structure or other alternatives were presented in the Notice of Preparation so there
has been no opportunity to comment at an early stage. The alternatives to the project selected for
further evaluation include the No-Project (no-build) Alternative (35,986 fall enrollment
headcount); Alternative 1: Revise Physical Education Project, which restricts all future
development as of January 2016; Alternative 2: Parking Structures, which includes three parking
structure locations of different capacities; Alternative 3: No 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials,
which builds new Phase 1 and 2 Physical Education Projects but does not host the Olympic
Track & Field Trials; and Alternative 4, which would include build out of all of the projects
included in the 2012 Facilities Master Plan, meaning with respect to the stadium that only
renovation would occur.

The SEIR describes Alternative 2, Parking Structures, as the “preferred” alternative to the
“Project” which is not comprehensible given the “Project” is defined in the SEIR as those
new projects added by the 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update which will be occupied by
2020. Table 2.5, New Projects Added by the 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update describes
these facilities as the Physical Education Project (Phase 1), the Physical Education Project
(Phase 2), Pedestrian Overcrossing at Bonita and Temple and Communications Tower.
Given the definition of the “preferred” alternative as Parking Structures (Alternative 2),
meaning that other stadium alternatives are rejected (Alternatives 1, 3 or 4), we are left with
the conclusion that the “Project” alternative has been selected as well, which includes the
Physical Education Projects (Phase 1 and 2). The logic that emerges from this narrative and
as noted later in these objections is that Mt. SAC currently intends to build Parking
Structure J and Physical Education Project (Phase 1) at a cost of $111 million dollars (SEIR,
Table 5.1, Page 471), none of which were identified in Measure RR Ballot Materials
provided voters.

Heretofore in the 2012 Facilities Master Plan, the Physical Education Project (Phase 1) was
defined as stadium renovation facilities, while Physical Education Project (Phase 2) was defined
as reconstruction of the existing gym and pool complex south of Temple and east of Bonita.
However, in a recent redefinition of terms, Mt. SAC has changed the term “stadium renovation”
in 2012 SEIR and FMP to “Physical Education Project (Phase 1)”, in an apparent attempt to



draw the term “stadium renovation” after-the-fact in line with wording contained in Measure RR
Ballot Materials provided to the voters in 2008.

While the development of a stadium renovation is described in the 2012 SEIR and FMP, neither
stadium renovation or stadium demolition and reconstruction are not described in Measure RR
Ballot Materials provided voters in 2008. The current stadium demolition and reconstruction
plans at a cost of $66 million dollars are clearly omitted from and violate the intent of 2008
Ballot Materials.

PROJECT IMPACTS OF LAND USE PLANS (Section 3.1.2)

The Residential Planned Development (RPD) zoning designation and the designation of
“School” in the City of Walnut General Plan are appropriate land use designation at Mt. SAC to
institute reasonable controls for compatible land use development within the City. This zoning
designation provides the mechanism for land use planning and decision-making for development
consistent with residential land uses, particularly in the peripheral areas of campus that abut
residential communities providing "appropriate and desirable use of land which is sufficiently
unique in its physical characteristics and other circumstances to warrant special methods of
development.” Walnut City Code § 25-88. RPD zoning as a matter of history, has not denied
consideration of Mt. SAC development in both scale and purpose proposed by the college.
However, in the case of Parking Structure J and the West Parcel Solar Project, RPD zoning
places a check on peripheral land uses of the campus that are “sufficiently unique to warrant
special methods of development” and fundamentally inconsistent with adjacent high-value
residential land uses. In particular, the 2,300 space parking structure places a major underground
facility as close as 125 feet away from Walnut residents and the West Parcel Solar Project
converts highly visible open space forming the northern gateway to the City into a disposal dump
site for excess dirt dug out from campus projects.

The significance of the RPD zoning designation is highlighted and reinforced in rulings of the
LA Superior Court in favor of United Walnut Taxpayers in 2015 and 2016. RPD zoning was

specifically cited in Judge Lavin’s ruling on the Preliminary Injunction, May 13, 2015, stating
that such zoning calls for:

...."appropriate and desirable use of land which is sufficiently unique in its physical
characteristics and other circumstances to warrant special methods of development.” Walnut
City Code § 25-88.

Further, Judge James C. Chalfant on January 21, 2016 reiterated Judge Lavin’s ruling stating,

..."'the parking structure is a no classroom facility that cannot be exempted from the City's
zoning laws under Section 53094." Sherman Decl. Ex. A, p.4. Walnut further alleges that



District is not entitled to the exemption in Government Code section 53094(a) because
District is a community college district, not a school district. Thus, under Government Code
section 53091, Walnut adequately alleges that District has a mandatory duty to comply with
City’s zoning laws. This IS sufficient for standing under CCP section 1085.”

EVALUATIONS AT PARKING STRUCTURE J, PARKING STRUCTURE D AND PARKING
STRUCTURE F (Section 5.0)

Section 5.0 Alternatives to the Project, Alternative 2: Parking Structures includes parking
structures at three locations of differing space counts. Mt. SAC recommends building a Parking
Structure J (2,300 spaces) by 2020, Parking Structure D (1,400 spaces) by 2025, and Parking
Structure F (1,528 spaces) by 2025, however acknowledges that “the costs for constructing up to
three parking structures in the next fifteen years is prohibitive, since structured parking spaces
are extremely expensive (e.g. about $19,600 per space)”. It goes on to state, “However, given
the long timeframe to secure funding, approvals and construction, this is not an unreasonable
timeframe for completion”. The United Walnut Taxpayers concur that the cost to construct the
three parking structures is prohibitive, particularly since no funding source has been identified to
build the structures at a combined cost of $102 million dollars (SEIR, Table 5.1).

Project build-out parking needs in 2025 is 8,716 spaces (SEIR, Table 3.2.9). The total parking
spaces that exist on campus today are 8,985 spaces (Table 3.2.3) or sufficient to meet all future
need if parking spaces that exist today could be retained. However, Mt SAC will remove 2,459
spaces in the future to build new facilities or parking structures on them, meaning the parking
deficit Mt. SAC will experience is largely self-imposed. Further, as noted in the SEIR, page 474
of the SEIR, “the costs for constructing up to three parking structures in the next fifteen years is
prohibitive.....” The cost penalty of removing 2,459 parking spaces as proposed by Mt. SAC
comes at a cost of at least $45 million dollars (Parking Structure J, SEIR, Table 5.1) currently
without any source of public funding.

Adding the 2,300 parking spaces to the campus results in a total of 9,016 parking spaces at
project build-out in 2025 compared to a total parking need of 8,716 spaces, which as noted in
SEIR, Tables 3.2.3 and 3.2.9 assumes 2,459 spaces lost from campus construction activities
through 2025. Parking could also be added through the expansion of either Parking Structure D
or Parking Structure F to 2,300 total spaces since the footprint areas available at these sites are at
or greater than that available at Parking Structure J (Parking Structure J: about 180,000 square
feet; Parking Structure D: about 200,000 square feet; Parking Structure F: about 300,000 square
feet after deleting new classroom areas). Approximate measurements of footprint areas cited
above are taken from the 2012 Facility Master Plan, page 10.



CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF PARKING STRUCTURE J (LOT A, LOT 1A, PAY LOT A)

An additional significant impact of Parking Structure J is its contribution to traffic gridlock
during a combined emergency evacuation involving Timberline and Mt. SAC, which could occur
during a severe fire combined with moderate winds, which prevail on most days. Cumulative
traffic impacts must be addressed regarding the evacuation of a Parking Structure J in an
emergency when already significant traffic congestion exists on roadways shared with the
Timberline community and Mt. SAC, as demonstrated by the March 24, 2016 evacuation of the
Mt. SAC campus resulting from a bomb threat. Regarding Cumulative Impacts, CEQA
Guidelines 815355, Cumulative Impacts states:

"Cumulative impacts" refers to two or more individual effects which, when considered
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.

(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of
separate projects.

(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result
from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period.

However, Section 3.2.6, Traffic/Parking CEQA Cumulative Conditions Impacts, omits the
disclosure of existing + project + cumulative impacts, which account for fire emergencies
addressing concurrent evacuation of the entire Timberline community and the Mt. SAC campus.
As noted in comments to Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Adopt CEQA Thresholds
of Significance by the United Walnut Taxpayers, April 1, 2016, Mt. SAC cannot unilaterally
claim exemption from such evaluation of cumulative impacts in CEQA documents, particularly
involving public safety issues.

In the evacuation of the Mt. SAC campus due to a bomb threat on March 24, 2016, | witnessed
up to a 20-minute delay exiting on Mountaineer Road from the Timberline community to Grand
Avenue. | witnessed an individual making an illegal right turn from Stoddard Wells Road into
wrong way traffic on south bound Edinger Way in desperation to somehow find a way to the
Grand Avenue exit. A severe fire emergency accompanied by daily prevailing winds initiated in
or near the Mt. SAC campus or Timberline community could spread through the community and
Mt. SAC lands mobilizing the evacuation of all Timeline residents and Mt. SAC. Even without
any evacuation of Timberline, the emergency evacuation of Mt. SAC during the recent bomb
threat caused a severe delay. The added evacuation of Parking Structure J in these circumstances
would complicate traffic gridlock and the potentially catastrophic consequences of fire spread
and smoke inhalation.



Since fire spread in an uncontrolled wildfire are primarily influenced by wind speed and terrain
slope, the relatively steep natural terrain in the Timberline community of up the 50% and daily
breezes which can exceed 5 -10 mpg (http://www.sailflow.com/map ), create conditions for
relatively rapid fire spread rate
(http://www.fs.fed.us/psw/publications/weise/psw_2005_weise(ko0)005.pdf). It should be
anticipated in such a fire event that evacuation of the Timberline community and Mt. SAC
campus would be ordered resulting in uncertain risks to residents and students desiring to quickly
exit the area through Mountaineer Road to Grand Avenue or through other exits for Mt. SAC
students. Given this combined evacuation of Mt. SAC students and Timberline residents, and
the implicit availability of other alternative parking structure locations, Mt. SAC cannot employ
a Statement of Overriding Concerns considering the public safety and life-threatening
circumstances that would prevail.

IMPROPER USE OF MEASURE RR FUNDS FOR STADIUM RECONSTRUCTION

As previously noted in comments to the NOP, Measure RR has been characterized as a
“Classroom Repair, Education Improvement, Public Safety/Job Training Measure” supporting
educational interests of Mt. San Antonio College by highlighting needs to renovate, construct
and update classroom facilities. However, the subject 2015 SEIR/FMP seeks to change the
objective of Measure RR by characterizing a stadium reconstruction project not identified in
Measure RR Ballot Materials provided to the voters as a “physical education” facility, in an
attempt to align and associate the stadium reconstruction with two vaguely worded Ballot
Materials citations that address physical education facilities, stating:

....“Upgrade....physical and health education .....facilities™..........
...."phase two of the athletic complex, including hard courts, gym, fields and tracks,”...

While the Measure RR ballot narrative clearly documents the need for classroom and technology
related upgrades, the proposed stadium reconstruction, vastly expanded field house beneath the
reconstructed west bleachers and ancillary structures are excluded. Most notably the terms
“stadium”, “stadium renovations”, “stadium reconstruction" or “new stadium” were not even
mentioned in Ballot Materials provided voters. The use of Measure RR funds for such facilities
violates the intended use of these bond funds. For example, Mt. SAC has improperly funded
mass excavation of a large hill formation west of the existing stadium to achieve final grades for
stadium demolition and reconstruction, proposes a $66 million dollar Phase 1 stadium
reconstruction project marketed to the US Olympics Committee as the site of the 2020 US
Olympic Track and Field Trials, and proposes the dangerous trucking of excess dirt from the hill
through public streets, to be piled up some 70 feet above Grand Avenue in front of homes at their
West Parcel Solar Project site using Measure RR funds which were also not disclosed in Ballot
Materials to voters.


http://www.sailflow.com/map
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Most importantly, there was no mention of stadium renovation or reconstruction of any type in
the 2008 SEIRs and FMPs, and only scant mention of upgrading “field and Tracks” in the
Measure RR Ballot Materials. The scale of the Phase 2 Physical Education Project, including a
77,569 square foot field house underneath the west bleachers more than seven times its current
size, could have never been anticipated in Ballot Materials provided voters, which briefing states
“ physical education” facilities. The 2008 and 2012 SEIRs and FMPs included reference to
replacing the existing “gym”. However, the proposed expanded 117, 898 square foot athletic
complex more than doubling the size of the existing “gym” could not have been expected given
the vaguely wording Ballot Materials.

IMPROPER USE OF MEASURE RR FUNDS FOR STADIUM RECONSTRUCTION

PHASE 1 GRADING AND EARLIER GRADING CONTRACTS

As noted above, the terms “stadium”, “stadium renovations”, “stadium reconstruction" or “new
stadium” was not mentioned in Measure RR Ballot Materials provided voters. The use of
Measure RR funds for such facilities or related earthwork activities violates the intended use of
these bond funds. SEIR, page 333 states the initial preliminary grading for athletic buildings D1 -
D5 began in June 2014 and was completed in September. This excavation, which was exported
to the Lot M Fire Academy area, also helped achieve final grades for stadium reconstruction.
The scope and scale of these dirt moving activities violates the intent of Measure RR since such
work was never presented to and could have never been anticipated by voters in the written
Ballot Materials provided to them.

Remarkably, Mt. SAC intends to use Measure RR funds in proposed Phase 1 Grading to move
the dirt that is left at the stadium hill (estimated to be around 160,000 cubic yards) to the West
Parcel Solar site. Specifically, the SEIR, page 56, Table 2.2, Projects with Measure RR Bond
Funding (May 2016) includes Physical Education Project (Phase 1 Grading). However, this
work is not defined as either export from the stadium hill or import to the West Parcel site in
Measure RR. The scope of the dirt moving activities violates the intent of Measure RR since it
was never presented to and could have never been anticipated by voters from the written
Measure RR Ballot Materials. Amplifying this concern is the fact that Mt. SAC proposes the
dangerous trucking of this dirt through public streets, to be piled up some 70 feet above Grand
Avenue in front of homes at their West Parcel Solar Project site.

IMPROPER USE OF MEASURE RR FUNDS FOR STADIUM RECONSTRUCTION
PHASE 2 GRADING

The SEIR, page 331 states, “Truck Hauling Plan for PEP Earth Export lIteris, Inc. completed a
Truck Haul Plan for Phase 2 Grading of the PEP site in April 2016”. Earlier this year, Mt. SAC
exported dirt from the Business Computer Technology Center (BCT) and placed the dirt on the
top of the excavated stadium hill remnant that was left after cutting the hill down in 2014. Based



on visual assessment, roughly 70,000 cubic yards of dirt has been placed on top of the hill
remnant. This was an apparent temporary storage location for the excess dirt from the BCT that
will later be removed to help achieve final construction grades for the new stadium and athletic
complex (Physical Education Project, Phases 1 and 2). Specifically, Mt. SAC now intends to
export to an offsite location about 81,429 cubic yards of dirt from the hill (Phase 2 Grading) via
the Bonita Avenue/Grand Avenue intersection, east along Temple Avenue to SR-57 and north on
SR-57 to an unspecified destination. Empty trucks would return along the same route to the
campus.

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Subsequent Project and Program EIR for the Mt. San
Antonio College 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects states,
“The District intends to use Measure RR funds to design and construct the Physical Education
Projects”. Again, as in the case of Phase 1 Grading, the Phase 2 Grading violates the intent of
Measure RR since such work was never presented to and could have never been anticipated by
voters from the written Measure RR Ballot Materials.

WEST PARCEL SOLAR PROJECT

The SEIR, page 57 states, “The West Parcel Solar project (as of May 2016) is subject to
litigation pending in the Superior Court of Los Angeles County. A motion or preliminary
injunction was denied by the Court on January 21, 2016. In addition, the West parcel Solar
project cannot commence until receipt of Section 404 Nationwide Permit from the Army Corps,
Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the California State Water Resources Board, a
Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife and recorded Restrictive Covent that will install, preserve, and maintain into perpetuity
a habitat plan for the West Parcel Solar project”. SEIR, Table 2.3 Projects Under Construction
(January 2016) also states that the project is formally “On Hold” apparently in large part because
of the permit status described above.

SEIR, page 484 states, “The no-project alternative is rejected from further consideration because
the facilities required for the College to meet its educational objectives would not be fulfilled and
the Habitat Mitigation Plan previously adopted by the Board of Trustees would not be
implemented. The District would also be in violation of permits received from the California
Fish & Wildlife Service for the West Parcel Solar Project”. The fulfillment of a project
mitigation program cannot be cited as a valid CEQA rationale for not proceeding with a project
because the mitigation program is the “consequence” of the project and not the project itself.

The expansion of the wildlife preserve is a separately disclosed action that can proceed
independent of the Solar Project mitigation program.

Further, SEIR, page 485 states “The 2015 FMP is rated as environmentally superior to the 2012
FMP since it implements the habitat mitigation plans required for the West Parcel Solar project



and complies with the state and federal agency permit requirements for the project. The 2015
FMPU also expands the acreage for the Open Space/Wildlife Sanctuary Zone”. Again, the
fulfillment of a project mitigation program cannot be cited as a valid CEQA rationale for
proceeding with a project because the mitigation program is itself a “consequence” of the project
and not the project itself. The expansion of the wildlife preserve is a separately disclosed action
that can proceed independently.

The United Walnut Taxpayers delivered objections on the draft Addendum to the Mt. San
Antonio College 2012 Facility Master Plan Subsequent Program EIR to the Mt. SAC Board of
Trustees at their meeting of January 13, 2016. The comments focused on visual impacts through
a line of sight analysis, severe land form reconfiguration, inappropriate use of an Addendum in
lieu of a project specific EIR with comprehensive alternatives analyses, significant changes to
site plans since 2013, and public safety risks imposed by commingling a dangerous dirt moving
haul route with pubic traffic on city streets.

Mt. SAC has not disclosed the significant aesthetic impacts of natural hillsides destruction at the
northern entrance of the City witnessed by thousands of motorists and residents each day. While
limited aesthetics line of sight analysis were presented by staff to the Board of Trustees to secure
approval of the project, on September 16, 2015, these studies were undisclosed and omitted the
line of sight hillside devastation experienced by motorists. Mt. SAC conducted limited line of
site aesthetic impact evaluation regarding the effects of the solar project on surrounding
residents, however these studies were not included in the Addendum to the SEIR. Further, there
has been no evaluation of the solar project’s significant aesthetic impact with respect to the City
of Walnut’s designation of Grand Avenue as a scenic highway. A related effect is the
destruction of rare native habitat that supports bird species such as the coastal California
gnatcatcher and coastal cactus wren.

The West Parcel Solar Project results in severe community, aesthetics and hillside coastal sage
scrub habitat impacts, and lacks alternatives analysis to avoid or minimize these impacts and to
avoid impacts to waters of the United States. As well, the project lacks critical community input
highlighting significant impacts to the heart of the City, the effects of which have heretofore
been consistently discounted by Mt. SAC. The alternative of using of canopy-mounted solar
panels over existing parking lots, as opposed to ground-mounted systems at the West Parcel,
offers a unique opportunity to achieve the equivalent solar power benefits while completely
avoiding impacts to waters of United States.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency website (https://www.epa.gov/cwa-
404/section-404-permit-program) states, “The basic premise of the Clean Water Act Section 404
Program is that no discharge of dredged or fill material may be permitted if: (1) a practicable
alternative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic environment or (2) the nation’s waters
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would be significantly degraded. In other words, when you apply for a permit, you must first
show that steps have been taken to avoid impacts to wetlands, streams and other aquatic
resources; that potential impacts have been minimized; and that compensation will be provided
for all remaining unavoidable impacts.”

Mt. SAC must initially demonstrate that steps have been taken to avoid impacts to wetlands,
streams and other aquatic resources through a project alternatives analysis. However, there is no
evidence from Mt. SAC’s solar project initiatives that any effort to avoid impacts to waters of the
United States has been pursued through such analysis. Significantly, the practicable alternative
of canopy-mounted solar panels over existing parking lots would in fact have absolutely no
impact to the waters of the United States, but has not been disclosed in CEQA documents and
subjected to public review. Such alternatives evaluation to avoid impacts to waters of the United
States and address alternatives to the proposed project must be considered in CEQA documents.

Dirt moving operations for the Solar Project alone involve 11,000 dump truck loads of dirt
transport along city streets, which is a major construction operation. An Addendum to current
CEQA documents discloses dump trucks will be dispatched from the Stadium Hill borrow source
to the Solar Project at a rate of twenty (20) truckloads per hour or at a spacing of 3 minute
intervals, 9 hours a days for 73 days over a 6-mile haul route through the cities of Walnut,
Pomona and Industry, two college campuses and an unincorporated county area. The City of
Walnut by letter of November 4, 2015 informed Mt. SAC that an any such truck traffic would
require a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) from the City including truck routes and other
conditions which to date has not been provided. In disregard of the City’s requirement, the
Thresholds of Significance only require traffic congestion analysis when truck hauling exceeds
fifteen (15) truckloads per hour and 100,000 cubic yards of earth movement for a single project,
meaning much of the massive earthmoving operations to construct the Solar Project would be
considered insignificant. Real time safety implications of such operations are not addressed,
particularly for the generally unprecedented and dangerous co-mingling of a 6-mile long dirt
moving haul route on public streets.

Mt. SAC has not disclosed alternatives analyses of the Solar Project in CEQA environmental
documents as requested by the City of Walnut and the United Walnut Taxpayers. Further, in an
email of September 23, 2015, US Fish and Wildlife Service requested a review of a canopy-
mounted solar panel alternative above parking lots similar to those at Cal Poly Pomona. The
City of Walnut has stated in their letter of October 28, 2015 to Mt. SAC that ‘“Absent new
environmental analysis of the Solar Project by Mt. SAC, the City will assume lead agency role
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15096(e). Pending the City’s approval of such CEQA
documentation and Conditional Use Permit (CUP), Mt. SAC must not commence any
construction activity”. The City has consistently requested comprehensive alternatives analyses
in CEQA documents, which heretofore has not been conducted. The Addendum to CEQA



documents certified on January 13, 2016, provided an opportunity to disclose these alternatives;
however, Mt. SAC chose to exclude these analyses in the Addendum in indifference to the
requests for alternatives analysis by the City of Walnut, the United Walnut Taxpayers and the US
Fish and Wildlife Service.

Internal Mt. SAC studies (2013) obtained by UWT have stated that canopy-mounted solar panels
over parking lots could not be constructed effectively because of disruption to student traffic.
However, current thermal tank and building construction on the north side of campus is
eliminating more than 900 parking spaces for more than a year apparently with acceptable effects
to student parking. In contrast, canopy-mounted solar panels can be pre-fabricated off-site and
installed with minimal traffic disruption during recess periods of several months a year. Canopy-
mounted solar panels completely avoid the destruction of hillsides, critical habitat, wildlife and
primary viewsheds of the City.

CHRONOLOGY OF EXCAVATION AND TRANSPORT OF DIRT AT THE STADIUM
HILL TO ON-CAMPUS AND OFF-CAMPUS LOCATIONS

The strategy for excavation and transport dirt to support on campus construction programs has
been a central element of the Mt. SAC capital improvement program. It is instructive to
summarize the timing and quantities of dirt movement to shed light on Mt. SAC’s objectives and
related concerns to the Untied Walnut Taxpayers.

2011: Psomas Associates develops earthwork plan identifying 261,000 cubic yards of earth
export from the stadium hill entirely to the West Parcel site (8-19-11). This plan was placed in
the 2012 SEIR, however the West Parcel Solar Site did not move ahead upon SEIR completion
in 2013 as planned and dirt exports from the stadium hill had to go elsewhere.

2012: Psomas Associates develops earthwork plan identifying 425,450 cubic yards of dirt import
to the Driving Range Parcel (7-24-12). While there was no Fire Trading Academy identified at
the driving range at that time, the 425,450 cubic yards was adequate to accommodate dirt exports
from excavating the lower levels of Parking Structure J, cutting down a part of the stadium hill to
make space for the new stadium and athletic facilities, and other excavation exports from the
central portion of campus. This plan was also placed in the 2012 SEIR as a site to dispose of dirt
exports from other parts of campus largely because the West Parcel was unavailable at the time.

2014: The stadium hill was partially cut down with dirt exports placed at the Driving Range
Parcel (now named the Fire Training Academy). It is concluded that the 261,000 cubic yards of
dirt originally intended for the West Parcel was diverted to the Driving Range Parcel because the
West Parcel was unavailable at the time.



2015: Excavation from the lower levels for the Parking Structure J in an amount of about
100,000 cubic yards was to be placed at the Driving Range Parcel (now named the Fire Training
Academy), but the contract to do so was terminated as a result of Judge Luis A. Lavin’s May 13,
2015 Injunction.

2016: About 70,000 cubic yards of dirt was exported from the Business Computer Technology
Center (BCT) and placed on the top of the excavated stadium hill remnant that was left after
cutting the hill down in 2014. As a temporary storage site, this dirt now has to be exported off
site, as noted above under Phase 2 Grading.

2017: Mt. SAC intends to move about 160,000 cubic yards of dirt from the remaining stadium
hill remnant to the West Parcel disposal site, which will finally bring the hill down to
surrounding ground level in preparation for new stadium and athletic complex construction.

As a result, approximately 261,000 cubic yards has been placed at the Driving Range Parcel by
partially cutting down the stadium hill in 2014. About 70,000 cubic yards of dirt has been
exported from the Business Technology Center, which has temporally built the hill back up
again, to be removed and exported off-site under Phase 2 Grading. All of this work has been
done using Measure RR funds, which was not described in Measure RR Ballot Materials
provided to voters.

IMPROPER APPLICATION OF CEQA THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE BY MT. SAC IN
THE 2015 SEIR/FMP (SEIR, Section 3.0)

The United Walnut Taxpayers have filed objections with the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees relative
to Mt. SAC’s Notice of Intent to Make Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Adopt CEQA
Thresholds of Significance on April 1, 2016.

The Thresholds of Significance appear to employ a tailored CEQA compliance mechanism to
controvert valid city and county zoning and ordinances for the protection to and compatibility
with residential and open space areas of the City. The Thresholds of Significance state that non-
compliance with their self-defined internal Land Use Plan, Facility Master Plan and Campus
Zoning is a significant impact, which does not constitute valid impact assessment under CEQA.
Nonetheless, the college excludes recognition of CA Gov. Code 53094(b), which requires
compliance with applicable city and county zoning. As such, Mt. SAC appears to render
irrelevant the City of Walnut’s planning and zoning ordinances, specifically the application of
Residential Planned Development (RPD) zoning which has been upheld and favorably ruled on
by the LA Superior Court in 2015 and 2016. UWT objects to any inappropriate application of
CEQA procedures to potentially controvert the application of City of Walnut zoning and
ordinances.



Non-compliance with a discretionary Energy Conservation Plan as a significant impact does not
constitute a valid impact assessment under CEQA. A self-imposed Energy Conservation
compliance mechanism would be one method of citing significant impacts of not implementing
site-specific projects, which conversely requires the implementation of the project to reduce
impacts to a level of insignificance. The consequence of such an interpretation could require
implementation, for example, of the West Parcel Solar Project to reduce self-imposed impacts to
a level of insignificance, but providing justification for the acceptance of other significant
impacts of the project.

Within the Thresholds of Significance document, Mt. SAC defines environment impacts as
baseline + project impacts, while excluding the disclosure of existing + project + cumulative
impacts. Mt. SAC cannot unilaterally claim exclusion from evaluation of cumulative impacts in
CEQA documents. An example is the cumulative traffic impacts that must be considered when
the need arises to evacuate a potential Parking Structure J during an actual fire emergency when
already significant traffic congestion exists on roadways shared with the Timberline community
and Mt. SAC, as demonstrated by the March 24, 2016 evacuation of the Mt. SAC campus
resulting from a bomb threat.

The Thresholds of Significance set self-identified impact thresholds indicating that non-
compliance with campus parking demand projections for the latest FMP (or that occurring every
five years) is a significant impact. However, non-compliance with parking demand projections
is not a valid impact category under CEQA. The Thresholds of Significance also require traffic
congestion analysis when truck hauling exceeds fifteen (15) trucks per hour and 100,000 cubic
yards of dirt movement for a single project, meaning anything less than these criteria is not
significant. Further, no analysis can consider real time safety implications of such operations,
particularly for the generally unprecedented and dangerous co-mingling of a 6-mile long dirt
moving haul route on public streets proposed with the solar project.
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SENT VIA E-MAIL AND USPS: July 27, 2016
Mikaela.Klein@mtsac.edu

Mikaela Klein, Senior Facilities Planner

Mt. San Antonio Community College District
1100 N. Grand Avenue

Walnut, CA 91789-5611

Draft Subsequent Program/Project Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for the
Proposed Mt. San Antonio College 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical
Education Projects (SCH #2002041161)

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity
to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments are meant as guidance
for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated into the Final CEQA document.

The Lead Agency proposes new development including 1) a redesign of the athletic facilities
south Temple Avenue and east of Bonita Avenue; 2) demolition of the existing stadium and
construction of a new stadium at the same location; 3) relocation of the Public Transportation
Center; 4) a new pedestrian bridge over Temple Avenue; and other improvements. This new
development is part of the 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update (FMPU) for educational programs
based on a current enrollment of 35,986 students (from the 2014-2015 fall enrollment) and
approximately 1,556,400 gross square feet (gsf) of facilities on campus in August 2015. The
proposed development addresses a projected fall student enrollment increase from the current
enrollment of approximately 3,745 students in academic year 2020-21 (to 39,731 students) and
an increase of 7,153 students (to 43,139 students) from the current enrollment in academic year
2025-26. The proposed FMPU will result in a net increase of approximately 425,900 gsf in 2020
and 752,200 in 2025. The DSEIR addresses potential impacts to make the prior 2002-2012
documentation adequate for the current project and projected student enrollments that update the
previously certified Final Program EIR (SCH #2002041161), the latest certified in December
2013.

The Lead Agency also seeks comments on using surrogate analyses for projects that estimated
regional and localized significance thresholds emission impacts using the California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod land use model) based on two hypothetical project description
scenarios.t The Lead Agency desires to use these analyses for CEQA projects only at the Mt.
SAC site as a screening tool to determine if future projects similar or smaller in scope can be
used for CEQA air quality purposes (regional and localized significance thresholds). Further,
Tools used to estimate project impacts are constantly being updated. For example, CalEEMod
2016 is set to be released as the recommended version to be used for project analyses later this
year replacing CalEEMod 2013. The SCAQMD staff recommends that over time, this analysis

! Revised Draft 2016 CEQA Thresholds of Significance Memorandum (April 28, 2016), “CEQA Thresholds and
Procedures for Air Quality (Report #15-116A)”, Greve & Associates, LLC, December 7, 2015.
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might need to be updated with a more current version of the land use model to ensure that the
estimated emissions reflect more current emission factors and other relevant information.

Lastly, the Lead Agency includes hosting of the 2020 U.S. Track & Field Olympic Trials at the
project site that could include an estimated 20,000 daily visitors for 8-10 days during the
Summer Term (around July-August). In the traffic analysis, approximately 12,000 average daily
trips (ADT) area trips reduced by the use of a shuttle system by about 3,600 ADT and vehicle
miles traveled (approximately 14,400 VMT) were estimated for the Olympic Trials.? Since the
proposed Olympic Trials may or may not overlap with the Summer Term (students attending
classes, faculty and administrative staff present, etc., the SCAQMD staff recommends that the
Final SEIR include peak daily regional and localized emission estimates from the Olympic Trials
to compare to applicable thresholds. If the change in these emissions impacts from the baseline
emissions exceeds the SCAQMD recommended operational thresholds of significance,
mitigation should be incorporated into the project description and air quality analyses, as
applicable, to reduce those impacts. Mitigation could include having parking staff to direct
vehicles to parking spaces quickly to avoid unnecessary operations or idling in the venue parking
lots, separate entrances and exits including routes in and out of the venue sites for visiting
passenger cars and special shuttles, use of clean fuel shuttles, and restrictions to tailgate parties
(if air quality is predicted to be Unhealthy for Sensitive Groups?®).

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, SCAQMD staff requests that the Lead
Agency provide the SCAQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to
the adoption of the Final SEIR. Further, staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to
address these issues and any other questions that may arise. Please contact Gordon Mize, Air
Quality Specialist, at (909) 396-3302, if you have any questions regarding the enclosed
comments.

Sincerely,

Jillian Wong, Ph.D.
Planning and Rules Manager

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
JW:GM

LAC160610-04
Control Number

2 DEIR, Section 3.11 Olympic Track & Field Trials Starting on Page 415 (2020 Olympic T & F Trials Focused
Traffic Study by lteris,, Inc., April 15, 2016).

3 http://www.agmd.gov/ See Air Quality Index for current reading. To sign up for SCAQMD Air Quality Alerts, see
http://agmd.enviroflash.info/
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Mikaela Klein, Senior Facilities Planner

Mt. San Antonio Community College District
1100 North Grand Avenue

Walnut, CA 91789-5611

mikaela klein@mtsac.edu

(909) 274-5720

VIA E-MAIL and U.S. MAIL

Re:  Comments to the Mt. San Antonio College District 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update
and Physical FEducation Projects Draft Subsequent Program/Project EIR to Final
Program EIR (SCH 2002041161)

Dear Ms. Klein,

On behalf of the City of Walnut (the “City”), we appreciate this opportunity to review
and provide comments to the District’s circulation of its 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update
(“FMPU”) and Physical Education Projects (“PEP”) (collectively referred to herein as the
“Project”) Draft Subsequent Program and Project Environmental Impact Report, State
Clearinghouse No. 2002041161 (the “DEIR”).

The Project contemplates the future development of Mt. San Antonio Community
College through the year 2025, including construction of several new buildings and other major
campus facilities, including a new stadium, fire training academy, and library. The DEIR is a
subsequent EIR because substantial changes have occurred in the Project since the 2012
Facilities Master Plan Final EIR was certified, one or more significant impacts may occur, and
new information is available on prior projects that was not previously assessed. The DEIR
combines a Program-level EIR for the Facilities Master Plan Update with a Project-level EIR for
the Physical Education Projects Phases 1 and 2.

The Project proposes an increase of approximately 238,089 assignable square footage
(ASF) from existing conditions. As compared to the 2012 Facility Master Plan buildout, the 2015
Facility Master Plan Update will result in an additional 465,000 ASF increase at buildout.

The DEIR finds the Project will result in significant and unavoidable adverse traffic
impacts, limited air quality cumulative impacts, and historic resource impacts, for which a
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Statement of Overriding Considerations will be required. The DEIR finds all other adverse
impacts to be Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The DEIR considers four
alternatives and one No-Project alternative.

The City believes that the DEIR fails to comply with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000, ef seq.), and the State of
California Guidelines for the California Environmental Quality Act (“Guidelines”)(14 Cal. Code
Regs. §§15000 ef seq.). Accordingly, the City requests that the District suspend any further
consideration of the Project until a DEIR that fully discloses and analyzes the potential impacts
of the Project, fully considers feasible alternatives (including alternative locations and alternative
technologies), and fully complies with all other CEQA requirements has been prepared and
recirculated for public review and comment.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The City retained two environmental consulting firms, Soil / Water / Air Protection
Enterprise (SWAPE) and Kunzman Associates, Inc. to provide technical peer review of the
DEIR’s analysis of the Project’s potential Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Traffic impacts.
Those comment letters are attached as Exhibit A and Exhibit B and are incorporated by
reference.

The City of Walnut Municipal Code and Zoning Regulations Apply to the Project

The Mt. SAC campus is geographically contained within the City, and the DEIR’s
identification of responsible or interested agencies should in every case include the City.
Likewise, the DEIR’s identification of relevant regulations should include the Walnut General
Plan and Walnut Municipal Code.

The City objects to the DEIR’s claim that the District is now, or can be after Board of
Trustees action, wholly exempt from the City’s General Plan and Zoning controls pursuant to
Government Code Section 53094. (DEIR p. 91-92.) That provision of the Government Code
allows school districts to render a city’s zoning code inapplicable to a proposed use, but the
district may not take this action when the proposed use of the property by the school district is
for nonclassroom facilities. (Gov. Code § 53094 (b).) The term “nonclassroom facilities” applies
where the district’s facility is “not directly used for or related to student instruction.” ((People ex
rel. Cooper v. Rancho Santiago College (1990) 226 Cal App.3d 1281.) The District should
acknowledge that those proposed uses under the 2015 FMPU or PEP that will not be “directly
used for or related to student instruction,” are not exempt from the City’s zoning code, which
among other things requires consistency with the City’s General Plan.

The West Parcel Solar and Parking Structure J Projects Should be Revised to Lessen
Impacts

Another preliminary matter is related to a statement in the DEIR’s introduction, in which
the District discusses “initial potential areas of controversy for the project.” (DEIR p. 16.) The
District states,
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[R]esidents near campus have objected to the construction of the
West Parcel Solar project and to the construction of Parking
Structure J. However, as discussed in [CEQA Guidelines] Section
15064 (f) (5) argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or
narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or
evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial
evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable
assumption predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by
facts.

(DEIR p. 16.)

The District presumably makes this assertion to preempt any future comments by residents
objecting to the location and construction of the West Parcel Solar site and/or the construction of
Parking Structure J based on those residents’ scenic and aesthetic concerns and observations. The
DEIR’s reliance on CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 (f)(5) to dismiss the City residents’
concerns is misplaced.

The residents’ personal observations that the Project will have significant adverse
aesthetic impacts constitutes substantial evidence sufficient to satisfy CEQA.

Relevant personal observations of area residents on nontechnical
subjects may qualify as substantial evidence for a fair argument.
(Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn, Inc. v. Montecito Water
Dist. (2004) 116 Cal App.4th 396, 402; Arviv Enterprises, Inc. v.
South Valley Area Planning Com. (2002) 101 Cal.App.4th 1333,
1347.) So may expert opinion if supported by facts, even if not
based on specific observations as to the site under review.
(Friends of the Old Trees v. Department of Forestry & Fire
Protection (1997) 52 Cal. App.4th 1383, 1398-1399 & fn. 10
[expert testimony for fair argument purposes need not meet
standard required of such testimony at trial].)

(Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal. App.4th 903, 928.)

In the specific case of substantial evidence of aesthetic impacts, “the opinions of area
residents, if based on direct observation, may be relevant as to aesthetic impact and may
constitute substantial evidence in support of a fair argument; no special expertise is required on
this topic.” (Id., at p. 937.) Thus, the opinions of City residents are substantial evidence of the
Project’s adverse aesthetic impacts and must be adequately addressed in a recirculated DEIR.

In addition to the above-referenced residents’ objections to the West Parcel Solar project
and Parking Structure J, the City is also concerned that these two projects are either not
described in sufficient detail in the 2015 FMPU or are described in confusing and often
conflicting terms which has the same result as an incomplete description. For example, the
section of the DEIR describing a comparison between the 2012 Facility Master Plan and the
2015 FMPU lists Parking Structure J and simultaneously “retained in its approved location from
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the 2012 FMP” and “removed from Exhibit 1.4 [the Mt. SAC 2015 FMPU Land Use Plan]”.
(DEIR p. 10.) In addition the DEIR states both the West Parcel Solar project and Parking
Structure J “received their CEQA clearances in the 2012 Final EIR.” (DEIR p. 161.) The City
obviously objects to this claim, as evidenced by its pending lawsuit against the District disputing
the sufficiency of the 2012 Final EIR analysis of these two projects. (United Walnut Taxpayers v.
Mit. San Antonio Community College District, et al., Los Angeles County Superior Court Case
No. BC576587.)

In addition, DEIR Table 2.3 “Projects Under Construction (January 2016)” lists the West
Parcel Solar and Parking Structure J as “On Hold” yet describes and analyzes Parking Structure J
under Noise Impacts (p. 218), Parking Impacts (p. 289), Lighting Guidelines (p. 305),
Brooks/Mt. SAC Relays Impacts (p. 399), Table 5.1 “Future Parking Structures” (p. 474), and
Alternatives 1-4 (p. 482). While the DEIR contains references to Parking Structure J being on
hold, or sometimes includes discussion of project impacts without Parking Structure J, the
overall message is unclear as to whether the District has conclusive plans to proceed with
construction, and if so, when. Likewise, the DEIR lists the West Parcel Solar (“WPS”) project as
“On Hold” but also contains mixed messages regarding the District’s future plans for moving
forward with the project. (DEIR p. 57, 323 [“Future grading will continue to export earth to the
West Parcel Solar site in 2016 or 2017.”].) The DEIR should be updated and recirculated to
clarify the scope of the Project as to these proposed facilities and eliminate internal
inconsistencies .

One last point regarding the WPS project and Parking Structure J: the City wants to make
clear that it is not opposed to the District’s purpose behind seeking to construct these two
projects. Additional parking and alternative sources of clean energy generation are laudable
goals. However, the way the District has so far approached the development of these two
projects not only fails to adequately evaluate and mitigate negative environmental impacts, but
demonstrates a lack of foresight and poor planning and complete disregard of the City’s land use
regulations. The City urges the District to include these two projects specifically in the updated
and recirculated DEIR’s discussion and analysis of project alternatives. The alternatives analysis
should include alternative locations for these facilities and a discussion of solar canopies or roof-
mounted solar systems for energy generation. The District should specifically consider a roof-
mounted set of solar canopies that allows the District to meet its two-fold goal of increased
parking and solar power generation while at the same time lessening impacts from these projects
as currently planned.

The DEIR Relies on Outdated, Irrelevant, or Incorrect Methodologies

The DEIR relies on only somewhat relevant and often incorrect methodologies to back up
its studies. For example, the Air Quality comment letter prepared for the City by environmental
consultant SWAPE (the “SWAPE letter”) shows the District should not have relied on the South
Coast Air Quality Management District’s Localized Significance Threshold (LST) in conducting
its air quality assessment, because the LST method can only be applied to projects that are less
than five acres in size. (SWAPE letter, p. 3.) Additionally, the comment letter prepared for the
City by environmental consultant Kunzman Associates, Inc. (the “Kunzman letter”) regarding
traffic impacts notes the DEIR several incorrect calculations in the DEIR’s trip generation
analysis. (Kunzman letter, p. 3.) The use of only partially relevant and old data and predictions
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renders the DEIR inaccurate and calls into question the subsequent reliance on this document for
later implementing projects. As such, the DEIR does not present an adequate, complete
document and a “good faith effort at full disclosure” as required by CEQA. (Guidelines § 15151)

The Mitigation Monitoring Program Fails to Require IFeasible and Enforceable
Mitigation Measures

Discussed in greater detail below, the DEIR fails to require all feasible mitigation of the
Project and ensure mitigation is enforceable. For example, as noted in the SWAPE letter, the
Mitigation Monitoring Program (“MMP”) for the Project sets forth an unrealistic and
unenforceable mitigation measure relating to the use of lower-emission construction equipment.
(SWAPE Ietter, p. 16.) The example highlighted by the SWAPE letter is but one of several
vague, unenforceable, or infeasible mitigation measures contained within the MMP.

Where feasible mitigation exists which can substantially lessen the environmental
impacts of a project, CEQA requires those feasible mitigation measures be adopted. All
mitigation measures required in the DEIR must also be fully enforceable and certain to occur.
Here, the DEIR cites only minimal mitigation for the Project’s significant impacts, and that
mitigation proposed is extremely vague, uncertain to occur, and unenforceable. Additional
mitigation should be required. The mitigation measures included in the DEIR should be modified
as requested below to ensure they are implemented and enforceable.

AESTHETICS

The MMP focuses its aesthetics analysis of impacts almost exclusively on lighting, glare,
and landscaping, with a single mitigation measure, AES-06, devoted to ensuring the Project’s
“consistency between projects and the local built environment.” (MMP, pp. 1-2.) The City
considers AES-06 and the remainder of the mitigation measures to be vague and inadequate to
address aesthetic impacts on adjacent City property and the surrounding community. For
example, the MMP does not provide mitigation measures to address the Project’s consistency
with the architectural style, materials, design, scale, and character of the surrounding community.
As discussed above, the City residents’ concerns over the Project’s aesthetic impacts constitute
substantial evidence of significant impacts. The City proposes the following measure be added to
the MMP to better mitigate impacts to the local community abutting the campus:

AES-08 Architectural and site design of proposed structures
shall consider the existing scale of the surrounding community and
implement appropriate measures to reduce bulk and scale.
Measures to be considered shall include the following:

o Implementation of architectural design strategies to
reduce the bulk and scale of new buildings abutting or
fronting roadways. Strategies to consider may include step-
back design for future development above street level to
reduce spatial impingement on adjacent roadways and
suitably articulated architectural facades to provide visual
interest.
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. Future on-campus facilities shall strive to utilize a
unifying architectural style that contributes to a unified
campus appearance and reflects a consistent architectural
character among existing campus facilities in the
immediate area.

LAND USE

The DEIR correctly states the “campus area east of Grand Avenue, which includes the
PEP project site, is designated with a Civic Center Overlay and a residential designation (RPD
61,700 - 0.6 du). (DEIR, p. 92.) The DEIR claims the Project will not “conflict with any specific
plan, policy or regulation adopted to avoid or mitigate environmental effect.” (DEIR, p. 90.)
However, the DEIR does not perform any analysis to substantiate that claim, and indeed,
mitigation measure LU-03 clearly demonstrates the Project’s inconsistency with the City’s
General Plan and zoning ordinance. (MMP, p. 16.) In a presumptuous attempt to circumvent the
effort of adopting a meaningful, enforceable mitigation measure, LU-03 proposes the City should
be responsible for resolving this inconsistency by revising its General Plan to match the
District’s proposed uses. Although the City is engaged in a General Plan update, this is not an
excuse for the District to shirk its responsibility to prepare adequate mitigation measures.

Furthermore, as previously discussed, the District’s claim of a blanket exemption from
the City’s General Plan and Zoning Code is incorrect. The District may not exempt all of its
facilities and proposed uses from the City’s zoning and other land use controls; rather, each
proposed use must be analyzed to determine whether it may be exempt. Each section of the
DEIR discussing the Project’s impacts should include an analysis of the proposed use’s
consistency with the City’s General Plan and Municipal Code.

Although the District claims exemption from the City zoning code, unless and until the
District satisfies the requisite procedural steps to qualify for an exemption, no exemption is
available. Even then, nonexempt District projects and facilities must comply with the City’s land
use and zoning regulations. For proposed uses the District finds are not exempt from the City’s
zoning and other land use regulations, the District must seek the appropriate City entitlements.
Lastly, for all proposed uses, the District should consult and, where possible, coordinate with
City staff to ensure the Project’s compatibility and consistency with the City’s General Plan and
other land use regulations as the Project use moves forward.

TRAFFIC/PARKING

As noted above, the DEIR’s traffic impact analysis was reviewed by the City’s consultant
Kunzman Associates, Inc. and contained in the attached Kunzman Letter. Notably, the Project’s
traffic impacts remain significant and unavoidable, thereby requiring a Statement of Overriding
Considerations. The City urges the District to continue evaluating mitigation measures to reduce
the level of impacts to Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures.

The City notes that Mitigation Measure TR-56 requires an approved truck haul route for
“hauling operations of more than 15 trucks per hour and more than 100,000 cubic yards.” With
the massive grading and hauling work planned for the Project, the District should be aware that
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the Walnut Municipal Code (“WMC”) establishes vehicle weight limits for certain City streets
under the City’s general police power authority. WMC section 16-8(b) provides:

“Pursuant to Section 35701 of the California Vehicle Code, when
signs are erected giving notice thereof, no person shall operate a
vehicle exceeding the maximum gross weight limit of ten thousand
pounds upon the following streets or highways within the city:

(b) Grand Avenue.”

A single driveway on Grand Avenue is the only point of ingress or egress to or from parts
of the proposed Project site such as the West Parcel Solar Project. Currently, Grand Avenue
displays signage in conformity with the WMC section listed above, and therefore the 10,000-
pound weight limit is in full effect along Grand Avenue. Shown above, a single unladen
commercial dump truck typically weighs over 10,000. Filled with the type of dirt that will be
used for grading purposes, a truck’s weight will increase to anywhere from 45,000 to 55,000
pounds—well above the stated weight limit allowed along Grand Avenue.

For this reason the District is required to comply with the WMC’s vehicle weight limits
and seek City approval before beginning hauling within the City. In addition, the District should
coordinate and work with the City to determine an appropriate Truck Haul Route and hauling
schedule.

The City also objects to the MMP’s plan to defer parking mitigation to a later date by
requiring the District to conduct a study every five years and then come up with a
recommendation as to the number of parking spaces needed at that particular time. (MMP p. 24.)
This sort of mitigation measure deferral is not allowed under CEQA. In the leading case on
deferred mitigation, Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 307-309,
the court disapproved a negative declaration requiring the project proponent to perform two
studies in the future, holding that deferring evaluation of environmental impacts until after
adoption of a negative declaration would amount to a post hoc rationalization and would skirt the
required procedure for public review and agency scrutiny of potential impacts. The same holds
true for EIRs. The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to identify and describe feasible mitigation
measures to minimize significant impacts on the environment. (Guidelines §15126.4(a);
emphasis added.) CEQA defines “feasible” as meaning “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, social, and technological factors.” (Public Resources Code § 21061.1.)
Mitigation measure TR-28 is not a feasible mitigation measure.
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AIR QUALITY/GREENHOUSE GASES

The DEIR’s Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas analysis was peer reviewed by the City’s
consultant, Soil / Water / Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) and contained in the attached
SWAPE letter. The SWAPE letter recommends the DEIR conduct a new air quality assessment
using updated methodologies and study models. In light of the clear defects in the DEIR’s Air
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessments, those portions of the DEIR should be revised and
recirculated in an updated DEIR.

In addition, the City disputes the DEIR’s Greenhouse Gas Assessment’s claim that “the
decline in GHG emissions due to more energy efficient motor vehicles more than offset the
increased GHG emission due to total square footage increases on campus and the associated
operational emissions.” Therefore, the resulting changes negative.” (DEIR, p. 189.) The purpose
of the DEIR is to analyze the Project’s impacts on the environment from the baseline year of
2015. By including an arbitrary external factor such as increasingly energy efficiency vehicles to
conclude the Project will result in a reduction in GHG emissions is misleading at best and
disingenuous at worst.

NOISE

The City appreciates the inclusion of its Noise Ordinance in the DEIR’s Noise Impact
analysis. However, the City once again objects to the claim that the “District is exempt from City
zoning and the City’s Noise Ordinance pursuant to California Government code section 53096.”
(DEIR, p. 196.) Section 53096 relates to facilities related to storage or transmission of water or
electrical energy, and would not apply to other potential sources of noise emanating from the Mt.
SAC campus. As discussed above, other similar provisions of the Government Code likewise do
not exempt the District from the City’s Zoning Code and, the City’s Noise Ordinance is
applicable to potential violations when noise levels exceed established limits.

In particular, the City is concerned that noise impacts from construction activities may be
significant due to the fact that construction activities are allowed from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM
Monday through Saturday. The DEIR states that, “projects requiring more than one year of
construction located near sensitive receptors may result in a noise impact and may require further
analysis prior to the initiation of construction to determine what mitigation is feasible and if the
mitigation is effective.” (DEIR, pp. 207-208.) Such deferral of analysis and mitigation is not
allowed under CEQA. (Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal. App.3d 296, 307,
“By deferring environmental assessment to a future date, the conditions run counter to that
policy of CEQA which requires environmental review at the earliest feasible stage in the
planning process.”) As such, the Project may result in significant noise impacts, but those
impacts will not be known unless properly analyzed in a DEIR that is updated and recirculated.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The City has a few suggestions to add to the DEIR’s coverage of Project impacts to
Biological Resources and proposed Mitigation Measures. The phrase “prior to” should be
inserted after the word “days” and the work “of” should be deleted in the third sentence of
Mitigation Measure BIO-02 on page 6. The new third sentence of Mitigation Measure BIO-02
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should read, “A pre-construction nest/owl survey should be completed for each project or work
area within 14 days prior to the start of construction.” (MMP p. 6.) The City believes this simple
addition will clear up any possible confusion that a nest/owl survey should be completed before
construction begins.

Mitigation Measure BIO-13 proposes an unrealistic mitigation measure to reduce impacts
to biological resources on the West Parcel and MSAC Hill to less than significant. (DEIR, p. 12.)
The DEIR states that construction grading will be avoided during prime nesting season of
threatened or special status birds in order to minimize impacts on these areas. But this measure
seems all but impossible when actual nesting seasons for these species are considered. For
instance, the California Gnatcatcher, which is an endangered species of special concern found at
the West Parcel site, has a nesting season from February to July. Given the size of these projects,
it is unlikely that construction will actually be limited to 5 or 6 months out of the year. The DEIR
should propose a more feasible mitigation measure that the District is likely to enforce and
implement.

WATER QUALITY

Mitigation measure HYD-02 outlines the requirements that the District update the Master
Campus Drainage Plan prior to commencement of grading for the Fire Training Academy and
Athletics Education Building. (MMP, p. 15.) The mitigation measure states that the Master
Campus Drainage Plan “shall meet any requirements of the County of Los Angeles Department
of Public Works and the City of Walnut.” The “City of Walnut Storm Water Management and
Discharge Control Ordinance” (Walnut Municipal Code Title V Article IIT Chapter 21-60 et seq.)
and the City of Walnut Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (Walnut Municipal Code
Title V Article IV Chapter 21-80 ef seq.) contain comprehensive regulations related to
construction and storm water drainage and discharge. The City appreciates the requirement that
the District’s Master Campus Drainage Plan shall comply with the City’s discharge and
drainage regulations, and would like to see more stringent, enforceable mitigation measures
implemented to ensure compliance.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The DEIR consistently fails to accurately or adequately evaluate cumulative impacts of
the Project. The DEIR tends to generalize the cumulative impact evaluation rather than apply
significance thresholds to cumulative effects. As such, cumulative impacts are understated or
incorrectly omitted altogether. Cumulative impact analysis for each section should be revisited
and revised where appropriate.

ALTERNATIVES

Although the DEIR analysis of the alternatives is not required to be as comprehensive as
the DEIR analysis of the Project, the alternative’s discussion is so cursory as to prevent a
meaningful comparison. The DEIR is, by its own definition, a program-level, project-level, and
subsequent EIR. (DEIR, pp. 1-2.) Despite the DEIR’s tripartite nature, however, the Alternatives
analysis only addresses alternatives to the overall program rather than any individual project
contained within. For instance, Alternatives section describes the Project as “a renovation and
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modernization program for existing campus facilities,” and as such considers an alternative
location only to the entire campus-wide program rather than any disparate projects within the
program that might possibly be relocated to lessen overall Project impacts. (DEIR, p. 467-69.)
As a result, the DEIR fails to comply with CEQA’s directive to “describe a reasonable range of
alternatives to the project....” (Guidelines, § 15126.6(a).) The City urges the District to make
another attempt at considering and analyzing a range of alternatives

Moreover, the alternatives analysis contains an error that implies a careless approach to
the preparation and analysis of Project alternatives: the Alternative 1 Traffic Impact analysis is
simply a cut-and-paste copy of the No-Project Alternative. Consequently, the Alternative 1
Traffic Impact analysis is plainly an impossible scenario because Alternative 1 still contemplates
buildout of a significant portion of the proposed Project with an attendant increase in student
enrollment (DEIR, p. 471.) Alternative 1 needs to be revisited to correct this error before it can
meet CEQA’s mandate as a sufficient alternative description.

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

The City objects to the District’s decision to prepare a Statement of Overriding
Consideration for unavoidable adverse impacts to traffic within the City. As shown in the
Kunzman letter, the traffic impact analysis is, based on inaccurate methodologies and incorrect
calculations. Therefore, the traffic impact analysis should be redone and removed from a
Statement of Overriding Consideration until such time as the complete and proper traffic impact
analysis is completed.

Overall, and as detailed herein, the DEIR fails to adequately disclose, evaluate, and
discuss mitigation for the potential significant effects of the Project. The DEIR should be revised
significantly and recirculated after completion and incorporation of additional studies. For the
reasons detailed herein, the evaluations and analyses in the DEIR must be updated, and the DEIR
recirculated for additional public review and comment.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely, (\

Tom Weiner

Community Development Director
City of Walnut

Attachments:

Exhibit A: SWAPE comments to the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas impacts analysis
Exhibit B: Kunzman Associates, Inc. comments to the Traffic impacts analysis

cc: Mayor Ching and City Council Members
City Manager Wishner
City Attorney Leibold
City Clerk De Dios
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sw A P E Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and
Litigation Support for the Environment

2656 29" Street, Suite 201
Santa Monica, CA 90405

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D.
(310) 452-5555
prosenfeld@swape.com

July 21, 2016

Tom Weiner

City of Walnut

21201 La Puente Road
Walnut, CA 91789

Subject: Comments on the Mt. San Antonio College Project

Dear Mr. Weiner:

We have reviewed the Mt. San Antonio College 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical
Education Projects Draft Subsequent Program/Project EIR to Final Program EIR (DEIR); the April 15,
2016 Air Quality Assessment for the Mt. San Antonio College Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical
Education Projects (“Air Quality Assessment”); and the April 15, 2016 Greenhouse Gas Assessment for
the Mt. San Antonio College Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects (“Greenhouse
Gas Assessment”) prepared for the proposed Mt. San Antonio College Project (“Project”). This
subsequent DEIR was prepared because substantial changes have occurred in the Project since the 2012
Facilities Master Plan Final EIR was certified, one or more significant impacts may occur, and new
information is available on prior projects that was not previously assessed.

Buildout of the 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update (2015 FMPU) in 2020 will result in a net increase of
238,098 assighable square feet (ASF) from existing conditions, and a net increase of approximately 4.5
percent ASF when compared to the 2012 Facilities Master Plan (2012 FMP) (DEIR, p. 59). The DEIR
proposes development of the Physical Education Project (PEP) in two phases, the Athletic Complex East
(Phase 1) and the Physical Education Complex (Phase 2) (DEIR, p. 78).

Our review concludes that the subsequent DEIR fails to adequately assess the Project’s health risk and
air quality impacts. As a result, the Project’s impact on regional and local air quality is underestimated.
An updated DEIR should be prepared to adequately assess the Project’s health risk and air quality
impacts, and additional mitigation measures should be implemented, where necessary.
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Air Quality

Health Risk from Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions Inadequately Evaluated

The Air Quality Assessment concludes that the health risk posed to nearby sensitive receptors from
exposure to diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions released during Project construction and
operation would be less than significant, yet fails to quantify the risk and compare it to applicable
thresholds (p. 30). By failing to prepare a construction or an operational health risk assessment, the Air
Quality Assessment is inconsistent with SCAQMD CEQA Guidelines, as well as with recommendations set
forth by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), the organization responsible
for providing recommendations for health risk assessments in California.

In an effort to demonstrate the potential risk posed by the Project to nearby sensitive receptors, we
prepared a simple screening-level health risk assessment. The results of our assessment, as described
below, demonstrate that construction-related and operational DPM emissions may result in a
potentially significant health risk impact. As a result, a revised DEIR should be prepared to adequately
assess the health risk impacts from construction and operation of the Project.

Failure to Quantify Risk from Project Construction
The Air Quality Assessment attempts to justify the omission of an actual construction-related health risk
assessment (HRA) by stating the following:

"Impacts from toxic substances are related to cumulative exposure and are assessed over a 70-
year period. Cancer risk is expressed as the maximum number of new cases of cancer projected
to occur in a population of one million people due to exposure to the cancer causing substance
over a 70-year lifetime (California Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment, Guide to Health Risk Assessment.) Grading for the PEP Phase 1 and
Phase 2, when the peak diesel exhaust emissions would occur, is expected to take less than 6
months total with all construction expected to be completed in less than 4 years. Because of the
relatively short duration of construction compared to a 70-year lifespan, diesel emissions
resulting from the construction of the project, including truck traffic associated with the project,
are not expected to result in a significant impact" (p. 28).

This justification, however, is incorrect. By failing to quantify the risk associated with Project
construction, the Air Quality Assessment is inconsistent with the most recent guidance published by
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), the organization responsible for providing
recommendations and guidance on how to conduct health risk assessments in California. In February of
2015, OEHHA released its most recent Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance Manual for Preparation of
Health Risk Assessments, which was formally adopted in March of 2015." This guidance document

! “Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February
2015, available at: http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot spots/hotspots2015.html
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describes the types of projects that warrant the preparation of a health risk assessment. Construction of
the entire Project will produce emissions of DPM, a human carcinogen, through the exhaust stacks of
construction equipment over a construction period of at least five years (Air Quality Assessment, p. 13).
The OEHHA document recommends that all short-term projects lasting at least two months be
evaluated for cancer risks to nearby sensitive receptors.” This recommendation reflects the most recent
health risk policy, and as such, an assessment of health risks to nearby sensitive receptors from
construction should be included in a revised DEIR for the Project.

Failure to Quantify Risk from Project Operation

Furthermore, instead of preparing a health risk assessment to determine the Project's operational
impact, the Air Quality Assessment instead relies on the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s
(SCAQMD) Localized Significance Thresholds (LST) Methodology to determine whether or not operation
of the Project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants (p. 11-12). Using this
method, the Air Quality Assessment concludes that the Project would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial air pollutants, thus resulting is a less than significant long term impact (p. 30). The use of this
method, as well as the significance determination made using this method, is entirely incorrect. While
the LST method assesses the impacts of pollutants at a local level, it only evaluates impacts from criteria
air pollutants. As a result, health impacts from exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs), such as DPM,
were not analyzed, thus leaving a gap within the Air Quality Assessment’s analysis.

According to the Air Quality Assessment, the Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology
document prepared by the SCAQMD applies to projects that are less than 5 acres in size and are only
applicable with NO,, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions, which are collectively referred to as criteria air
pollutants (p. 12). Because the LST method can only be applied to criteria air pollutants, this method
cannot be used to determine whether operational emissions from diesel particulate matter (DPM), a
known human carcinogen, will result in a significant health risk impact to nearby sensitive receptors. By
failing to prepare a health risk assessment in addition to the LST analysis, the Air Quality Assessment
fails to provide a comprehensive analysis of the sensitive receptor impacts that may occur as a result of
exposure to substantial air pollutants. The SCAQMD provides a specific numerical threshold of 10 in one
million for determining a project's health risk impact. Therefore, the Air Quality Assessment should have
conducted an assessment that compares the Project’s operational health risk to this threshold in order
to determine the Project’s health risk impact.

Modeling Parameters
As of 2011, the EPA recommends AERSCREEN as the leading air dispersion model, due to improvements
in simulating local meteorological conditions based on simple input parameters.> The model replaced

2 “Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February
2015, available at: http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot _spots/2015/2015GuidanceManual.pdf, p. 8-18

* “AERSCREEN Released as the EPA Recommended Screening Model,” USEPA, April 11, 2011, available at:
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/scram/guidance/clarification/20110411 AERSCREEN Release Memo.pdf
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SCREEN3, which is included in OEHHA* and CAPCOA” guidance as the appropriate air dispersion model
for Level 2 health risk screening assessments (“HRSAs”). A Level 2 HRSA utilizes a limited amount of site-
specific information to generate maximum reasonable downwind concentrations of air contaminants to
which nearby sensitive receptors may be exposed. If an unacceptable air quality hazard is determined to
be possible using AERSCREEN, a more refined modeling approach is required prior to approval of the
Project.

We prepared a preliminary health risk screening assessment of the Project's construction and
operational impact to sensitive receptors using the annual estimates from the Project's CalEEMod
model, which can be found within the DEIR’s Air Quality Assessment and Greenhouse Gas Assessment.
According to the Air Quality Assessment, “construction emissions will vary for different phases of
construction, and from project to project” (p. 13). As a result of this variability, we conducted a
construction-related health risk assessment for each component of the proposed Project using each
component’s emission estimates and construction durations. Specifically, we assessed the health risk
impacts from construction of the following Project components: Building G, Building A, PEP Phase 1, and
PEP Phase 2 (p. 13). Using the CalEEMod construction schedules for each component, and accounting
for the overlap that will potentially occur between these phases, we estimate that construction of
Building G, PEP Phase 1, and PEP Phase 2 would occur over the course of approximately four years with
a total of 1,457 days (see table below).

Construction Phase Start End Duration (Years) Duration (Days)
PEP Phase 1 10/3/2016 1/31/2018 1.3 486
PEP Phase 1 & Phase 2 2/1/2018 8/16/2018 0.5 197
PEP Phase 2 8/17/2018 12/31/2018 0.4 137
Building G & PEP Phase 2 1/1/2019 2/24/2020 1.2 420
PEP Phase 2 2/25/2020 9/28/2020 0.6 217
Total Construction Duration 4.0 1,457

According to the Air Quality Assessment, construction of Building A is not anticipated to occur until
2025, which leaves a gap between the completion of PEP Phase 2 and the start of Building A
construction (p. 15). However, OEHHA requires that a continuous residential exposure duration of 30
years be used when assessing health risks, starting from the infantile stage of life. Therefore, to remain
consistent with recommendations set forth by OEHHA, we assumed for the remaining 26 years of
exposure, operation of Building G, PEP Phase 1, and PEP Phase 2 would occur right after construction of
PEP Phase 2 was complete, and up until construction of Building A began. Then after construction of
Building A was completed, we assumed that operation of the entire Project would occur, with no gaps
between stages (see table below).

* “Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February
2015, available at: http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot spots/2015/2015GuidanceManual.pdf

> “Health Risk Assessments for Proposed Land Use Projects,” CAPCOA, July 2009, available at:
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA HRA LU Guidelines 8-6-09.pdf
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Phase Start End Duration (Years) Duration (Days)
FMPU 2020 - Operation 9/29/2020 12/31/2024 4.26 1,555
Building A 1/1/2025 12/11/2025 0.95 345
FMPU 2025 - Operation 12/12/2025 9/26/2046 20.8 7,593
Total Duration 26.0 9,493

The Air Quality Assessment assumes the closest sensitive receptors to the Project site are located about
978 feet north (p. 15, 16).

The AERSCREEN model relies on a continuous average emissions rate to simulate maximum downwind

concentrations from point, area, and volume emissions sources. To account for the variability in

construction equipment usage over the many phases of Project construction and operation, we

calculated an average DPM emissions rate for construction by the following equation.

Emission Rate (

lbs of DPM

453.6 grams 1day

1 hour

grams) _
second

- days of Construction

b 24 hours

3,600 seconds

Because the duration, start year, year of completion, and activity type vary between each phase of

construction and operation, we calculated an emission rate specific to each of the Project phases (see

table below).

Project Phase Duration Duration DPM Emissions. DPM Emission Rate

(Years) (Days) (Tons/Phase Duration) (g/s)
PEP Phase 1 1.33 486 0.3459 0.0075
PEP Phase 1 & Phase 2 0.54 197 0.7698 0.0410
PEP Phase 2 0.38 137 0.4239 0.0325
Building G & PEP Phase 2 1.15 420 0.6088 0.0152
PEP Phase 2 0.59 217 0.4239 0.0205
FMPU 2020 - Operation 4.26 1,555 4.4009 0.0297
Building A 0.95 345 0.0485 0.0015
FMPU 2025 - Operation 20.8 7,593 23.4946 0.0325
Total Exposure Duration 30.0 10,950 - -

Using Google Earth, we measured the total area that each of the Project phases would encompass, as

the location and total area of each construction and operational activity varies. Each Project phase was

simulated as a rectangular area source in AERSCREEN, with dimensions that reflected these phase-

specific areas measured in Google Earth. A release height of three meters was selected to represent the

height of exhaust stacks on construction equipment and on-road vehicles, and an initial vertical

dimension of one and a half meters was used to simulate instantaneous plume dispersion upon release.

An urban meteorological setting was selected with model-default inputs for wind speed and direction

distribution.



Modeling Results

The AERSCREEN model generated maximum reasonable estimates of single hour downwind DPM
concentrations from the Project site. EPA guidance suggests that in screening procedures, the
annualized average concentration of an air pollutant may be estimated by multiplying the single-hour
concentration by 10%.° For example, the maximum single-hour downwind concentration in the
AERSCREEN output for construction of PEP Phase | was approximately 1.95 pg/m?® DPM 298 meters (978
feet) downwind. Therefore, the annualized average concentration for the sensitive receptor located 298
meters away from the Project site during construction of PEP Phase | was estimated to be 0.195 ug/m°.
We estimated the annualized average concentration for the remaining phases of the Project in this same
fashion (see table below).

Project Phase Maximum Single Hour I)3PM Annualized Average DF;M
Concentration (ug/m°) Concentration (pg/m°)
PEP Phase 1 1.95 0.195
PEP Phase 1 & Phase 2 11.06 1.106
PEP Phase 2 11.92 1.192
Building G & PEP Phase 2 4.83 0.483
PEP Phase 2 7.52 0.752
FMPU 2020 - Operation 9.65 0.965
Building A 5.66 0.566
FMPU 2025 - Operation 10.17 1.017

Exposure Assumptions

We calculated the excess cancer risk for each sensitive receptor location, for adults, children, and/or
infant receptors using applicable HRA methodologies prescribed by OEHHA. OEHHA recommends the
use of Age Sensitivity Factors (“ASFs”) to account for the heightened susceptibility of young children to
the carcinogenic toxicity of air pollution.” According to the revised guidance, quantified cancer risk
should be multiplied by a factor of ten during the first two years of life (infant), and by a factor of three
for the subsequent fourteen years of life (child aged two until sixteen). Furthermore, in accordance with
guidance set forth by the SCAQMD and OEHHA, we used 95t percentile breathing rates for infants and
80" percentile breathing rates for children and adults.® We used a cancer potency factor of 1.1 (mg/kg-
day)™ and an averaging time of 25,550 days.

® http://www.epa.gov/ttn/scram/guidance/guide/EPA-454R-92-019 OCR.pdf

7 “Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February
2015, available at: http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot spots/2015/2015GuidanceManual.pdf

8 “Supplemental Guidelines for Preparing Risk Assessments for the Air Toxics ‘Hot Spots’ Information and
Assessment Act,” SCAQMD, June 5, 2015, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/planning/risk-
assessment/ab2588-risk-assessment-guidelines.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 19
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Health Risk Impact to Sensitive Receptor

As previously discussed, OEHHA recommends that a 30-year exposure duration be used as the basis for
estimating cancer risk at the closest residential receptor.’ Consistent with OEHHA guidance, exposure to
the receptor was assumed to begin in the infantile stage of life to provide the most conservative
estimate of air quality hazards. The results of our calculations are shown below.

Health Risk Impact from Exposure to Construction and Operational Diesel Exhaust Emissions

Project Phase Start Date End Date D(L:, r::::;‘ Cor;:l:r}:;;lon Br?:/t:;_‘:a:?te Age :::;:Mty C;?sc; ‘
PEP Phase 1 10/3/2016 1/31/2018 1.33 0.195 1090 10 4.3E-05
PEP Phase 1 & Phase 2 2/1/2018 8/16/2018 0.54 1.106 1090 10 9.8E-05
PEP Phase 2 8/17/2018 12/31/2018 0.38 1.192 1090 10 7.3E-05
Infant Exposure Duration 2.25 Infant Exposure  2.14E-04

Building G & PEP Phase 2 1/1/2019 2/24/2020 1.15 0.48 572 3 1.4E-05
PEP Phase 2 2/25/2020 9/28/2020 0.59 0.75 572 3 1.2E-05
FMPU 2020 - Operation 9/29/2020 12/31/2024 4.26 0.96 572 3 1.1E-04
Building A 1/1/2025 12/11/2025 0.95 0.57 572 3 1.4E-05
FMPU 2025 - Operation 12/12/2025 9/27/2032 6.80 1.02 572 3 1.8E-04
Child Exposure Duration 13.75 Child Exposure  3.25E-04

FMPU 2025 - Operation 9/28/2032 9/26/2046 14.0 1.02 233 1 5.0E-05
Adult Exposure Duration 14.0 Adult Exposure  5.00E-05

Lifetime Exposure Duration 30.0 Lifetime Exposure 5.89E-04

The excess cancer risk to adults, children, and infants at the sensitive receptor closest to the Project site
are 50, 325, and 214 in one million, respectively. Furthermore, the excess cancer risk over the course of
a residential lifetime (30 years) is approximately 589 in one million. The infantile, child, and lifetime
cancer risk greatly exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 10 in one million. As a result, construction and
operation of the Project could have a potentially significant health risk impact to sensitive receptors
located nearby.

It should be noted that our health risk assessment summarized in the table above takes into account the
DPM emissions from existing operations, as well as the DPM emissions from 2020 and 2025 FMPU build
out operations. Therefore, the values provided in the table above may overestimate the Project’s health
risk impact. In an effort to correct for this issue, we prepared an additional health risk assessment that
only accounts for the Project’s construction-related health risk. As you can see in the table below, even
if we were to remove the operational risk and only calculate the construction health risk impact, we find
that nearby sensitive receptors are subject to a potentially significant health risk impact (see table
below).

% “Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February
2015, available at: http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/2015/2015GuidanceManual.pdf, p. 8-1.
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Health Risk Impact from Exposure to Construction Diesel Exhaust Emissions Only

Duration Concentration Breathing Rate Age Sensitivity Cancer

Project Phase Start Date End Date ) (ug /ms) (L/kg-day) Factor Risk
PEP Phase 1 10/3/2016 1/31/2018 1.33 0.195 1090 10 4.3E-05
PEP Phase 1 & Phase 2 2/1/2018 8/16/2018 0.54 1.106 1090 10 9.8E-05
PEP Phase 2 8/17/2018 12/31/2018 0.38 1.192 1090 10 7.3E-05
Infant Exposure Duration 2.25 Infant Exposure  2.14E-04
Building G & PEP Phase 2 1/1/2019 2/24/2020 1.15 0.48 572 3 1.4E-05
PEP Phase 2 2/25/2020 9/28/2020 0.59 0.75 572 3 1.2E-05
FMPU 2020 - Operation 9/29/2020 12/31/2024 - - - - -
Building A 1/1/2025 12/11/2025 0.95 0.57 572 3 1.4E-05
FMPU 2025 - Operation 12/12/2025 9/27/2032 - - - - -
Child Exposure Duration 13.75 Child Exposure ~ 3.97E-05
FMPU 2025 - Operation 9/28/2032 9/26/2046 - - - - -
Adult Exposure Duration 14.0 Adult Exposure -
Lifetime Exposure Duration 30.0 Lifetime Exposure  2.54E-04

As demonstrated in the table above, even when emissions from operation are excluded, the excess
cancer risk to children and infants at the sensitive receptor closest to the Project site are 39.7 and 214 in
one million, respectively. Furthermore, the excess cancer risk over the course of a residential lifetime
(30 years) is approximately 254 in one million when operation is not included, which still greatly exceeds
the SCAQMD threshold of 10 in one million. Our analysis demonstrates that the infantile, child, and
lifetime cancer risk still greatly exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 10 in one million, even when emissions
from operation are excluded. As a result, construction of the Project could have a potentially significant
health risk impact to sensitive receptors located nearby.

Our analysis represents a screening-level health risk assessment, which is known to be more
conservative, and tends to err on the side of health protection.'® The purpose of a screening-level
health risk assessment, however, is to determine if a more refined health risk assessment needs to be
conducted. If the results of a screening-level health risk are above applicable thresholds, then the
Project needs to conduct a more refined health risk assessment that is more representative of site
specific concentrations. Our screening-level health risk assessment demonstrates that construction and
operation of the Project could result in a potentially significant health risk impact. As a result, a refined
health risk assessment must be prepared to examine air quality impacts generated by Project
construction using site-specific meteorology and specific equipment usage schedules.

1% http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/2015/2015GuidanceManual.pdf p. 1-5
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Failure to Adequately Compare Project Emissions to Applicable Thresholds

According to the DEIR’s Air Quality Assessment, since the Project’s overall construction emissions are
well below the significance thresholds established by the SCAQMD, construction will generally not
impact regional air quality, resulting in a less than significant impact (p. 14, p. 30). This significance
determination, however, is incorrect, as it compares averaged emissions, rather than maximum daily
emissions, to the SCAQMD’s maximum daily emission thresholds. As a result, the Air Quality
Assessment’s conclusion of a less than significant air quality impact from construction-related emissions
is incorrect. An updated DEIR should be prepared to adequately assess the Project’s construction-
related impacts by comparing the correct emissions estimates to the appropriate significance
thresholds, and additional mitigation should be incorporated, where necessary.

Since construction schedules have not been developed for most of the projects in the FMPU, the
emissions potentially generated during construction of the FMPU are considered for various scenarios
within the DEIR’s Air Quality Assessment (p. 12). Overall construction emissions for the 2015 FMPU are
first considered, and are summarized in Table 5 of the Air Quality Assessment (see excerpt below) (p. 12,
13).

Table 5 Construction Emissions for the 2015 FMPU

ROG NOx co SOx PM10 PM2.5

Pollutant Emissions (lbs.)

FMPU (Excluding PEP) 2,922 9,526 8,672 14 1,093 695
PEP Phase 1 12,130 23,763 32,064 63 4,438 1,942

PEP Phase 2 2,219 6,537 6,858 12 701 442

Total Construction 17,271 39,826 47,594 20 6,232 3,079

Pollutant Emissions (lbs. per day)

Average Over 5 Years 13.2 30.6 36.5 0.1 4.8 2.4
Average Over 10 Years 6.6 15.3 18.3 0.0 2.4 T2
SCQAMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No

According to the Air Quality Assessment, “the first lines of the table present the total emissions
generated by the buildout and associated demolition of the FMPU (excluding PEP), then the emissions
for PEP Phases 1 and 2, and finally the total emissions for everything combined. The following two lines
in Table 5 average the total emissions over a 5 year and 10 year period assuming a 5- day workweek” (p.
13). The Air Quality Assessment then takes these averaged overall construction emissions and compares
them to the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds. This method of determining Project significance,
however, is incorrect, as the SCAQMD requires that the Project’s maximum daily emissions be compared



to the mass daily significance thresholds, not the Project’s average daily emissions.™ By taking the
average daily construction emissions and comparing them to the SCAQMD mass daily thresholds, the Air
Quality Assessment greatly underestimates the Project’s maximum daily impact.

As is common practice, significance determinations are based on the maximum daily emissions during a
construction period, which provides a “worst-case” analysis of the construction emissions.*> Therefore,
as is conducted in other CEQA evaluations, if the Project’s peak daily construction emissions exceed the
SCAQMD’s mass daily thresholds, then the Project would have a potentially significant air quality
impact.” And while the Air Quality Assessment’s claim that the 5-year averaging period represents the
“worst-case approach for construction on campus” may be true, the emissions averaged over this period
do not reflect a “worst-case” analysis of the construction emissions (p. 13). Rather, the maximum daily
emissions that would occur during this 5-year construction period are representative of a “worst-case”
analysis, and as such, these peak emissions should have been used.

In an effort to correctly determine the Project’s short term regional impact, we took the maximum daily
construction emissions for each of the phases included in Table 5, which can be found in the CalEEMod
output files provided at the end of the Air Quality Assessment, and compared them to the SCAQMD’s
mass daily thresholds. When the Project's maximum daily construction emissions are correctly
summarized and then compared to thresholds, we find that the Project's construction-related emissions,
even after mitigation, would result in a significant impact (see table below).

Mitigated Construction Emissions for the 2015 FMPU (lbs/day)

Activity Year ROG NO, co SO, PM,, PM,
FMPU (Excluding PEP) 2017 5 52 40 0 11 7
FMPU (Excluding PEP) 2018 | 20 | 27 27 0 3 2
PEP Phase 1 2016 11 147 107 0 33 12
PEP Phase 1 2017 11 136 102 0 14 7
PEP Phase 1 2018 10 44 72 0 10 4
PEP Phase 2 2018 4 46 37 0 11 7
PEP Phase 2 2019 3 24 25 0 3 2
PEP Phase 2 2020 10 81 81 0 31 7
SCAQMD Threshold - 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceed? Yes Yes No No No No

" South Coast Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993; SCAQMD Comment Letter on
the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Proposed Asphalt Plant No. 1 Replacement and Modernization
Project, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/comment-
letters/2016/january/mndasphaltl.pdf
2 AECOM, Air Quality and Climate Change Technical Report for the North Torrance Wellfield Project, available at:
https://www.torranceca.gov/PDF/Attachment 2 -

Air_Quality and Climate Change Technical Report NTWF.pdf, p. 22
 see Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR, Section 7.0 Cumulative Impacts, available at:
http://www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocument?id=20264, p. 7-6; and
See Air Quality Study for the Long Beach Emergency Repowering Project, available at:
http://www.polb.com/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BloblD=3574, p. 7-1.
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Specifically, we find that the peak daily ROG emissions of 90 lbs/day generated during construction of
the FMPU would exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 75 lbs/day for ROG, and that the peak daily NOx
emissions of 147 and 136 Ibs/day generated during construction of PEP Phase 1 would exceed the
SCAQMD threshold of 100 lbs/day for NOx. Our analysis demonstrates that when emissions are
summarized correctly and compared to thresholds, the Project would result in a potentially significant
impact, contrary to the conclusion made in the Air Quality Assessment. As a result, an updated DEIR
should be prepared to include a revised air quality analysis that correctly determines the Project’s
overall construction-related regional air quality impact, and additional mitigation measures should be
implemented, where necessary.

Additional Mitigation Measures Available to Reduce Construction Emissions

Numerous additional, feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce ROG emissions, also referred
to as VOC emissions (for the sake of this analysis, the terms ROG and VOC are used interchangeably),
including the following which are routinely identified in other CEQA matters as feasible mitigation
measures:

Use of Zero-VOC Emissions Paint

The Mitigation Monitoring Program only commits to using VOC coatings with VOC content of 80 g/L or
less (p. 5 of 33). The use of zero-VOC emission paint has been required for numerous projects that have
undergone CEQA review. Zero-VOC emission VOC paints are commercially available. Other low-VOC
standards should be incorporated into mitigation including use of “supercompliant” paints, which have a
VOC standard of less than 10 g/L.**

Use of Material that do Not Require Paint
Using materials that do not require painting is a common mitigation measure where VOC emissions are
a concern. Interior and exterior surfaces, such as concrete, can be left unpainted.

Use of Spray Equipment with Greater Transfer Efficiencies

Various coatings and adhesives are required to be applied by specified methods such as electrostatic
spray, high-volume, low-pressure (HVLP) spray, roll coater, flow coater, dip coater, etc. in order to
maximize the transfer efficiency. Transfer efficiency is typically defined as the ratio of the weight of
coating solids adhering to an object to the total weight of coating solids used in the application process,
expressed as a percentage. When it comes to spray applications, the rules typically require the use of
either electrostatic spray equipment or HVLP spray equipment. The SCAQMD is now able to certify high-
volume low-pressure (HVLP) spray applicators and other application technologies at efficiency rates of
65 percent or greater.”

When combined together, these measures offer a feasible way to effectively reduce the Project’s
construction-related VOC emissions to a less than significant level. As such, these mitigation measures
should be considered in a DEIR to reduce these emissions to a less than significant level.

* http://www.agmd.gov/home/programs/business/business-detail?title=super-compliant-coatings
 http://www.agmd.gov/home/permits/spray-equipment-transfer-efficiency
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Furthermore, there are additional mitigation measures available to reduce the Project’s construction-
related NO, emissions. Additional mitigation measures can be found in CAPCOA’s Quantifying
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, which attempt to reduce Greenhouse Gas (GHG) levels, as well as
reduce Criteria Air Pollutants such as NO,."® NO, is a byproduct of fuel combustion, and is emitted by
on-road vehicles and by off-road construction equipment. Mitigation for criteria pollutant emissions
should include consideration of the following measures in an effort to reduce NOx construction
emissions to below SCAQMD thresholds.

Limit Construction Equipment Idling Beyond Regulation Requirements

Heavy duty vehicles will idle during loading/unloading and during layovers or rest periods with the
engine still on, which requires fuel use and results in emissions. The California Air Resources Board
(CARB) Heavy-Duty Vehicle Idling Emissions Reduction Program limits idling of diesel-fueled commercial
motor vehicles to five minutes. Reduction in idling time beyond the five minutes required under the
regulation would further reduce fuel consumption and thus emissions. The Project applicant must
develop an enforceable mechanism that monitors the idling time to ensure compliance with this
mitigation measure.

Repower or Replace Older Construction Equipment Engines
The NEDC recognizes that availability of equipment that meets the EPA’s newer standards is limited."
Due to this limitation, the NEDC proposes actions that can be taken to reduce emissions from existing
equipment in the Best Practices for Clean Diesel Construction report.’® These actions include but are not
limited to:
e Repowering equipment (i.e. replacing older engines with newer, cleaner engines and leaving the
body of the equipment intact).

Engine repower may be a cost-effective emissions reduction strategy when a vehicle or machine has a
long useful life and the cost of the engine does not approach the cost of the entire vehicle or machine.
Examples of good potential replacement candidates include marine vessels, locomotives, and large
construction machines.” Older diesel vehicles or machines can be repowered with newer diesel
engines or in some cases with engines that operate on alternative fuels (see section “Use Alternative
Fuels for Construction Equipment” for details). The original engine is taken out of service and a new
engine with reduced emission characteristics is installed. Significant emission reductions can be
achieved, depending on the newer engine and the vehicle or machine’s ability to accept a more modern
engine and emission control system. It should be noted, however, that newer engines or higher tier
engines are not necessarily cleaner engines, so it is important that the Project Applicant check the actual

'® http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf

Y http://northeastdiesel.org/pdf/BestPractices4CleanDieselConstructionAug2012.pdf

'8 http://northeastdiesel.org/pdf/BestPractices4CleanDieselConstructionAug2012.pdf

'® Repair, Rebuild, and Repower, EPA, available at: https://www.epa.gov/verified-diesel-tech/learn-about-verified-
technologies-clean-diesel#frepair
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emission standard level of the current (existing) and new engines to ensure the repower product is
reducing emissions for NO,. 20

e Replacement of older equipment with equipment meeting the latest emission standards.

Engine replacement can include substituting a cleaner highway engine for a nonroad engine. Diesel
equipment may also be replaced with other technologies or fuels. Examples include hybrid switcher
locomotives, electric cranes, LNG, CNG, LPG or propane yard tractors, forklifts or loaders.
Replacements using natural gas may require changes to fueling infrastructure.”* Replacements often
require some re-engineering work due to differences in size and configuration. Typically there are
benefits in fuel efficiency, reliability, warranty, and maintenance costs.?

Install Retrofit Devices on Existing Construction Equipment

PM and NOx emissions from alternatively-fueled construction equipment can be further reduced by
installing retrofit devices on existing and/or new equipment. The most common retrofit technologies are
retrofit devices for engine exhaust after-treatment. These devices are installed in the exhaust system to
reduce emissions and should not impact engine or vehicle operation. 2 Below is a table, prepared by
the EPA, that summarizes the commonly used retrofit technologies and the typical cost and emission
reductions associated with each technology.”® It should be noted that actual emissions reductions and
costs will depend on specific manufacturers, technologies and applications.

Typical Emissions Reductions (percent) .
Technology oM NO He o Typical Costs ($)
X

Material: $600-S4,000

Diesel Oxidation Catalyst (DOC) 20-40 - 40-70 40-60 .
Installation: 1-3 hours

Material: $8,000-$50,000

Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 85-95 - 85-95 50-90 .
Installation: 6-8 hours
Partial Diesel Particulate Filter Material: $4,000-$6,000
(pDPF) up to 60 i 40-75 10-60 Installation: 6-8 hours
Selective Catalyst Reduction (SCR) - up to 75 - - »10,000-520,000; Urea

$0.80/gal

% Diesel Emissions Reduction Program (DERA): Technologies, Fleets and Projects Information, available at:
http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-09/documents/420p11001.pdf

1 Alternative Fuel Conversion, EPA, available at:
https://www3.epa.gov/otag/consumer/fuels/altfuels/altfuels.htm#fact

2 Cleaner Fuels, EPA, available at: https://www.epa.gov/verified-diesel-tech/learn-about-verified-technologies-
clean-diesel#cleaner

> Retrofit Technologies, EPA, available at: https://www.epa.gov/verified-diesel-tech/learn-about-verified-
technologies-clean-diesel#retrofit

** Cleaner Diesels: Low Cost Ways to Reduce Emissions from Construction Equipment, March 2007, available at:
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-09/documents/cleaner-diesels-low-cost-ways-to-reduce-
emissions-from-construction-equipment.pdf, p. 26
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Closed Crankcase Ventilation (CCV) varies - - - -

Exhaust Gas Recirculation (EGR) - 25-40 - - -

Lean NOx Catalyst (LNC) - 5-40 - - $6,500-$10,000

Use Electric and Hybrid Construction Equipment

CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures® report also proposes the use of electric
and/or hybrid construction equipment as a way to mitigate NO, emissions. When construction
equipment is powered by grid electricity rather than fossil fuel, direct emissions from fuel combustion
are replaced with indirect emissions associated with the electricity used to power the equipment.
Furthermore, when construction equipment is powered by hybrid-electric drives, emissions from fuel
combustion are also greatly reduced. Electric construction equipment is available commercially from
companies such as Peterson Pacific Corporation,? which specialize in the mechanical processing
equipment like grinders and shredders. Construction equipment powered by hybrid-electric drives is
also commerecially available from companies such as Caterpillar?’. For example, Caterpillar reports that
during an 8-hour shift, its D7E hybrid dozer burns 19.5 percent fewer gallons of fuel than a conventional
dozer while achieving a 10.3 percent increase in productivity. The D7E model burns 6.2 gallons per hour
compared to a conventional dozer which burns 7.7 gallons per hour.? Fuel usage and savings are
dependent on the make and model of the construction equipment used. The Project Applicant should
calculate project-specific savings and provide manufacturer specifications indicating fuel burned per
hour.

Furthermore, the contractor should submit to the developer’s representative a monthly report that, for
each onroad construction vehicle, nonroad construction equipment, or generator onsite, includes: 29
e Hour-meter readings on arrival on-site, the first and last day of every month, and on off-site
date.
e Any problems with the equipment or emission controls.
e Certified copies of fuel deliveries for the time period that identify:
0 Source of supply
0 Quantity of fuel
0 Quality of fuel, including sulfur content (percent by weight).

% http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf

% peterson Electric Grinders Brochure, available at: http://www.petersoncorp.com/wp-
content/uploads/peterson_electric_grindersl.pdf

%’ Electric Power Products, available at: http://www.cat.com/en US/products/new/power-systems/electric-
power-generation.html

%% http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf

% Diesel Emission Controls in Construction Projects, available at:
http://www?2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-09/documents/nedc-model-contract-sepcification.pdf
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In addition to these measures, we also recommend the Applicant to implement the following NO,
mitigation measures, called “Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices,”*® that are recommended by the

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD):

1. The project representative shall submit to the lead agency a comprehensive inventory of all off-
road construction equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used an
aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the construction project.

e The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, engine model year, and projected
hours of use for each piece of equipment.

e The project representative shall provide the anticipated construction timeline including
start date, and name and phone number of the project manager and on-site foreman.

e  This information shall be submitted at least 4 business days prior to the use of subject
heavy-duty off-road equipment.

e The inventory shall be updated and submitted monthly throughout the duration of the
project, except that an inventory shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no
construction activity occurs.

2. The project representative shall provide a plan for approval by the lead agency demonstrating
that the heavy-duty off-road vehicles (50 horsepower or more) to be used in the construction
project, including owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-
average 20% NOy reduction and 45% particulate reduction compared to the most recent
California Air Resources Board (ARB) fleet average.

e This plan shall be submitted in conjunction with the equipment inventory.

e Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-
emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment
products, and/or other options as they become available.

e The District’s Construction Mitigation Calculator can be used to identify an equipment
fleet that achieves this reduction.

3. The project representative shall ensure that emissions from all off-road diesel powered
equipment used on the project site do not exceed 40% opacity for more than three minutes in
any one hour.

e Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be
repaired immediately. Non-compliant equipment will be documented and a summary
provided to the lead agency monthly.

e Avisual survey of all in-operation equipment shall be made at least weekly.

e A monthly summary of the visual survey results shall be submitted throughout the
duration of the project, except that the monthly summary shall not be required for any
30-day period in which no construction activity occurs. The monthly summary shall
include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well as the dates of each survey.

% http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/Ch3EnhancedExhaustControl 10-2013.pdf
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4. The District and/or other officials may conduct periodic site inspections to determine
compliance. Nothing in this mitigation shall supersede other District, state or federal rules or
regulations.

These measures are more stringent and prescriptive than those measures identified in the DEIR,
Mitigation Monitoring Plan, and Air Quality Assessment. When combined together, these measures
offer a cost-effective, feasible way to incorporate lower-emitting equipment into the Project’s
construction fleet, which subsequently, reduces NO, emissions released during Project construction. A
DEIR must be prepared to include additional mitigation measures, as well as include an updated air
quality assessment to ensure that the necessary mitigation measures are implemented to reduce
construction emissions to below thresholds. Furthermore, the Project Applicant needs to demonstrate
commitment to the implementation of these measures prior to Project approval, to ensure that the
Project’s construction-related emissions are reduced to the maximum extent possible.

Incorrectly Presumed the Use of Tier 4 Final Engines

According to the 2016 Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) for the proposed Project, all off-road
diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 HP will meet Tier 4 emission standards "where
available" (AQ-05, p. 4 of 33). Furthermore, the MMP also states that all off-road diesel-powered
construction equipment greater than 50 hp used during construction of PEP Phase 1 will also comply
with EPA-Certified Tier 4 emission controls “where available” (AQ-09, p. 5 of 33). The MMP makes no
mention, however, of an actual commitment to the implementation of these mitigation measures, nor
does it discuss the feasibility of actually obtaining an entirely Tier 4 fleet. Although off-road Tier 4
equipment is available for purchase, it is not required that off-road construction fleets be comprised
solely of Tier 4 Final engines. Furthermore, based on availability and cost, it is unrealistic to presume
that all of the construction equipment utilized for the Project will have Tier 4 engines. As a result, this
mitigation measure should not be relied upon to reduce the Project’s construction emissions to below
levels of significance. Rather, the Project should pursue additional mitigation measures that are more
technically feasible to implement.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) 1998 nonroad engine emission standards
were structured as a three-tiered progression. Tier 1 standards were phased-in from 1996 to 2000 and
Tier 2 emission standards were phased in from 2001 to 2006. Tier 3 standards, which applied to engines
from 37-560 kilowatts (kW) only, were phased in from 2006 to 2008. The Tier 4 emission standards
were introduced in 2004, and were phased in from 2008 — 2015. * These tiered emission standards,
however, are only applicable to newly manufactured nonroad equipment. According to the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) “if products were built before EPA emission standards

started to apply, they are generally not affected by the standards or other regulatory requirements.”>

! Emission Standards, Nonroad Diesel Engines, available at:
https://www.dieselnet.com/standards/us/nonroad.php#tier3

32 “Frequently Asked Questions from Owners and Operators of Nonroad Engines, Vehicles, and Equipment
Certified to EPA Standards.” United States Environmental Protection Agency, August 2012. Available at:
http://www.epa.gov/oms/highway-diesel/regs/420f12053.pdf
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Therefore, pieces of equipment manufactured prior to 2000 are not required to adhere to Tier 2
emission standards, and pieces of equipment manufactured prior to 2008 are not required to adhere to
Tier 4 emission standards. Construction equipment often lasts more than 30 years; as a result, Tier 1
equipment and non-certified equipment are currently still in use.® It is estimated that of the two
million diesel engines currently used in construction, 31 percent were manufactured before the
introduction of emissions regulations.**

Furthermore, in a 2010 white paper, the California Industry Air Quality Coalition estimated that
approximately 7% and less than 1% of all off-road heavy duty diesel equipment in California was
equipped with Tier 2 and Tier 3 engines, respectively.®® It goes on to explain that “cleaner burning Tier 4
engines...are not expected to come online in significant numbers until 2014.” Given that significant
production activities have only just begun within the last couple of years, it can be presumed that there
is limited availability of Tier 4 equipment. Furthermore, due to the complexity of Tier 4 engines, it is
very difficult if not nearly impossible, to retrofit older model machinery with this technology.*
Therefore, available off-road machinery equipped with Tier 4 engines are most likely new. According to
a September 20, 2013 EPA Federal Register document, a new Tier 4 scraper or bulldozer would cost over
$1,000,000 to purchase.®” Utilizing the construction equipment list from the CalEEMod output file, it
would be completely unrealistic to assume that all 18 pieces of equipment would be purchased at this
price Appendix E, pp. 144). It is also relatively expensive to retrofit a piece of old machinery with a Tier
3 engine. For example, replacing a Tier 0 engine with a Tier 3 engine would cost roughly $150,000 or
more.*® Therefore, before applying mitigation measures of this caliber to a Project, the applicant
should consider both the cost of the proposed equipment as well as determine the probability of
obtaining an entirely Tier 4 construction fleet.

It should be noted that there are regulations, currently enforced by the California Air Resources Board
(CARB), with regards to construction fleets. According to CARB, large and medium fleets (fleets with
over 2,500 horse power) will not be allowed to add a vehicle with a Tier 1 engine to its fleet starting on
January 1, 2014. The engine tier must be Tier 2 or higher.*® Therefore, it is more realistic to assume that
the fleet will include a mix of Tier 2, 3, and 4 engines, rather than just Tier 4 Final equipment exclusively.

33 “Best Practices for Clean Diesel Construction.” Northeast Diesel Collaborative, August 2012. Available at:
http://northeastdiesel.org/pdf/BestPractices4CleanDieselConstructionAug2012.pdf

** Northeast Diesel Collaborative Clean Construction Workgroup, available at:
http://northeastdiesel.org/construction.html

* "White Paper: An Industry Perspective on the California Air Resources Board Proposed Off-Road Diesel
Regulations."Construction Industry Air Quality Coalition, available at: http://www.agc-
ca.org/uploadedFiles/Member Services/Regulatory-Advocacy-Page-PDFs/White Paper CARB OffRoad.pdf
%% "Tier 4- How it will affect your equipment, your business and your environment."Milton CAT, available at:
http://www.miltoncat.com/News/Documents/Articles/For%20the%20Trenches%20-%20Tier%204.pdf

¥ vEederal Register." Environmental Protection Agency, September 20, 2013, available at:
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2013-09-20/pdf/2013-22930.pdf

*® vrederal Register." Environmental Protection Agency, September 20, 2013, available at:
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2013-09-20/pdf/2013-22930.pdf

* "Enforcement of the In-Use Off-Road Vehicle Regulations."California Air Resources Board, February 2014,
available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/mailouts/msc1401/msc1401.pdf
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Unless the Project applicant can demonstrate to the public, either through budget or through a
preliminary agreement with a contractor or supplier, that they will purchase/rent exclusively Tier 4
construction equipment, the use of Tier 2 equipment should be conservatively assumed, and an updated
air quality analysis should be conducted to reflect this more realistic scenario.

Incorrect Evaluation of Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

The DEIR’s Air Quality Assessment uses the change between the Project's 2020 and 2025 operational
emissions and the existing 2015 baseline emissions to determine Project significance (p. 17). Using this
method, the Air Quality Assessment makes the following conclusion:

"The analysis indicates that the emissions of ROG, NO,, and CO will decrease in future years
even though the headcount will increase. The vehicular emission rates will continue to decrease
in future for these emissions, and will more than offset the increase in headcount. Emissions of
SO,, PM10, and PM2.5 will increase slightly in future years. Again the emission rates for these
pollutants will go down in future years, offsetting a portion of the increase in emissions caused
by increasing headcount. Most importantly, all emission changes are less than the SCAQMD
thresholds and no impact on regional air quality is projected" (p. 17-18).

This method of determining Project significance, however, is incorrect and is inconsistent with
recommendations set forth by the SCAQMD. Per SCAQMD recommendations, when measuring Project
emissions, it is appropriate to include regulatory requirements, such as the federal and state regulations
that require vehicles to be more efficient and lower-emitting. However, "the proposed Project's
emissions themselves should not be masked by comparing it to an existing condition baseline where air
quality is worse than what it will be when the proposed Project is operational".* It is appropriate to
assume that vehicles will comply with existing regulatory requirements; however their increase in
activity needs to be accounted for and shouldn’t be masked by improvements brought on by those
regulations.*

According to a comment letter prepared by the SCAQMD for the Recirculated Draft Environmental
Impact Report (RDEIR) for the Proposed General Plan Amendment No. 960: General Plan Update
Project,

"By comparing project impacts to a baseline of actual 2008 conditions, the RDEIR fails as an
information document because it does not disclose true air quality impacts from the project.
This is exactly the type of situation which led the California Supreme Court to state that, ‘[t]o the
extent a departure from the ‘norm[ ]’ of an existing conditions baseline (Guidelines, § 15125(a))
promotes public participation and more informed decision making by providing a more accurate

9 SCAQMD Comment Letter on the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) for the Proposed
General Plan Amendment No. 960: General Plan Update Project, April 3 2015, available at:
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/comment-letters/2015/april/deirno960.pdf?sfvrsn=2
41 .

Ibid.
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picture of a proposed project’s likely impacts, CEQA permits the departure.” (Neighbors for
Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Const. Authority (2013) 57 Cal. 4th 439, 453.)."*

Similar to the proposed Project, the RDEIR for the Proposed General Plan Amendment No. 960: General
Plan Update Project compared future 2040 emissions to the existing 2008 baseline emissions, and found
that the emissions between these two scenarios would result in a negative net increase. Consistent with
the proposed Project, these negative net emissions were due to the substantial decrease in anticipated
vehicle emissions from vehicles mandated by increased efficiency requirements in current Federal and
State law that have been implemented and will continue to affect the motor vehicle fleet between the
existing year