Draft Environmental Impact Report
VOLUME II - Appendices A - F

BARTON PLACE

City of Cypress, California
SCH No. 2015031004

Prepared by

LS A

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

July 2015



This page intentionally left blank



DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

BARTON PLACE PROJECT

CITY OF CYPRESS

Submitted to:
City of Cypress
5275 Orange Avenue

Cypress, California 90630
(714) 229-6720

Prepared by:
LSA Associates, Inc.
20 Executive Park, Suite 200
Irvine, California 92614
(949) 553-0666

Project No. CCP1401

LS A

July 2015



This page intentionally left blank



LSA ASSOCIATES, ING. BARTON PLACE PROJECT

JULY 2015 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
TABLE OF CONTENTS CITY OF CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA
TABLE OF CONTENTS
VOLUME |
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS ... ..ottt ettt sttt sttt et st s enenne s ix
1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...cooiiiiiiiiiiitcee ettt sttt e 1-1

1.1 INTRODUCTION......ciiiiiiteiteiteteeteett ettt ettt st sttt ettt st eneennees 1-1
1.2 SUMMARY OF PROJECT DESCRIPTION ......cccccevtrviimiininienineeicneeecrenieeneenne 1-1
1.3 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS.......ccccoitnieienieeeneeeee e 1-2
1.4 ALTERNATIVES ..ottt 1-2
1.5 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED.......cccccoceviivennnenee. 1-3
1.6 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES. ........c.cccceevininnne 1-3
2.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE.......cociiiiiiiiiiiiiiereee e 2-1
2.1 PURPOSE AND TYPE OF EIR/INTENDED USES OF THE EIR..........ccccccue.e. 2-1
2.2 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS ......c.ooiiiiiiniitcinteteneeeeeneeese et 2-2
23 SCOPE OF THIS DRAFT EIR .....cootiiiiiiiiiiiinecteteeeteseeeeere e e 2-4
24 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT ......cccoooiniiiiiniiieiiceeeee, 2-4
2.5 FORMAT OF THE DRAFT EIR ....cooiiiiiiniiniiiinictenieneeeneeeesie et 2-4
2.6 INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE .....c..cccccoiniiiiniinieieniceeeeecree e 2-6
2.7 DRAFT EIR PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD .......ccccociiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicecicecee e, 2-7
3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION .....oiiiiiiiiiiiiienteeteetetee ettt ettt 3-1
3.1 PROJECT LOCATION .....coottitiiiriteieniteiestcstcte sttt sttt s 3-1
3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING.......cccoooiiiiiniiiiiiiiieiiieeeereee e 3-2
33 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS ...ttt 3-3
34 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION .....ooiiiiiriiriinieniecienieeteiesitetenteeeeste et 3-7
3.5 PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES ..ottt 3-7
3.6 PROJECT OBJECTIVES......cooiiiiiiieiece e 3-9
3.7 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS, PERMITS AND OTHER APPROVALS ........... 3-10
4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS ..ottt 4-1
4.1 AESTHETICS ..ot 4.1-1
4.2 ATR QUALITY ettt ettt et s st e 4.2-1
43 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES .....ccoioiiiiiiieiiniieienieniteteneeieete sttt 4.3-1
4.4 GEOLOGY AND SOILS .....oociiiiiieeneeeeeneeeett ettt 4.4-1
4.5 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS ...ttt 4.5-1
4.6 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY ..coeoiiiiniinieineeieneeeeteneeeene e 4.6-1
4.7 NOISE .ttt st s e s 4.7-1
4.8 POPULATION AND HOUSING ......cooiiiiiiiiiiiiieniieiceeeceeectese e 4.8-1
4.9 PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND ENERGY USE......cccociriiniiniininiens 4.9-1
410 RECREATION......ioiiiiiiiientintee ettt ettt 4.10-1
4.11  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC......cccocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiciceceeceeeeeeeene 4.11-1
5.0 ALTERNATIVES ...ttt ettt st st 5-1
5.1 INTRODUCTION .....coiiiiiiiniiiiintetentteteste sttt ettt ettt sae e 5-1
5.2 SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES .....cooiiiiiititeeeeenteee e 5-2
53 ALTERNATIVES INITIALLY CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED AS
INFEASIBLE ..ottt ettt st st s 5-3
54 PROJECT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES .....cccooiiiiiiiiinieeneecrecceeeeeen 5-4




BARTON PLACE PROJECT LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT JULY 2015
CITY OF CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA TABLE OF CONTENTS
5.5 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT/NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE.......cccceneviunaens 5-6
5.6 ALTERNATIVE 2: REDUCED DENSITY PROJECT ALTERNATIVE................ 5-10
5.7 ALTERNATIVE 3: ALL RESIDENTIAL ALTERNATIVE ....ccccociniiniiiinennn 5-17

5.8 IDENTIFICATION OF ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR
ALTERNATIVE ..ot 5-24
6.0 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS ...ttt ettt 6-1
6.1 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS.....ccoiiieiinirieeneeteteeieetenreeeeie e 6-1
6.2 SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED .......ccccoceevveninienenne. 6-3
7.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM ......ccccevviriviiiiniiicnene 7-1
7.1 MITIGATION MONITORING REQUIREMENTS ....c..cociiiiiiininiiineeeccneeeenn 7-1
7.2 MITIGATION MONITORING PROCEDURES.........ccccoctvvieiiniriiinieecceeeeenn, 7-2
8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS AND PERSONS CONSULTED.......ccccccevviiviininiiiiniiicieneceene 8-1
8.1 CITY OF CYPRESS ... .ottt s e e 8-1
8.2 EIR PREPARERS . .....coiiiiiiite ettt ettt s s 8-1
8.3 TECHNICAL REPORT PREPARERS ...t 8-1
8.4 PROJECT APPLICANT ..ottt ettt ettt st 8-3
8.5 PERSONS CONSULTED ...cotiiiiinitiieenteenicceeteseetentestete sttt 8-3
9.0 REFERENCES ......ooiiiiiinre ettt ettt sttt sttt st s nesne s 9-1
9.1 CORRESPONDENCE........cccciiiiiiiiiieiiiieenie ettt 9-1
9.2 DOCUMENTS. ...ttt ettt ettt st b e bt be s 9-1
9.3 WEBSITES ...ttt sttt sttt et s sre s 9-5
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS .....cooiiiiiiiieieet et s IX

il



LSA ASSOCIATES, ING. BARTON PLACE PROJECT

JULY 2015

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

TABLE OF CONTENTS CITY OF CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA
FIGURES AND TABLES

FIGURES

Figure 3.1: Regional Location and Vicinity Map..........ccoeeieeiieriienienieeie et 3-13
Figure 3.2: Project Site and Surrounding Land USES .........c.ccccereriieriiieiiiieciie et 3-15
Figure 3.3: EXiSting VEZetation ATCa.........ccceevvieviieriierieiieireeieesreesieeseessnessessseesseesseesssessassssessseans 3-17
Figure 3.4: General Plan Land USE Map ........cccveviirieniiiiiiciieieeeeree st sre st ese e e ssaesnnesnne e 3-19
Figure 3.5: Amended Specific Plan Land Use Map ........ccccoceevieririineniniininieeneeteeeeeeenieeeenes 3-21
Figure 3.6: Conceptual Site PLan .........cccciieiiiiiiiieiieierie ettt sr e s e e sraeseaesene e 3-23
Figure 3.7: Vesting Tentative Tract MAP .......ccccvevverieriirieiieeieeieesieeseesresve e esseesseesseessaessnesssenns 3-25
Figure 3.8: Conceptual Detached Residential Elevations ...........cccccoveieiiieiiieiienienienieeiceeeieeiene 3-27
Figure 3.9: Conceptual Attached Residential Elevations ............cccveeeviieiiieniieirieceieeciee e 3-29
Figure 3.10: Conceptual Commercial EIeVaAtions..........c.cccvvevieriiinieriieiiesie e ereesee e senesvessneens 3-31
Figure 3.11: Conceptual Pedestrian Circulation Plan.............ccocceviiiiiiiiiirienieieciesiese e 3-33
Figure 3.12: Conceptual Landscape Plan — Residential .............cccceeveiiieiiieniiiiiiccieecee e 3-37
Figure 3.13: Conceptual Landscape Plan — Commercial ..........c.coovvevierienienciiniieieeeesee e sve e 3-39
Figure 3.14: Conceptual Lighting Plan — Residential............cccocvevieriieiiinciieieeeeceseenee e 3-41
Figure 3.15: Conceptual Lighting Plan — Commercial............cccceeviiriiiiiiiiiiieiieieseese e 3-43
Figure 3.16: Conceptual Stormwater Management SYSteM .........ccveevvririieecieeerieenieeeieeesveesvee e 3-45
Figure 3.17: Stormwater Treatment and Storage Features............ccevvvvvviveriiesierienieniesie e 3-47
Figure 3.18: Noise Reducing Project Design Features...........ccocceeviiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeiesesee e 3-49
Figure 4.0.1: Related Project LOCAtIONS ......cc.eeccuiieiiieiiiieieeeieeeiee et e ereeeiee e veestaeeseveessseeenesaessneeas 4-7
Figure 4.1.1: View LoCation Map ......ccecvieriiiiiieiieeieeie et eseesieeseresreeveeseeseestaessaesenessnessnessnas 4.1-15
FIZUIE 4.1.2: VIBW L.iiiiiiieiiiiieciece ettt ettt sttt et et e s taesaaessaeesbeesseesseesaenseenssennsas 4.1-17
FAZUIE 4.1.37 VIBW 2.ttt ettt ettt ettt et ettt e st e st e s et e sabeeateebeesseeseesneesneas 4.1-19
FIZUIE 4.1.4: VIEW 3ottt ettt et ettt st e s b e e eb e e b e e s e e beesaaeseaessbeesbeanseesseesseesseessnensnas 4.1-21
FIZUIE 4. 1.5: VIBW 4.ttt ettt et ettt s e st e et e e et e e ssaesaaessseesbeanseenseesaenseesssennsas 4.1-23
Figure 4.2.1: Sensitive Receptors for Air Quality Analysis.......ccccceevieieeriereenieeneenieseeeeeeeee, 4.2-13
Figure 4.2.2: TAC-Emitting Sources Located within 1/4 Mile of the Project Site ...........cc.c....... 4.2-35
Figure 4.4.1: Exploration Map with Cone Penetrometer Test (CPT) Locations...........cceceeceeruenenne. 4.4-3
Figure 4.6.1: SUfACce WALEIS .....ccuuiiuiiiiieieeieeeie ettt ettt ettt et e st e st e st eeteeabeebeeseenseesneas 4.6-37
Figure 4.7.1: Noise Measurement LOCAtIONS.........ccuieruiiiiieeiiieriieeiiieeseeeereeesteeesveesveeeseseessseeens 4.7-29
Figure 4.7.2: Offsite RECEIVEr LOCALIONS ......cccvveviieriiieiieiieiieieeieesieesee e svesneesveeveesseesseeseeas 4.7-31
Figure 4.7.3: Stationary Noise Source and Receiver Locations ..........coccevveveercieenieenieesieeseeneennes 4.7-33
Figure 4.11.1: Existing Lane Configuration and Traffic Control............ccccoevieniiniiininiiiieeienns 4.11-27
Figure 4.11.2: Existing Peak-Hour Traffic VOIUMES .........ccccveviiiiiiiiiiiiiciieeeieeecre e 4.11-29
Figure 4.11.3: County of Orange CMP Highway SyStem.........c.ccccvvviviriieniienienieniieieeireieeiens 4.11-31
Figure 4.11.4: Project Trip Distribution — Residential ...........cccceeviiriiieiieiiiiiieieiesie e 4.11-33
Figure 4.11.5: Project Trip Distribution — Retail/Restaurant ............ccccoeeveeeeieeniieiieeecieeieeee. 4.11-35
Figure 4.11.6: Project Related Peak-Hour Traffic VOIUMES .........ccevvevieiiiiiiiiiccceeeeiieiene 4.11-37
Figure 4.11.7: Existing Plus Project Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes .........c.cccccoveeveniniiinininenne 4.11-39
Figure 4.11.8: CMP Study Area Determination.............ceccveeriieerieenieesieeeeeeeereeereeeseeeesveesvnens 4.11-41
Figure 4.11.9: Cumulative Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes (Related Projects Only)..........ccccvvvenneene 4.11-43
Figure 4.11.10: Opening Year 2018 Without Project Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes..................... 4.11-45
Figure 4.11.11: Opening Year 2018 With Project Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes.........c..cccceeeneee. 4.11-47

iii



BARTON PLACE PROJECT LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT JULY 2015
CITY OF CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA TABLE OF CONTENTS
TABLES
Table 1.A: Summary of Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures,

and Level Of SIZNITICANCE .........ceiuiiiiieiieiiee ettt ettt st esate st e eseenae e 1-4
Table 1.B: Summary of Regulatory Compliance Measures............cccvevverierieesveereenreenieesveesieeseeesenens 1-9
Table 3.A: Comparison of Proposed Project and Amended Specific Plan Development

N1 L6 21« PSSR 3-3
Table 4.0.A: Summary of Related Projects........ccccuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieciie ettt 4-4
Table 4.2.A: NAAQS and CAAQS Attainment Status........cc.eeevveeeeueeeeieeereeeeree e e eereeeeree e 4.2-5
Table 4.2.B: Air Quality Data for the Nearest SCAQMD Monitoring Stations..............ceceerevennen. 4.2-11
Table 4.2.C: Summary of NAAQS and CAAQS ...ttt 4.2-16
Table 4.2.D: SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds ..........ccccevveriencieeiiecieecieieieeeen, 4.2-21
Table 4.2.E: Summary of Criteria Air Pollutant Construction Emissions ..........c.cccoceveeevenenccenens 4.2-23
Table 4.2.F: Comparison of Regional Construction Emissions to SCAQMD Emissions

TRIESNOLAS ...ttt ettt et e bt e st ettt et et eeeas 4.2-24
Table 4.2.G: Comparison of Onsite Construction Emissions to LSTS.......cccecevirienininieniencenns 4.2-25
Table 4.2.H: Summary of Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions............cccccevcvevvenieneennen. 4.2-27
Table 4.2.1: Comparison of Regional Operational Emissions to SCAQMD Emissions

TRIESNOLAS ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt e eneeneas 4.2-28
Table 4.3.A: Biological Survey Types and Dates..........cccvevierierienienienieeieeieeie e see e 4.3-2
Table 4.3.B: Animal Species ObServed ONSIe........cccuviecuiieriierrieerieerieesreeereveeereeeseeeesveeereeeseneas 4.3-3
Table 4.5.A: Short-Term GHG Construction EMiSSiONS ..........ccceceveeierenieienieieeeseeceee s 4.5-18
Table 4.5.B: Long-Term Operational Greenhouse Gas EmiSsions...........cccccvevvververeieecrienieenieennen. 4.5-19
Table 4.5.C: Estimated Number 0f NeW TTeES .......cccecierierierieiiieieeie ettt 4.5-21
Table 4.6.A: Beneficial Uses of SUrface Waters.......cocuerieiiiiiiiiiiieiieierte et 4.6-6
Table 4.6.B: Surface Water Quality Objectives for Inland Surface Waters in the Santa Ana

2T 4 ) 1 RO P PO 4.6-8
Table 4.6.C: Surface Water Quality Objectives for Inland Surface Waters in the Los Angeles

4 o) 1 NPT 4.6-10
Table 4.6.D: Groundwater Quality Objectives for the Santa Ana Region........c...cceeevveevvereennnennen. 4.6-12
Table 4.6.E: Expected Pollutants of CONCEIN .......ccceevieriiriieiieiieieeiierite e 4.6-19
Table 4.6.F: Source Control BMPS........cc.oooiiiiiiiieeeeeeee e 4.6-20
Table 4.6.G: Post-Development Peak FIOW..........ccccvevierieriiniiiiicieeieeiceeecee e 4.6-26
Table 4.7.A: 24-Hour Ambient Noise Level Measurements ............occeeeeereerieenieeneenieeneeneeneennns 4.7-6
Table 4.7.B: Existing (2015) Without Project Conditions Noise Contours..........c.ccecveervveeereennnnenn 4.7-7
Table 4.7.C: Noise and Land Use Compatibility MatrixX .........c.cccvevveeriiereereeneesreereereeveesseeseens 4.7-10
Table 4.7.D: Summary of Noise Standards/Significance Criteria .........c..ceocevererviereneesienencennns 4.7-13
Table 4.7.E: Existing Without and With Project Traffic Noise Impacts (2015)........cccceeveeenneennee. 4.7-15
Table 4.7.F: With and Without Project Traffic Noise Impacts (Year 2018).....cccccceeevveervevrvenneenen. 4.7-16
Table 4.7.G: Daytime Offsite With Project Operational Noise Level Compliance....................... 4.7-17
Table 4.7.H: Nighttime With Project Operational Noise Level Compliance............cccccceerueenuennen. 4.7-17
Table 4.7.1: Offsite Project-Related Daytime Operational Noise Level Contributions ................. 4.7-18
Table 4.7.J: Offsite Project-Related Nighttime Operation Noise Level Contributions ................. 4.7-19
Table 4.7.K: Onsite Traffic Exterior Noise Levels (CNEL)......c.cccovviiiiiiiieecieeeeceeeee e 4.7-20
Table 4.7.L: Onsite Stationary-Source Operational Noise Level Compliance. ...........ccccccveeeuneennee. 4.7-21
Table 4.7.M: Construction Equipment Vibration Levels.........cccccevvveriiriieiiiieieiesiecveeeeeveenenn 4.7-22
Table 4.7.N: Construction Equipment Noise Level Compliance...........coccvevvvereervercvencreesreeneeennnn. 4.7-24

v



LSA ASSOCIATES, ING. BARTON PLACE PROJECT

JULY 2015 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
TABLE OF CONTENTS CITY OF CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA
Table 4.8.A: 2012 SCAG Population and Housing Forecasts (2008—2035) ......c.cccveevvevrievreenreennens 4.8-2
Table 4.8.B: Cypress and Orange County Age Characteristics (2010) ........ccooceverveneneenineneeene. 4.8-2
Table 4.9.A: Orange County Class III Landfills ..........cccocoieiiiiiiniiiiieieeeeeeeee e 4.9-5
Table 4.9.B: Existing and Proposed Electricity Demand ............ccccoeevevienienieniecieeie e 4.9-20
Table 4.9.C: Existing and Proposed Natural Gas Demand............c.ceccvevviniienieniieniieeieieeeeeene 4.9-22
Table 4.9.D: Existing and Proposed Project Water Demand.........c..cocevevievininieninnnicneneennene. 4.9-27
Table 4.9.E: Existing and Proposed Wastewater GEeneration.............ccueeeveeecveeenveesveesneeenveeennnens 4.9-29
Table 4.9.F: Existing and Proposed Solid Waste Generation............c.ceceereereenvesreeneenneenveesveennes 4.9-31
Table 4.9.G: Proposed Project Comparison to CEQA Guidelines Appendix F........ccccccovevveiennne. 4.9-33
Table 4.9.H: Summary of Estimated Energy Use During Construction.............ccceevvevveeenveennnenn. 4.9-35
Table 4.9.1: Summary of Estimated Operational Annual Energy Resource Use and Projected

Reduction in BAU .....coooiieeee ettt sttt sttt 4.9-36
Table 4.11.A: Level of Service Descriptions for Signalized Intersections............c.cceeeeeveeenueennenne. 4.11-3
Table 4.11.B: Highway Capacity Manual Level of Service Descriptions for Unsignalized

INERISECTIONS ...ttt ettt ettt et b et sttt et s bt e bt e st e et e bt et e sbeestebesaeeneene 4.11-3
Table 4.11.C: Highway Capacity Manual Level of Service Descriptions for Signalized

INEETSECLIONS ..ttt ettt ettt e et s at et e bt et e bt e sbeesatesateeabeeabeenbe e beenbeeeaeas 4.11-4
Table 4.11.D: Summary of Peak-Hour Intersection Operation — Existing Conditions .................. 4.11-6
Table 4.11.E: Study Intersections and LOS Standard ............cccceevieriieiciieciienieieieee e 4.11-11
Table 4.11.F: Summary of Project Trip Generation..........cccceccveerveeeeiererieesreeeieeesereesveeeseveesenens 4.11-12
Table 4.11.G: Summary of Peak-Hour Intersection Operation Existing Plus Project

COMAITIONS .ttt ettt ettt b ettt e st et e sb e e e st e eate bt eae et e s bt et e ntesseeneansens 4.11-15
Table 4.11.H: Summary Katella Avenue at [-605 Northbound Ramps Intersection Operation

(HCM MeEthOdOIOZY ) ...evvieiiiiiiieeiieeeiieeiee et etee et e st e eteeesveeestae e ebeesssaeessseesssaeensseessseeanes 4.11-16
Table 4.11.1: Summary of Freeway Mainline Operations Existing Plus Project Conditions........ 4.11-17
Table 4.11.J: Summary of Project Parking..........ccccovieriiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e 4.11-19
Table 4.11.K: Summary of Related Projects Trip Generation ............cceeveevveeecieeenveenreeeineeeenen. 4.11-21
Table 4.11.L: Summary of Peak-Hour Intersection Operation Opening Year 2018 Without

o (0[S APPSR 4.11-22
Table 4.11.M: Summary of Peak-Hour Intersection Operation Opening Year 2018 With

S0 [ APPSR PSRUPSRPSRRPRO 4.11-24
Table 4.11.N: Summary of Freeway Mainline Operations Opening Year 2018 With Project

L0031 14 15 o) 1 SRR 4.11-25
Table 5.A: Reduced Density Project — Trip Generation..........c..ceeveerveeeeieeenieenreeerireesreeeneeeseveesnnes 5-15
Table 5.B: All Residential Alternative — Trip GeNEration...........cccveveerieecueeireesieeseeeseesnesveesseesseens 5-22
Table 5.C: Comparison Summary of the Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project to

the Project AlLCIMAtIVES. . .cccuiieiiieeiiiecieeeiee et ette et st e et e e st eetaeertbeesstaeessbeesssaeessseesssanssseens 5-25
Table 7.A: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ..........c.ccceeevveviievieniiesiiescie e 7-3




BARTON PLACE PROJECT LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT JULY 2015
CITY OF CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA TABLE OF CONTENTS

This page intentionally left blank




LSA ASSOCIATES, ING. BARTON PLACE PROJECT
JULY 2015 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
TABLE OF CONTENTS CITY OF CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA

VOLUME II
APPENDICES

: INITIAL STUDY/NOTICE OF PREPARATION

: AIR QUALITY TECHNICAL REPORT

: BIOLOGICAL TECHNICAL REPORT

: GEOTECHNICAL ASSESSMENT
GREENHOUSE GAS TECHNICAL REPORT
PRELIMINARY WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN

Tmgo QW

VOLUME I
APPENDICES

G: PRELIMINARY HYDROLOGY STUDY

H: NOISE IMPACT ANALY SIS

I: ENERGY RESOURCE WORKSHEETS

J: CORRESPONDENCE WITH PUBLIC SERVICE AND UTILITY PROVIDERS
K: TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY REPORT

vii



BARTON PLACE PROJECT LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT JULY 2015
CITY OF CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA TABLE OF CONTENTS

This page intentionally left blank

viii



LSA ASSOCIATES, ING. BARTON PLACE PROJECT
JULY 2015 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
APPENDIX A — INITIAL STUDY/NOTICE OF PREPARATION CITY OF CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA

APPENDIX A

INITIAL STUDY/NOTICE OF PREPARATION




BARTON PLACE PROJECT LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT JULY 2015
CITY OF CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA APPENDIX A — INITIAL STUDY/NOTICE OF PREPARATION

This page intentionally left blank




33 Acre Senior Housing/Retail Commercial Center EIR
Agency Scoping Meeting List
February 2015

City of Los Alamitos

Attn: Mr. Steven Mendoza
Community Development Department
3191 Katella Avenue

Los Alamitos, CA 90720

City of Stanton

Attn: Mr. Omar Dadabhoy
Community Development Department
7800 Katella Avenue

Stanton, CA 90680

City of Seal Beach
Attn: Mr. Jim Basham
Planning Department
211 Eighth Street

Seal Beach, CA 90740

City of Hawaiian Gardens
Community Development Department
21815 Pioneer Boulevard

Hawaiian Gardens, CA 90716

City of Garden Grove

Community Development Department
11222 Acacia Parkway

Garden Grove, CA 92840

City of Buena Park

Attn: Mr. Joel W. Rosen

Community Development Department
6650 Beach Boulevard, First Floor
Buena Park, CA 90622

City of Anaheim

Attn: Community Development Director
Anaheim City Hall

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.

Anaheim, CA 92805

City of Long Beach

Attn: Ms. Amy J. Bodek

Department of Development Services
333 W. Ocean Blvd, 5th Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802

Los Alamitos Race Course
Attn: Dr. Edward Allred
4961 Katella Avenue

Los Alamitos, CA 90720

Southern California Edison
2800 E. Willow Street
Long Beach, CA 90806

Orange County Sanitation District
10844 Ellis Avenue
Fountain Valley, CA 92708

Orange County Water District
10500 Ellis Avenue
Fountain Valley, CA 92708

Cypress School District
Attn: Mr. Tim McLellan
9740 Moody Street
Cypress, CA 90630

Anaheim Union School District
501 N. Crescent Way
Anaheim, CA 92801

Cypress Police Department
Attn: Commander Rod Cox
5275 Orange Avenue
Cypress, CA 90630

OCFA

Attn: Fire Prevention Department
1 Fire Authority Road

Irvine, CA 92602

Cypress Chamber of Commerce
5550 Cerritos Ave, Suite B
Cypress, CA 90630

Southern California Gas Company
12631 Monarch Avenue
Garden Grove, CA 92841

Los Alamitos Unified School District
10293 Bloomfield Street
Los Alamitos, CA 90720




33 Acre Senior Housing/Retail Commercial Center EIR
Agency Scoping Meeting List
February 2015

Southern California Association of
Governments

Attn: Intergovernmental Review
818 W. 7" Street, 12™ Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017

SCAQMD

Attn: CEQA Review
21865 E. Copley Dr.
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

OCTA

Attn: CEQA Review
550 S. Main St.
Orange, CA 92863

County of Orange
Planning Department
Attn: John Buzas

300 North Flower Street
Santa Ana, CA 92705

Orange County Health Care Agency
Solid Waste Enforcement Agency
1241 East Dyer Road, Suite 120
Santa Ana, CA 92705

Orange County Integrated Waste
Management

320 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92703

Golden State Water Company
1920 W. Corporate Way
Anaheim, CA 92801

Airport Land Use Commission
3160 Airway Avenue
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Initial Study (IS) has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act and the State CEQA Guidelines (CEQA) and in conformance with the City of
Cypress (City) checklist to evaluate the environmental impacts that may result from the
construction and operation of the proposed Barton Place Project (project). As Lead Agency
under CEQA, the City has the authority for preparation of this IS and will also have the
responsibility for approval or denial of the proposed project. This IS evaluates potential
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND

On April 17, 1990, the Cypress City Council adopted the original Cypress Business &
Professional Center Specific Plan (Original Specific Plan), which established comprehensive
guidance and regulations for the development of approximately 298 acres of land within the
City, including the approximately 33-acre project site (project site). On June 5, 2012, voters
of the City of Cypress approved an Amended and Restated Cypress Business and
Professional Center Specific Plan (Amended Specific Plan) as part of an initiative measure
titled “Measure L.” The Amended Specific Plan established a new Planning Area 9 that
consists of portions of Planning Areas 6, 7, and 8 from the Original Specific Plan. In addition
to the designation of the new Planning Area 9, the Amended Specific Plan expanded the
permitted uses in Planning Area 9 to include a variety of office, retail and other commercial
uses, as well as senior housing and related uses.

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The project site is located at 4921 Katella Avenue, in the southwestern portion of the City.
The City encompasses approximately 6.5 square miles of land (approximately 4,218 acres)
within northwestern Orange County (County). The Cities of Buena Park and La Palma border
the City to the north. The City of Hawaiian Gardens, in Los Angeles County, borders the
City to the northwest. The City of Los Alamitos borders the City to the west and south and is
immediately south of the project site, and the City of Garden Grove is approximately 1 mile
southeast of the project site. To the east, the City is bordered by the Cities of Buena Park,
Anaheim, and Stanton. Regional access to the project site is provided by Interstate 605
(1-605), State Route 22 (SR-22) and Interstate 405 (1-405). 1-605 is located approximately
2 miles west of the project site and extends in a north-south direction. SR-22 and 1-405 are
approximately 3 miles south of the project site and extend in an east-west direction. A
regional depiction of the project location is presented on Figure 1, Regional and Vicinity
Location Map.
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2.3 EXISTING SURROUNDING LAND USES

The project site is located at the northeast corner of Katella Avenue and Enterprise Drive.
Land uses south of Katella Avenue are located in the City of Los Alamitos and include
commercial, single-family, and multifamily residential uses. The Cottonwood Church
campus is located to the west across Enterprise Drive. The project site is directly bordered on
the north by a portion of the Los Alamitos Race Course that includes one-story horse barns
currently occupied by quarter and thoroughbred horses, associated equipment, and other
portions of the Los Alamitos Race Course. A surface parking area for the Los Alamitos Race
Course, a small two-story church, and a four-story Residence Inn Hotel are located to the east
of the project site, with commercial uses, including a 24 Hour Fitness and Office Depot,
located to the east beyond the hotel. The project site and surrounding uses are depicted on
Figure 2.

2.4 EXISTING PROJECT SITE

The project site was previously part of the Cypress Golf Club, which permanently closed in
2004. Following the closure of the Golf Club, the golf course on the project site was
demolished, the site was re-graded and all vegetation was removed, except for some
ornamental trees and vegetation along the southerly and southeasterly boundaries of the
project site. The project site is unimproved, and is not currently utilized for any activity. It is
relatively flat, with elevations ranging between approximately 21 feet above sea level in the
southwest corner and approximately 32 feet in the northeast corner.

2.5 CURRENT GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATION

The project site is currently designated "Specific Plan™ on the City’s General Plan Land Use
Policy Map, in recognition that the project site is subject to the Amended Specific Plan. As
set forth in the Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan, Specific Plans implement
General Plan goals and policies by designating land uses, densities, development, and design
standards in more specific detail. The Amended Specific Plan was established to provide
comprehensive guidance and regulations for the development of approximately 298.2
gross acres of land within the Amended Specific Plan area, including the project site.

City of Cypress 9 Initial Study/Environmental Checklist
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2.6 CURRENT ZONING

The Amended Specific Plan is a regulatory plan that constitutes the zoning for the project
site. While the City's Zoning Map designates the project site as PBP-25A (Planned Business
Park), the Amended Specific Plan largely governs the permitted uses on, and development
standards for, the project site. The project site includes most of Planning Area 9, which is
designated as Mixed-Use Commercial/Senior Housing in the Amended Specific Plan, and
most of the remaining undeveloped portion of Planning Area 6, which is designated as
Professional Office/Hotel and Support Commercial in the Amended Specific Plan.

Within Planning Area 9, the Senior Housing designation permits senior housing (at a density
of up to 20 units per acre) and related uses, while the Mixed Use Commercial designation
allows a variety of retail and commercial uses. The Amended Specific Plan also permits
senior housing and various commercial/retail uses in Planning Area 6, subject to approval by
the City’s Director of Community Development.

2.7  PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Figure 2, Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses, illustrates the land uses proposed as part
of the project. The proposed mixed-use project includes two components, a senior residential
community and commercial/retail improvements along Katella Avenue.

2.7.1. Senior Residential Community

Figure 3, Conceptual Site Plan, shows that the senior residential community would be
developed on approximately 28 acres on the northern portion of the project site, most of
which is located in Planning Area 9, and a small portion of which is located in Planning
Area 6, as designated in the Amended Specific Plan. The senior residential community would
include 244 homes, which would equate to a density of approximately 8.7 dwelling units
per acre, considerably lower than the approximately 560 units and the 20 units per acre
allowed under the Amended Specific Plan.

The homes would be for-sale and would incorporate a mix of approximately 152 single-
family detached homes and approximately 92 single-family attached homes (i.e., paired
homes), in one- and two-story configurations. The maximum height of the units would be up
to approximately 30 feet, which is substantially below the maximum height of 55 feet
allowed in the Amended Specific Plan.

The Amended Specific Plan describes senior residential as “independent living units or other
independent housing for persons 55 years of age or older and may include common dining
areas and other community facilities.” Each home in the senior residential community would
require a qualified occupant 55 years of age or older pursuant to recorded covenants,
conditions, and restrictions. Each resident would have access to the amenity center and
landscaped areas. The amenity center would be located on approximately 1 acre of common
area and would include a community clubhouse, pool, spa, outdoor fire place, and barbeque;
and gathering areas. The community would include guest parking areas, landscaped
parkways, small pocket parks, and access to the adjacent commercial/retail uses. The
community would be gated with private streets and all common areas, amenities, and streets
would be managed and maintained by a homeowners association (HOA).

City of Cypress 13 Initial Study/Environmental Checklist
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2.7.2. Commercial/Retail Improvements

As shown on Figure 3, the proposed commercial/retail improvements would be developed on
an approximately 5-acre parcel on the southern portion of the project site and would consist
of approximately 50,000 square feet of space. The commercial/retail space would be divided
into approximately five buildings. The proposed commercial/retail uses would include
neighborhood-serving restaurants, retail stores, and other commercial uses. The commercial/
retail improvements would also feature a hardscape plaza, including a water feature, seating,
and a gathering area near the corner of Katella Avenue and Enterprise Drive. The height of
the commercial/retail buildings would not exceed 40 feet, which is substantially lower than
the maximum height of 99 feet permitted by the Amended Specific Plan.

2.7.3.  Building Design

The proposed architectural elements and features of the proposed project is a “Santa
Barbara” style consisting of a mix of neutral colors and a variety of materials such as tile,
cement, plaster and wood. The use of multiple residential and commercial/retail buildings
with various plane breaks and color tones would break up the scale and massing of the
proposed project.

2.7.4. Access, Circulation, and Parking

Residential Community. Access to the senior residential community would be provided by
two new gated private drives off of Enterprise Drive. The main entry/exit would be near the
northwest corner of the project site and would provide the primary entrance and exit for all
residents and visitors of the senior residential community. A second private drive would
provide access for emergency vehicles only. Circulation within the residential community
would be provided by a private two-way street that would loop through the neighborhood.
The private loop street would connect to private motor courts that would provide access to
the residential units. Pedestrians would have access to the residential community by an
existing sidewalk along Enterprise Drive. Within the community, a sidewalk adjacent to the
loop street would provide access to the homes and community amenity center. A pedestrian
gate would be provided along the southern boundary of the senior residential community to
provide easy access to the commercial/retail buildings along Katella Avenue. Community
residents would have secure access to this gate.

Each of the senior residential units would include an attached two-car garage. Approximately
74 guest parking spaces, including approximately four Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA)-compliant parking spaces, would be provided along the loop street. No resident or
guest parking would be allowed within the private motor courts.

Commercial/Retail. Access to the commercial/retail area would be provided by two new
driveways on Katella Avenue (in locations identified in the Amended Specific Plan, aligning
with Midway Drive and Ticonderoga Drive) and a third new driveway on Enterprise Drive
(see Figure 3, Conceptual Site Plan). The proposed driveway exits would be controlled by
stop signs. Circulation within the commercial/retail area would be provided by two-way
drive aisles on the surface parking lot. Pedestrian access for the commercial/retail area would
be provided by existing sidewalks along Katella Avenue and Enterprise Drive. The surface
parking lot that supports the commercial/retail area would include approximately 277 parking
spaces (including the required ADA-compliant spaces).

City of Cypress 17 Initial Study/Environmental Checklist
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2.7.5. Green Building Characteristics

The proposed project has been designed to meet sustainability goals, including the California
Green Building Code, Title 24 energy efficiency requirements, and Assembly Bill (AB) 1881
water efficient landscape requirements. The senior residential community would also
incorporate a number of energy and water conservation measures, green building features,
and Low Impact Development (LID) design features. These design features and practices
may include, but are not limited to:

e Energy-efficient lighting and mechanical systems;

o Water-efficient plumbing fixtures;

e Water-efficient landscaping, including the utilization of some native plant species in
addition to drought-tolerant ornamental species;

o Water quality treatment; and

e Education of homeowners and maintenance staff regarding proper irrigation and
landscaping maintenance to limit water runoff.

2.7.6. Project Construction

It is anticipated that the construction period for the senior housing community would be
approximately 3 years. It is anticipated that the construction period for the commercial/retail
improvements would be approximately 2 years, and that the commercial/retail construction
would be completed prior to or concurrently with the construction of the senior housing
community.

2.8 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS, PERMITS, AND OTHER
APPROVALS

In accordance with Sections 15050 and 15367 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of
Cypress is the designated Lead Agency for the proposed project and has principal authority
and jurisdiction for CEQA actions.

It is anticipated that the proposed project would or could require the following discretionary
and ministerial approvals and permits from the City:

e Approval of a site plan review through the Design Review Committee permit process
pursuant to the Amended Specific Plan

e Vesting tentative and final tract and parcel maps

Transfer of land uses from Planning Area 9 to Planning Area 6 pursuant to the Amended

Specific Plan

Conditional use permit to allow a shopping center and restaurants

Administrative approval of a priority project water quality management plan

Grading, street and infrastructure permits

Utility permits (sewer, water, and storm drain)

Sign permits

Building permits

Any other necessary discretionary or ministerial permits and approvals required for the

construction or operation of the proposed project.
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In addition, the proposed project would or could require the following discretionary or
ministerial permits and approvals from other governmental agencies:

e Notice of Intent (NOI) to comply with the General Activity Construction National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit from the State Water
Resources Control Board

e NPDES Permit and Temporary Construction Dewatering Permit from the Regional Water
Quality Control Board

e Plan approval, including emergency access and fire water supply, from the Orange
County Fire Authority

City of Cypress 19 Initial Study/Environmental Checklist
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CITY OF CYPRESS

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

(To Be Completed By Lead Agency)

1. Project Title: Barton Place

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Cypress, 5275 Orange Avenue, Cypress,
California 90630

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Doug Hawkins, (714) 229-6727
4. Project Location: 4921 Katella Avenue, Cypress, California 90720

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: C33, LLC, 26 Corporate Plaza, Suite 260,
Newport Beach, California 92660

6. General Plan Designation: Specific Plan

7. Zoning: Planning Area 9/Mixed Use Commercial/Senior Housing; and Planning
Area 6/Professional Office/Hotel and Support Commercial.

Description of Project: 244 senior residences, including approximately 152 single-
family detached homes and approximately 92 single-family attached homes}, and
approximately 50,000 square feet of commercial retail improvements along Katella
Avenue. A more detailed overview of the proposed project is provided above in
Section 2.0, Project Description.

8. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The project site is located at the northeast
corner of Katella Avenue and Enterprise Drive. Land uses south of Katella Avenue
are located in the City of Los Alamitos and include commercial, single-family, and
multifamily residential uses. The Cottonwood Church campus is located to the west
across Enterprise Drive. The project site is directly bordered on the north by a portion
of the Los Alamitos Race Course that includes one-story horse barns currently
occupied by quarter horses and thoroughbred horses, associated equipment, and other
portions of the Los Alamitos Race Course located beyond. A surface parking area for
the Los Alamitos Race course, a small two-story church, and a four-story Residence
Inn Hotel are located to the east of the project site, with commercial uses, including a
24 Hour Fitness and Office Depot, located to the east beyond the hotel.

City of Cypress 21 Initial Study/Environmental Checklist



Barton Place

9. Other Agencies whose approval is required:

Table A: Other Agency Permits/Approvals

Agency

Permit/Approval

State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB)

Notice of Intent (NOI) to comply with the General
Activity Construction National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit

Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB)

NPDES Permit and Temporary Construction Dewatering

Permit (if necessary)

Orange County Fire Authority

Plan Approval, including emergency access and fire water

supply

3.1

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Potentially
Significant Unless Mitigated,” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

v" | Aesthetics v" | Greenhouse Gases v’ | Population and Housing
Agriculture Resources Hazargls and  Hazardous v' | Public Services
Materials
. . Hydrology and  Water .
v v ) v
Air Quality Quality Recreation
v’ | Biological Resources Land Use and Planning v' | Transportation/Traffic
Cultural Resources Mineral Resources 4 Utilities and  Service
Systems
v" | Geology and Soils v" | Noise v | Mandatory Findings  of

Significance

City of Cypress
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3.2

DETERMINATION

(To be completed by the Lead Agency.)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant
effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION
will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant
effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in
this case because the mitigation measures described on an attached
sheet have been added to the project. A NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on
the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s)
on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately
analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures
based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets, if the
effect is a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated.” An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that
remain to be addressed.

ﬂa_e—é 2-27-|6

Signature Date

Douglas Hawkins, City Planner

For City of Cypress

Printed Name

City of Cypress 23
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3.3
1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be
explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the
project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening
analysis). All documents referenced in the checklist explanations are listed in Section 5.0,
References. All necessary explanations of the checklist answers are provided in2-Section 4.0,
Environmental Issues.

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-
site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts.

“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if an effect is significant or potentially
significant, or if the lead agency lacks information to make a finding of insignificance. If
there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is
made, an EIR is required.

“Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less than
Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level.

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration
(Section 15063(c)(3)(D)). Earlier analyses are referenced in Section 5.0, References.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). A source list should be
attached (see Section 5.0, References), and other sources used or individuals contacted should
be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different ones.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

4.1

AESTHETICS.

Would the project:

a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b)

Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

c)

Substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings?

d)

Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

4.2

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts
on agriculture and farmland. Would the project:

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

b)

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or
a Williamson act contract?

c)

Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

4.3

AIR QUALITY.

Where available, the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.
Would the project:

a)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

b)

Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

<)

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region
is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?
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d)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

v

e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

4.4

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.

Would the project:

a)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b)

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c)

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d)

Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

e)

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

4.5

CULTURAL RESOURCES.

Would the project:

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

b)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to §15064.5?

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?
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d) Disturb any human remains, including those v
interred outside of formal cemeteries?
4.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS.
Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State v
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.
i) Strong seismic ground shaking? v
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including v
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? v
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of v
topsoil?
¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on-or off-site v
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction
or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), v
creating substantial risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water v
disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of waste water?
4.7 GREENHOUSE GASES.
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on v
the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the v
emissions of greenhouse gases?
4.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS.
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or v
disposal of hazardous materials?
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b)

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

v

c)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d)

Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

e)

For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

9)

Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

h)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

4.9

HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY.

Would the project:

a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

b)

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

c)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of stream or river, in a manner which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?
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d)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site?

€)

Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

)

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

h)

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

k)

Result in an increase in pollutant discharges to
receiving waters? Consider water quality parameters
such as temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity and
other typical stormwater pollutants (e.g., heavy
metals, pathogens, petroleum derivatives, synthetic
organics, sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding
substances, and trash)

Result in significant alteration of receiving water
quality during or following construction?

Could the proposed project result in increased
erosion downstream?

n)

Result in increased impervious surfaces and
associated increased runoff?

0)

Create a significant adverse environmental impact
to drainage patterns due to changes in runoff flow
rates or volumes?

p)

Be tributary to an already impaired water body, as
listed on the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list? If
S0, can it result in an increase in any pollutant for
which the water body is already impaired?

a)

Be tributary to other environmentally sensitive
areas? If so, can it exacerbate already existing
sensitive conditions?
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r

Have a potentially significant environmental impact
on surface water quality to either marine, fresh, or
wetland waters?

v

)

Have a potentially significant adverse impact on
groundwater quality?

t)

Cause or contribute to an exceeded applicable
surface or groundwater receiving water quality
objectives or degradation of beneficial uses?

u)

Impact aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat?

v)

Would the project include new or retrofitted
stormwater treatment control Best Management
Practices?

4.10

LAND USE AND PLANNING.

Would the project:

a)

Physically divide an established community?

b)

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan?

MINERAL RESOURCES.

Would the project:

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

b)

Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

412

NOISE.

Would the project result in:

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels
in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

b)

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c)

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
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d)

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

v

€)

For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

4.13

POPULATION AND HOUSING.

Would the project:

a)

Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b)

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

c)

Displace  substantial  numbers  of
necessitating the construction of
housing elsewhere?

people,
replacement

4.14

PUBLIC SERVICES.

a)

Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public
services:

i) Fire protection?

i) Police protection?

iii) Schools?

iv) Parks?

V) Other public facilities?

4.15

RECREATION.

a)

Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?
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b)

Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

v

4.16

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.

Would the project:

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase
in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

b)

Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level
of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads
or highways?

c)

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

d)

Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

€)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

(\

Result in inadequate parking capacity?

9)

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

4.17

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.

Would the project:

a)

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b)

Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d)

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements needed?
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e) Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the v
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste v
disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and v
regulations related to solid waste?
4.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE.
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal v
community, reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable v
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?
c) Does the project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human v
beings, either directly or indirectly?
419 EARLIER ANALYSES.
Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering,
program EIR, or other CEQA process, one or more effects
have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative
declaration (Section 15063(c)(3)(D)). In this case the
following earlier analyses and documents were used:
e City of Cypress, 2001. Cypress General Plan.
e City of Cypress, 2001. Cypress General Plan
Environmental Impact Report.
e City of Cypress, 2012.Amended and Restated Cypress
Business and Professional Center Specific Plan.
e City of Cypress, 1990. Cypress Business and
Professional Center Environmental Impact Report.
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4.1 AESTHETICS.
Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

No Impact. A scenic vista is defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of
a highly valued landscape for the benefit of the general public. Aesthetic components
of a scenic vista generally include (1) scenic quality, (2) sensitivity level, and
(3) view access. Although the City of Cypress (City) does not provide a definition of
scenic vistas, potential scenic vistas includes areas with views of the coastline,
mountains, or other prominent scenic features that are considered significant visual
resources for residents and businesses.

The City is almost entirely developed and neither the project site nor other properties
in the project vicinity provide substantial views of any water bodies, mountains,
hilltops, or any other significant visual resources. As such, the City has not designated
any scenic corridors or scenic vistas within the City. The project site is located in a
flat area and is surrounded by urban development, including the Los Alamitos Race
Course to the north and east, hotel and commercial uses to the east, church uses to the
west, and commercial, single-family residential, and multifamily residential uses to
the south. In addition, the proposed project has a relatively low scale (i.e., the
maximum height of the residential and commercial/retail structures are 30-40 feet)
and would not block the view of any natural features. For these reasons, the
development of proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista and such impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur.
This topic will not be analyzed further in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

No Impact. The project site is not located in the vicinity of a state scenic highway.
According to the Caltrans California Scenic Highway Mapping System, the only
State-designated Scenic Highway in the County is a 4-mile portion of SR-91 from
State Route 55 (SR-55) to east of the Anaheim City limit. This portion of SR-91 is
approximately 12.4 miles east of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project
would not damage any scenic resources within a state scenic highway and the impact
would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed
further in the EIR.

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

Potentially Significant Impact. In its existing condition, the approximately 33-acre
project site is vacant and includes ornamental trees and vegetation in an
approximately 1.5-acre area along the southerly and southeasterly boundaries of the
property. The proposed project includes the development of senior residences and
commercial/retail uses that have the potential to change the visual character or the
quality of the project site. Therefore, the EIR will further analyze the project's impact
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on the existing visual character of the project site and the surrounding area.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area.

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project includes the development of
senior residences and commercial/retail uses on an existing vacant site, which would
create additional sources of light and glare. As the proposed project would introduce
new sources of light and glare into the area as compared to the existing conditions,
the EIR will further describe project lighting and assess the potential light and glare
effects associated with the proposed project.

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conversation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the
project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

No Impact. The project site was previously part of the Cypress Golf Club, which
permanently closed in 2004. Following the closure of the Golf Club, the golf course
was demolished, and the site was re-graded and all vegetation was removed, except
for some ornamental trees and vegetation along the southerly and southeasterly
boundaries of the project site. According to the California Department of
Conservation California Important Farmland Finder, the entire project site and
surrounding area is designated as, “Urban and Built Up Land.” Therefore, the
development of the proposed project would not result in the conversion of any
farmland and the impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This
topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

No Impact. The project site is not designated for agriculture use in the Amended
Specific Plan. The Williamson Act was established to encourage the conservation of
farmland and certain open space uses by way of lower property taxes to landowners
of such property. The project site is not subject to an existing Williamson Act
contract. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with existing agricultural
zoning or a Williamson Act contract; and the impact would be clearly insignificant
and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.
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c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use?

No Impact. As stated previously in response to the threshold question in 4.2(a),
above, and as shown on Figure 2, Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses, there are
no existing agricultural uses on the project site or on adjacent land uses. Therefore,
development of the proposed project would not result in the conversion of on-site or
adjacent farmland to non-agricultural use and impacts would be clearly insignificant
and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

AIR QUALITY.

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Potentially Significant Impact. The project site is located in the City of Cypress
(City), which is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin). Air quality within
the Basin is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD has adopted its 2012 Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP), which contains policies and measures to achieve federal and State
standards for improved air quality in the Basin. Due to the size and nature of the
proposed project, air quality impacts during construction and operation of the
proposed project have the potential to conflict with or obstruct the AQMP. Therefore,
impacts related to compliance/conflict with SCAQMD policies and measures will be
further evaluated in the EIR.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project has the potential to result in
significant short-term construction-related and long-term operational air quality
impacts from both direct and indirect sources. A comprehensive air quality analysis
pursuant to the SCAQMD and California Air Resources Board (ARB) requirements
will be completed as part of the EIR, analyzing both the short-term and long-term air
quality impacts of the proposed project. Therefore, further analysis in the EIR is
required to determine the potential for the proposed project to violate or substantially
contribute to a violation of an existing air quality standard.

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Potentially Significant Impact. Development and site improvements associated with
the proposed project would result in new indirect, direct, mobile, and stationary
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source emissions that could contribute to criteria pollutant emissions, in particular
criteria pollutants that have been designated as non-attainment status for the Basin.
The proposed project could potentially result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in regional non-attainment status criteria pollutants under applicable federal
and State ambient air quality standards. Therefore, further analysis in the EIR is
required.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Potentially Significant Impact. Sensitive populations, including children, senior
citizens, and chronically/acutely ill individuals, are more susceptible to the effects of
air pollution than the general population. Sensitive receptor land uses typically
include residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, hospitals, convalescent
homes, and retirement homes. Implementation of the proposed project is anticipated
to generate an increase in vehicle trips in the vicinity of the project site during
construction and operation that could result in an increase in air pollution. Therefore,
further analysis in the EIR is required to determine potential impacts to sensitive
receptors.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project may involve
some equipment that could emit some objectionable odors; however, these vehicles
and equipment-related odors would be temporary and insubstantial, and would cease
after the construction of the proposed project is completed. In addition, the project
site is not located directly adjacent to any residential neighborhood, so any temporary
odor associated with construction activities would not affect a substantial number of
people. Operation of the proposed project would involve activities typically
associated with residential and commercial/retail uses, which generally do not result
in objectionable odors that would affect adjacent receptors. Therefore, the proposed
project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people
and the impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will
not be analyzed further in the EIR.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.

Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No Impact. The project site is currently vacant and within an urbanized area of the
City. The Biological Technical Report for the Barton Place Project was recently
prepared for the proposed project that summarized the existing setting and analyzed
the potential for impacts to biological resources. The report concludes that (1) there
are no State or federally listed threatened or endangered plants or other special-status
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plants on the project site and no potential habitat that could support special-status
plants, (2) there are no State or federally listed threatened or endangered animals or
other special-status animals on the project site and no potential habitat that could
support special-status animals and (3) the project site does not include any land
designated as critical habitat by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS). Therefore, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any
such species and the impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This
topic will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No Impact. The project site is currently vacant, and was previously a portion of the
former Cypress Golf Club (Figure 2, Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses).
However, the Golf Club closed in 2004 and was subsequently re-graded to remove
most of the topographical features and vegetation. In additional, the project site is
periodically bladed to clear weeds. As set forth in the Biological Technical Report,
the project site does not contain any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
communities. In addition, the Cypress General Plan EIR did not identify any riparian
habitat or sensitive natural communities on the project site. As such, the project site
has not been identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or the USFWS as having
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. Therefore, the proposed
project would have no impact on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community and the impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This
topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

No Impact. The project site is devoid of any vegetation or features that would be
attributed to wetlands. The former golf course was re-graded and the project site is
periodically bladed to clear weeds. As set forth in the Biological Technical Report,
the project site and surrounding area do not contain any federally protected wetlands
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Therefore, development of the
project site would have no impact on federally protected wetlands, and the impact
would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed
further in the EIR.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Potentially Significant Impact. As set forth in the Biological Technical Report, no
raptor or migrating bird nests were observed within the 1.5-acre ornamental
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vegetation area along the southerly and southeasterly boundaries of the project site in
recent surveys. The proposed project would have no impact on the nests of raptors or
other migratory birds if the existing trees in the ornamental vegetation area are
removed outside the applicable avian nesting season (February 1-June 30 for raptors
and February 1-August 31 for other migratory birds). In addition, no raptor nests were
detected in any of the on-site ornamental trees or proximate offsite ornamental trees.

However, it is possible that, in the future, raptors or other migratory birds could
establish nests in the ornamental trees prior to their removal. If and to the extent trees
in which such future nests might be established were removed during applicable avian
nesting bird season, that activity could potentially impact active raptor/migratory bird
nests. Therefore, this topic will be analyzed in the EIR.

As also discussed in the Biological Technical Report, the project site is located within
a fully urbanized area and is not within any local or regional wildlife corridor.
Therefore, the proposed project exhibits no potential to disrupt wildlife corridors or in
any way disrupt movement of native wildlife and the impact would therefore be
clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in
the EIR.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in the Biological Technical Report, the
ornamental vegetation area includes a variety of non-native ornamental trees,
including blue gum eucalyptus, bottlebrush, Brazilian pepper, Mexican fan palm,
European olive, lemon-scented gum trees, one myoporum, one rubber tree, one
weeping fig, one black willow, one Chinese elm, one carrotwood tree and one white
mulberry tree. These non-native trees, which would be removed as part of the
proposed project, are all invasive species and are not considered significant biological
resources.

Some of the ornamental trees are identified as "landmark trees" in Table 4 of the
Amended Specific Plan, which was adopted by Cypress voters on June 5, 2012 and
sets forth the zoning and development standards for the Project site. These trees are
located in “Tree Survey Area 1” and “Tree Survey Area 2 as shown on Exhibit 21 in
the Amended Specific Plan. Pursuant to Section VII.D.5 of the Amended Specific
Plan, the removal of these trees is allowed, subject to (i) their replacement with an
equivalent number of specimen trees (48” box or larger) that are incorporated into the
landscaping treatment of the project site, in addition to normal tree planting
requirements, and (ii) otherwise in compliance with the Amended Specific Plan and,
with respect to the trees removed in Tree Survey Area 2, the City’s Tree Replacement
Policy, as outlined in Sections 17-17 through 17-27 of the Cypress Municipal Code.

Therefore, the non-native, ornamental trees are not significant biological resources
and, in any event, their removal would not conflict with any local policy or ordinance
protecting biological resources, so that the proposed project’s impact would be clearly
insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.
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f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

No Impact. As discussed in the Biological Technical Report, the project site is not
located within any federal, State, regional or local habitat conservation plan (HCP)
area or natural community conservation plan (NCCP) area, including the Orange
County Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan area.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the provisions of a HCP or
NCCP and the impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic
will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5?

No Impact. The project site was previously part of the Cypress Golf Club, which
permanently closed in 2004. Following the closure of the Golf Club, the golf course
was demolished and the site was re-graded and all vegetation was removed, except
for the ornamental trees and vegetation along the southerly and southeasterly
boundaries of the project site (Figure 2, Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses).
The project site is vacant and includes no structures. According to the Orange County
Historical Landmarks List from the Office of Historic Preservation, there are no
historic resources on the project site.

It is noted that the Cypress Business and Professional Center Environmental Impact
Report (City of Cypress, 1990, pg. 103, 105) identified one structure with potential
historical value, the Vessel House, which at the time was located in Planning Area 6
as designated in the Amended Specific Plan. However, the Vessel House was
subsequently relocated to the Seacoast Grace Church property within Planning Area 8
for preservation and is currently used by Seacoast Grace Church as a chapel and
meeting rooms. The Vessel House was never identified as an historical resource on
any federal or local register of historic landmarks.

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any impact on historical resources
and impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be
analyzed further in the EIR.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5?

No Impact. On January 6, 2015, a record search of all recorded archaeological and
built-environment resources was conducted by the California State University,
Fullerton, South Central Coast Information Center (SCCIC, 2015). SCCIC's
determination letter concluded, based on the record search, that no known
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archaeological resources are located on the project site or within a %-mile radius of
the project site. In addition, the project site has been heavily disturbed by the prior
grading and development of a portion of the former golf course and its subsequent
demolition and removal. For these reasons, the proposed project would have no
impact on a known archaeological resource and little potential for unknown
archaeological resources to be encountered during site preparation activities.

However, if any unique archaeological resource is unexpectedly discovered during
grading and construction activities associated with the project, the project applicant
would be required to comply with the regulatory standards set forth in Section
21083.2 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15064.5(c) of the State
CEQA Guidelines, including a determination of whether any such potential unique
archaeological resource will be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state.

Due to the low potential that any unique archaeological resources are located on the
project site, and because compliance with the regulatory standards in Section 21083.2
and Section 15064.5(c) would ensure appropriate treatment of any potential unique
archaeological resources unexpectedly encountered during grading and excavation
activities, the proposed project's impact on archaeological resources would be clearly
insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature?

No Impact. According to the Geotechnical Investigation and Liquefaction Evaluation
and the City of Cypress General Plan EIR (City of Cypress, 2001, pg. 4.6-1), the
project site stratigraphy consists of Artificial Fill (af) and Quaternary Alluvium (Qal),
which is too young to exhibit significant paleontological resources or geological
features. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on any unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature and the impact would be
clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in
the EIR.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

No Impact. The January 6, 2015, records search undertaken at the SCCIC concluded
that no known archaeological resources are located on the project site or within a %-
mile radius of the project site. In addition, the project site has been heavily disturbed
by the prior grading and development of a portion of the former golf course and its
subsequent demolition and removal. For these reasons, the proposed project would
have no impact on any known human remains and, due to the level of past
disturbance, it is not anticipated that human remains exist within the project site.

However, in the unlikely event that any human remains are unexpectedly encountered
during earth removal or grading activities associated with the project, the project
applicant would be required to comply with the regulatory standards set forth in
Section 15064.5(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines, including the cessation of work
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and, if the remains are determined to be Native American, to contact the Native
American Heritage Commission.

Due to the low potential that any human remains are located on the project site, and
because compliance with the regulatory standards in Section 15064.5(e) would ensure
appropriate treatment of any potential human remains unexpectedly encountered
during grading and excavation activities, the proposed project's impact on human
remains would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be
analyzed further in the EIR.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS.

Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

No Impact. According to the California Department of Conservation 2010 Fault
Activity Map, there are no known earthquake faults that run through the project site
and there is no other evidence of a known fault that runs through the project site.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any impact related to the rupture
of a known earthquake fault and the impact would be clearly insignificant and
unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Potentially Significant Impact. No known active faults traverse the project site.
However, the project site is located in the seismically active region of Southern
California, which is capable of generating moderate to large earthquakes within the
project vicinity. Therefore, a preliminary geotechnical report will be conducted for
the proposed project. Potential effects associated with seismic ground shaking will be
evaluated further in the EIR, based on the analysis and conclusions in the preliminary
geotechnical report.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Potentially Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which water-
saturated granular soil loses shear strength and behaves like a fluid during strong
ground shaking produced by earthquakes. The loss of soil strength occurs when cyclic
pore water pressure increases below the groundwater surface. Potential hazards due to
liquefaction include the loss of bearing strength beneath structures, possibly causing
foundation failure and/or significant settlements. As identified by the State of
California Division of Mines and Geology, the project site is located in a required
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investigation zone for liquefaction potential (Seismic Hazards Map, Los Alamitos
Quadrangle, 1999). Therefore, the preliminary geotechnical report for the proposed
project will evaluate potential effects resulting from seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction will be analyzed further in the EIR.

iv) Landslides?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site and surrounding vicinity are
relatively flat (Figure 2 Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses). In addition, no
landslides have previously been recorded within the City's boundaries (City of
Cypress, 2001, pg. 9). Therefore, the proposed project's impact associated with
landslides would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be
analyzed further in the EIR.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently vacant, and is underlain
by Bolsa Series soils, as identified in the United States Soil Conservation Service
(Soil Survey of Orange County and Western Part of Riverside County Exhibit 4.6-1,
Soils Map, Cypress General Plan EIR). The Bolsa Series consists of somewhat poorly
drained soils on alluvial fans. The stratigraphy of the project site includes Artificial
Fill (af) across the majority of the project site as a result of the previous golf course
use. The project site is also underlain with Quaternary Alluvium (Qal), which consists
of deposits of silty clays, sands, silty sands, sandy silts, and clayey silts. These soils
are not known to be susceptible to erosion and are suitable for development.
Implementation of the proposed project would require grading for construction of
improvements, including buildings, roadways; and parking lots. Any soil erosion as a
result of grading and construction would be subject to City codes and requirements
for erosion control, grading, and soil remediation, as well as the requirements
established by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systems (NPDES) and
under Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) rules. After completion of the
proposed project, the majority of the project site would be covered by impervious
surfaces, including buildings, roadway/ and parking areas. With compliance of the
applicable regulatory standards, the project's impact with respect to soil erosion and
loss of topsoil would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not
be evaluated further in the EIR.

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on-or off-site landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed in Response 4.6(a)(iii), the potential
for hazards related to liquefaction exists in this area. As stated in Response 4.6 (iv),
the potential for landslides is low for the project site and surrounding area, but the
project's potential impacts related to unstable soil, lateral spreading, subsidence, or
collapse are currently unknown, and will therefore be evaluated in the preliminary
geotechnical report and the EIR.
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d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

Less Than Significant Impact. Expansive soils are soils that experience volumetric
changes in response to increases or decreases in moisture content. The project site
stratigraphy consists of Artificial Fill (af) and Quaternary Alluvium (Qal) (Southern
California Geotechnical, 2012) (City of Cypress, 2001, pg. 4.6-1), These soil types
have low shrink-swell potential and, therefore, are not susceptible to expansion. In the
event that, following the completion of grading, it is determined that near-surface
soils within building pad areas exhibit an elevated expansion potential, potential
impact of those expansive soils would be addressed through design of structural
foundations and floor slabs in compliance with applicable requirements in the
California Building Code, as adopted by the City of Cypress in its Municipal Code.

Since the potential for expansive soils is low and any potential expansion would be
addressed through compliance with applicable code requirements, the proposed
project would not create substantial potential risks to life or property and the impact
would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed
further in the EIR.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

No Impact. The proposed project would not include the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems because sanitary sewer and wastewater
facilities are available in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, the project would
have no impact with respect to septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems
and the impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will
not be analyzed further in the EIR.

GREENHOUSE GASES.

Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project consists of a senior residential
community and commercial/retail improvements that would generate both direct and
indirect greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Therefore, further analysis in the EIR is
required to determine the potential impacts associated with GHG emissions.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.
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Potentially Significant Impact. While the City does not have an applicable plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs,
there are other applicable State or regional plans, such as the ARB Scoping Plan or
other Assembly Bill (AB) 32 implementation guidance that would be reviewed for
project consistency or conflicts. Therefore, further analysis in the EIR is required to
determine the potential impacts associated with GHG emissions.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.

Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Less Than Significant Impact. The construction and operation of the proposed
project would involve the use of limited amounts of potentially hazardous materials,
including solvents, paints, fuels, oils, and transmission fluids. However, all materials
used during construction would be contained, stored, and handled in compliance with
applicable standards and regulations established by the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC), the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). Project
operation would involve the use of common materials associated with commercial
and residential uses (e.g., cleaning products, fertilizers, pesticides, and herbicides,
etc.) that could be potentially hazardous if handled improperly or ingested. However,
these products are not considered acutely hazardous and are generally considered safe
for use. All storage, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials during project
construction and operation would comply with applicable laws and regulations. In
addition, the proposed senior residential and limited commercial uses would not
generate substantial amounts of any hazardous materials. Therefore, the proposed
project would have a less than significant impact associated with the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials and the impact would be clearly
insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As previously stated, the construction and operation
of the proposed project would involve the use of potentially hazardous materials,
including solvents, paints, fuels, oils, and transmission fluids. Project operation would
involve the limited use of hazardous materials typical of residential and commercial
uses. All storage, handling and disposal of hazardous materials during project
construction and operation would be in compliance with applicable standards and
regulations. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant hazard to
the public or the environment through a reasonably foreseeable upset or accident
condition related to the release of hazardous materials, and the impact would be
clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in
the EIR.
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c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Less Than Significant Impact. Mayflower Pre-School, Los Alamitos Elementary
School, and McAuliffe Middle School are the closest schools to the project site, and
are located west of, and more than one-quarter-mile from, the project site at distances
of approximately 0.58 miles, 0.66 miles, and 0.68 miles, respectively. In addition, as
previously stated, the proposed project would not result in a significant hazard
affecting the public during project construction and operation. Furthermore, any use
of hazardous materials would be limited and handled, stored, and disposed of in
accordance with applicable laws and regulations. Therefore, the proposed project
would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances or waste within one-quarter-mile of an existing or proposed
school, and the impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic
will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

No Impact. On April 18, 2014, a site inspection was conducted as part of a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment (Phase | ESA) with respect to the project site, and no
recognized environmental conditions were identified on the project site. In addition,
no evidence of hazardous substances was observed on the project site. As discussed in
the Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) database report included in the
Phase | ESA, the project site is not located on a federal superfund site, State response
site, voluntary clean-up site, school clean-up site, corrective action site, or tiered
permit site. In addition, the project site is not included on the California Department
of Toxic Substance Control Site Cleanup list (Cortese List). Therefore, the project site
is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and the impact would be clearly insignificant and
unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area?

No Impact. The project site is located approximately 0.27 mile north of the Los
Alamitos Joint Forces Training Base (JFTB). However, the project site is not located
within the area governed by Airport Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP) for the JFTB.
The Planning Area for the JFTB in the AELUP includes all area that lies above or
penetrates the 100:1 Imaginary Surface, which is graphically shown in Appendix D to
the AELUP, as well as Exhibit SAF-7 in the Safety Element of the Cypress General
Plan (City of Cypress. General Plan, Exhibit SAF-7, 1995).

As Exhibit SAF-7 in the Safety Element illustrates, the project site does not appear to
be located within the area where the construction of improvements potentially
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requires notification to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Moreover, even if
a small portion of the northeast corner of the project site is located within the "+40"
area shown on Exhibit SAF-7, none of the proposed residential improvements would
be located in the actual notification area. (City of Cypress, General Plan, Exhibit
SAF-7, 1995). Based on the mathematical formula in Exhibit SAF-7, given that the
highest ground elevation proposed on the northeastern portion of the project site is
approximately 35 feet, the maximum allowable structure height without requiring
notification to the FAA is 40 feet ([40 +35] - 35). Since the maximum height of the
proposed residential buildings would be 30 feet, none of the proposed improvements
would penetrate the 100:1 Imaginary Surface.

The Safety Element also includes Exhibit SAF-9 (Building Site Restrictions, 50 to 1
Clearance Surface), which potentially requires notification to the FAA where
proposed improvements would penetrate the 50:1 Imaginary Surface. (City of
Cypress. General Plan, Exhibit SAF-9, 1995). However, in accordance with Part 77.9
of the Federal Aviation Regulations, the potential notification requirement with
respect to the 50:1 Imaginary Surface only applies to airports that have no runways
that exceed 3,200 feet in length (in comparison, the potential notification requirement
for the 100:1 Imaginary Surface applies to airports with at least one runway that
exceeds 3,200 feet in length). The two runways at the JFTB substantially exceed
3,200 feet in length, so that the potential notification requirement relating to the 100:1
Imaginary Surface, and not the 50:1 Imaginary Surface, applies with respect to the
JFTB. This is consistent with the AELUP, which states, as previously discussed, that
the Planning Area for the JFTB are based on the 100:1 Imaginary Surface.

Even if the 50:1 imaginary surface shown in Exhibit SAF-9 could be applied to the
JFTB, the project site does not appear to be located within the area where the
construction of improvements potentially requires notification to the FAA. Moreover,
even if a small portion of the northeast corner of the project site is located within the
“+150” area shown on Exhibit SAF-9, none of the proposed residential improvements
would be located in the actual notification area. Based on the mathematical formula in
Exhibit SAF-9, given that the highest ground elevation proposed on the northeastern
portion of the project site is approximately 35 feet, the maximum allowable structure
height without requiring notification to the FAA is 150 feet ([150+35]-35). Since the
maximum height of the proposed residential buildings would be 30 feet, none of the
proposed improvements would penetrate the 50:1 Imaginary Surface.

Therefore, the project site is not located within the JTFB Planning Area in the
AELUP. The project site is also not located within 2 miles of a public airport or
public use airport. The nearest public airports are the Long Beach Airport and the
Fullerton Municipal Airport, located approximately 5 miles west and 6 miles
northeast of the project site, respectively.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not be located within an airport land
use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport and the impact
would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed
further in the EIR.
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f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The project site is not located within 2 miles of a private airstrip. There
are no private airstrips located in the City of Cypress or in the vicinity of the project
site. Therefore, no hazardous impacts related to the project site’s proximity to a
private airstrip would occur and this impact would be clearly insignificant and
unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. As set forth in the Safety Element of the Cypress
General Plan, the Cypress Disaster Plan serves as the Community’s Emergency
Operations Plan (EOP). This plan serves to identify and guide emergency response
personnel in emergency situations related to natural disasters, technological incidents,
and nuclear defense operations. Pursuant to the Safety Element, Ball Road and Valley
View Street are designated evacuation routes in the event of a major emergency.
These evacuation routes are located approximately 0.7 mile north and 1.2 miles east
of the project site, respectively. The proposed project does not include any
improvements to Ball Road or Valley View Street, and; therefore; would not interfere
with the ability of these streets to serve as an emergency evacuation route.

The proposed project would not interfere with the ability of emergency personnel to
serve or access the project site in the event of an emergency situation. Development
plans for the proposed project would be reviewed and approved by the City and
Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) to ensure that the adequate emergency access
is provided. The proposed project site would not interfere with designated evacuation
routes and would not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

For these reasons, the project would not impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan,
and the impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will
not be analyzed further in the EIR.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

No Impact. The project site is located in an urbanized area where wildfire is not
considered a material risk to people or structures (Figure 1). Therefore, the proposed
project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death from wildland fires and the impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely
to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.
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49 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Potentially Significant Impact. The development of the proposed project would
cause soil disturbance and increase impervious area, which can potentially lead to
pollutant loading and storm water runoff. Therefore, the proposed project has the
potential to degrade water quality without appropriate mitigation or project design
features. Construction activities would be required to comply with the General Permit
for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity, Construction
General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ.

The proposed project is considered a Priority Project pursuant to the City’s Local
Implementation Plan and, therefore, a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) will
be required. The WQMP will evaluate potential effects on water quality and identify
low impact development storm water retention and treatment strategies and
appropriate hydromodification to address potential effects to water quality. This topic
will be evaluated further in the EIR.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

Potentially Significant Impact. The project site is located within the western portion
of the Orange County Groundwater Basin (SCS Engineers, 2014). Currently,
groundwater levels on the project site occur at approximately 8 to 12 feet below
ground surface (Fuscoe Engineering, 2014). The development of the proposed senior
residential community and commercial/retail improvements on the currently vacant
site would increase impervious surfaces on the project site and reduce infiltration. In
addition, grading activities might extend to the depth at which groundwater could be
encountered. The effect of the proposed project on groundwater will be evaluated as
part of the EIR.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

Potentially Significant Impact. No streams or rivers are located on or in the vicinity
of the project site. However, the proposed project includes the development of a
senior residential community and commercial/retail improvements, which would
require the alteration of the project site’s drainage pattern. Therefore, further analysis
in the EIR is required to determine the potential significance of the project's impact
on the existing drainage pattern of the project site and its potential for substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site.
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d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding
on- or off-site?

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed in Response 4.9(a), the amount of
impervious area will be increased by the proposed project. The proposed project’s
impact on drainage patterns and stormwater runoff will be evaluated in the EIR.

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Potentially Significant Impact. As stated in Response 4.9(a), the proposed project
would increase impervious surfaces on the project site and potentially increase
stormwater runoff. This impact will be evaluated in the EIR.

) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Potentially Significant Impact. The development of the proposed project would
result in potential changes to surface water quality associated with pollutants entering
the storm drain system. As discussed in Response 4.9(a), the WQMP will analyze
potential pollutants and/or contaminant concentrations associated with storm water
runoff from the project site and identify appropriate methods to address water quality
effects. Water quality effects will be evaluated further in the EIR.

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

No Impact. According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood
Insurance Rate Map (Map Number 06059C0116J, December 3, 2009), the project site
is located within Flood Zone X. By definition, areas within Flood Zone X are
considered to be outside the 1-percent risk of annual flooding. Therefore, the project
would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area and the impact would be
clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in
the EIR.

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

No Impact. As discussed in Response 4.9(g), the project site is not located in a 100-
year flood hazard area. Therefore, the project would not place structures within a 100-
year flood hazard area that would impede or redirect flood flows and the impact
would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed
further in the EIR.
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i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

No Impact. As stated on page 4.7-2 of the Cypress General Plan Environmental
Impact Report flood threats to Cypress are posed by 500-year floods and upstream
failures from the Prado, Carbon Canyon or Whittier Narrows Dams (City of Cypress,
2001, pg.4.7-2). However, the potential for these threats is remote and, in any event,
the City’s emergency evacuation plans would be implemented if any of those dams
were susceptible to rupture during heavy rains or other events.

In the event of a flood, the six storm drain channels within the area would provide
sufficient protection throughout the City of Cypress. The major storm drain facility in
the project area is the Bolsa Chica Channel, which runs adjacent to Valley View
Street, extending southwest from south of Katella Avenue, through the
Warland/Cypress Business Center. This Channel empties into Huntington Harbor,
approximately 5.6 mi southwest of the Amended Specific Plan area.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding and the impact would be
clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in
the EIR.

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

No Impact. The Pacific Ocean is 7.5 miles southwest of the project site, and there are
no enclosed bodies of water nearby that would be a potential risk for seiche at the
project site. A tsunami is considered a rare event and, according to the California
Department of Conservation Tsunami Inundation Map for the Los Alamitos/Long
Beach Quadrangle, the project site is not located within a Tsunami Inundation Area.
In addition, the project site is located within a relatively flat and urbanized area. As
such, the risk from mudflow would be minimal. Furthermore, the Safety Element of
the Cypress General plan has not identified seiche, tsunami; or mudflow as a key
safety risk. Therefore, no impacts relating to inundation from seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow are anticipated, and the impacts would be clearly insignificant and unlikely
to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

k) Result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters? Consider water
quality parameters such as temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity and other
typical stormwater pollutants (e.g., heavy metals, pathogens, petroleum derivatives,
synthetic organics, sediments, nutrients, oxygen-demanding substances, and trash)

Potentially Significant Impact. The development of the proposed project could
increase the potential for pollutants (e.g., fuels and oils from parked cars, and
fertilizers, etc.) to be transported downstream into impaired water bodies, such as Los
Alamitos Channel, Coyote Creek, San Gabriel River, and San Pedro Bay Near/
Offshore Zones (Fuscoe Engineering, 2015, pg. 10). Water quality effects on
downstream waters will be evaluated further in the EIR.
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I) Result in significant alteration of receiving water quality during or following
construction?

Potentially Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.9(c) regarding potential project
effects on water quality. Potential water quality impacts will be addressed in the EIR.

m) Could the proposed project result in increased erosion downstream?

Potentially Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.9(a). The potential for
increasing downstream erosion will be evaluated further in the EIR.

n) Result in increased impervious surfaces and associated increased runoff?

Potentially Significant Impact. As described in Response 4.9(a), the development of
the proposed project would increase impervious surfaces and potentially increase
runoff from the project site. This potential impact will be evaluated in the EIR.

0) Create a significant adverse environmental impact to drainage patterns due to
changes in runoff flow rates or volumes?

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed in Responses 4.9(a), 4.9(c), 4.9(d) and
4.9(e), the proposed project would increase impervious surfaces, alter existing
drainage conditions at the project site and potentially increase stormwater runoff.
Potential impacts associated with the impact to drainage patterns due to changes in
runoff flow rates or volumes will be evaluated further in the EIR.

p) Be tributary to an already impaired water body, as listed on the Clean Water Act
Section 303d list? If so, can it result in an increase in any pollutant for which the
water body is already impaired?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Los Alamitos Channel, Coyote Creek, San
Gabriel River, and San Pedro Bay Near/Offshore Zones are all listed as Section
303(d) water bodies and are located within the same watershed as the project site
(County of Los Angeles Public Works, 2007). However, it is presently unknown if
runoff from the project site would be tributary to an already impaired water body
identified on the Section 303(d) list. Potential impacts associated with Section 303(d)
water bodies will be evaluated in the EIR.

q) Be tributary to other environmentally sensitive areas? If so, can it exacerbate
already existing sensitive conditions?

No Impact. The project site does not contain any designated environmentally
sensitive areas. In addition, runoff from the project site is not tributary to Areas of
Special Biological Significance, as designated by the State Water Resources Control
Board(Fuscoe Engineering, 2015). Therefore, the proposed project's impact with
respect to environmentally sensitive areas would be clearly insignificant and unlikely
to occur. This topic will not be evaluated further in the EIR.
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r) Have a potentially significant environmental impact on surface water quality on
either marine, fresh, or wetland waters?

Potentially Significant Impact. It has not been determined if runoff from the project
site would have an impact on surface water quality with respect to marine, fresh or
wetland waters. Therefore, this potential impact on surface water quality will be
evaluated in the EIR.

s) Have a potentially significant adverse impact on groundwater quality?

Potentially Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.9(b) regarding the proposed
project's potential to affect groundwater and groundwater quality. This potential
environmental impact will be evaluated in the EIR.

t) Cause or contribute to an exceeded applicable surface or groundwater receiving
water quality objectives or degradation of beneficial uses?

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed in Response 4.9(a), the proposed
project would increase impervious area and potentially introduce new sources of
water contaminants that could affect water quality objectives or degrade beneficial
uses. This potential impact will be evaluated in the EIR.

u) Impact aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat?

Potentially Significant Impact. As described in Response 4.4(c), there are no
aquatic wetland or riparian habitats on the project site. Potential off-site water quality
impacts on aquatic, wetlands or riparian habitats will be evaluated in the EIR.

v) Would the project include new or retrofitted stormwater treatment control Best
Management Practices?

Potentially Significant Impact. As described in Response 4.9(a), the proposed
project would increase impervious surfaces and alter existing drainage conditions at
the project site. A WQMP will be prepared for the proposed project that identifies
appropriate BMPs with respect to project design, construction and operation. This
potential impact will be evaluated in the EIR

4.10 LAND USE PLANNING.
Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The City of Cypress and the adjacent City of Los Alamitos are located in
largely developed areas. The project site is currently vacant, but was previously
developed as part of the Cypress Golf Club. There is no established community
within the area governed by the Specific Plan. To the north of the project site is a
portion of the Los Alamitos Race Course that includes one-story horse barns that are
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occupied by quarter and thoroughbred horses and associated equipment. To the east
of the project site is a surface parking area for the Los Alamitos Race Course, a small
two-story church, and a four-story Residence Inn Hotel. To the south, on the far side
of Katella Avenue, are commercial and multifamily uses, behind which are single-
family residences, all located in the City of Los Alamitos. To the west is Enterprise
Drive, with the Cottonwood Church campus beyond. Although there are residential
dwelling units located the general vicinity of the project site, none of these homes
would be physically divided by project development. Therefore, the proposed project
would not physically divide an established community and this impact would be
clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in
the EIR.

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Less Than Significant Impact. The primary planning documents regulating land use
for the project site are the Cypress General Plan, the Amended Specific Plan, and the
Cypress Zoning Ordinance;. The land use designation for the project site in the Land
Use Element of the General Plan is "Specific Plan, and the General Plan references
and describes the Amended Specific Plan and the various Planning Areas, including
Planning Area 9. The Amended Specific Plan implements the General Plan goals and
policies and is in conformance with the General Plan.

As previously discussed, the Amended Specific Plan was amended by the voters of
Cypress in 2012 to create Planning Area 9 and permit senior housing and a variety of
commercial/retail uses within that Planning Area. The proposed project is consistent
with the Amended Specific Plan, subject to obtaining the permits and approvals
identified in Chapter 2.0 above, from the City in accordance with the Amended
Specific Plan and the City's Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance.

The project applicant may also be required to obtain permits or approvals from other
governmental agencies to proceed with the proposed project, and compliance with the
plans, policies and regulations of those agencies will be required to obtain such
permits and approvals.

With the foregoing permits and approvals, the proposed project would comply with
the applicable requirements in the Amended Specific Plan, Zoning Ordinance and
Subdivision Ordinance. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any
land use plan, policy, or regulation or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project and the impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This
topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?
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No Impact. As discussed in Response 4.4(f), the project site is not located in a habitat
conservation plan area or natural community conservation plan area. Therefore, the
proposed project would not conflict with any such plan and the impact would be
clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in
the EIR.

4.11 MINERAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state?

No Impact. As discussed in the Conservation/Open Space/Recreation Element of the
Cypress General Plan, no mineral resources have been identified anywhere in the City
(Cypress General Plan, 2001, pg. COSR-6). Therefore, the development of the
proposed project would not affect the availability of a known mineral resource, and
the impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be
analyzed further in the EIR.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

No Impact. As set forth in the Conservation/Open Space/Recreation Element, no
mineral resources have been identified anywhere in the City and the project site has
not been designated as a locally important resource recovery site.! Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in the loss of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site, and the impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur.
This topic will not be evaluated in the EIR.

4.12 NOISE.

Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

Potentially Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the proposed project
may generate noise levels that would potentially exceed standards established in the
Cypress General Plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.
The EIR will evaluate the proposed project’s potential noise impacts.

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

! City of Cypress General Plan, Conservation/Open Space/Recreation Element. 2001. Page 6.
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Potentially Significant Impact. Although operation of the proposed project would
not result in groundborne vibration, construction of the proposed project would
require earthwork and grading, which could cause potential vibration impacts. The
EIR will evaluate the proposed project’s potential vibration impacts.

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project includes a senior residential
community and commercial/retail improvements on the currently undeveloped project
site. Therefore, the proposed project would increase ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity. The EIR will evaluate the proposed project’s potential impacts
related to increased ambient noise levels.

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Potentially Significant Impact. The construction of the proposed project may
generate elevated temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels. The EIR
will evaluate the proposed project’s potential impacts related to increased temporary
ambient noise levels.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would
the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

No Impact. The JFTB is located approximately 0.27 mile south of the project site in
the City of Los Alamitos. As shown on Exhibit SAF-8 in the Safety Element of the
Cypress General Plan, the project site is not located within the 60 dB CNEL Contour
for the JFTB (which is described in Exhibit SAF-8 as an “Impact Zone”). Therefore,
the development of the proposed project would not expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive or high noise impact levels and this impact would be
clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in
the EIR.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. Refer to Response 4.8(f). The project site is not located within the
vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, this impact would be clearly insignificant and
unlikely to occur. This topic will not be evaluated in the EIR.
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4.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING.
Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

Potentially Significant Impact., The proposed project would increase the number of
residents and jobs in the City. The EIR will evaluate potential population growth.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The project site is vacant. Therefore, the proposed project would not
displace any existing housing and this impact would be clearly insignificant and
unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The project site is vacant. Therefore, the proposed project would not
displace any people and the impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to
occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

4.14 PUBLIC SERVICES.
Would the project:

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

1) Fire protection?

Potentially Significant Impact. Fire protection services are provided to the City
through a contract with the Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA). The proposed
project includes the development of a senior residential community and
commercial/retail improvements that would generate additional demand for fire
protection services. The proposed project's potential impact on fire protection services
will be evaluated in the EIR.

il) Police Protection?

Potentially Significant Impact. Police protection services are provided to the City
through its Police Department (CPD). The proposed project includes the development
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of a senior residential community and commercial/retail improvements that would
generate additional demand for police protection services. The proposed project's
potential impact on police services will be evaluated in the EIR.

iii) Schools?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed senior residential community would
not include a school-age population. Employment generated by the commercial
element of the proposed project could cause a limited number of employees
relocating to the City, resulting in a limited increase of students within the Cypress
and/or Los Alamitos School Districts. Therefore, the impact of the proposed project
on schools would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. Moreover, the project
applicant will be required to pay school fees to the Cypress and/or Los Alamitos
School Districts as required pursuant to Section 65995 et seq. of the California
Government Code, and the payment of such school fees would constitute full and
complete mitigation for any potential impact to school facilities. This topic will not be
analyzed further in the EIR.

iv) Parks?

Potentially Significant Impact. The City requires new residential development to
pay fees for the purposes of providing park and recreation facilities in accordance
with Cypress Municipal Code Chapter 25, Subdivisions, Article 6, Parks and
Recreational Facilities, Section 25-41, Provision of Park and Recreational Facilities.
Additionally, the proposed project would include an amenity center to be located on
approximately 1 acre of common area and would include a community club house.
Additional amenities may include a pool, spa, outdoor fire place, barbeque, and
gathering areas. However, because the proposed project could potentially increase the
use of parks, further analysis in the EIR is required to determine the potential impacts
on parks.

v) Other public facilities?

Potentially Significant Impact. The degree to which population growth associated
with the proposed project could incrementally increase demand for library facilities,
community centers and senior centers has not been determined. Further analysis in
the EIR is required to determine the potential impact on these public facilities.

4.15 RECREATION.
Would the project:
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks

or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

Potentially Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project could
increase the use of park facilities located within the City. The increase in residential
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units and population is consistent with the growth projections in the Cypress General
Plan, and no additional impacts beyond those identified in the Cypress General Plan
EIR would occur with implementation of the proposed project. Therefore, the
population increase associated with the proposed project would not substantially
impact the use of the City’s existing parks and/or other recreational facilities. Also,
the proposed project has its own recreational facilities. Additionally, the proposed
project would be required to pay fees for the purpose of providing park and recreation
facilities in accordance with Cypress Municipal Code Chapter 25, Subdivisions,
Article 6, Parks and Recreational Facilities, Section 25-41, Provision of Park and
Recreational Facilities. Thus, while the proposed project could slightly increase City
residents the proposed project provides its own amenities and will pay applicable
fees. However, because the proposed project could increase the use of parks or other
recreational facilities, further analysis in the EIR is required to determine the potential
impacts on parks and other recreational facilities.

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed senior residential community includes
an amenity center in an approximately 1-acre common area that would include a
community clubhouse, pool, spa, outdoor fireplace, and barbeque and gathering areas.
The impacts associated with the construction and operation of the amenity center will
be evaluated in the EIR as part of the proposed project.

4.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.
Would the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

Potentially Significant Impact. The development of the proposed project would
cause an increase in traffic in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
street system within the project area. A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) will be
prepared that evaluates the proposed project's impact on existing traffic levels and
roadway capacity-and the EIR will incorporate the analysis and conclusions in the
TIA.

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or
highways?

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed in Response 4.16(a), the proposed
project would increase vehicle trips at intersections in the project vicinity. The TIA
will evaluate the proposed project's impact on those intersections and the EIR will
incorporate the analysis and conclusions in the TIA.
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c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

No Impact. The JFTB is the only airport in proximity to the project site, at a distance
of approximately 0.27 mile to the south. However, as discussed in Response 4.8(e),
based on the notification procedure with respect to structure heights in the vicinity of
the JFTB, the proposed project does not include any structures that would potentially
interfere with air traffic patterns relating to the JFTB. In addition, the senior
residential uses associated with the proposed project would not increase aviation
traffic at THE JFTB or materially increase aviation traffic at other airports. Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns and the impact
would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed
further in the EIR.

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

No Impact. The proposed project does not include any design features that would
increase a hazard. The onsite access, circulation and parking for the senior residential
community and commercial/retail area are typical for these types of uses and would
not create or increase a hazard. In addition, as previously discussed in Response
4.8(e), none of the low-scale buildings associated with the proposed project would
interfere with military overflights associated with the JFTB.

Similarly, the proposed project does not include any incompatible uses that would
increase a hazard risk. The proposed senior residential and commercial/retail uses are
consistent with the existing residential and commercial/retail uses in the area.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not substantially increase hazards due
to a design feature or incompatible uses and the impact would be clearly insignificant
and unlikely to occur. Moreover, the proposed project will be required to comply with
all relevant City design standards to ensure that it does not include any design feature
that would result in a substantially increased hazard. This topic will not be analyzed
further in the EIR.

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Response 4.8(g), the proposed
project would be designed with adequate emergency access that would be subject to
review and approval by the City and the OCFA. The proposed project would have
two vehicle access points to the senior residential community and three vehicle access
points to the commercial/retail area. Vehicular access to the senior community would
be located along Enterprise Drive. The southerly senior residential access point would
be dedicated for emergency access only. Access to the commercial/retail area would
be maintained through two vehicular access points along Katella Avenue and one
vehicular access point on Enterprise Drive. All access points and circulation would be
required to comply with City and OCFA requirements. Therefore, the proposed
project would have adequate emergency access and this impact would be clearly
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insignificant and unlikely to occur. this topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR.
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project includes parking spaces for the
senior residential and commercial/retail uses that exceed the number of parking
required under the Amended Specific Plan. With respect to the senior residential
community, the Amended Specific Plan requires one parking space per residential
dwelling unit and one uncovered guest space per 20 dwelling units. Based on these
requirements, 244 spaces for residents and 13 guest spaces would be required, for a
total of 257 parking spaces. In comparison, the proposed project includes 488 garage
spaces for residents and 78 open spaces for guests, for a total of 566 parking spaces.
Therefore, the proposed project includes a sufficient number of parking spaces for the
senior residential community to comply with the applicable parking requirements in
the Amended Specific Plan.

With respect to the approximately 50,000 square feet of proposed commercial/retail
uses the Amended Specific Plan requires 277 parking spaces. As shown on the
conceptual site plan (Figure 3), the proposed project includes a total of approximately
277 parking spaces for the commercial/retail uses. Therefore, the proposed project
includes a sufficient number of commercial/retail parking spaces to comply with the
Amended Specific Plan.

However, to allow for a full discussion of the potential parking impacts associated
with the proposed project, this topic will be addressed in the EIR.

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

No Impact. The project site is not currently subject to any adopted plan or program
supporting alternative transportation. In any event, the proposed senior residential
community would be developed in close proximity to existing commercial/retail uses
and adjacent to the proposed commercial/retail improvements, and a pedestrian gate
will be constructed as part of the project to allow senior residents to walk to and from
the commercial/retail area. The development of the senior residential community in
close proximity to commercial/retail uses would reduce the number and length of
vehicle trips by the senior residents.

It is also noted that Katella Avenue is currently served by OCTA Bus Route 50,
which includes eastbound and westbound stops between the City of Orange and the
City of Long Beach. There is an existing concrete bus turnout near the northeast
corner of Katella Avenue and Enterprise Drive, approximately 130 feet west of the
proposed commercial/retail driveway access points along Katella Avenue that would
be aligned with Midway Drive. However, it is currently inactive. The closest active
bus stop to the project is located on Katella Avenue between Enterprise Drive and
Cottonwood Way. The proposed project would not conflict with either the active or
inactive OCTA Dbus stops.
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For these reasons, the proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies,
plans or programs supporting alternative transportation and the impact would be
clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be analyzed further in
the EIR.

4.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.
Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board?

Potentially Significant Impact. The City of Cypress is located within the service
territory of the Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD), which owns and maintains
the sewer mains within the project vicinity. Wastewater from the proposed project
would be conveyed to treatment plants located in Fountain Valley (Plant No.1) and
Huntington Beach (Plant No. 2). This wastewater could potentially contribute to
exceedance of the wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality
Board (RWQCB), but this has not yet been determined. Therefore, impacts related to
the OCSD’s ability to provide adequate wastewater treatment services for the
proposed project will be evaluated further in the EIR.

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project would require treatment of
water and wastewater. The City Department of Public Works indicated in a will-serve
letter dated June 5, 2014, that the sewer system has adequate capacity to serve the
project site. In addition, the Golden State Water Company (GSWC) provided a will-
serve letter dated April 11, 2014, indicating that GSWC has an adequate supply of
water to serve the proposed project. The EIR will evaluate whether existing water and
wastewater treatment facilities will be sufficient to accommodate the proposed
project.

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Potentially Significant Impact. As described in Response 4.9(c), the proposed
project has the potential to increase off-site storm water flow. The EIR will identify
whether new or expanded storm water drainage facilities would be required with
respect to the proposed project and, if so, evaluate their environmental effects.

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

Potentially Significant Impact. GSWC provided a will-serve letter dated April 11,
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2014, indicating that GSWC has an adequate water supply to serve the proposed
project. However, the proposed project's water demand and the availability of an
adequate water supply will be evaluated in the EIR.

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or
may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project would increase demand on the
wastewater treatment or conveyance system over existing conditions. The proposed
project's wastewater generation will be identified and its potential impact on existing
wastewater facilities will be evaluated in the EIR.

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project would generate solid waste
that would require disposal at an appropriate landfill or other disposal facility.
Because there are no existing structures on the project site, no demolition waste
would be generated. Construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to
generate a substantial amount of waste. Operation of the proposed project would
produce waste typical of residential and commercial development. As indicated in a
will-serve letter dated December 11, 2014, Valley Vista Services would provide
waste disposal services for the proposed project. Actual waste generation from
construction and operation of the proposed project will be determined and the
proposed project's potential impact on landfill facilities will be evaluated in the EIR.

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be required to comply
with the applicable requirements relating to solid waste in the Cypress Municipal
Code, which requires an adequate area for collecting and loading recyclable materials
in concert with Countywide efforts and programs to reduce the volume of solid waste
entering landfills. In addition, the location of recycling/separation areas is required to
comply with all applicable federal, public health, state, or local laws relating to fire,
building, access, transportation, circulation, or safety. Compliance with all applicable
State and Orange County regulations for the use, collection, and disposal of solid and
hazardous wastes is also mandated. The City will require that the proposed project
comply with all of these requirements. Therefore, the proposed project would comply
with federal, state and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste and the
impact would be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur. This topic will not be
analyzed further in the EIR.
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4.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory?

Potentially Significant Impact. Based on the discussions in Responses 4.4,
Biological Resources, and 4.5, Cultural Resources, the proposed project would not
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal, or eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or
prehistory. However, as discussed in Response 4.4(d), if and to the extent the non-
native, ornamental trees on the project site were removed during the applicable avian
nesting season for raptors and other migratory birds, that activity could potentially
impact active raptor/migratory bird nests. Therefore, the EIR will evaluate the impact
of the proposed project on raptors and other migratory birds.

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of
a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project, when considered in
conjunction with other approved or pending projects the City and elsewhere in the
project vicinity, could potentially result in cumulatively considerable impacts. The
EIR will assess the potential for the proposed project to contribute to cumulative
impacts.

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Potentially Significant Impact. The potential for the proposed project to have
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly, will be
evaluated in the EIR, as well as other potentially significant environmental impacts
identified in this IS.
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ORANGE COUNTY CLERK-RECQRDER DEPARTHENT
NOTICE OF PREPARATION BY; %

Sy DEPUTY

To: Interested Agencies and Organizations \\
(Refer to Attached Distribution List)

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report and Public
Scoping Meeting

Lead Agency: Consulting Firm:

Agency Name: City of Cypress Firm Name: LSA Associates, Inc.

Street Address: 5275 Orange Avenue Street Address: 20 Executive Park, Suite 200
City/State/Zip: Cypress, California 90630 City/State/Zip: lrvine, California 92614
Contact: Douglas Hawkins, AICP, City Planner Contact:  Patrick Zabrocki

Phone: (714) 229-6720 Phone: (949) 553-0666

The CITY OF CYPRESS will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
project identified below. We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental
information which is germane to your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your
agency will need to use the EIR prepared by our agency when considering your permit or other approval for the
project. The project description, location, and the potential environmental effects are contained in the attached
materials. A copy of the Initial Study is attached. Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must
be sent at the earliest possible date but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. The comment period
begins on March 2, 2015 and ends on March 31, 2015.

Please send your response to Mr. Douglas Hawkins, AICP, City Planner at the address shown above. We will
need the name for a contact person in your agency.

Scoping Meeting: A public scoping meeting will be held on Monday, March 16, 2015, from 6:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. at
the Courtyard by Marriott Hotel, located at 5865 Katella Avenue in the City of Cypress, CA 90630. The purpose of the
meeting is to obtain information and solicit comments from the public regarding the environmental issues that should
be studied in the EIR. No decisions regarding the proposed project will be made at the scoping meeting.

Project Title: Barton Place
Project Location: _ City of Cypress Orange
City (nearest) County

Project Location and Description (brief): The project site consists of approximately 33 acres within the
southwestern portion of the City of Cypress in Orange County, California, and is located just north of the City of Los
Alamitos boundary and approximately one mile northwest of the City of Garden Grove. The project site is located at
4921 Katella Avenue, at the northeast corner of Katella Avenue and Enterprise Drive. A portion of the Los Alamitos
Race Course, including one-story horse barns and associated equipment, is located immediately north of the project
site. A surface parking area for the Los Alamitos Race Course, a church, and a hotel are located immediately east of
the project site, with commercial uses located further to the east beyond the hotel. To the west of the project site is
Enterprise Drive and Cottonwood Church. The southern border of the project site is Katella Avenue, with commercial,
single-family, and multi-family residential uses south of Katella Avenue. The project site was previously part of the
Cypress Golf Club, which permanently closed in 2004. The project site is unimproved and is not currently utilized for
any land use or activity.

The proposed mixed-use project includes two components, a senior residential community and commercial/retail
improvements. The community would include approximately 244 senior residential units and the commercial/retail
component would consist of approximately 50,000 square feet of commercial space. The attached Initial Study
includes additional details regarding the proposed project and its location, a description of the entitements required
for the proposed project, and a discussion of the proposed project's probable environmental effects.



ORANGE I COUNTY

AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION

FOR ORANGE COUNTY
3160 Airway Avenue « Costa Mesa, California 92626 « 949.252.5170 fax: 949.252.6012

March 31, 2015

Mr. Douglas Hawkins, AICP
City Planner

City of Cypress

5275 Orange Avenue
Cypress, CA 90630

Subject: NOP of a DEIR for proposed mixed-project (Barton Place)
Dear Mr, Hawkins:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed 33-Acre residential/commercial
project in the contéxt of the Airport Land Use Commission’s (ALUC) Airport Environs
Land Use Plan for Joint Forces Training Base (AELUP for JFTB) Los Alamitos. The
proposed prOJcci includes construction of: appromtmatcly 50 000 square faet of’
comrnercial spacc and D44, senior ras1dcnt1al LlIlli‘ . ‘
The pmpused project is located within-the Fe "ral Aviation Regulation (FAR) Pan 77
Nonf‘ cation. Area for JFTB Los Alamitos. itial study_“states that the proposed

¢ ol penetrate the notification
.TFTB ( 27 mlle noﬂh of

s/ e ] ; proposed
project does not. a{fcct alrport opcratlons such as causing, 1mpdat:. to arly Tidvigational
aids. The results’ irom the Notme Cntena Tool slnould be moluded -in-the DLIR

The proposed prOJBGt is also located W1thm thc Obstruoimn ImaglnalywSurdeEb for JFTB.
At the maximum height of 30 feet, the proposed project will not penetrate the horizontal
imaginary surface for JFTB Los Alamitos. As described in the AELUP for JFTB,
buildings that rise to the height of the horizontal surface (150 feet Above Ground Level
(AGL)) will violate the established approach criteria for the primary JFTB runway, We
recommend the DEIR and the Specific Plan include language stating that the maximum
building heights will not surpass the horizontal imaginary surface for JFTB Los
Alamitos.

‘I'he proposed project is located outside of the 60 dBA and 65 dBA CNEL noise contours
for JFTB Los Alamitos and would not be subject to any special noise reduction



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 12

3347 MICHELSON DRIVE, SUITE 100

IRVINE, CA 92612-8894

PHONE (949) 724-2086 Serious drought.
FAX (949) 724-2592 Help save water!
ITY 711

www.dot.ca.gov

April 7, 2015

Mzr. Douglas Hawkins AICP File: IGR/CEQA
City of Cypress SCH#: 2015031004
5275 Orange Avenue Log #: 4214
Cypress, CA. 90630 1-605, SR-22

Dear Mr. Hawkins:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice of Preparation for Barton
Place. The proposed project is for the construction of 244 senior residences, including
approximately 152 single-family detached homes and approximately 92 single-family attached
homes and 50,000 square feet of commercial retail improvements along Katella Avenue.

The Department of Transportation (Department) is a commenting agency on this
project and has the following comments for your consideration.

A detailed traffic study for this project should be prepared and include existing and future
average daily traffic volumes, traffic generation including peak hour, traffic distribution,
intersection capacity utilization analysis along with current and projected capacities of
local streets, and State highways and freeway routes I- 605 I-405, SR-22 & SR-39.

Please continue to keep us informed of this project and any future developments that
could potentially impact State transportation facilities. If you have any questions or need
to contact us, please do not hesitate to call Aileen Kennedy at (949) 724-2239,

Sincerely,

MAUREEN EL HARAKE | RECEIVED

Branch Chief, Regional-Community-Transit Planning
District 12

c: Lee Haber, Traffic Operations North
Scott Morgan, Office of Planning and Research

City of Cunrass

Comimurity Lievaiopment Department

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transporiation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”



ALUC Comments- NOP of DRIR Barton Place -

331113

Page 2

requirements. The DEIR should also discuss if heliports are proposed as part of the
project.

Per the AELUP for JFTB Los Alamitos, for projects outside of the 60 dB CNEL Contour,
or other areas of special concern as delineated by the FAA and adopted by the
Commission, local agencies are required to submit to the ALUC only those matters which
contemplate or permit structures that would penetrate the 100:1 Imaginary Surface as,
defined in FAA FAR Part 77,13,

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the initial study. Please contact Lea
Chouwu at (949) 252-5123 or via email at lchoum@ocair.com should you have any
questions related to the Airport Land Use Commission for Orange County.

Sincerely,

7

Kari A. Rigoni
Executive Officer



PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
Barton Place Project
NE Corner of Katella Avenue and Enterprise Drive

Monday, March 16, 2015

NAME: Cﬂ-xw.zs N facons 14775 6457

ADDRESS: (2072 (dwz<eslmy 57 CITY: Cyretss ZIP: Jo 62>

EMAIL ADDRESS: Cpatsons rs O Ih extrene . Conm

REPRESENTING (Optional): _Se/ A~

Do you wish to be added to the project mailing list? MYES [INO
Please leave your comments with the City Planner or mail them to: [ oFf 2.

Douglas Hawkins, City Planner
City of Cypress
5275 Orange Avenue

Cypress, CA 90630

Phone: (714) 229-6720
E-Mail: DHawkins@ci.cypress.ca.us

The purpose of this comment form is to solicit input regarding the scope and content of the draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Please submit comments for the record that pertain to the
environmental issues you would like addressed in the EIR (please print). Please note that all
comments provided on this form will be public information.
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Ryan Bensley

Subject:

FW: Barton Place EIR Scoping

From: Dave Emerson [mailto:realtorde@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 3:49 PM
To: 33acreproject@ci.cypress.us

Cc: Doug Hawkins
Subject: Barton Place EIR Scoping

Dear Mr. Hawkins,

Thank you for your many years of service to Cypress and surrounding communities, and for the opportunity to
offer input to the EIR for the Barton Place Project.

I am supportive of the proposal, but do have three major areas of concern: Traffic Mitigation, and Mitigation of
the loss of a significant "wetlands" used by geese and other wildlife. Below are some thoughts or one long time
resident about possible mitigation for your consideration.

1. As the Initial Study indicates on page 59 (items 4.16 a & b, there is potentially significant impact on
traffic and the possible exceeding of the LOS congestion standards in the area. While a seniors'
community creates far less traffic than would the proposed ProLogis Logistics Facility, and the
reduction in total units reduces traffic even more, at least two key issues remain:

1.

3.

The massive existing congestion on Katella created by the fact that it is the only major east-west
surface thoroughfare between Westminster Blvd. and Lincoln. With CalTrans/OCTA already
planning a massive increase of lanes on the 405northbound, ending at the 605, we can only
expect cut-through traffic on Katella to worsen in the years ahead. Both Cypress and Los
Alanitos residents, businesses, and workers already spend hours trying to get to and from the 605
and 405 freeways, and some mitigation is needed to keep what is already a bad traffic problem
from getting worse.

At this point, all access to the new homes and the new businesses from eastbound Katella can
only be making a U-turn at Siboney (the Race Track Entrance.) This U turn lane is already
congested by people getting to the existing businesses between Siboney and Cottonwood
Church. Adding a left turn lane and signal at Enterprise would violate the existing agreement
between Cypress and Los Alamitos, and threaten Carrier Row with even more cut-through
traffic.

The fact that driving routes into a community designed for seniors should be as simple and direct
as possile.

4. Possible mitigation optioins:

1. Allowing southbound traffic on Lexiington at Katella to continue south would at least
allow Cypress residents and our military personnel to access the Base more directly,
without having to turn onto Katella from Lexington.

2. Providing access to and from Barton Place without using Katella would also help. Such
access could be from a) an eastern gate exiting through the Race Course Parking Lot,
which would also make it easier for residents to drive to the adjoining businesses.

1



western exit, b) connecting Enterprise north of Katella to Lexington, so Barton Place
residents could travel north to visit other Cypress residents and businesses without
accessing Katella, and c) extending Enterprise north to connect with Cerritos. A
combination of all three would be optimal, and might work with a firm future
commitment to the Enterprise extension when the Race Course and stables area are
developped, or within seven years, whichever occurs first. In addition, to control
expense, the eastern gate could be automated, for entrance limied to residents and their
guests only and a one-way exit lane for all.

2. The lack of development of a "Continuum of Care" Facility for West OC Seniors. At this point no such
facilities exist, with the closest being in Stanton (Rowntree/Quaker Gardens) and Artesia (Artesia
Christian Home for the Aged on 183rd St.) Both facilities are over 50 years old and far from sufficient
to meet the needs of Cypress and West Orange County's aging Baby Boomers and their parents. This is
not a mitigation issue, but the fullfilment of a promise to Cypress' Seniors and residents that was implied
in the material used to promote the rezoning of the property.

1. Possible Mitigation: In prior meetings the developper expressed concerns about having such a
community integrated within the "active living" community he envisions, but having a separate
facility adjoining or at least nearby makes sense. Licensing requirements would require at least
two years time as well. Posibilities could be designation of some of the 5 acres of "retail" along
Katella for such a facility, with a gated pedestrian entrance from Barton Place so residents could
visit their parents or even spouses in the years to come. Another option would be developping
such a facility in conjunction with or by Cottonwood Church on some of their property, or
modifying the General Plan for the Race Course to locate such a facility in the current stables
area. This would allow both Barton Place residents and other Cypress and West Orange County
residents the opportunity to age in place.

3. "Wetlands," underground lake, and waterflowl flyway mitigation, as required by Section 404 of the
Environmental Protection Act. I have been contacted by several residents concerned about these issues,
and I believe at least one, Lois Waddle has written you in this regard. I live southwest of the project,
but, like former Mayor Mills and Ms. Waddle, enjoy seeing and hearing groups of migrating geese and
other waterfowl who have been using the area as part of their flyway. As I understand it, these birds
need mud and gravel, as well as water. The loss of this habitat could be devastating, and litigation over
it could hold up the project for years, but I believe mitigation is available and should be explored.

Possible mitigation: I'm no expert, but I would think a smaller area, perhaps 7 - 15 acres, nearby
could solve this challenge. The Cities of Los Alamitos and Cypress are already on record in their
desire to create parkland and open space along the northern border of the Race Course

property. The northwest corner of the property, which includes some hills and lakes from the
former golf course, might be the perfect location. Trails, picnic areas, and a wild zone for
waterfowl could be included. Hopefully the Cities of Los Alamtios and Cypress could work
together with the County to develop this as one of several OC County Parks in our area, which
currently has no County Parks whatsoever.

Thank you for your consideration. If I can be of further assistance in optimizing the benefits of the Barton
Place Development, please feel free to contact me.

Sincere regards, and thanks,



Dave Emerson, 562.822.7653, mobile
Realtor, Broker 1980-2011

Real Estate Consultant, 201 1-present
Editor, LosAlNews.com, 2008-present
Member, Los Alamitos Traffic Commission



PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
Barton Place Project

NE Corner of Katella Avenue and Enterprise Drive
Monday, March 16, 2015

NAME: __Teh ¥ ZKioER IO 0D :

ADDRESS: __ /L0 72 MIMANAY LL.  CITY: (os AcAmmns zip: F0720

EMAIL ADDRESS: _ Js() @ é Catl . XL .CoM

REPRESENTING (Optional):
Do you wish to be added to the project mailing list? YES [ INO

Please leave your comments with the City Planner or mail them to:

Douglas Hawkins, City Planner
City of Cypress

5275 Orange Avenue

Cypress, CA 90630

Phone: (714) 229-6720
E-Mail: DHawkins@ci.cypress.ca.us

The purpose of this comment form is to solicit input regarding the scope and content of the draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Please submit comments for the record that pertain to the
environmental issues you would like addressed in the EIR (please print). Please note that all
comments provided on this form will be public mformatlon
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Ryan Bensley

Subject: FW: Wildlife Wetlands Habitat - Doug Hawkings, City Planner

From: Lois Waddle [mailto:loiswaddle@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 11:24 PM

To: 33acreproject

Subject: Fw: Wildlife Wetlands Habitat - Doug Hawkings, City Planner

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Lois Waddle <loiswaddle@yahoo.com>

To: "33acreproject@ci.cypress.us" <33acreproject@ci.cypress.us>; John Underwood <jsu@socal.rr.com>; News
Enterprise <editor@newsenterprise.net>; Dave Emerson <realtorde@gmail.com>; Lisa Giancarlo
<neighborsagainstgridlock@gmail.com>; Arthur DeBolt <artdebolt@msn.com>; Jody Shloss <jodyshloss@aol.com>;
Sherry Poe <poestermom@verizon.net>; Jm Ivler <met00cigar@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 11:10 PM

Subject: Wildlife Wetlands Habitat - Doug Hawkings, City Planner

| am writing to document and, further, explain the loss of the wetland's wildlife habitat that will
occur if the 33 acre Barton Place development is built on Katella Ave.

Hapitually, during the rainy season in the winter, Canadian geese fly into this site in 'wedges' of
40 to 70 strong. They seek shelter, food, and sun. But, specifically, they seek the 'mud’. You can see
them in the water feeding, and on the banks of the little lakes sunning themselves. During feriocious
storms, gulls, Blue Herion, and other sea birds fly in from the ocean for shelter. They, too, can be
seen standing in the water or sunbathing.

The birds don't care if you are close by. (They hang out in groups behind the Marriott Hotel.) 1,
myself, have enjoyed seeing them over the years. Especially, when they come into land - they 'all’
honk in unison. | will hate to see this entire scenario eliminated. It is, most, wonderful to be walking
by and see this.

| hope Barton Place Developers will ensure a 'like replacement’ in the ‘future park structure that
the citizens of Cypress will surely insist on in the development of the racetrack land. A '33' acre
Wetlands Park, just east of the Marriott, with trails all around it would be perfect. Then, the birds
would have a runway so they could land...Lois Waddle
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PublicWorks

Integrity, Accountability, Service, Trust
Shane L. Silsby, Director

Mr. Douglas Hawkins, AICP, City Planner
City of Cypress

5275 Orange Avenue

Cypress, CA 90630

Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Barton Place

Dear Mr. Hawkins,

The County of Orange Infrastructure Programs/Flood Program Support/ Hydrology Section has reviewed
the Initial Study/Environmental Checklist for the proposed Barton Place and offers the following
comments:

1. Section 4.9 (i), page 51, states: “The major storm drain facility in the project area is Bolsa Chica
Channel which runs adjacent to Valley View Street, extending southwest from south of Katella
Avenue, trough the Warland/Cypress Business Center.”

Based on Orange County Drainage Facilities Map, it appears the proposed project site located at
4921 Katella Avenue is not tributary to Bolsa Chica Channel, Orange County Flood Control
District (OCFCD) facility No. C0O2. Instead, the area drains west, through the local drainage
system to subregional OCFCD facility, Katella Storm Channel (C01S05) and ultimately drains to
Los Alamitos Channel (CO1). Please check and revise as appropriate.

2. The Draft EIR should identify all OCFCD facilities that could potentially be impacted by the
proposed Barton Place project.

3. As noted in the Initial Study, the proposed construction may increase the overall impervious
area. Therefore, hydrologic and hydraulic analyses need to be performed to evaluate and
compare quantitatively the runoff volumes, peak flow rate increases, adequacy of existing storm
drains and off-site channels that will ultimately carry these discharges. The analyses are needed
to ensure that post-project conditions along Orange County Flood Control District (OCFCD)
drainage facilities are not worsened as a result of the project. These analyses should be included
in the DEIR.

4. All hydrologic and hydraulic studies must conform to the current guidelines and criteria as
specified in the Orange County Hydrology Manual (OCHM), Addendum No. 1 to the OCHM and
the Orange County Flood Control Design Manual.

300 N. Flower Street, Santa Ana, CA 92703 www.ocpublicworks.com
P.O. Box 4048, Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048 714.667.8800 | Info@OCPW.ocgov.com



Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Notice of Preparation. If you have any questions, please
contact me at (714) 245-4503 or feel free to call Anna Brzezicki directly. Anna may be reached at (714)
647-3989.

Very truly yours,

/.

Hossein Ajideh, Ph.D., P.E.
OC Flood Program Support/Hydrology

S:\Flood Program\Hydrology\Anna Brzezicki\NCL, EIR\2015\Log # 837, NOP Draft EIR for Barton Place, City of Cypress.doc

300 N. Flower Street, Santa Ana, CA 92703 www.ocpublicworks.com
P.O. Box 4048, Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048 714.667.8800 | Info@OCPW.ocgov.com



Serving:
Anaheim

Brea

Buena Park
Cypress
Fountain Valley
Fullerton
Garden Grove
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March 26, 2015

Mr. Douglas Hawkins, AICP, City Planner
City of Cypress

5275 Orange Avenue

Cypress, CA 90630

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
City of Cypress Barton Place Project.

This letter is in response to the above referenced Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a
proposed project in the City of Cypress (City). The City is within the jurisdiction of
the Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD).

The proposed mixed-use project would construct 244 senior residential units and a
commercial retail component consisting of approximately 50,000 square.

OCSD has several regional sewers that serve the City. The NOP indicates that flow
calcuiations for the proposed development have not been done yet. As such,
OCSD requests that both the City and regional sewer systems be modeled to
understand any potential impacts to the sewer systems. OCSD also requests that
the City review, update, and provide updated sewer maps to OCSD for our records.
Please use the following flow factors to estimate current and future flows in the
Draft Environmental Impact Report:

1488 gpd/acre for low density residential (4-7d.u. /acre)

3451 gpd/acre for medium density residential (8-16 d.u./acre)

5474 gpd/acre for medium-high density residential (17-25 d.u./acre)
7516 gpd/acre for high density residential (26-35 d.u./acre)

2262 gpd/acre for commercial/office

3167 gpd/acre for industrial

2715 gpd/acre for institutional

s & @ e & @ @

OCSD is also in the planning phase of a large sewer replacement and
rehabilitation project in the City of Cypress. As can be seen on the enclosed map,

 aportion of the Western Regional Sewers project is in close proximity to the Barton
- Place Project. Our tentative schedule calls for construction in 2018. OCSD is very
 interested in coordinating efforts for this and any other project in the City that may
 coincide with our improvements.

,‘?:;fi Also, please note that any construction dewatering within the City {public or private)
 that involve discharges to the local or regional sanitary sewer system must be
~ permitted by OCSD prior to discharges.

We protect public health and the environment by providing effective
wastewater collection, treatment, and recyling.



March 26, 2015
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OCSD staff will need to review/approve the water quality of any discharges and the
measures necessary to eliminate materials like sands, silts, and other regulated
compounds prior to discharge to the sanitary sewer system.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Barton Place Project. If you have
any questions, please contact me at 714-593-7119.

Senior Staff Analyst

DC:sa
http://project/sites/Planning/CEQA/Externally Generated/20150326 Cypress_Barton_NOP.doc
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South Coast

Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

SLLIGRSEEY  (909) 396-2000 « www.agmd.gov
AQMD March 10, 2015

Douglas Hawkins, AICP, City Planner
City of Cypress

5275 Orange Avenue

Cypress, CA 90630

Notice of Preparation of a CEQA Document for the
Barton Place Project

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
above-mentioned document. The SCAQMD staff’s comments are recommendations regarding the analysis of potential air
quality impacts from the proposed project that should be included in the draft CEQA document. Please send the
SCAQMD a copy of the CEQA document upon its completion. Note that copies of the Draft EIR that are submitted to the
State Clearinghouse are not forwarded to the SCAQMD. Please forward a copy of the Draft EIR directly to SCAQMD at
the address in our letterhead. In addition, please send with the draft EIR all appendices or technical documents
related to the air quality and greenhouse gas analyses and electronic versions of all air quality modeling and health
risk assessment files. These include original emission calculation spreadsheets and modeling files (not Adobe PDF
files). Without all files and supporting air quality documentation, the SCAQMD will be unable to complete its
review of the air quality analysis in a timely manner. Any delays in providing all supporting air quality
documentation will require additional time for review beyond the end of the comment period.

Air Quality Analysis
The SCAQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in 1993 to assist other
public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. The SCAQMD recommends that the Lead Agency use this
Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the
SCAQMD’s Subscription Services Department by calling (909) 396-3720. More recent guidance developed since this
Handbook was published is also available on SCAQMD’s website here: http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-
uality-analysis-handbook/ceqga-air-quality-handbook-(1993). SCAQMD staff also recommends that the lead agency use
the CalEEMod land use emissions software. This software has recently been updated to incorporate up-to-date state and
locally approved emission factors and methodologies for estimating pollutant emissions from typical land use
development. CalEEMod is the only software model maintained by the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (CAPCOA) and replaces the now outdated URBEMIS. This model is available free of charge at:
www.caleemod.com.

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all phases of the project
and all air pollutant sources related to the project. Air quality impacts from both construction (including demolition, if
any) and operations should be calculated. Construction-related air quality impacts typically include, but are not limited to,
emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings,
off-road mobile sources (e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction worker
vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are not limited to, emissions
from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road
tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air quality impacts from indirect sources, that is, sources that generate or attract
vehicular trips should be included in the analysis.

The SCAQMD has also developed both regional and localized significance thresholds. The SCAQMD staff requests that
the lead agency quantify criteria pollutant emissions and compare the results to the recommended regional significance
thresholds found here: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqashandbook/scagmd-air-quality-significance-
thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2. In addition to analyzing regional air quality impacts, the SCAQMD staff recommends
calculating localized air quality impacts and comparing the results to localized significance thresholds (LSTs). LST’s can
be used in addition to the recommended regional significance thresholds as a second indication of air quality impacts
when preparing a CEQA document. Therefore, when preparing the air quality analysis for the proposed project, it is
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recommended that the lead agency perform a localized analysis by either using the LSTs developed by the SCAQMD or
performing dispersion modeling as necessary. Guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis can be found at:
htto://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air—qualiw-analvsis-handbook/localized-siEniﬁcance-thresholds.

In the event that the proposed project generates or attracts vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles, it
is recommended that the lead agency perform a mobile source health risk assessment. Guidance for performing a mobile
source health risk assessment (“Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile Source Diesel
Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis™) can be found at: http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-
quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis. An analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the use
of equipment potentially generating such air pollutants should also be included.

In addition, guidance on siting incompatible land uses (such as placing homes near freeways) can be found in the
California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Perspective, which can be found at
the following internet address: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. CARB’s Land Use Handbook is a general
reference guide for evaluating and reducing air pollution impacts associated with new projects that go through the land
use decision-making process.

Mitigation Measures
In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation
measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized during project construction and operation to minimize or
eliminate these impacts. Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(1)(D), any impacts resulting from mitigation
measures must also be discussed. Several resources are available to assist the Lead Agency with identifying possible
mitigation measures for the project, including;
o Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook
e SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages at: http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-
handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-efficiencies.
e CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures available here:
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/1 1/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf.
e SCAQMD’s Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook for controlling construction-related
emissions
o  Other measures to reduce air quality impacts from land use projects can be found in the SCAQMD’s Guidance
Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning. This document can be found
at the following internet address: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/planning/air-quality-
cuidance/complete-guidance-document.pdf?sfvrsn=4.

Data Sources

SCAQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the SCAQMD’s Public Information
Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the Public Information Center is also available via
the SCAQMD’s webpage (http://www.agmd.gov).

The SCAQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project emissions are accurately evaluated
and mitigated where feasible. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at Jwongl@agmd.gov or
call me at (909) 396-3176.

Sincerely,

Jillian Wony
Jillian Wong, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

ORC150303-03
Control Number
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From: Doug Hawkins <dhawkins@ci.cypress.ca.us>

Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 7:36 AM

To: Deborah Pracilio; Ryan Bensley; Tim Ramm (tramm@provincegroup.com)
Cc: Maryanne Cronin

Subject: FW: Barton Place EIR Scoping

Team,

Below is an e-mail from Mr. Dave Emerson, a Los Alamitos resident and traffic commissioner, in response to
the NOP for Barton Place.

Douglas Hawkins

City Planner

o DHawkins@ci.cypress.ca.us
AR (714) 229-6727
o] (714) 229-0154 FAX

From: Dave Emerson [mailto:realtorde@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 3:49 PM

To: 33acreproject@ci.cypress.us

Cc: Doug Hawkins

Subject: Barton Place EIR Scoping

Dear Mr. Hawkins,

Thank you for your many years of service to Cypress and surrounding communities, and for the opportunity to
offer input to the EIR for the Barton Place Project.

I am supportive of the proposal, but do have three major areas of concern: Traffic Mitigation, and Mitigation of
the loss of a significant "wetlands™ used by geese and other wildlife. Below are some thoughts or one long time
resident about possible mitigation for your consideration.

1. As the Initial Study indicates on page 59 (items 4.16 a & b, there is potentially significant impact on
traffic and the possible exceeding of the LOS congestion standards in the area. While a seniors'
community creates far less traffic than would the proposed ProLogis Logistics Facility, and the
reduction in total units reduces traffic even more, at least two key issues remain:

1. The massive existing congestion on Katella created by the fact that it is the only major east-west
surface thoroughfare between Westminster Blvd. and Lincoln. With CalTrans/OCTA already
planning a massive increase of lanes on the 405northbound, ending at the 605, we can only
expect cut-through traffic on Katella to worsen in the years ahead. Both Cypress and Los
Alanitos residents, businesses, and workers already spend hours trying to get to and from the 605
and 405 freeways, and some mitigation is needed to keep what is already a bad traffic problem
from getting worse.



2. At this point, all access to the new homes and the new businesses from eastbound Katella can
only be making a U-turn at Siboney (the Race Track Entrance.) This U turn lane is already
congested by people getting to the existing businesses between Siboney and Cottonwood
Church. Adding a left turn lane and signal at Enterprise would violate the existing agreement
between Cypress and Los Alamitos, and threaten Carrier Row with even more cut-through
traffic.

3. The fact that driving routes into a community designed for seniors should be as simple and direct
as possile.

4. Possible mitigation optioins:

1. Allowing southbound traffic on Lexiington at Katella to continue south would at least
allow Cypress residents and our military personnel to access the Base more directly,
without having to turn onto Katella from Lexington.

2. Providing access to and from Barton Place without using Katella would also help. Such
access could be from a) an eastern gate exiting through the Race Course Parking Lot,
which would also make it easier for residents to drive to the adjoining businesses.
western exit, b) connecting Enterprise north of Katella to Lexington, so Barton Place
residents could travel north to visit other Cypress residents and businesses without
accessing Katella, and c) extending Enterprise north to connect with Cerritos. A
combination of all three would be optimal, and might work with a firm future
commitment to the Enterprise extension when the Race Course and stables area are
developped, or within seven years, whichever occurs first. In addition, to control
expense, the eastern gate could be automated, for entrance limied to residents and their
guests only and a one-way exit lane for all.

2. The lack of development of a "Continuum of Care" Facility for West OC Seniors. At this point no such
facilities exist, with the closest being in Stanton (Rowntree/Quaker Gardens) and Artesia (Artesia
Christian Home for the Aged on 183rd St.) Both facilities are over 50 years old and far from sufficient
to meet the needs of Cypress and West Orange County's aging Baby Boomers and their parents. This is
not a mitigation issue, but the fullfilment of a promise to Cypress' Seniors and residents that was implied
in the material used to promote the rezoning of the property.

1. Possible Mitigation: In prior meetings the developper expressed concerns about having such a
community integrated within the "active living" community he envisions, but having a separate
facility adjoining or at least nearby makes sense. Licensing requirements would require at least
two years time as well. Posibilities could be designation of some of the 5 acres of "retail" along
Katella for such a facility, with a gated pedestrian entrance from Barton Place so residents could
visit their parents or even spouses in the years to come. Another option would be developping
such a facility in conjunction with or by Cottonwood Church on some of their property, or
modifying the General Plan for the Race Course to locate such a facility in the current stables
area. This would allow both Barton Place residents and other Cypress and West Orange County
residents the opportunity to age in place.

3. "Wetlands," underground lake, and waterflowl flyway mitigation, as required by Section 404 of the
Environmental Protection Act. | have been contacted by several residents concerned about these issues,
and | believe at least one, Lois Waddle has written you in this regard. | live southwest of the project,
but, like former Mayor Mills and Ms. Waddle, enjoy seeing and hearing groups of migrating geese and
other waterfowl who have been using the area as part of their flyway. As I understand it, these birds
need mud and gravel, as well as water. The loss of this habitat could be devastating, and litigation over
it could hold up the project for years, but | believe mitigation is available and should be explored.



Possible mitigation: I'm no expert, but | would think a smaller area, perhaps 7 - 15 acres, nearby
could solve this challenge. The Cities of Los Alamitos and Cypress are already on record in their
desire to create parkland and open space along the northern border of the Race Course

property. The northwest corner of the property, which includes some hills and lakes from the
former golf course, might be the perfect location. Trails, picnic areas, and a wild zone for
waterfowl could be included. Hopefully the Cities of Los Alamtios and Cypress could work
together with the County to develop this as one of several OC County Parks in our area, which
currently has no County Parks whatsoever.

Thank you for your consideration. If | can be of further assistance in optimizing the benefits of the Barton
Place Development, please feel free to contact me.

Sincere regards, and thanks,

Dave Emerson, 562.822.7653, mobile
Realtor, Broker 1980-2011

Real Estate Consultant, 2011-present
Editor, LosAINews.com, 2008-present
Member, Los Alamitos Traffic Commission
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From: Doug Hawkins <dhawkins@ci.cypress.ca.us>

Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 2:59 PM

To: Deborah Pracilio; Ryan Bensley; Tim Ramm (tramm@provincegroup.com)
Cc: Maryanne Cronin

Subject: Additional Time Request from Caltrans

Hi Team,

| just spoke with Eileen from Caltrans who requested an extension of time to provide their comments on the
project NOP. Apparently, the NOP was misplaced in their traffic division and they need additional time to
review the project. | gave them until Friday of next week to provide their comments.

| will forward any comments as soon as | receive them.
Thank you,

Douglas Hawkins

City Planner

P DHawkins@ci.cypress.ca.us
L - (714) 229-6727
) (714) 229-0154 FAX
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From: Doug Hawkins <dhawkins@ci.cypress.ca.us>

Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 1:33 PM

To: Deborah Pracilio; Ryan Bensley

Cc: Maryanne Cronin

Subject: FW: Wildlife Wetlands Habitat - Doug Hawkings, City Planner

Hi Deby and Ryan,
| just received the e-mail below from one of the attendees at the scoping meeting.
Let me know if you would like to discuss.
Thank you,
Douglas Hawkins
City Planner
P DHawkins@ci.cypress.ca.us

(714) 229-6727
(714) 229-0154 FAX

L T

From: Lois Waddle [mailto:loiswaddle@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 11:24 PM

To: 33acreproject

Subject: Fw: Wildlife Wetlands Habitat - Doug Hawkings, City Planner

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Lois Waddle <loiswaddle @yahoo.com>

To: "33acreproject@ci.cypress.us” <33acreproject@ci.cypress.us>; John Underwood <jsu@socal.rr.com>; News
Enterprise <editor@newsenterprise.net>; Dave Emerson <realtorde@gmail.com>; Lisa Giancarlo
<neighborsagainstgridlock@gmail.com>; Arthur DeBolt <artdebolt@msn.com>; Jody Shloss <jodyshloss@aol.com>;
Sherry Poe <poestermom@verizon.net>; Jm Ivler <metOOcigar@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 11:10 PM

Subject: Wildlife Wetlands Habitat - Doug Hawkings, City Planner

| am writing to document and, further, explain the loss of the wetland's wildlife habitat that will
occur if the 33 acre Barton Place development is built on Katella Ave.

Hapitually, during the rainy season in the winter, Canadian geese fly into this site in ‘wedges' of
40 to 70 strong. They seek shelter, food, and sun. But, specifically, they seek the 'mud’. You can see
them in the water feeding, and on the banks of the little lakes sunning themselves. During feriocious
storms, gulls, Blue Herion, and other sea birds fly in from the ocean for shelter. They, too, can be
seen standing in the water or sunbathing.

The birds don't care if you are close by. (They hang out in groups behind the Marriott Hotel.) 1,
myself, have enjoyed seeing them over the years. Especially, when they come into land - they "all’
honk in unison. | will hate to see this entire scenario eliminated. It is, most, wonderful to be walking
by and see this.

| hope Barton Place Developers will ensure a 'like replacement’ in the ‘future park structure that
the citizens of Cypress will surely insist on in the development of the racetrack land. A '33' acre
1



Wetlands Park, just east of the Marriott, with trails all around it would be perfect. Then, the birds
would have a runway so they could land...Lois Waddle
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Air Quality Technical Report
The Barton Place Project

Executive Summary

The Barton Place Project (the “Project”) proposes a mixed-use senior community comprised of
approximately 33 acres in the northwest portion of Orange County, California, within the City of
Cypress (the “City”). The project site is immediately north of the City of Los Alamitos boundary,
approximately one mile northwest of the City of Garden Grove, two miles east of the San
Gabriel River Freeway (Interstate 605), and three miles north of the Garden Grove Freeway
(State Route 22) and the San Diego Freeway (Interstate 405). The project site is located within
the Amended and Restated Cypress Business and Professional Center Specific Plan (“Specific
Plan”) area at 4921 Katella Avenue, at the northeast corner of Katella Avenue and Enterprise
Drive. The Los Alamitos Race Course is to the north and east. Hotel and commercial uses are
located immediately east of the project site, closest to Katella Avenue. To the west of the project
site is Enterprise Drive and Cottonwood Church. The southern border of the Project site is
Katella Avenue, with commercial, single-family, and multi-family residential uses south of Katella
Avenue.

The Project includes two components: a senior residential community and commercial/retail
improvements along Katella Avenue. The homes would be for-sale and incorporate a mix of 152
single-family detached homes and 92 single-family attached homes (i.e. paired homes), in one-
and two-story configurations. The single-family detached homes would range in size from
approximately 1,790 to 2,605 square feet and the paired homes would range in size from
approximately 1,532 to 2,080 square feet.

Each home in the senior residential community would require a qualified occupant 55 years of
age or older pursuant to recorded covenants, conditions and restrictions. The residents would
have access to community amenities that include a clubhouse, pool and landscaped areas. The
community would include guest parking areas, landscaped parkways, small pocket parks, and
access to the adjacent commercial/retail uses. The architectural elements and features of the
proposed residential buildings would incorporate a Santa Barbara style aesthetic. The
community would be gated with private streets and all common areas, amenities, and streets
would be managed and maintained by a homeowners association.

The proposed commercial/retail improvements would be developed on an approximately five-
acre parcel on the southern portion of the project site and would consist of approximately
50,000 square feet of space, most of which would be located in Planning Area 6 and a small
portion of which would be located in Planning Area 9. The commercial/retail space would be
divided into approximately five buildings, ranging in size from approximately 6,800-16,250
square feet each. The proposed commercial/retail uses would include neighborhood-serving
restaurants, retail stores and other commercial uses.

The Project will result in emissions of criteria pollutants, such as nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon
dioxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), sulfur oxides (SOx), and particulate matter
(PM) of aerodynamic radius less than 10 micrometers (PM10) or less than 2.5 micrometers
(PM2s). This report provides an inventory surveying the emissions that would result from the
proposed Project and provides the air quality impact analysis contained in the Draft EIR as
required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
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This technical analysis utilized the California Emission Estimator Model version 2013.2.2
(CalEEMod®)" to quantify the criteria pollutant emissions for both construction and operation of
the Project. The maximum daily emissions are calculated for the criteria pollutants. Air
dispersion modeling of construction emissions was performed using methods recommended by
regulatory agencies, including the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA),
California Air Resources Board (CARB), and South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD or District).

For construction, the maximum daily criteria pollutant emissions (Ibs/day) are less than
significant based on the SCAQMD and CEQA thresholds of significance for all criteria pollutants
as shown in Table ES-1. The Project will comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 to minimize fugitive
dust. SCAQMD requirements, that may apply to the Project, include actions such as watering
active construction areas at least three times per day; maintaining soil stabilization of inactive
construction areas with exposed soil via water, non-toxic soil stabilizers, or replaced vegetation;
covering all haul trucks or maintaining at least six inches of freeboard; suspending earthmoving
operations or increasing watering if winds exceed 25 miles per hour (mph); minimizing track-out
emissions; and limiting vehicle speeds to 15 mph or less in staging areas and on haul roads.
Emissions reductions from watering active construction areas three times per day were
quantified in the analysis.

The evaluation of the Project construction activities' impacts on ambient air quality shows that
the Project construction emissions would not exceed the ambient air quality standard
significance thresholds as shown in Table ES-2. The primary construction activities that
contribute to ambient air quality impacts are fuel combustion sources (i.e., off-road construction
equipment) and fugitive dust. The construction emissions are based on conservative
assumptions to represent the maximum level of construction activity that may occur on the
Project site. Furthermore, the construction Localized Significance Thresholds (LST) analysis
results are based on the combination of maximum emissions that may occur with the worst-case
meteorological conditions. Thus, while it is possible that these estimates of ambient air quality
concentrations could occur, the estimates are conservatively high, and thus it is foreseeable that
the Project may not produce actual emissions as high as the levels provided in this report.

For operational emissions, the maximum daily criteria pollutant emissions for the Project will be
less than significant based on the thresholds for all criteria pollutants as shown in Table ES-3.
The primary source of the operational emissions is the mobile sources (i.e., vehicle traffic). The
emissions from mobile sources are expected to decline in the future as vehicles are required to
become more fuel efficient due to existing regulations (i.e., Pavley Standard and the Advanced
Clean Cars program). The anticipated VOC emissions result from traffic mobile sources and
consumer products that are expected to be used by residents within the Project. The Project
would not exceed the CO hotspots significance thresholds for any intersections.

' CAPCOA. 2013. California Emissions Estimator Model. Available at: http://www.CalEEMod.com/.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Regional Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

voc | wox | co | SO0 | ik | o
Maximum (Ibs/day)?
On-Site Emissions 20 54 39 0.1 3 2
Off-Site Emissions 3 41 34 0.1 4 1
Maximum Daily 23 94 73 0.2 7 3

Emissions

seAaub 75 100 550 150 150 55
Above Threshold? No No No No No No
Notes:

' PM1o / PMys emissions reflect controlled emissions by watering the construction site three times per day, as well as

limiting vehicle speeds on unpaved surfaces, applying non-toxic soil stabilizers or replacing ground cover, and sweeping
paved roads at the end of the work day, as required by SCAQMD Rule 403.

? Emissions based on CalEEMod® version 2013.2.2.
% Some values may not sum exactly due to rounding.

Abbreviations:
CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model
CO - carbon monoxide

ROG - reactive organic gases

VOC - volatile organic compounds
SCAQMD - South Coast Air Quality Management

NOXx - nitrogen oxides District
PMq - coarse particulate matter SO; - sulfur dioxide
PMg s - fine particulate matter Ibs - pounds

Reference:

SCAQMD Air Quality CEQA Significance Thresholds. Available at:_http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/cega’/handbook/scagmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2. Accessed: March, 2015.
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Localized Construction Emissions
to Local Significance Thresholds

PMyo PM; s

1
NOX co Total® Total?

Maximum (Ibs/day)®

On-Site Emissions 54 39 3 2
SCAQMD LST 183 1,253 13 7
Above Threshold? No No No No
Notes:

' The United States EPA (USEPA) 1-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard
(NAAQS) for NOy is lower than the current SCAQMD standard, 188 ug/m3 compared to
339 ug/ms.5 By applying this ratio to the screening threshold of 183 Ibs/day, an
equivalent NAAQS threshold would be 101 Ibs/day, which is still greater than the
calculated on-site emissions.

2 PM1o / PM2.5 emissions are controlled by watering the construction site three times per
day, as well as limiting vehicle speeds on unpaved surfaces, applying non-toxic soil
stabilizers or replacing ground cover, and sweeping paved roads at the end of the work
day.

% Emissions based on CalEEMod® version 2013.2.2.

Abbreviations:

CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model
CO - carbon
monoxide

Ibs - pounds

LST - Localized Significance Threshold
NOXx - nitrogen oxides

ug/m3 - micrograms per meter cubed

Reference:

SCAQMD Mass-Rate LST Lookup Tables. Available at:
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-
thresholds/appendix-c-mass-rate-Ist-look-up-tables.pdf?sfvrsn=2. Accessed: March,
2015.

® USEPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Available At:
http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html Accessed: March, 2015.
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Table ES-3. Summary of Regional Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

ROG! | NO co S0,? PMyo PM_s
Source
Maximum Emissions (Ibs/day)?
Area 16 0.2 20 0.001 0.4 0.4
Energy 0.3 2 1 0.014 0.2 0.2
Traffic 10 18 86 0.24 17 5
Total” 26 20 108 0.26 18 5
AQMD Threshold® 55 55 550 150 150 55
Above Threshold? No No No No No No
Notes:

' ROG as defined by CalEEMod® is assumed to be equal to VOC as defined by SCAQMD.

2 CalEEMod® reported SO, emissions are assumed to represent SOx emissions.

® Based on CalEEMod® version 2013.2.2.
* Some values may not sum exactly due to rounding.

Abbreviations:

CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model

CO - carbon monoxide

NOXx - nitrogen oxides
PMy - coarse particulate matter
PMg s - fine particulate matter

Reference:

®SCAQMD Air Quality CEQA Significance Thresholds. Available at:_http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/cega’/handbook/scagmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2. Accessed: March, 2015.

ROG - reactive organic gases

VOC - volatile organic compounds
SCAQMD - South Coast Air Quality Management

District
SO, - sulfur

Ibs - pounds

dioxide
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1. Introduction

The purpose of this technical report is to present the quantitative analyses that were used to
evaluate the Project’s air quality emissions. Emissions during both construction and operations
of the Project were quantified and compared against the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Thresholds. The
construction emissions were also evaluated against the SCAQMD Localized Significance
Thresholds (LST) Thresholds. The results were used to evaluate ambient air impacts associated
with construction of the Project.

1.1.Project Description

The Project proposes a mixed-use senior community comprised of approximately 33 acres in
the northwest portion of Orange County, California, within the City of Cypress (the “City”). The
project site is immediately north of the City of Los Alamitos boundary, approximately one mile
northwest of the City of Garden Grove, two miles east of the San Gabriel River Freeway
(Interstate 605), and three miles north of the Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22) and the
San Diego Freeway (Interstate 405). The project site is located within the Amended and
Restated Cypress Business and Professional Center Specific Plan (“Specific Plan”) area at
4921 Katella Avenue,? at the northeast corner of Katella Avenue and Enterprise Drive. The Los
Alamitos Race Course is to the north and east. Hotel and commercial uses are located
immediately east of the project site, closest to Katella Avenue. To the west of the project site is
Enterprise Drive and Cottonwood Church. The southern border of the project site is Katella
Avenue, with commercial, single-family, and multi-family residential uses south of Katella
Avenue.

The Project includes two components: a senior residential community and commercial/retail
improvements along Katella Avenue. The homes would be for-sale and incorporate a mix of 152
single-family detached homes and 92 single-family attached homes (i.e. paired homes), in one-
and two-story configurations. The single-family detached homes would range in size from
approximately 1,790 to 2,605 square feet and the paired homes would range in size from
approximately 1,532 to 2,080 square feet.

Each home in the senior residential community would require a qualified occupant 55 years of
age or older pursuant to recorded covenants, conditions and restrictions. The residents would
have access to community amenities that include a clubhouse, pool and landscaped areas. The
community would include guest parking areas, landscaped parkways, small pocket parks, and
access to the adjacent commercial/retail uses. The architectural elements and features of the
proposed residential buildings would incorporate a Santa Barbara style aesthetic. The
community would be gated with private streets and all common areas, amenities, and streets
would be managed and maintained by a homeowners association.

The proposed commercial/retail improvements would be developed on an approximately five-
acre parcel on the southern portion of the project site and would consist of approximately

2 City of Cypress. 2012. Second Amended and Restated Cypress Commercial Center & Residential Specific Plan.

Available at: http://www.ci.cypress.ca.us/community_develpmnt/commercial_ctr_residential_specific_plan.pdf
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50,000 square feet of space, most of which would be located in Planning Area 6 and a small
portion of which would be located in Planning Area 9. The commercial/retail space would be
divided into approximately five buildings, ranging in size from approximately 6,800 to 16,250
square feet each. The proposed commercial/retail uses would include neighborhood-serving
restaurants, retail stores and other commercial uses.

The land use summary is presented in Table 1.

Analysis of the Project's criteria pollutant emissions incorporates the following regulatory
measures and project design features (PDF):

Regulatory Measures
Construction

o Compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 regarding fugitive dust is required. The construction
emission calculations include a fugitive dust control factor, which is a conservative
representation of the level of fugitive dust control expected through compliance with
SCAQMD Rule 403. Specifically, the Applicant or its successor shall implement control
measures in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 403. The Applicant or its successor shall
include in construction contracts the fugitive dust control measures in accordance with
SCAQMD Rule 403, with construction controls being at least as effective as the following:

— Apply water three times daily to all unpaved parking or staging areas, unpaved road
surfaces, and active construction areas ;

— Maintaining soil stabilization of inactive construction areas with exposed soil via water,
non-toxic soil stabilizers, or replaced vegetation;

— Minimize track-out emissions by covering all haul trucks or maintaining at least six inches
of freeboard,;

— Suspending earthmoving operations or increasing watering to meet Rule 403 criteria if
winds exceed 25 miles per hour (mph); and,

— Limiting vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour or less in staging areas and on Project haul
roads.

o Compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1113 regarding Architectural Coatings is required. This rule

limits the volatile organic compound (VOC) content of architectural coatings used in the
SCAQMD. The rule provides various standards for each coating category;*

% Note that the control efficiency of watering is dependent on numerous variables such as soil/ground conditions,

temperature, and vehicle travel specifics. For unpaved roads, increased frequency and/or water amounts are
expected to improve the control efficiency.

4 Available at: http://www.agmd.gov/rules/reg/reg11/r1113.pdf.
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Operational

o The 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24) are required and reflect
approximately 25% and 30% more energy efficiency compared to the 2008 Building Energy
Efficiency Standards for residential and nonresidential construction, respectively, and are
included in the energy use and emission calculations for the Project.

Project Design Features

o During construction of the Project, the contractor will use United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) Tier 2 or above certified construction equipment for the grading
phases (i.e., scrapers, dozers, and tractors/loaders/backhoes).
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2. Environmental and Regulatory Setting

2.1.Air Quality Background

The City is located within the South Coast Air Basin. Climate within the South Coast Air Basin
(SCAB) is determined by its terrain and geographical location. The SCAB is a coastal plain
characterized by connecting broad valleys and low hills and delineated by the Pacific Ocean as
the southwestern border and fringed by high mountains the form the inland portion of the SCAB
border. The region lies in the semi-permanent high-pressure zone of the eastern Pacific Ocean.
The resulting climate is mild and tempered by cool ocean breezes. It maintains moderate
temperatures and comfortable humidity, and typically limits precipitation to a few storms during
the winter-wet season. This weather pattern is fairly predictable. However, periods of extremely
hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds do exist.

Although the SCAB has a semi-arid climate, air near the earth surface is generally moist
because of the presence of a shallow marine layer. With very low average wind speeds, there is
a limited ability to disperse air contaminants horizontally. The typical wind flow pattern fluctuates
only with occasional winter storms or strong northeasterly Santa Ana winds from the mountains
and deserts northeast of the SCAB. Summer wind flow patterns represent worst-case conditions
for air pollution, as this is a period of higher temperatures and more sunlight, which results in
ozone formation.

Air pollutant emissions within SCAB are generated primarily by stationary and mobile sources.
Stationary sources can be divided into two major subcategories: point and area sources. Point
sources occur at a specific location and are often identified by an exhaust vent or stack.
Examples include boilers or combustion equipment that produce electricity or generate heat.
Area sources are widely distributed and include such sources as residential and commercial
water heaters, painting operations, lawn mowers, agricultural fields, landfills, and some
consumer products. Mobile sources refer to emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe
and evaporative emissions, and are classified as either on-road or off-road. On-road sources
may be legally operated on roadways and highways. Off-road sources include aircraft, ships,
trains, and self-propelled construction equipment. Air pollutants can also be generated by the
natural environment such as when high winds suspend fine dust particles.

Both the federal and State governments have established ambient air quality standards for
outdoor concentrations of various pollutants in order to protect the public health and welfare.
These pollutants are referred to as “criteria air pollutants” as a result of the specific standards,
or criteria, which have been adopted for them. The national and State standards have been set
at levels considered safe to protect public health, including the health of sensitive populations
such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly with a margin of safety; and to protect public
welfare, including protection against decreased visibility and damage to animals, crops,
vegetation, and buildings. The national and State criteria pollutants and the applicable
standards are listed in Table 2.

2.2.Air Pollution and Potential Health Effects

Certain air pollutants have been recognized to cause notable health problems and
consequential damage to the environment either directly or in reaction with other pollutants, due
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to their presence in elevated concentrations in the atmosphere. Such pollutants have been
identified and regulated as part of the overall endeavor to prevent further deterioration and
facilitate improvement in air quality within the SCAB. The criteria air pollutants for which national
and state standards have been promulgated and which are most relevant to current air quality
planning and regulation in the SCAB include ozone (O3), respirable particulate matter (PMo),
fine particulate matter (PM,5), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide
(SO.), lead (Pb), and vinyl chloride (VC). In addition, toxic air contaminants (TAC) are of
concern in the SCAB. Each of these is briefly described below.

2.2.1. Criterial Pollutants
Ozone (O3)

O3, a component of smog, is formed in the atmosphere rather than being directly emitted from
pollutant sources. O; forms as a result of VOCs and NOy reacting in the presence of sunlight in
the atmosphere. O; levels are highest in warm-weather months. VOCs and NOy are termed “O3
precursors” and their emissions are regulated in order to control the creation of O;. O; damages
lung tissue and reduces lung function. Scientific evidence indicates that ambient levels of O; not
only affect people with impaired respiratory systems (e.g., asthmatics), but also healthy children
and adults. O3 can cause health effects such as chest discomfort, coughing, nausea, respiratory
tract and eye irritation, and decreased pulmonary functions.

Particulate Matter (PM10) and Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

Particulate matter consists of solid and liquid particles of dust, soot, aerosols, and other matter
small enough to remain suspended in the air for a long period of time. PMy, refers to particulate
matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 micrometers (microns, um or um)
and PM, s refers to particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to

2.5 micrometers. Particles smaller than 10 micrometers (i.e., PMyo and PM.5) represent that
portion of particulate matter thought to represent the greatest hazard to public health.® PM,, and
PM, s can accumulate in the respiratory system and are associated with a variety of negative
health effects. Exposure to particulate matter can aggravate existing respiratory conditions,
increase respiratory symptoms and disease, decrease long-term lung function, and possibly
cause premature death. The segments of the population that are most sensitive to the negative
effects of particulate matter in the air are the elderly, individuals with cardiopulmonary disease,
and children. Aside from adverse health effects, particulate matter in the air causes a reduction
of visibility and damage to paints and building materials.

A portion of the particulate matter in the air comes from natural sources such as windblown dust
and pollen. Man-made sources of particulate matter include fuel combustion, automobile
exhaust, field burning, cooking, tobacco smoking, factories, and vehicle movement on, or other
man-made disturbances of unpaved areas. Secondary formation of particulate matter may occur
in some cases where gases like sulfur oxides (SOx)® and NOy interact with other compounds in

® U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Particle Pollution and Your Health, September 2003.

The term SOx accounts for distinct but related compounds, primarily SO, and, to a far lesser degree, sulfur
trioxide. As a conservative assumption for this analysis, it was assumed that all SOx is emitted as SO,, therefore
SOx and SO are considered equivalent in this document and only the latter term is used henceforth.

6

Environmental and Regulatory Setting 5 ENVIRON



Air Quality Technical Report
The Barton Place Project

the air to form particulate matter. In the SCAB, both VOCs and ammonia are also considered
precursors to PM, 5. Fugitive dust generated by construction activities can be a major source of
suspended particulate matter.

The secondary creators of particulate matter, SOx and NOy, are also major precursors to acidic
deposition (acid rain). While SOy is a major precursor to particulate matter formation, NOx has
other environmental effects. NOyx reacts with ammonia, moisture, and other compounds to form
nitric acid and related particles. Human health concerns include effects on breathing and the
respiratory system, damage to lung tissue, and premature death. Small particles penetrate into
sensitive parts of the lungs and can cause or worsen respiratory disease. NOx has the potential
to change the composition of some species of vegetation in wetland and terrestrial systems, to
create the acidification of freshwater bodies, impair aquatic visibility, create eutrophication of
estuarine and coastal waters, and increase the levels of toxins harmful to aquatic life.

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

CO is an odorless, colorless gas that is toxic. It is formed by the incomplete combustion of fuels.
The primary sources of this pollutant in Orange County are automobiles and other mobile
sources. The health effects associated with exposure to CO are related to its interaction with
hemoglobin once it enters the bloodstream. At high concentrations, CO reduces the amount of
oxygen in the blood, causing heart difficulties in people with chronic diseases, reduced lung
capacity, and impaired mental abilities.

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)

NO; is a reddish-brown to dark brown gas with an irritating odor. NO, forms when nitric oxide
reacts with atmospheric oxygen. Most sources of NO, are man-made; the primary source of
NO is high-temperature combustion. The primary sources of NO, associated with the Project
are off-road construction equipment and on-road vehicles. The emissions of NOy are used to
determine NO, impacts.

NO, may produce adverse health effects such as nose and throat irritation, coughing, choking,
headaches, nausea, stomach or chest pains, and lung inflammation (e.g., bronchitis,
pneumonia). Effective April 12, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) set a new 1-hour NO2 standard at 0.10 part per million (188 ug/m?).” To attain this
standard, the three-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average
must not exceed 0.1 ppm. The USEPA cited evidence that short-term NO, exposures could
contribute to adverse respiratory effects including increased asthma symptoms, worsened
control of asthma, and an increase in respiratory illnesses and symptoms. The USEPA also
identified that NO, concentrations on or near major roads can be approximately 30 to 100
percent higher than concentrations in the surrounding community, which could contribute to
health effects for at-risk populations, including people with asthma, children, and the elderly.

" USEPA, Final Revisions to the Primary National Ambient Air Quality Standard for Nitrogen Dioxide (NOz), General

Overview, Office of Air and Radiation Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, January 2010, p. 11-12.
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Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)

Sulfur oxides are formed when fuel containing sulfur (typically coal and oil) is burned, and during
other industrial processes. The term “sulfur oxides” accounts for distinct but related compounds,
primarily SO, and sulfur trioxide. As a conservative assumption for this analysis, this Report
assumes that all SOy are emitted as SO,; therefore, SOx and SO, are considered equivalent in
this analysis. Higher SO, concentrations are usually found in the vicinity of large industrial
facilities. The physical effects of SO, include temporary breathing impairment, respiratory
illness, and aggravation of existing cardiovascular disease. Children and the elderly are most
susceptible to the negative effects of exposure to SO..

Lead (Pb)

Lead is emitted from industrial facilities and from the sanding or removal of old lead-based paint.
Smelting or processing the metal is the primary source of lead emissions, which is primarily a
regional pollutant. Lead affects the brain and other parts of the body’s nervous system.
Exposure to lead in very young children impairs the development of the nervous system,
kidneys, and blood forming processes in the body.

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)

VOCs are typically formed from combustion of fuels and/or released through evaporation of
organic liquids. Some VOCs are also classified by the State as toxic air contaminants. While
there are no specific VOC ambient air quality standards, VOC is a prime component (along with
NOX) of the photochemical processes by which such criteria pollutants as ozone, nitrogen
dioxide, and certain fine particles are formed. They are thus regulated as “precursors” to
formation of those criteria pollutants.

Vinyl Chloride (VC)

VC is a chemical building block, or monomer, used in the production of polyvinyl chloride (PVC).
PVC is used to make materials, including pipes, used in the construction, packaging, electrical,
and transportation industries. Major sources of VC include PVC production and fabrication
facilities and, at the other end of PVC'’s life cycle, as PVC deteriorates, landfills and publicly-
owned treatment works. VC is carcinogenic. Exposure to VC has been associated with a rare
cancer, liver angiosarcoma, in workers, and with tumors of the liver, lungs, mammary glands
and the nervous system in animals. The state ambient air quality standard reflects the limit of
detection for VC in ambient air when the standard was promulgated, in 1978. By 1990, when
state staff prepared the technical support document for identifying VC as a TAC, VC had not
been detected in ambient air at any of the samplers in CARB’s TAC monitoring network,
although ambient hot spot sampling had detected VC at levels up to 150 percent of the
standard. VC is primarily of concern as a carcinogenic TAC at hot spots. It is regulated as a
TAC to allow implementation of health-protective control measures at levels below the ambient
standard.®

¢ CARB, Proposed Identification of Vinyl Chloride as a Toxic Air Contaminant. Staff Report/Executive Summary,
October 1990, www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/id/summary/vinyl.pdf, accessed April 11, 2015.
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Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S)

H,S is a colorless gas with the odor of rotten eggs. It is formed during bacterial decomposition of
sulfur-containing organic substances. Also, it can be present in sewer gas and some natural
gas, and can be emitted as the result of geothermal energy exploitation. Breathing H,S at levels
above the State standard could result in exposure to a very disagreeable odor.

For this Project, six criteria pollutants were evaluated including nitrogen dioxide (NO,), carbon
monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO5), particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than
or equal to 10 micrometers (PM,), particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or
equal to 2.5 micrometers (PM,5), and ozone (O;) using as surrogates volatile organic
compounds (VOCs)? and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). These pollutants were analyzed because
they are considered to be pollutants of concern based on the type of emission sources
associated with construction and operation of the proposed Project, and are thus included in this
assessment.

2.2.2. Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs)

TACs are chemicals generally referred to as those contaminants known or suspected to cause
serious health problems, but do not have a corresponding ambient air quality standard because
their effects tend to be local rather than regional. There are hundreds of air toxics, and exposure
to these pollutants can cause or contribute to cancer or non-cancer health effects such as birth
defects, genetic damage, and other adverse health effects. Effects may be both chronic (i.e., of
long duration) or acute (i.e., severe but of short duration) on human health. Acute health effects
are attributable to sudden exposure to high quantities of air toxics. These effects can include
nausea, skin irritation, respiratory illness, and, in some cases, death. Chronic health effects
usually result from low-dose, long-term exposure from routine releases of air toxics. The effect
of major concern for this type of exposure is cancer, which typically requires a latency period of
10-30 years after exposure to develop.

Diesel particulate matter (DPM), which is emitted in the exhaust from diesel engines, was listed
by the State as a TAC in 1998. DPM has historically been used as a surrogate measure of
exposure for all diesel exhaust emissions. DPM consists of fine particles (fine particles have a
diameter less than 2.5 ym), including a subgroup of ultrafine particles (ultrafine particles have a
diameter less than 0.1 um). Collectively, these particles have a large surface area which makes
them an excellent medium for absorbing organics. The visible emissions in diesel exhaust
include carbon particles or “soot.” Diesel exhaust also contains a variety of harmful gases and
cancer-causing substances.

Exposure to DPM may be a health hazard, particularly to children whose lungs are still
developing and the elderly who may have other serious health problems. DPM levels and
resultant potential health effects may be higher in close proximity to heavily traveled roadways
with substantial truck traffic or near industrial facilities. According to CARB, DPM exposure may

® The emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) and reactive organic gases (ROG) are essentially the same

for the combustion emission sources that are considered in this EIR. This EIR will typically refer to organic
emissions as VOC.
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lead to the following adverse health effects: (1) Aggravated asthma; (2) Chronic bronchitis; (3)
Increased respiratory and cardiovascular hospitalizations; (4) Decreased lung function in

children; (5) Lung cancer; and (6) Premature deaths for people with heart or lung disease. "'

2.3.Regulatory Framework

Air quality is regulated by federal, state, and local laws. In addition to rules and standards
contained in the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), air quality
in Orange County is subject to the rules and regulations established by California Air Resources
Board (CARB) and SCAQMD with oversight provided by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA), Region IX.

2.3.1. Criteria Pollutants
2.3.1.1. Federal
National Ambient Air Quality Standards

The USEPA is responsible for implementation of the CAA. The CAA was first enacted in 1955
and has been amended numerous times in subsequent years, with the most recent
amendments in 1990. At the federal level, the USEPA is responsible for implementation of some
portions of the CAA (e.g., certain mobile source and other requirements). Other portions of the
CAA (e.g., stationary source requirements) are implemented by state and local agencies.

Under the authority granted by the CAA, USEPA has established NAAQS, which are
periodically updated, to protect the public health and welfare from the effects of air pollution.
Current federal standards are set for SO,, CO, NO,, O3, PM;o, PM, 5, and Pb."? Table 2
presents the NAAQS that are currently in effect for criteria air pollutants. As discussed
previously, O is a secondary pollutant, meaning that it is formed from reactions of “precursor”
compounds under certain conditions. The primary precursor compounds that can lead to the
formation of O; are VOCs and NOxy.

The CAA also specifies future dates for achieving compliance with the NAAQS and mandates
that states submit and implement a State Implementation Plan (SIP) for local areas not meeting
these standards. These plans must include pollution control measures that demonstrate how the
standards will be met. The 1990 amendments to the CAA identify specific emission reduction
goals for areas not meeting the NAAQS. These amendments require both a demonstration of
reasonable further progress toward attainment and incorporation of additional sanctions for
failure to attain or meet interim milestones.

Specific geographic areas are classified as either “attainment” or “non-attainment” areas for
each pollutant based upon the comparison of measured data with the NAAQS. Those areas
designated as “non-attainment” for purposes of NAAQS compliance are required to prepare

10 CARB, Diesel and Health Research, Available at: www.arb.ca.gov/research/diesel/diesel-health.htm, accessed
April 11, 2015.

"' CARB, Fact Sheet: Diesel Particulate Matter Health Risk Assessment Study for the West Oakland Community:
Preliminary Summary of Results, March 2008, Available at:
www.arb.ca.gov/ch/communities/ra/westoakland/documents/factsheet0308.pdf, accessed August 15, 2014.

2 NAAQS. Available at: http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html.
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regional air quality plans, which set forth a strategy for bringing an area into compliance with the
standards. These regional air quality plans developed to meet federal requirements are included
in an overall program referred to as the State Implementation Plan (SIP).

Whenever the USEPA revises or establishes a new NAAQS, the State and the USEPA have
specific obligations to ensure that the NAAQS is met." These are listed below:

o The USEPA must designate areas as meeting (attainment areas) or not meeting
(non-attainment areas) the NAAQS within two years after its promulgation.

o States must submit “infrastructure SIPs” to show that they have the basic air quality
management program components in place to implement the NAAQS within three years
after its promulgation.

o States must submit non-attainment area SIPs that outline the strategies and emission
control measures that will improve air quality and make the area meet the NAAQS within
18 to 36 months after designation.

The steps involved in the SIP process are described below. ™

o SIPs must be developed with public input and be formally adopted by the state and
submitted to the USEPA by the Governor’s designee (California Air Resources Board
[CARB] in California).

o The USEPA reviews each SIP and proposes to approve or disapprove all or part it. The
public is then provided with an opportunity to comment on the USEPA's proposed action.
The USEPA considers public input before taking final action on a state's plan.

o If the USEPA approves all or part of a SIP, those control measures are enforceable in
federal court. In the event a state fails to submit an approvable SIP or if the USEPA
disapproves a SIP, the USEPA is required to develop a Federal Implementation Plan (FIP).

Table 3, NAAQS Attainment Status,'® summarizes the attainment status of SCAB for the
pollutants regulated by the NAAQS. As seen in Table 3, Orange County (located in SCAB) is
currently in attainment (or unclassified, meaning not enough monitoring data exists to show
attainment or nonattainment) for: the federal 24-hour PM4,, CO, NO,, and lead standard;
However, as also shown in Table 3, Orange County is currently designated as nonattainment
for the federal O; standards (“extreme”, or having a design value greater than 0.175 ppm) and
the federal PM, s standards.'®

'3 USEPA. State Implementation Plan Development Process. Available at:
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/urbanair/sipstatus/process.html. Accessed: May 2014.

" USEPA. State Implementation Plan Development Process. Available at:
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/urbanair/sipstatus/process.html. Accessed: May 2014.

'® USEPA. The Green Book Non-Attainment Areas for Criteria Pollutants. Available at:
http://epa.gov/oagps001/greenbk/. Accessed: March 2014.

® USEPA. The Green Book Non-Attainment Areas for Criteria Pollutants, Available at:
http://epa.gov/oagqps001/greenbk/. Accessed: March 2014.
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Heavy-duty Engines and Vehicles Fuel Efficiency Standards

On August 9, 2011, the USEPA and the NHTSA announced fuel economy and greenhouse gas
(GHG) standards for medium- and heavy-duty trucks, which apply to vehicles from model year
2014-2018." USEPA and NHTSA have adopted standards for carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions
and fuel consumption, respectively, tailored to each of three main vehicle categories:
combination tractors, heavy-duty pickup trucks and vans, and vocational vehicles. According to
USEPA, this program will reduce GHG emissions and fuel consumption for affected vehicles by
9 percent to 23 percent over the 2010 baselines. These emissions reductions were not included
in the Project emissions inventory due to the difficulty in quantifying the reductions consistent
with other analysis assumptions. Excluding these reductions results in a more conservative (i.e.,
higher) Project emissions inventory. While this regulation focuses on the reduction of GHG
emissions, compliance with this regulation would also help reduce criteria air pollutants.

2.3.1.2. State
California Ambient Air Quality Standards

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA), signed into law in 1988, requires all areas of the state to
achieve and maintain the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) by the earliest
practicable date. The California Air Resources Board (CARB), a part of the California
Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA), is responsible for the coordination and
administration of both State and federal air pollution control programs within California. CARB
has been granted jurisdiction over a number of air pollutant emission sources that operate in the
state. Specifically, CARB has the authority to develop emission standards for on-road motor
vehicles, as well as for stationary sources and some off-road mobile sources. In turn, CARB has
granted authority to the regional air pollution control and air quality management districts to
develop stationary source emission standards, issue air quality permits, and enforce permit
conditions. Table 2 includes the CAAQS currently in effect for each of the criteria pollutants as
well as other pollutants recognized by the State. The CAAQS are generally as stringent as, and
in several cases more stringent than, the NAAQS; however, in the case of short-term standards
for NO, and SO, the CAAQS are less stringent than the NAAQS. The attainment status with
regard to the CAAQS is presented in Table 3 for each criteria pollutant.

Table 3 also summarizes the attainment status of Orange County for the pollutants regulated
by the CAAQS. As seen in Table 3, Orange County is currently in attainment (or unclassified,
meaning not enough monitoring data exists to show attainment or nonattainment) for: State CO,
NO,, lead, SO,, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, sulfates, and visibility-reducing particles
standards. However, as also shown in Table 3, Orange County is currently designated as
nonattainment for the State Os;, PM,,, and PM, s standards.

" USEPA. 2011. Office of Transportation and Air Quality. EPA and NHTSA Adopt First-Ever Program to Reduce
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Improve Fuel Efficiency of Medium-and Heavy-Duty Vehicles. August. Available
at: http://www.epa.gov/otag/climate/documents/420f11031.pdf. Accessed: March 2014.

'8 California standard attainment status based on CARB website. Available at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm. Accessed: March 2014.
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Mobile Source Reductions (AB 1493)

Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 ("the Pavley Standard" or AB 1493) required CARB to adopt
regulations by January 1, 2005, to reduce GHG emissions from non-commercial passenger
vehicles and light-duty trucks of model year 2009 through 2016. AB 1493 also required the
California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) to develop and adopt protocols for the reporting and
certification of GHG emissions reductions from mobile sources for use by CARB in granting
emission reduction credits. AB 1493 further authorized CARB to grant emission reduction
credits for reductions of GHG emissions prior to the date of enforcement of regulations, using
model year 2000 as the baseline for reduction.

In 2004, CARB applied to the USEPA for a waiver under the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) to
authorize implementation of the AB 1493 regulations. Subsequently, on June 30, 2009, the
USEPA granted the waiver to California for its GHG emission standards for motor vehicles. As
part of this waiver, USEPA specified the following provision: CARB may not hold a manufacturer
liable or responsible for any noncompliance caused by emission debits generated by a
manufacturer for the 2009 model year.

CARB’s approach to passenger vehicles (cars and light trucks), under AB 1493, combines the
control of smog-causing pollutants and GHG emissions into a single coordinated package of
standards. This new approach also includes efforts to support and accelerate the numbers of
plug-in hybrids and zero-emission vehicles in California. These standards will apply to all
passenger and light duty trucks used by customers, employees of and deliveries to the
Proposed Project. While AB 1493 focuses on the reduction of GHG emissions, it is anticipated
that this regulation would also help reduce criteria air pollutants.

Advanced Clean Cars

In January 2012, CARB approved the Advanced Clean Cars (ACC) program, a new
emissions-control program for model year 2017 through 2025. The program combines the
control of smog, soot, and GHGs with requirements for greater numbers of zero-emission
vehicles. By 2025, when the rules will be fully implemented, the new automobiles will emit

34 percent fewer global warming gases and 75 percent fewer smog-forming emissions. While
ACC focuses on the reduction of GHG emissions, it is anticipated that this regulation would also
help reduce criteria air pollutants.

2.3.1.3. Regional
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Together, SCAQMD and CARB are responsible for ensuring compliance with all state and
federal air quality standards within the jurisdiction of the District. The SCAQMD has jurisdiction
over an area of approximately 10,743 square miles. This area includes all of Orange County
and Los Angeles County except for the Antelope Valley, the non-desert portion of western San
Bernardino County, and the western and Coachella Valley portions of Riverside County. The Air
Basin is a sub-region of the SCAQMD jurisdiction.

9 Advanced Clean Car program information. Available at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/consumer_info/advanced_clean_cars/consumer_acc.htm. Accessed: May 2014.
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In order to meet these standards, SCAQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management
Plans (AQMPs). The 2012 AQMP incorporates the latest scientific and technological
information, such as updated emissions inventories, and planning assumptions, including
Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 2012 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2012—2035 RTP/SCS). *° The 2012 AQMP also
includes updates to federal requirements, implementation of new technology measures, and the
continued development of compliance approaches.

The AQMP provides emissions inventories, ambient monitoring results, meteorological data,
and air quality modeling tools. The AQMP also provides policies and measures to guide local
agencies in achieving federal standards. It also establishes strategy for controlling pollution from
all sources, including stationary sources, on-road and off-road mobile sources, and area
sources.

SCAQMD adopts rules and regulations to implement the AQMP. Several of these rules may
apply to construction or operation of the Project. For example, SCAQMD Rule 403 requires the
implementation of best available fugitive dust control measures during active construction
periods capable of generating fugitive dust emissions from on-site earth-moving activities,
construction/demolition activities, and construction equipment travel on paved and unpaved
roads.

Although SCAQMD is responsible for regional air quality planning efforts, it does not have the
authority to directly regulate the air quality issues associated with new development projects
within the South Coast Air Basin, such as the Project. Instead, in November 1993, SCAQMD
published the CEQA Air Quality Handbook to assist lead agencies in evaluating potential air
quality impacts of proposed projects. The CEQA Air Quality Handbook provides standards,
methodologies, and procedures for conducting air quality analyses in EIRs. The SCAQMD is
currently in the process of replacing the CEQA Air Quality Handbook with the Air Quality
Analysis Guidance Handbook.

In order to assist in conducting an air quality analysis in the interim while the replacement
handbook is awaiting issuance, SCAQMD has provided guidance on its website, which includes:

o EMFAC on-road vehicle emission factors;

e Background CO concentrations;

o Localized significance thresholds (LST);

» Mitigation measures and control efficiencies;

¢ Mobile source toxics analysis;

o Off-road mobile source emission factors;

o PM, 5 significance thresholds and calculation methodology; and

o Updated Air Quality Significance Thresholds.

% SCAG. 2012. 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. April. Available at:
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Pages/default.aspx. Accessed: May 2014.
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SCAQMD also recommends using approved models to calculate emissions from land use
projects, such as CalEEMod®.

The SCAQMD has also adopted land use planning guidelines, which consider impacts to
sensitive receptors from facilities that emit TAC emissions.?’ SCAQMD recommends the same
siting distances as CARB (e.g., a 500-foot siting distance for sensitive land uses near high
traffic-volume roadways). SCAQMD'’s guidance also introduces policies that rely on design and
distance to minimize emissions and lower potential health risks for sensitive land uses.
SCAQMD’s guidelines are voluntary initiatives recommended for consideration by local planning
agencies.

Southern California Association of Governments

SCAG is the metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura,
Riverside, San Bernardino, and Imperial Counties and serves as a forum for the discussion of
regional issues related to transportation, the economy, community development, and the
environment. As the federally-designated MPO for the Southern California region, SCAG is
mandated by the federal government to research and develop plans for transportation,
hazardous waste management, and air quality. Pursuant to California Health and Safety Code
40460(b), SCAG has the responsibility for preparing and approving the portions of the AQMP
relating to regional demographic projections and integrated regional land use, housing,
employment, and transportation programs, measures and strategies. SCAG is also responsible
under the CAA for determining conformity of transportation projects, plans, and programs with
applicable air quality plans. With regard to air quality planning, SCAG has prepared the
2012-2035 RTP/SCS, which addresses regional development and growth forecasts.

As discussed earlier, the SCAQMD and SCAG are jointly responsible for preparing the AQMP
for the SCAB. In particular, the 2012 AQMP is based on demographic growth forecasts for
various socioeconomic categories (e.g., population, housing, employment by industry)
developed by SCAG for their 2012 RTP, which forms part of SCAG’s 2012-2035 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). Thus, consistency with the
planning assumptions contained within the RTP/SCS demonstrates consistency with
SCAQMD’s 2012 AQMP. As mentioned previously, SCAG’s 2012-2035 RTP/SCS was adopted
in April 2012. The goals and policies of the RTP/SCS that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
focus on transportation and land use planning that include building infill projects, locating
residents closer to where they work and play, and designing communities so there is access to
high quality transit service. The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS is expected to reduce per capita
transportation emissions by 9 percent by 2020 and 16 percent by 2035.

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K), SCAG’s Sustainable Communities
Strategy does not: (i) regulate the use of land, (ii) supersede the land use authority of cities and
counties; or (iii) require that a city’s or county’s land use policies and regulations, including
those in a general plan, be consistent with it.

21 SCAQMD. 2005. Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning. May.
Avaliable at: http://www.agmd.gov/home/library/documents-support-material/planning-quidance/guidance-
document. Accessed April 13, 2015.
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2.3.1.4. Local

The Air Quality Element of the City of Cypress General Plan is intended to protect public health
and welfare. It does this by establishing measures that allow the SCAB to attain federal and
state air quality standards. It sets forth a number of programs to reduce emissions and to
require new development to include measures to comply with existing standards and potential
new requirements.

The Cypress Air Quality Element identifies the following four goals to reduce the generation of
pollutants.?” Specifically, the Air Quality Element focuses on land use, transportation, and
energy planning measures to aid the SCAB in reducing air pollution:

Land Use Pattern: Reduce air pollution through proper land use and transportation planning.

Transpiration: Improve air quality by reducing the amount of vehicular emissions in Cypress.
o Reduce Particulate Emissions: Reduce particulate emissions to the greatest extent feasible.

e Reduce Energy Consumption: Reduce emissions through reduced energy consumption.

In accordance with CEQA requirements and the CEQA review process, the City assesses the
air quality impacts of new development projects, and uses the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality
Handbook, and the SCAQMD website guidance, as the basis for its review.

2.3.2. Toxic Air Contaminants

The CARB'’s statewide comprehensive air toxics program was established in the early 1980's.
The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification and Control Act (AB 1807) created California's program
to reduce exposure to air toxics. The California Air Toxics Program was established in 1983,
when the California Legislature adopted AB 1807 to establish a two-step process of risk
identification and risk management to address potential health effects from exposure to toxic
substances in the air. To identify the risk, CARB and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHA) determine if a substance should be formally identified, or “listed,” as a
TAC in California. Since inception of the program, a number of such substances have been
listed. In 1993, the California Legislature amended the program to identify the 189 federal
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) as TACs. To manage the risk, CARB reviews emission sources
of an identified TAC to determine whether regulatory action is needed to reduce risk. Based on
results of that review, CARB has promulgated a number of airborne toxic control measures
(ATCMs) as described in the next section.

Air Toxics Control Measure (ATCM)

In 2004, CARB adopted a control measure to limit commercial heavy-duty diesel motor vehicle
idling in order to reduce public exposure to DPM and other TACs. The measure applies to
diesel-fueled commercial vehicles with gross vehicle weight ratings greater than 10,000 pounds
that are licensed to operate on highways, regardless of where they are registered. In general, it
prohibits idling for more than 5 minutes at any location.

2 City of Cypress. 2001. City of Cypress General Plan, Air Quality Element. October. Available at:
http://www.ci.cypress.ca.us/community _develpmnt/general_plan/7_air_quality doc.pdf. Accessed April 13, 2015.
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In addition to limiting exhaust from idling trucks, CARB promulgated emission standards for off-
road diesel construction equipment such as bulldozers, loaders, backhoes and forklifts, as well
as many other self-propelled off-road diesel vehicles. A CARB regulation that became effective
on June 15, 2008, aims to reduce emissions by installation of diesel soot filters and encouraging
the replacement of older, dirtier engines with newer emission controlled models. The regulation
requires that fleets limit their unnecessary idling to 5 minutes; there are exceptions for vehicles
that need to idle to perform work (such as a crane providing hydraulic power to the boom),
vehicles being serviced, or in a queue waiting for work. A prohibition against acquiring certain
vehicles (e.g., Tier 0 and Tier 1) began on March 1, 2009; Implementation of the fleet averaging
emission standards is staggered based on fleet size, with the largest operators required to begin
compliance in 2014.2% By 2020, CARB estimates that DPM will be reduced by 74 percent and
smog forming NOyx (an ozone precursor emitted from diesel engines) by 32 percent, compared
to what emissions would be without the regulation.?

AV 2588 Air Toxic “Hot Spots” Program

In September 1987, the California Legislature established the AB 2588 air toxics “Hot Spots”
program. It requires facilities to report their air toxics emissions, ascertain health risks, and to
notify nearby residents of significant risks. The SCAQMD has determined that the significance
criterion for cancer health risks is a ten in one million increase in the chance of developing
cancer. The SCAQMD has also adopted a significance criterion for cancer burden. The cancer
burden is the estimated increase in the occurrence of cancer cases in a population as a result of
exposures to TAC emissions. The SCAQMD has determined that the significance criterion for
cancer burden is 0.5 excess cancer cases within areas with an incremental increase in cancer
risk greater than or equal to 1 in 1 million. The significance of non-cancer (acute and chronic)
risks is evaluated in terms of hazard indices (HI) for different endpoints. The SCAQMD
threshold for non—cancer risk for both acute and chronic Hl is 1.0. In September 1992, the “Hot
Spots” Act was amended by Senate Bill 1731, which required facilities that pose a significant
health risk to the community to reduce their risk through a risk management plan. Beginning in
2000, the CARB has adopted diesel risk reduction plans and measures to reduce Diesel
Exhaust Particulate Matter (DPM) emissions and the associated health risk. These are
discussed in more detail in the following section.

As discussed later in the report, the significance criterion for cancer, cancer burden, or non-
cancer risk is not evaluated for the construction operations because the SCAQMD CEQA
guidance does not require a health risk assessment for short-term construction emissions.
These criterions were also not evaluated for the operational emissions associated with the
Project because the SCAQMD recommends that health risk assessments be conducted for
substantial sources of TACs, and Project is not a substantial source of acutely and chronically
hazardous TACs.

2 California Air Resources Board, In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation, Overview, revised May 2012, online at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ ordiesel/fag/overview_fact_sheet_dec_2010-final.pdf, accessed June 2013.

2 California Air Resources Board, Emissions and Health Benefits of Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicles,
online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ msprog/ordiesel/documents/OFRDDIESELhealthFS.pdf, accessed March 2013.
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Sensitive Receptor Siting Guidance

The CARB published the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook on April 28, 2005 (the “CARB
Handbook”), to serve as a general guide for considering health effects associated with siting
sensitive receptors proximate to sources of TAC emissions. The recommendations provided
therein are voluntary and do not constitute a requirement or mandate for either land use
agencies or local air districts. The goal of the guidance document is to protect sensitive
receptors, such as children, the elderly, acutely ill, and chronically ill persons, from exposure
to TAC emissions. Some examples of CARB’s siting recommendations include the following:
(1) avoid siting sensitive receptors within 500 feet of a freeway, urban road with 100,000
vehicles per day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles per day; (2) avoid siting sensitive
receptors within 1,000 feet of a distribution center (that accommodates more than 100 trucks
per day, more than 40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units per day, or where
transport refrigeration unit operations exceed 300 hours per week); and (3) avoid siting
sensitive receptors within 300 feet of any dry cleaning operation using perchloroethylene
and within 500 feet of operations with two or more machines.

2.4.Existing Air Quality Condition
2.4.1. Regional Air Quality

The Southern California region lies in the semi-permanent high-pressure zone of the eastern
Pacific. As a result, the climate is mild, tempered by cool sea breezes. The usually mild climate
is interrupted infrequently by periods of extremely hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana
winds. Meteorological conditions and topography affect the dispersion of pollutants, and make
the SCAB susceptible to air pollution. The extent and severity of the air pollution problem in the
Air Basin is also affected by man-made influences, such as development patterns and lifestyle.

The greatest air pollution impacts throughout the Air Basin occur from June through September.
This condition is generally attributed to the high emissions, as well as light winds and shallow
vertical atmospheric mixing, which reduce dispersion. Pollutant concentrations in the SCAB vary
with location, season, and time of day. Ozone concentrations, for example, tend to be higher in
the inland valleys than either along the coast or in the far inland areas of the SCAB and
adjacent desert. Over the past 30 years, substantial progress has been made in reducing air
pollution levels in Southern California. However, the SCAB still fails to meet national standards
for ozone and PM, 5.

In 2008, SCAQMD released an SCAB-wide air toxics study, Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study
(MATES-II1).?® The MATES-IIl Study represents one of the most comprehensive air toxics
studies ever conducted in an urban environment. The Study set out to estimate the cancer risk
from toxic air emissions throughout the SCAB by conducting a comprehensive monitoring
program, updating the emissions inventory of toxic air contaminants, and modeling emissions to
characterize health risks for residents throughout the region. The Study calculated an average
carcinogenic risk from air pollution in the Air Basin of approximately 1,200 in one million over a
70-year duration as presented in Figure 1. Mobile sources (e.g., cars, trucks, trains, ships,

25 SCAQMD. MATES IIl. Available at: http://www.agmd.gov/homellibrary/air-quality-data-studies/health-
studies/mates-iii. Accessed April 13, 2015.
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aircraft, etc.) represent the greatest contributors. Approximately 85 percent of the risk is
attributed to diesel particulate emissions, approximately 10 percent to other toxics associated
with mobile sources (including benzene, butadiene, and formaldehyde). Approximately 5
percent of all carcinogenic risk is attributed to stationary sources (which include industries and
other certain businesses, such as dry cleaners and chrome plating operations).

On April 1, 2015, the SCAQMD released a MATES IV Draft Final Report. The Study shows that
the level of diesel particulates has a dramatic reduction of 70% in average measured at the 10
monitoring sites compared to MATES IIl. The Study also concluded that the average
carcinogenic risk from air pollution in the Basin is approximately 418 in one million as presented
in Figure 2, a 65% overall reduction from MATES Il based on monitoring. Mobile sources (e.g.,
cars, trucks, trains, ships, aircraft, etc.) account for 90% of the air toxics risk, and diesel
accounts 68% of the air toxics risk.?

2.4.2. Local Air Quality
2.4.2.1. Existing Pollutant Levels at Nearby Monitoring Stations

The Project site is located within the SCAQMD jurisdiction. The SCAQMD maintains ambient air
quality monitoring stations throughout the SCAB. The Central Orange County air monitoring
station (Station No. 3176) is located approximately 6.5 miles east of the Project site and is the
closest station. The Central Orange County air monitoring station monitors CO, NO,, O3, PM;q
and PM,s. However, SO, is not monitored at this station. As a result, the SO, concentrations
from the South Coastal Los Angeles County station are shown since this monitor is the next
closest (approximately 8 miles to the west) to the Project site with such data.

Table 4 list the most recent five years of published data from 2009 to 2013 at the Central
Orange County monitoring station for CO, NO,, O3, PM;oand PM, 5, and at the South Coastal
Los Angeles County station for SO, which shows:

o O3 levels have exceeded the State 1-hour standard in 2009 and 2010, State 8-hour
standards in 2009, 2010, and 2011, and the federal 8-hour standard in 2009 and 2010;

e CO levels are below the State and federal standards;

e NO, levels are below the State and federal standards;

e PMy, levels exceeded the State 24-hour standard in 2009, 2011 and 2013, and the State
annual standards in 2009 through 2013; PMy, levels are below the federal 24-hour
standard;

e SO, levels are below the State and federal standards; and

e PM, 5 levels are below the State and federal annual standards, but exceeded the federal 24-
hour standard in 2009, 2011, 2012, and 2013.

%6 SCAQMD. 2015. Draft Final Report — Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study in the South Coast Air Basin. Available
at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/air-quality/air-toxic-studies/mates-iv/mates-iv-final-draft-report-4-1-
15.pdf?sfvrsn=4
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2.4.2.2. Existing Health Risk in the Surrounding Area

As part of the MATES-IIl Study, the SCAQMD prepared a series of maps that show regional
trends in estimated outdoor inhalation cancer risk from toxic emissions, as part of an ongoing
effort to provide insight into relative risks. The maps’ estimates represent the number of
potential cancers per million people associated with a lifetime of breathing air toxics (24 hours
per day outdoors for 70 years) in parts of the area. The MATES-III map is the most recently
available map to represent existing conditions near the Project area. Based on the interactive
map, the average cancer risk around the Project site was approximately 1,280 in a million.

As discussed earlier, the SCAQMD released MATES IV Draft Final Report on April 1, 2015.
Based on SCAQMD’s MATES IV cancer risk interactive map, the average cancer risk around
the Project site is approximately 380 in a million, approximately 70% below the cancer risk level
of 1,280 in a million in the MATES Il study.?”#®

2.4.3. Surrounding Uses and Sensitive Receptors

To the north of the project site is the former Burlington National railroad property and beyond
that are one-story horse barns that are occupied by quarter horses and thoroughbred horses,
and associated equipment. To the east of the project site is a surface parking area for Los
Alamitos Race Course, a small two-story church, and a four-story Residence Inn Hotel. To the
south, on the far side of Katella Avenue, are commercial and multi-family uses, behind which
are single-family residences. To the west is Enterprise Drive with the Cottonwood Church
campus beyond.

The Air Quality Element in the City of Cypress General Plan states that: sensitive populations
are more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than are the general population. Sensitive
populations (i.e., sensitive receptors) who are in proximity to localized sources of toxics and
carbon monoxide are of particular concern. Land uses considered sensitive receptors include
residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, athletic facilities, long-term health care
facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes.

The multiple-family and single family residences south of the Project are considered sensitive
receptors. Other land use in close proximity to the Project site include the Marriott Residence
Inn Hotel located immediately east of the Project site and, the Cottonwood Church located west
of the Project site. The church is being considered a sensitive receptor because it is approved
for a daycare facility, which has yet to be constructed to the west of the Project site. In addition,
the Marriott Residence Inn Hotel was used as a receptor location to evaluate the worst case
impacts from the Project to other receptors, as it is the nearest adjacent property. Figure 3
presents the location of nearby land uses.

# SCAQMD. 2014. MATES IV Carcinogenic Risk Interactive Map. Available at:
http://www3.agmd.gov/webappl/Ol.Web/Ol.aspx?jurisdictionlD=AQMD.gov&sharelD=73f55d6b-82cc-4c41-b779-
4c48c9a8b15b

% SCAQMD. 2008. MATES I Carcinogenic Risk Interactive Map. Available at:
http://www3.agmd.gov/webappl/matesiii/
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2.4.4. Existing Project Site Emissions

The Project site was previously part of the Cypress Golf Club, which permanently closed in
2004. Following the closure of the Golf Club, the golf course was demolished and the site was
re-graded and all vegetation was removed, except for some eucalyptus and pepper trees and
other vegetation along the southerly and easterly boundary of the Project site. The Project site
is unimproved and is not currently utilized for any land use or activity. Therefore, there are no
existing emissions from the Project site.
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3. Environmental Impacts

3.1.Thresholds of Significance

The CEQA thresholds of significance for analyzing air quality impacts inquire whether the
Project would:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation;

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors);

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

As stated in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be
relied upon to make determinations about a project’s impacts. This report uses the adopted
thresholds in the local air quality management district. The Initial Study prepared for the Project
determined that potential impacts related to objectionable odors was clearly insignificant. The
odor issue was scoped out of the Draft EIR and this report does not address the last threshold
(e) above.

In the context of the questions above from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the SCAQMD
has established thresholds of significance? to assess the impacts of project-related construction
and operational emissions on regional and local ambient air quality. These thresholds of
significance are presented in Table 5 and discussed below.

3.1.1. Construction Emission Thresholds
Regional

As shown in Table 5, the Project construction would pose significant impact to the regional air

quality if the maximum daily construction emissions exceed: 1) 100 pounds per day for NOx; 2)
75 pounds per day for VOC; 3) 150 pounds per day for PM4o or SOx; 4) 55 pounds per day for

PM,s; or 5) 550 pounds per day for CO.

Localized

The Project construction would pose significant impact to local air quality if the maximum on-site
daily localized construction emissions exceed the Localized Significance Thresholds (LST)
adopted by SCAQMD. Such exceedance in localized construction emissions would cause the

# SCAQMD. 2011. Air Quality Significance Thresholds. March. Available at: http://sfprod.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/cega’/handbook/scagmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2. Accessed: June 2014.
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predicted local ambient concentrations near the Project to exceed the most stringent ambient air
quality standards for CO and N,O, and incremental threshold for PM;, and PM, 5 as listed in
Table 5.

3.1.2. Operational Emission Thresholds
Regional

As shown in Table 5, the Project operation could have a significant impact on the regional air
quality if the annual VOC emissions exceeds 10 tons per year or the maximum daily emissions
exceed: 1) 55 pounds per day for NOXx; 2) 55 pounds per day for VOC; 3) 150 pounds per day
for PM4o or SOXx; 4) 55 pounds per day for PM, 5; or 5) 550 pounds per day for CO.

Localized

The Project operation could have a significant impact on local air quality if the maximum on-site
daily localized operational emissions exceed the Localized Significance Thresholds (LST)
adopted by SCAQMD. Such exceedance in localized construction emissions would cause the
predicted local ambient concentrations near the Project to exceed the most stringent ambient air
quality standards for CO and N,O, and incremental threshold for PM;, and PM. 5 as listed in
Table 5.

3.1.3. Toxic Air Contaminants

As shown in Table 5, the Project could have a significant TAC impact if the carcinogenic or toxic
air contaminants emissions results the exceedance of the maximum incremental cancer risk of
10 in one million or an acute or chronic hazard index of 1.0. For projects with a maximum
incremental cancer risk between 1 in one million and 10 in one million, a project could have a
significant impact if the cancer burden exceeds 0.5 excess cancer cases.

3.2.Criteria Pollutant Methodology and Emission Inventories

This section describes the methodology that ENVIRON International Corporation (ENVIRON)
used to develop the criteria pollutant emissions inventories associated with the Project, which
include construction emissions and operational emissions. Sub-categories of the operational
emissions include: area sources, energy use, and mobile sources.

3.2.1. Methodology for Calculating Mass Emissions

This analysis focuses on the potential change in air quality due to implementation of the Project.
The Project would result in criteria pollutant emissions from construction and operational
sources. Construction activities would generate emissions at the site from off-road construction
equipment, and on roadways resulting from construction-related truck hauling, vendor
deliveries, and worker commuting. Operational activities would also generate emissions at the
Project site from miscellaneous onsite sources, such as natural gas combustion for cooking and
comfort heating and landscaping equipment, and from operational-related traffic.

To calculate the criteria pollutant emissions from the Project, ENVIRON relied on emissions
guidance from government-sponsored organizations, energy surveys by other consulting firms,
the traffic study prepared by Kimley Horn, and emission modeling software.

CalEEMod®
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ENVIRON utilized the California Emission Estimator Model version 2013.2.2 (CalEEMod®)*°to
quantify the criteria pollutant emissions in the inventories presented in this report for the Project.
CalEEMod® is a statewide program designed to calculate both criteria and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions from development projects in California. This model was initially developed
under the auspices of the SCAQMD and received input from other California air districts and is
currently supported state-wide for use in quantifying the emissions associated with development
projects undergoing environmental review. CalEEMod® utilizes widely accepted models for
emission estimates combined with appropriate default data that can be used if site-specific
information is not available. These models and default estimates use sources such as the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) AP-42 emission factors.®’ CARB’s on-
road and off-road equipment emission models such as the EMission FACtor model (EMFAC)
and the Off-road Emissions Inventory Program model (OFFROAD), and studies commissioned
by California agencies such as the California Energy Commission (CEC) and California
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle).

CalEEMod® is based upon CARB-approved Off-Road and On-Road Mobile-Source Emission
Factor models (OFFROAD and EMFAC, respectively), and is designed to calculate construction
and operational emissions for land use development projects and allows for the input of project
specific information. OFFROAD2011%? is an emissions factor model used to calculate emission
rates from off-road mobile sources (e.g., construction equipment, agricultural equipment).
EMFAC2011%is an emissions factor model used to calculate emissions rates from on-road
vehicles (e.g., passenger vehicles, haul trucks).

CalEEMod® provides a platform to calculate both construction emissions and operational
emissions from a land use project. It calculates both the daily maximum and annual average for
criteria pollutants as well as total or annual GHG emissions. The model also provides default
values for water and energy use. Specifically, the model performs the following calculations:

o Short-term construction emissions associated with demolition, site preparation, underground
utility installation, grading, building, coating, and paving from off-road construction
equipment, on-road mobile equipment associated with workers, vendors, and hauling, and
fugitive dust associated with grading, demolition, truck loading, and roads, and volatile
emissions of reactive organic gasses (ROG) from architectural coating and paving.

o Operational emissions associated with the fully built-out land use development, such as
on-road mobile vehicle traffic generated by the land uses, fugitive dust associated with
roads, volatile emissions of ROG from architectural coating, off-road emissions from
landscaping equipment, volatile emissions of ROG from consumer products and cleaning

%0 CAPCOA. 2013. California Emissions Estimator Model. Version 2013.2.2. Available at: http://www.caleemod.com/.
Accessed: November 2013.

¥ The USEPA maintains a compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors and process information for several air
pollution source categories. The data is based on source test data, material balance studies, and engineering
estimates. Available at: http://epa.gov/ttnchie1/ap42/. Accessed: February 2013.

%2 CARB. 2007. Off Road Mobile Source Emission factors. Available at; http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/msei.htm.
Accessed: September 2013.

% CARB. 2010. EMFAC 2007 Release. Available at: http://arb.ca.gov/msei/onroad/latest _version.htm. Accessed:
February 2013.
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supplies, wood stoves and hearth usage, natural gas usage in the buildings, electricity
usage in the buildings, water usage by the land uses, and solid waste disposal by the land
uses.

In addition, CalEEMod® contains default values and existing regulation methodologies to use in
each specific local air district region. Appropriate statewide default values can be utilized if
regional default values are not defined. ENVIRON used default factors for the Orange County
area that is within the SCAQMD jurisdiction for the emission inventory, unless otherwise noted
in the methodology descriptions below. Details regarding the specific methodologies used by
CalEEMod® can be found in the CalEEMod® User’s Guide and associated appendices.* The
CalEEMod® output files are provided for reference in Appendix A to this report.

3.2.2. Construction Emissions

This section describes the calculation of emissions from construction activities at the Project
Site. The proposed plan for the Project anticipates construction to happen in nine phases from
2016 through 2018.

The major construction phases included in this analysis are:

 Site Preparation (Phase 1): involves clearing vegetation (grubbing and tree/stump removal)
and stones prior to grading.

o Grading (Phase 2): involves the cut and fill of land to ensure the proper base and slope for
the construction foundation.

o Paving (Phase 2): involves the laying of concrete or asphalt such as in parking lots or roads.
o Utilities (Phase 2): involves the installation of wet and dry utilities to serve the Project.
o Building Construction (Phases 3-9): involves the construction of structures and buildings.

 Architectural Coating (Phases 3-9): involves the application of coatings to both the interior
and exterior of buildings or structures

Emissions from these construction phases are largely attributable to fuel use from construction
equipment and worker commuting.

Construction-related emissions of ROGs, NOx, CO, and particulate matter (PM) of aerodynamic
radius less than PM1o or less than PM2.s were calculated using CalEEMod®. PM emissions are
composed of exhaust emissions and fugitive emissions. Exhaust emissions are typically
generated out by a combustion engine of on-road vehicles and/or off-road equipment. Fugitive
emissions are PM dust suspended in the air by wind action and construction related activities.
Default onsite equipment lists in CalEEMod® supplemented with Project specific grading and
construction equipment were used for the various construction phases.

ENVIRON'’s analysis was based on a mix of project specific data including the numbers and
types of equipment that will be used in the construction of the Project as well as the duration of

% CAPCOA. 2013. California Emissions Estimator Model User's Guide. Version 2013.2.2. February. Available at:
http://www.caleemod.com/. Accessed: November 2013.
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the different construction phases. The construction specifics (e.g., horsepower and load factor)
and number of worker, vendor, and hauling trips were based on CalEEMod® default and project-
specific equipment data. The Project area is assumed to be developed in nine phases over a
three-year time frame. The construction is assumed to start in 2016 and will be completed in
2018. The construction schedule and equipment list are shown in Tables 6 and 7, respectively.
The CalEEMod® output files are included in Appendix A.

3.2.2.1. On-site Emissions from Construction Equipment

The emission calculations associated with construction equipment are from off-road equipment
engine use based on the equipment list and phase length. The fugitive emissions from off-road
equipment performing work are also included in this analysis.

The Project specific construction equipment types, equipment numbers, and construction
phasing schedules were provided by the Project applicant. The calculations associated with this
screen include the running exhaust emissions from off-road equipment. Since the equipment is
assumed to be diesel, there are no starting or evaporative emissions associated with the
equipment because diesel-fueled equipment does not create a material amount of these
emissions. CalEEMod® calculates the exhaust emissions based on CARB’s OFFROAD201 1
methodology using the equation presented below.*

EmissionSpese; = Z(EFi X Pop; X AvgHP; X Load; X Activity;)
i
Where:

EF = Emission factor in grams per horsepower-hour (g/bhp-hr) as processed
from OFFROAD2011

Pop = Population, or the number of pieces of equipment
AvgHp = Maximum rated average horsepower

Load = Load factor

Activity = Hours of operation

i = equipment type

CalEEMod® was also used to calculate fugitive dust associated with the site preparation and
grading phases from three major activities: haul road grading, earth moving and bulldozing, and
truck loading. PMyq and PM, 5 emissions from fugitive dust will be controlled by watering the
construction site three times per day, applying soil stabilizer for unpaved roads, replacing
ground cover for disturbed area, limiting the vehicle speed to 15 miles per hour on unpaved
roads, and sweeping the paved roads/streets with Rule 1186 compliant PM efficient vacuum

% CAPCOA. 2013. California Emissions Estimator Model User’s Guide. Appendix A. pages 5-6. Version 2013.2.2.
Available at: http://www.CalEEMod.com/. Accessed: November 2013.
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units (14-day frequency) in accordance with required fugitive dust control measures.
CalEEMod® defaults include that applying water every three hours to the disturbed areas within
the construction site (i.e., three times per day) can reduce the fugitive dust emissions up to
61%. The fugitive dust emissions reductions factor compiled by SCAQMD were used for the
other measures.*

The emissions associated with off-road construction equipment are included in Table 8. Most of
the emissions occur during the grading phase.

3.2.2.2. On-site Emissions from Architectural Coating

VOC or ROG off-gassing emissions result from evaporation of solvents contained in surface
coatings, such as paint. CalEEMod® calculates the VOC evaporative emissions from application
of residential and non-residential surface coatings using the following equation:*

Eac = EFac X F X Apaint
Where:

E = emissions (pound (Ib) VOC)
EF = emission factor (Ib/square foot (sqft))

A = building surface area (sqft). The total surface for painting was assumed to
equals 2.7 times the floor square footage for residential and 2 times that for
nonresidential square footage. All of the land use information provided by a
metric other than square footage was converted to square footage using the
default conversions or user defined equivalence.

F = fraction of surface area. The default values based on SCAQMD methods
used in their coating rules are 75% for the exterior surface and 25% for the
interior.

The emission factor (EF) is based on the VOC content of the surface coatings and is calculated
using the equation below:

Where:

EF = emission factor (Ib/sqft)
C = VOC content (g/L or gram per liter).

The emission factors for coating categories were calculated using the equation above based on
default VOC content from CalEEMod®, which was provided by the air districts, including

% scAaQMD. Fugitive Dust (Tables XI-A, XI-B, XI-C, XI-D and XI-E). Available at:
http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-
efficiencies/fugitive-dust

3" CAPCOA. 2013. California Emissions Estimator Model User's Guide. Appendix A. pages 15-16. Version 2013.2.2.
Available at: http://www.CalEEMod.com/. Accessed: November. 2013.
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SCAQMD where the Project would be located. The CalEEMod® default VOC content for
SCAQMD is based on the 2013 version of Rule 1113. The emissions associated with
architectural coating are included in Table 8. Maximum daily emissions from architectural
coating were calculated to be 20 Ibs/day for the seven applicable construction phases.

3.2.2.3. On-site Emissions from Paving

While there is no specific screen associated with asphalt paving emissions, CalEEMod®
calculates VOC off-gassing emissions associated with asphalt paving of parking lots and roads
using the following equation:*®

Eap = EFap X Aparing
Where:
E = emissions (Ib)

EF = emission factor (Ib/acre). The SMAQMD default emission factor is 2.62
Ib/acre.17

A = area of the parking lot (acre)

The emissions associated with paving are included in Table 8. Maximum daily emissions from
paving were calculated to be 2.0 Ibs/day.

3.2.2.4. Off-site Emissions from On-Road Trips

Construction generates on-road vehicle exhaust, evaporative, and dust emissions from personal
vehicles for worker and vendor commuting, and trucks for soil and material hauling. These
emissions are based on the number of trips and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) along with
emission factors from EMFAC2011. The Project specific information and CalEEMod® default
assumptions were used to calculate construction on-road trips and VMT.

CalEEMod® calculates trips and VMT based on the following assumptions and project-specific
inputs:

 The number of hauling trips during the grading phase is based on the CalEEMod® default
methodology, which is calculated from the total of 93,390 cubic yards of material imported
during the site preparation and grading phases (i.e., grading phases 1 to 3) specified by the
Project and an average haul truck volume of 16 cubic yards. The VMT associated with these
hauling trips is based on a CalEEMod® default trip length of 20 miles;

« Worker trips are based on CalEEMod® default methodology, which is calculated from the
number of pieces of equipment in each phase specified by the Project, except for building
construction and architectural coating, where the trips are based on the number of
residential dwelling units (DU) and square footage of non-residential land uses. The VMT

% CAPCOA. 2013. California Emissions Estimator Model User’s Guide. Appendix A. pages 16-17. Version 2013.2.2.
Available at: http://www.CalEEMod.com/. Accessed: November. 2013.
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associated with these trips is based on the CalEEMod® default trip length equal to the home-
work trip length for a project location;

« Vendor trips are based on CalEEMod® default methodology, which is calculated from the
number of residential dwelling units and square footage of non-residential land uses for the
building construction phase. The VMT associated with these trips is based on the
CalEEMod® default trip length equal to the commercial-nonwork trip length for a project
location;

Running emissions for all pollutants and PM emissions from tire and brake wear were divided by
the VMT of each respective vehicle class from each scenario year and adjusted for unit
conversions to derive emission factors in units of grams per VMT. All other emissions (including
evaporative) were divided by the number of trips to derive emission factors in units of grams per
trip.

The emissions from mobile sources were calculated with the trip rates, trip lengths, and
emission factors for running from EMFAC2011 as follows:*

Emissions pollutant = VMT * EF running,pollutant

Where:

Emissions poiutant = €missions from vehicle running for each pollutant

VMT = vehicle miles traveled
EF running poliutant = €Mission factor for running emissions

Evaporative emissions, starting and idling emissions are multiplied by the number of trips times
the respective emission factor for each pollutant.

The total trips and VMT associated with construction mobile sources were calculated using
CalEEMod® and the trip rate and length assumptions described above. The mobile source
emissions were then calculated using CalEEMod® and the emission factors derived from
EMFAC2011.

CalEEMod® was also used to calculate on-road fugitive dust associated with paved and
unpaved roads consistent with the method discussed in the traffic section. All vehicle miles
traveled from worker commuting, vendor commutes, and soil hauling are accounted for based
on the trip rate and length assumptions described above.

The emissions associated with on-road activities are shown in Table 9. Most of the emissions
were calculated to occur from the workers’ and vendors’ trips during the building construction
phase.

% CAPCOA. 2013. California Emissions Estimator Model User’s Guide. Appendix A. pages 13-14. Version 2013.2.2.
Available at: http://www.CalEEMod.com/. Accessed: November 2013.
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3.2.2.5. Maximum Daily Emissions from Construction

Since construction phases may or may not overlap in time, the maximum daily construction
emissions will not necessarily be the sum of all possible daily emissions. CalEEMod® therefore
calculates the maximum daily emissions for each construction phase. The program will then add
together the maximum daily emissions for each construction phase that overlaps in time. Finally
the program will report the highest of these combined overlapping phases as a daily maximum.
For fugitive dust calculations during grading and site preparation, the maximum amount of acres
graded in a day is determined by the number of grading equipment which is assumed to operate
for 6 hours per day.

Regional

The regional maximum daily emissions include both on-site criterial pollutant emissions from
construction equipment, on-site off-gassing VOC emissions from architecture coating and
paving, and off-sit criteria pollutant emissions from construction related mobile sources. The
construction emission figures conservatively represent the maximum emissions for the Project
because the calculation accounts for the overlapping construction phases as discussed above.
The Project will comply with SCAQMD Rules and Regulations that require the use of low VOC
containing coatings to minimize the potential VOC emissions.

The daily emissions figures due to construction of the Project are summarized in Table 10 and
presented below.
e 23 Ibs/day of VOC,
94 Ibs/day of NOy,
73 Ibs/day of CO,
0.2 Ibs/day of SO,,
6.5 Ibs/day of PM,q, and
3.3 Ibs/day of PM, .

In Section 3.3, these emissions are compared against the SCAQMD mass emission threshold
discussed in Section 3.1.1 to determine the impact of construction emissions to the regional air
quality.

Localized

The localized maximum daily emissions include only on-site criterial pollutant emissions from
construction equipment and on-site off-gassing VOC emissions from architecture coating and
paving. The maximum daily on-site emissions are also summarized in Table 10 and presented
below:

20 Ibs/day of VOC,
54 Ibs/day of NOy,

39 Ibs/day of CO,
0.1 Ibs/day of SO,,
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o 2.8 Ibs/day of PM,, and
e 2.0 Ibs/day of PMs.

In Section 3.3, these emissions are compared against the SCAQMD’s LST discussed in Section
3.1.1 to determine the construction of the Project would result the local criterial pollutant
ambient concentration to exceed the ambient air quality standards.

3.2.3. Operational Emissions

Operational emissions are emissions that would occur after build-out of the Project. The criteria
air pollutant operational mass emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, SO,, PM1o, and PM25 were
calculated using CalEEMod®. The CalEEMod® output can be found in Appendix A. This analysis
identifies operational emissions for source categories including area sources, natural gas
energy use, and mobile sources.

3.2.3.1. Area Sources

Area sources are those emissions that are generally too small to be uniquely identified as point
sources, and are thus generally aggregated as a group. CalEEMod® calculates emissions for
the following sources, which are included under the category of “area” sources: landscaping
equipment (e.g., lawn mowers), hearths, consumer products, and architectural coatings. Criteria
pollutant emissions due to natural gas combustion in buildings, except for hearths, could also be
considered area sources, but are reported by CalEEMod® in the emissions associated with
building energy use (described below). The criteria pollutants from area source emissions
generated by the Project were calculated using CalEEMod® defaults. Sources include
landscaping equipment, natural gas hearths, consumer products, and architectural coating.

3.2.3.2. Landscaping Equipment

Landscaping equipment is the primary area source of carbon monoxide associated with the
Project's operational emissions. Landscape maintenance includes fuel combustion emissions
from equipment such as lawnmowers, rototillers, shredders/grinders, blowers, trimmers, chain
saws, and hedge trimmers, as well as air compressors, generators, and pumps. The mass
emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, SO,, PM1o, and PM2.s associated with landscaping equipment
were calculated using the CalEEMod® default emission factors (i.e., grams per dwelling unit per
day for residential buildings and grams per square foot per day for non-residential buildings),
which were processed using OFFROAD 2011 and CARB’s Technical Memo: Change in
Population and Activity Factors for Lawn and Garden Equipment.*’ The emission factors were
then multiplied by the total residential dwelling units and non-residential building square footage
and the number of summer days that represent the number of operational days. As shown in
Table 11, the Project results in the following emissions from landscaping equipment.

e 0.6 Ibs/day of VOC,
e 0.2 Ibs/day of NOy,
e 20 Ibs/day of CO,

0 CARB. 2003. Change in Population and Activity Factors for Lawn and Garden Equipment. Available at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/offroad/sore/lawn-and-garden-activity.pdf
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e 0.001 Ibs/day of SO,
e 0.1 Ibs/day of PM,,, and
e 0.1 Ibs/day of PM,s.

3.2.3.3. Hearths

All stoves and fireplaces were assumed to be natural gas-fired, based on SCAQMD Rule 445.
Emissions were calculated based on the regulatory requirement that all new residential units will
have gas-fired fireplaces. The criteria pollutant emission factors are based on USEPA AP-42.
The average heating rate in British Thermal Units (BTU) per hour for fireplaces in homes is
60,000 BTU/hr. Default values for annual fireplace usage are specific to Orange County. Natural
gas is assumed to have 1,020 BTU per standard cubic foot.*' This methodology parallels the
CalEEMod® methodology.

As shown in Table 11, the Project results in the following emissions from hearths.

e 0.5 Ibs/day of VOC,
0.00002 Ibs/day of NOy,
0.03 Ibs/day of CO,

0 Ibs/day of SO,,

0.3 Ibs/day of PM4,, and
0.3 Ibs/day of PM, .

3.2.3.4. Consumer Products

Consumer products are chemically formulated products used by household and institutional
consumers, including, but not limited to, detergents; cleaning compounds; polishes; floor
finishes; cosmetics; personal care products; home, lawn, and garden products; disinfectants;
sanitizers; aerosol paints; and automotive specialty products; but does not include other paint
products, furniture coatings, or architectural coatings. SCAQMD did an evaluation of consumer
product use compared to the total square footage of buildings using data from CARB consumer
product Emission Inventory. To calculate the VOC emissions from consumer product use, the
following equation was used in CalEEMod®:*?

Emissions = EF x BuildingArea
Where:
EF = pounds of VOC per building square foot per day

The factor is 1.98 x 107 Ibs/sqft/day for SCAQMD areas.

“1 CAPCOA. 2013. California Emissions Estimator Model User’s Guide. Appendix A. page 27. Version 2013.2.2.
Available at: http://www.CalEEMod.com/. Accessed: November. 2013.

42 CAPCOA. 2013. California Emissions Estimator Model User’s Guide. Appendix A. page 27. Version 2013.2.2.
Available at: http://www.CalEEMod.com/. Accessed: November. 2013.
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BuidlingArea = The total square footage of all buildings including residential square footage

As shown in Table 11, the Project results in 13 Ibs/day of VOC emissions from consumer
products.

3.2.3.5. Architectural Coatings

VOC off-gassing emissions result from evaporation of solvents contained in surface coatings
such as in paints and primers. The operational emission methodology from architecture coating
is the same as the construction methodology. All buildings are assumed to be repainted at a
rate of 10% of area per year. This is based on the assumptions used by SCAQMD.

As shown in Table 11, the Project results in 1.1 Ibs/day of VOC emissions from architectural
coatings.

3.2.3.6. Calculated Emissions from Area Sources
The Project results in the following total emissions from all area sources combined.

e 16 Ibs/day of VOC,

0.2 Ibs/day of NOx,

20 Ibs/day of CO,

0.001 Ibs/day of SO,,
0.4 Ibs/day of PM,q, and
0.4 Ibs/day of PM, 5.

Detailed criteria pollutant emissions for the Project according to area source type are discussed
above and shown in Table 11. The primary source of VOC (or ROG) emissions is due to
consumer products, and the primary source of NO,, CO, PM,,, and PM, 5 emissions results from
landscaping equipment.

3.2.3.7. Building Energy Use

Criteria pollutants are emitted as a result of activities in buildings for which natural gas is
typically used as an energy source. Combustion of any type of fuel emits criteria pollutants
directly into the atmosphere; when this occurs in a building, this is a direct emission source
associated with that building. Unless otherwise noted, CalEEMod® default parameters were
used. For both residential and non-residential land-uses, climate zone 8, which best represents
the City of Cypress, was selected based on the CalEEMod® forecast climate zone map. The
calculated emissions also reflect that the Project will meet the 2013 Title 24 part 6 Building
Code for residential and nonresidential construction. The CalEEMod® default assumptions of
building energy intensity (i.e., 2008 Title 24 Standard) were updated based on the reduction
presented in the California Energy Commission’s 2013 Impact Analysis.**/**The percent
reductions by land use type are as follows:

3 The California Energy Commission’s Impact Analysis is available at:
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2013publications/CEC-400-2013-008/CEC-400-2013-
008.pdf?_sm_au_=iVVvrHfcRRF3MMR?7. Accessed March, 2015.
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For electricity usage:

o Single-family residential — 36.4%
o Multi-family residential — 23.3%

¢ Non-residential — 21.8%

And for natural gas usage:

o Single-family residential — 6.5%
o Multi-family residential — 3.8%

« Non-residential — 16.8%

Using CalEEMod®s default factors, the Project results in the following emissions from building
energy use.
e 0.3 Ibs/day of VOC,
2.2 Ibs/day of NOx,
1.3 Ibs/day of CO,
0.01 Ibs/day of SO,,
0.2 Ibs/day of PM,, and
0.2 Ibs/day of PM, .

Table 12 summarizes the total natural gas use, and total criteria pollutant emissions for the
Project. The primary source of energy related operational emissions is due to natural gas usage
in the residential land use.

3.2.3.8. Mobile Source Emissions

The criteria air pollutant emissions associated with on-road mobile sources are generated from
residents, workers, customers, and delivery vehicles visiting the land use types in the Project.
The emissions associated with on-road mobile sources includes running and starting exhaust
emissions, evaporative emissions, brake and tire wear, and fugitive dust from paved and
unpaved roads. Starting and evaporative emissions are associated with the number of starts or
time between vehicle uses and the assumptions used in determining these values are described
below. All of the other emissions are dependent on VMT. ENVIRON calculated traffic emissions
using the trip rates specified in the Traffic Impact Study,*® and CalEEMod® default trip lengths
and home-based and commercial-based trip breakdown.

As the starting point, Kimley-Horn provided the total number of trips by land use, as presented
in Table 13. To convert these total trip numbers to CalEEMod® inputs, the total trips by land use

* The Title 24 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards are pending. Available at:
http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2013standards/rulemaking/documents/2013_Building_Energy Efficiency Standar
ds_FAQ.pdf. Accessed: February. 2013.

° Kimley-Horn, Traffic Impact Study for the Barton Place Mixed-Use Project, 2015.
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were divided by the appropriate land use size metric — number of residences for residential land
uses, and 1,000 square feet for non-residential land uses.*®

In addition to total trips, Kimley-Horn also calculated trip adjustment due to internal capture.
Internal capture represents trips between land uses on the Project, such as a resident traveling
to the retail space, or a retail customer traveling to the restaurant. As reported in the traffic
study, Kimley-Horn calcluated internal capture to be 14% of total trips based on the Institute of
Traffic Engineers Trip General Manual, 9" Edition. Accordingly, trip rates were reduced by 14%
when input to CalEEMod®.

It is possible for CalEEMod® to calculate emissions reductions based on whether a trip is
classified as a pass-by or diverted trip. For example, a commercial customer pass-by trip could
be a person going from home to shop on his/her way to work. In addition, a commercial
customer diverted-link trip could be a person going from home to work, and on its way making a
diversion to shop. Pass-by trips generate virtually no additional running emissions but could
generate additional resting and startup emissions. Diverted trips generate less running
emissions compared to primary trips, and can also generate additional resting and startup
emissions. CalEEMod® assigns default splits between primary, diverted, and pass-by trips
based on land use type.

The analysis for criteria pollutants does not include the benefit of reductions from the regulatory
programs such as Pavley and Advance Clean Cars. AB 1493 (“the Pavley Standard”) requires
CARSB to adopt regulations by January 1, 2005, to reduce GHG emissions from non-commercial
passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks of model year 2009 and thereafter so this analysis is
conservative. The CalEEMod® model includes GHG emission reductions for non-commercial
passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks of model years 2017 — 2025. While there is an
expectation that the increased fuel efficiency would also help reduce criteria pollutant emissions,
CalEEMod® does not incorporate a specific calculation or the benefits to criteria air pollutants.
The ACC program, introduced in 2012, combines the control of smog, soot causing pollutants
and greenhouse gas emissions into a single coordinated package of requirements for model
years 2015 through 2025. This regulation has also not been incorporated into CalEEMod®.
Thus, if the Pavley Standard and Advanced Clean Car program were incorporated, the traffic
mobile related emissions would be expected to be lower than that calculated here.

3.2.3.9. Calculated Emissions from Mobile Sources
The Project generates approximately 6,932,578 VMT/yr and results in the following emissions.

e 10 Ibs/day of VOC,

18 Ibs/day of NOx,

86 Ibs/day of CO,

0.2 Ibs/day of SO,,

17 Ibs/day of PMy,, and

5 Provided by Kimley-Horn.
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e 4.8 Ibs/day of PM, .
Detailed mobile source emissions are reported in Table 14.

As discussed earlier in the report, the project site was previously part of the Cypress Golf Club,
which permanently closed in 2004. Following the closure of the Golf Club, the golf course was
demolished and the site was re-graded and all vegetation was removed, except for some
eucalyptus and pepper trees and other vegetation along the southerly and easterly boundary of
the project site. Therefore, the Project site is currently vacant and does not generate any
substantial emissions under the existing condition.

3.2.3.10. Operational Emissions Results

The Project operational emissions were calculated using the methodology as described above.
The emissions include area sources (landscaping equipment, hearths, consumer products, and
architectural coatings) and building energy use emissions, and offsite emissions from on-road
sources.

Regional

The regional maximum daily emissions include criteria pollutant emissions from source
categories. The daily emissions figures due to construction of the Project are summarized in
Table 15 and presented below.

e 26 Ibs/day of VOC,

20 Ibs/day of NOy,

108 Ibs/day of CO,

0.3 Ibs/day of SO,,

18 Ibs/day of PMy, and
e 5.4 Ibs/day of PM,s.

In Section 3.3, these emissions are compared against the SCAQMD mass emission threshold
discussed in Section 3.1.1 to determine the impact of construction emissions to the regional air
quality.

Localized

As discussed later in Section 3.3.2.2, this is Project is a senior housing project, with a
retail/commercial component, that does not include on-site emission sources such as large
stationary source or on-site aggregate operations that would generate significant amount of
emissions and dust, or other pollutants. Therefore, localized impacts from on-site emission
sources would be less than significant. Since a quantitative determination of significance is not
necessary based on the type of project, the localized operational emissions are not presented in
this analysis.

3.3.Analysis of Project Impacts

This section evaluates whether the construction and operation of the Project would violate any
air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.
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3.3.1. Construction Impacts
3.3.1.1. Regional Construction Impact

The regional maximum daily construction emissions including both on-site and off-site
emissions are discussed in Section 3.2.2 and summarized in Table 10, which indicates that the
Project has relatively low levels of construction emissions. Table 16 compares the regional
maximum daily construction emissions against SCAQMD’s construction mass daily significance
threshold discussed in Section 3.1.1 to determine whether the Project construction emissions
would pose significant impact to the regional air quality. As shown in Table 16, the regional daily
emissions for construction are less than the SCAQMD mass daily significance thresholds for all
criteria air pollutants. For all of the criteria pollutants (except NOx) the Project emissions are
substantially less than the significance thresholds. Therefore, the construction activities
associated with the Project would not violate any air quality standard or substantially contribute
to an existing or projected air quality violation. The Project’s regional construction emissions
would result in a less-than-significant air quality impact.

3.3.1.2. Localized Impacts from On-Site Construction Activities

The localized impacts from the daily emissions associated with on-site construction activities
were evaluated at nearby sensitive receptor locations following the SCAQMD’s LST
methodology, which uses on-site mass emissions rate look-up tables and Project specific
modeling, where appropriate.*” SCAQMD provides LSTs applicable to the following criteria
pollutants: NOy, CO, PM,,, and PM, 5. Since land use development projects typically result in
negligible construction and long-term operation SO, emissions, SCAQMD does not provide an
LST for this pollutant. There is also no ambient standard or SCAQMD LST for VOCs since
VOCs are not a criteria pollutant. VOCs are classified as a precursor pollutant, and only a
regional emissions threshold has been established.

LSTs represent the Project’s maximum emissions that are not expected to cause or contribute
to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard.
LSTs for each pollutant are developed for each source receptor area and distance to the
nearest sensitive receptor based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant. For, LSTs for
PM;, and PM, s were derived based on requirements in SCAQMD Rule 403, Fugitive Dust. For
each source receptor area, a Project’s localized air quality impact can be determined using the
mass rate look-up tables. SCAQMD provides LST mass rate look-up tables for projects with
active construction areas that are less than or equal to 5 acres. While the mass-rate LST are
designed for sites/activity for 5-acres or less, the mass rate LST can be conservatively used for
larger parcels, such as this Project.*®

4" SCAQMD, 2009. LST Methodology Appendix C-Mass Rate LST Look-up Table, Available at:
www.aqgmd.gov/docs/defaultsource/ ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/appendix-c-mass-rate-Ist-
look-up-tables.pdf?sfvrsn=2, Accessed April 11, 2015.

8 pera phone discussion with lan MacMillan at SCAQMD (August 29, 2014), this mass rate LST can be

conservatively used to assess Project's greater than 5- acres in size.
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In Table 17, the maximum daily onsite construction emissions are conservatively compared to
the SCAQMD mass rate localized significance thresholds (mass rate LSTs)*, chosen for a
Project less than or equal to five acres using the receptor area of Central Orange County,*® and
for the shortest receptor distance of 25 meters, to cover the Marriott Residence Inn Hotel
adjacent to the Project. The hotel is 20 meters from the edge of the Project boundary; however,
as stated in the LST guidance, “The closest receptor distance on the mass rate LST look-up
tables is 25 meters. It is possible that a project may have receptors closer than 25 meters.
Projects with boundaries located closer than 25 meters to the nearest receptor should use the
LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters.”®' The analysis shows that the construction emissions
will not exceed the mass rate LSTs, and thus the Project construction emissions will not exceed
the ambient air quality significance thresholds established by SCAQMD. Onsite NOx emissions
were also discussed in Table 17 for the federal 1-hour NO, NAAQS, since this threshold was
introduced after the mass LSTs were published. As a conservative approximation, the screening
mass rate threshold for the federal 1-hour NO, NAAQS would be at least 45% lower than that
estimated by SCAQMD. This estimate is based on a ratio of the federal threshold (188 pg/m?®) to
the 1-hour NO, SCAQMD/CAAQS threshold (339 pg/m®), on which the NO, mass rate LST is
based. Since the federal threshold is based on the 98th percentile and on a 3-year average, this
estimate is a conservatively low estimate. As shown in Table 17, maximum localized
construction emissions for off-site sensitive receptors would not exceed any of the SCAQMD-
recommended localized screening thresholds or the threshold corresponding to the federal 1-
hour NOx NAAQs. Therefore, localized construction emissions resulting from the Project would
result in a less-than-significant air quality impact.

3.3.1.3. Toxic Air Contaminants

The off-road diesel construction equipment during grading and excavation activities emits most
of the TAC emissions during the Project construction. Based on the SCAQMD methodology,
health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of “Individual Cancer
Risk”, which is the likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations of TACs over a 70-year
lifetime will contract cancer, based on the use of standard risk-assessment. Because the
construction duration would last less than three years, and the phases that requires the most
heavy-duty diesel vehicle usage (e.g., grading) would last for a much shorter period of time
(e.g., three months, the Project construction would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70-year)
substantial source of TAC emissions. In addition, the SCAQMD CEQA guidance does not
require a health risk assessment for short-term construction emissions. It is therefore not
necessary or meaningful to evaluate long-term cancer impacts from construction activities which
occur over a relatively short duration. There would also be no residual emissions after
construction. As such, the Project’s construction TAC emission impact would be less than
significant.

4 Available at: http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/cega/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-
thresholds. Accessed: August 2014.

* pera phone discussion with lan MacMillan at SCAQMD (August 29, 2014), this mass rate LST can be
conservatively used to assess Project's greater than 5 - acres in size.

*1 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2008. Final Localized Significant Threshold
Methodology. July. Available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-
thresholds/final-Ist-methodology-document.pdf?sfvrsn=2. Accessed April 9, 2015.
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3.3.1.4. Correlation of Potential Impacts to Human Health Effects

The health effects associated with the criteria pollutants are summarized in Section 2.2 of this
report. The criteria pollutants evaluated as part of the Project air quality analysis are identified
by the USEPA due to the concern regarding health effects from these pollutants. The National
Ambient Air Quality Standards were established to “protect public health, including the health of
at-risk populations such as people with pre-existing heart or lung disease (such as asthmatics),
children, and older adults.” These thresholds were established by USEPA based on numerous
studies on the relationship of health effects and PM concentrations. The SCAQMD has
established both regional and localized significance thresholds as the basis to evaluate
individual projects under CEQA. These significance thresholds were derived to inform the public
when air quality emissions may be significant due to the potential health effects of these criteria
pollutants, consistent with how the USEPA has suggested these pollutants be regulated (i.e., in
relationship to the Clean Air Act and the NAAQS).

As presented in earlier sections, the maximum daily Project construction emissions are well
below the SCAQMD significance threshold for all criteria pollutants, and the maximum daily
Project onsite construction emissions are well below the SCAQMD LSTs for NOx, CO, and PM;q
and PM., . Therefore, the criteria pollutant emissions associated with the construction of the
Project are not expected to cause any additional daily exceedances of local, state, or federal air
pollution standards. The Project is not expected to emit any pollutants at a level sufficient to
impact local human health, or create a level of adverse air concentrations that would force
nearby residents to modify their activities in a meaningful way. Construction emissions
associated with the Project are not expected to cause residents in the area to experience a
material increase in respiratory iliness or other health symptoms associated with air emissions.
Additionally, construction would not limit residents from engaging in normal outdoor activities.
Construction emissions associated with the Project are minor, well below established health-
protective thresholds, and are not expected to alter daily activities or aggravate any ilinesses
typically associated with air emissions.

3.3.2. Operational Impacts

3.3.2.1. Regional Operational Impact

The regional maximum daily operational emissions are discussed in Section 3.2.3 and
summarized in Table 15, which indicates that the Project has relatively low levels of operational
emissions. Table 18 compares the regional maximum daily operational emissions against
SCAQMD'’s operational mass daily significance threshold discussed in Section 3.1.1 to
determine whether the Project operational emissions would pose significant impact to the
regional air quality. As shown in Table 18, the regional daily emissions for Project operation are
less than the SCAQMD mass daily significance thresholds for all criteria air pollutants. For all of
the criteria pollutants, the Project emissions are substantially less than the significance
thresholds. Therefore, the operation of the Project would not violate any air quality standard or
substantially contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation. The Project’s regional
operational emissions would result in a less-than-significant air quality impact.

3.3.2.2. Localized Impacts from On-Site Operational Activities

The Project does not include an evaluation of ambient air impacts for operational emissions
because the Project does not include any of the land uses that typically require such an analysis

Environmental Impacts 38 ENVIRON



Air Quality Technical Report
The Barton Place Project

to be performed based on SCAQMD’s LST methodology.** As stated in SCAQMD’s LST
methodology, “[t]he primary emissions from operational activities include, but are not limited to
NOx and CO combustion emissions from stationary sources and/or on-site mobile equipment.
Some operational activities may also include fugitive PM, 5 and PM;o dust generating activities
such as aggregate operations or earthmoving activities at landfills.” This Project is a senior
housing project with a retail/commercial component and would not include on-site emission
sources such as large stationary source or on-site aggregate operations that would generate
significant amount of emissions and dust. Therefore, localized impacts from on-site emission
sources would be less than significant.

3.3.2.3. Localized CO Impacts

Based on the analysis presented below, a CO “hot spots” analysis is not needed to determine
whether the change in the level of service (LOS) of an intersection in the Project area would
have the potential to result in exceedances of the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS) or National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

It has long been recognized that CO exceedances are caused by vehicular emissions,
primarily when idling at intersections.>"*® Accordingly, vehicle emissions standards have
become increasingly more stringent. Before the first vehicle emission regulations, cars in the
1950’s were typically emitting about 87 grams of CO per mile.*® Since the first regulation of CO
emissions from vehicles (model year 1966) in California, vehicle emissions standards for CO
applicable to light duty vehicles have decreased by 96% for automobiles,*"*® and new cold
weather CO standards have been implemented, effective for the 1996 model year.*® Currently,
the CO standard in California is a maximum of 3.4 grams/mile for passenger cars (with
provisions for certain cars to emit even less).?® With the turnover of older vehicles, introduction
of cleaner fuels and implementation of control technology on industrial facilities, CO
concentrations in the SCAQMD have steadily declined.

The analysis prepared for CO attainment in the SCAB by the SCAQMD can be used to assist in
evaluating the potential for CO exceedances in the SCAB. CO attainment was thoroughly
analyzed as part of the SCAQMD's 2003 Air Quality Management Plan (2003 AQMP) and the

%2 SCAQMD. 2008. Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology. July. Available at:
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/cega/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/final-Ist-methodology-
document.pdf?sfvrsn=2. Accessed: June 2014.

%% USEPA. 2000. Air Quality Criteria for Carbon Monoxide. EPA 600/P-099/001F. June.
* SCAQMD. 1993. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Section 4.5. April.
5 SCAQMD. 2003. Air Quality Management Plan. August.

% USEPA. Available at: http://yosemite.epa.gov/R10/airpage.nsf/webpage/Milestones+in+Auto+Emissions+Control.
Accessed: February, 2013.

%" National Academy Board on Energy and Environmental Systems. 2008. Review of the 21% Century Truck
Partnership. Appendix D: Vehicle Emission Regulations [excerpt from
http://books.nap.edu/openbook.php?record id=12258&page=107]

%8 Kavanagh, Jason. 2008. Untangling U.S. Vehicle Emissions Regulations.
% Title 13. California Code of Regulations. Section 1960.1(f)(2) [for 50,000 mile half-life]

8 CARB. 2010. Available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/levprog/cleandoc/Idtps clean complete warranty 12-
10.pdf. Accessed: February 2013.
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1992 Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Monoxide (1992 CO Plan).?' As discussed in the 1992
CO Plan, peak carbon monoxide concentrations in the SCAB are due to unusual meteorological
and topographical conditions, and not due to the impact of particular intersections. Considering
the region’s unique meteorological conditions and the increasingly stringent CO emissions
standards, CO modeling was performed as part of 1992 CO Plan and subsequent plan updates
and air quality management plans.

In the 1992 CO Plan, a CO hot spot analysis was conducted for four busy intersections in Los
Angeles at the peak morning and afternoon time periods. The intersections evaluated included:
Long Beach Blvd. and Imperial Highway (Lynwood); Wilshire Blvd. and Veteran Ave.
(Westwood); Sunset Blvd. and Highland Ave. (Hollywood); and La Cienega Blvd. and Century
Blvd. (Inglewood). These analyses did not predict a violation of CO standards. The busiest
intersection evaluated was that at Wilshire Blvd. and Veteran Ave., which had a daily traffic
volume of approximately 100,000 vehicles per day. The 2003 AQMP estimated that the 1-hour
concentration for this intersection was 4.6 ppm, which indicates that the most stringent 1-hour
CO standard (20.0 ppm) would likely not be exceeded until the daily traffic at the intersection
exceeded more than 400,000 vehicles per day.®? The Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority evaluated the LOS in the vicinity of the Wilshire Blvd./\VVeteran Ave.
intersection®®in 2004 and found it to be Level E at peak morning traffic and Level F at peak
afternoon traffic.®

At buildout of the Project, the highest average daily trips at an intersection would be
approximately 83,770 at the Katella Avenue and Valley View Street intersection,® which is
below the daily traffic volumes that would be expected to generate CO exceedances as
evaluated in the 2003 AQMP. This daily trip estimate is based on the peak hour conditions of
the intersection. There is no reason unique to SCAB meteorology to conclude that the CO
concentrations at the Katella Avenue and Valley View Street intersection would exceed the 1-
hour CO standard if modeled in detail, based on the studies undertaken for the 2003 AQMP.
Therefore, the Project does not trigger the need for a detailed CO hotspot model and would not
cause any new or exacerbate any existing CO hotspots. As a result, potential impacts related to
localized mobile-source CO emissions are considered less than significant. The supporting data
for this analysis is included in Appendix C.

3.3.2.4. Toxic Air Contaminants

The CARB has published and adopted the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community
Health Perspective,®® which provides recommendations regarding the siting of new sensitive

1 SCAQMD. 1992. Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Monoxide.
62 Based on the ratio of the CO standard (20.0 ppm) and the modeled value (4.6 ppm).

% The Metropolitan Transportation Authority measured traffic volumes and calculated the LOS for the intersection
Wilshire Blvd/ Sepulveda Ave. which is a block west along Wilshire Blvd., still east of Highway 405.

64 Metropolitan Transportation Authority. 2004. Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County. Exhibit 2-
6 and Appendix A. July 22.

65 Kimley-Horn and associates, Inc. 2015. Traffic Impact Study for the Barton Place Mixed-Use Project.

% CARB. 2005. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. Available at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf
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land uses near potential sources of air toxic emissions (e.g., freeways, distribution centers, rail
yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities, dry cleaners, and gasoline dispensing
facilities). The SCAQMD adopted similar recommendations in its Guidance Document for
Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning.®” Together the CARB and
SCAQMD guidelines recommend siting distances for both the development of sensitive land
uses in proximity to TAC sources, and the addition of new TAC sources in proximity to existing
sensitive land uses.

The primary sources of potential TACs associated with Project operations include DPM from
delivery trucks associated with the Project's commercial and retail component (e.g., truck traffic
on local streets and idling on adjacent streets). However, these activities, and the Project land
uses, are not considered land uses that generate substantial TAC emissions. It should be noted
that the health risk assessments are recommended by the SCAQMD to be conducted for
substantial sources of DPM (e.g., truck stops and warehouse distribution facilities that generate
more than 100 trucks per day or more than 40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration
units), and the guidance for analyzing mobile source DPM emissions are also provided by the
SCAQMD.® According to this guidance, the Project is not considered to be a substantial source
of DPM requiring a health risk assessment since daily truck trips to the Project Site would not
exceed 100 trucks per day or more than 40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units. In
addition, based on the CARB-mandated ATCM, diesel-fueled commercial vehicles (delivery
trucks) are limited to idle for no more than 5 minutes at any given time that would further reduce
DPM emissions.

As the Project would not contain substantial TAC sources and is consistent with CARB and
SCAQMD guidelines regarding TAC sources in proximity to existing sensitive land uses, the
potential Project TAC impacts would be less than significant.

For acutely and chronically non-cancer hazardous TACs, typical sources include industrial
manufacturing processes (e.g., chrome plating, electrical manufacturing, and petroleum
refinery). The Project would not include these types of sources, and the quantities of on-site
hazardous TACs associated with the Project would be below thresholds that would trigger
further study under California Accidental Release Program (CalARP). As such, the Project
would not release substantial amounts of TACs, and impacts would be less than significant.

3.3.2.5. Correlation of Potential Impacts to Human Health Effects

Similar to Project construction, the maximum daily Project operational emissions are well below
the SCAQMD significance threshold for all criteria pollutants. The localized impacts from on-site
emission sources would be less than significant because the Project would not include on-site
emission sources that would generate significant amount of emissions or dust. Therefore, the

" SCAQMD. 2005. Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning.

Available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/planning/air-quality-guidance/complete-guidance-

document.pdf?sfvrsn=4

8 SCAQMD, 2002. Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Idling
Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis, Available at: www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqga/air-qualityanalysis-
handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis).
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criteria pollutant emissions associated with the operation of the Project are not expected to
cause any additional daily exceedances of local, state, or federal air pollution standards. The
Project is not expected to emit any pollutants at a level sufficient to impact local human health,
or create a level of adverse air concentrations that would force nearby residents to modify their
activities in a meaningful way. Operational emissions associated with the Project are not
expected to cause residents in the area to experience a material increase in respiratory illness
or other health symptoms associated with air emissions. Additionally, operation would not limit
residents from engaging in normal outdoor activities. Operational emissions associated with the
Project are minor, well below established health-protective thresholds, and are not expected to
alter daily activities or aggravate any ilinesses typically associated with air emissions.
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3.4.Analysis of Consistency with Applicable Air Quality Plans

This section determines whether the Project’s would conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable air quality plan. As discussed below, the Project is consistent with the AQMP, and
applicable provisions of the City of Cypress General Plan.

3.4.1. SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan

The Project would not delay the attainment of air quality standards or the interim emission
reductions specified in the AQMP; nor will the Project exceed the assumptions utilized in
preparing the AQMP.

Regarding air quality standards, impacts to localized concentrations of PM;o, PM, 5, CO, and
NOx have been analyzed for the Project, and found to be less than significant for both
construction and operational emissions. SO, emissions would be negligible during construction
and long-term operations, and therefore would not have the potential to cause or affect a
violation of the SO, ambient air quality standard. Since VOCs are not a criteria pollutant, there is
no ambient standard or localized threshold for VOCs. Due to the role VOCs play in ozone
formation, it is classified as a precursor pollutant and only a regional emissions threshold has
been established.

Regarding assumptions used in preparing the AQMP, the Project is consistent with the
applicable population, housing, and employment growth projections in the AQMP. The 2012
AQMP was prepared to accommodate growth, to reduce the high levels of pollutants within the
areas under the jurisdiction of SCAQMD. Projects that are considered to be consistent with the
AQMP would not interfere with attainment because this growth is included in the projections
utilized in the formulation of the 2012 AQMP. The Project is consistent with the SCAG
population, housing and employment projections applicable to the Project Site. According to
SCAG’s 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, the forecasted population, households, and employment for
Orange County will increase by approximately 92,300 residents, 20,700 households, and 670
jobs between 2015 and 2019.% The Project will result a net increase of 427 residents (0.5% of
SCAG'’s projection for Orange County) and 244 households (1.2% of the SCAG’s projection for
Orange County). Therefore, the Project would not conflict with the 2012 AQMP and, as such,
would not jeopardize attainment of State and national ambient air quality standards in the area
under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD.

In conclusion, Project development would not have a significant short- or long-term impact on
the region’s ability to meet State and federal air quality standards. The Project’s long-term
influence would also be consistent with the goals and policies of the AQMP. Therefore, the
Project is considered consistent with the SCAQMD’s AQMP.

3.4.2. City of Cypress Policies

The City of Cypress General Plan includes an Air Quality Element, which was written to
coordinate with the AQMP and SCAG. In an effort to attain air quality standards, the Cypress Air
Quality Element identifies goals and policies to reduce the generation of pollutants. Most of

%9 Based on a linear interpolation of data from 2008 to 2020.
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these goals and policies are for City actions and do not relate to individual development
projects. The following goals, however, could be interpreted to apply to the Project:

o AQ-1.3: Locate multiple family developments close to commercial areas to encourage
pedestrian rather than vehicular travel.

o AQ-1.5: Encourage the design of commercial areas to foster pedestrian circulation.

o AQ-3.1: Adopt incentives, regulations, and/or procedures to minimize particulate emissions
from unpaved roads, agricultural uses, and building construction.

o AQ-4.1: Promote energy conservation in all sectors of the City including residential,
commercial, and industrial.

o AQ-4.2: Promote local recycling of wastes and the use of recycled materials.

The Project would promote these goals because it: allows easy access to the commercial/retail
land uses through its mixed-use design and the proximity of the residential and commercial
uses; reduces vehicle emissions by increasing internal capture between residential and retail
segments; complies with SCAQMD Rule 403 to minimize fugitive dust emissions; complies with
energy efficiency measures that promote conservation through Title 24; and complies with
applicable waste recycling/diversion measures. Therefore, to the extent that the General Plan
policies and goals apply to specific projects, the Project is consistent with the policies and goals
of the City of Cypress General Plan Air Quality Element.

3.5.Analysis of Cumulative Impact

This section evaluates whether the project would result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant

The cumulative air quality impacts analysis is based on the guidance provided by SCAQMD
“...the [SCAQMD] uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative
impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or EIR. The only
case where the significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative impacts differ is the
Hazard Index (HI) significance threshold for toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions. Projects that
exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be
cumulatively considerable. This is the reason project-specific and cumulative significance
thresholds are the same. Conversely, projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds
are generally not considered to be cumulatively significant.””® Therefore, based on the fact that
the Project does not exceed any of the quantitative air quality thresholds of significance, it is
concluded that the Project does not have a cumulatively considerable impact.

The Project construction-related regional daily emissions are less than the SCAQMD mass daily
significance thresholds for all criteria pollutants. Thus, the Project would not have a cumulatively
considerable increase in emissions due to construction-related emissions. Similarly, in terms of
localized air quality concentrations of NO,, CO, SO,, PM,, and PM, 5, construction of the

SCAQMD. 2003. Cumulative Impacts White Paper, Appendices. August. Available at:
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/cumulative-impacts-working-
group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper-appendix.pdf?sfvrsn=4. Accessed April 9, 2015.
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Project would have a less-than-significant impact. Therefore, according to SCAQMD’s guidance,
the Project’s contribution to cumulative localized air quality concentrations of these pollutants
would not be cumulatively considerable and, therefore, less than significant. Likewise regarding
toxic emissions, the greatest potential for construction-related TAC emissions generally involves
diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment operations during grading and
excavation activities. As discussed in Section 3.3.1.3, construction of the Project would have a
less-than-significant impact associated with TAC impacts. Therefore, according to SCAQMD’s
guidance, the Project’s construction-related contribution to toxic emission impacts would not be
cumulatively considerable, and, therefore, would be less than significant.

The Project operational emissions would be below the SCAQMD’s threshold for all criteria
pollutant emissions. Thus, the Project would not have a cumulatively considerable increase in
emissions due to operational-related emissions. With respect to TAC emissions, the Project is
not a substantial source of TAC emissions, as such emissions are typically associated with
large-scale industrial, manufacturing, and transportation hub facilities based on the CARB
Handbook. Additionally, the Project would be consistent with the recommended screening level
siting distances for TAC sources, as set forth in the CARB Handbook. Therefore, the Project’s
operational-related contribution of criteria pollutant emissions or TAC emissions would not be
cumulatively considerable, and therefore, would be less than significant.

3.6.Analysis of Siting for Sensitive Receptors

This section evaluates whether the Project’s would expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. To inform this analysis, ENVIRON referred to the SCAQMD CEQA
Handbook Land Use Siting Criteria and the CARB Handbook Land Use Siting Criteria.

The Project is primarily a senior housing project with a retail/commercial component. It also
contains a recreational /community swimming pool area. Residential uses are generally
considered “sensitive receptors,” meaning that they are particularly sensitive to adverse effects
associated with environmental impacts (including air pollution). The SCAQMD CEQA Handbook
also identifies recreational areas as a land use that should be considered as a “sensitive
receptor.””

The Project is located within a quarter-mile of existing facility that could emit toxic air
contaminants. As illustrated in Figure 4, there are existing TAC-emitting sources located within
a mile of the Project site. The SCAQMD Facility INformation Detail (FIND) web tool was used to
search for facilities with known TAC emissions inside this “4-mile radius. The SCAQMD FIND
web tool indicated that several existing potential sources of TACs are located with 2-mile from
the residential units, including:

o Cottonwood Christian Center (1,073 feet)
e Hassan 16/Union QOil Co (76 Gas Station) (989 feet)
o Kohler Rental Power (189 feet)

" SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (1993), pg. 4-12.
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Los Alamitos Race Course (627 feet)

Los Alamitos Race Course (gasoline dispensing) (1,210 feet)
PMI-Dental Health Plan (1,130 feet)

Racer Cleaners (841 feet)

Starting Gate Saloon (804 feet)

e ZZ Construction (1,096 feet)

Of these facilities, the only actively permitted equipment are a 364 horsepower emergency
diesel generator at the Cottonwood Christian Center, the gasoline dispensing facility at the race
course, and a 125 horsepower emergency diesel generator at the race course. The gasoline
dispensing facility is located toward the northwestern corner of the racetrack property, more
than 1,000 feet from the boundary of the Project which is much further than the minimum
distance of 300 feet recommended in the CARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook for large
gas dispensing facility. The diesel generators at the Cottonwood Christian Center and race
course are permitted for emergency use only, and are limited to 50 hours of maintenance and
testing per year. A screening model, conducted with the USEPA’s SCREENS3, results in impacts
below the single-source thresholds. The cumulative impact of these sources is also expected to
be below the cumulative thresholds. See Appendix B for details. Based on the distance, source
type, and location, these sources will not pose a significant health impact to the Project due to
the emissions of toxic air pollutants. Therefore, the Project would not expose new sensitive
receptors to high concentration of TACs.

The Project will not locate a sensitive receptor adjacent to a congested roadway or in an area
with high background concentrations of CO. An analysis of CO “hotspots” showed that the
proposed Project would not cause any significant CO impacts at the most congested
intersections. These areas are typically the location of the highest CO concentrations due to
roadway traffic.

The CARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook also recommends siting criteria for sensitive
receptors. The recommended minimum distances from sensitive receptors to the relevant
sources applicable to the Project are 500 feet from a freeway, and 300 feet from a large gas
dispensing facility (or 50 feet from a typical gas dispensing facility) as discussed in Section
2.3.2.3. The Project’s sensitive receptors are not within these minimum distances recommended
in the Handbook.

3.7.Summary of CEQA Impact Analysis

As part of any project, CEQA requires the evaluation of the environmental impacts as specified
in Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines. Below is a summary the technical analysis described
above evaluates each air quality impact listed in Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines, consistent
with guidance in SCAQMD CEQA Handbook.

3.7.1. Potential AQ Impact 1: Does the Project conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

No. As discussed in Sections 3.4, the project is consistent with the SCAQMD’s AQMP and
would serve to implement applicable policies of the City of Cypress pertaining to air quality.
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Therefore, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan.

3.7.2. Potential AQ Impact 2: Does the Project violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to a projected air quality standard?

No. The Project construction and operational emissions were compared against SCAQMD'’s
regional and localized emission thresholds as discussed in Section 3.3. The Project emissions
do not exceed any thresholds. Section 3.3.2.3 discusses the Project operation’s impact on local
CO concentrations and concludes that the Project meets the criteria to be below significance
thresholds. Sections 3.3.1.3 and 3.3.2.4 discusses the health risk impact due to Project’s
construction and operational TAC emissions, respectively, and concludes that the Project meets
the criteria to be below significance thresholds.

3.7.3. Potential AQ Impact 3: Does the Project result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria pollutants?

No. As presented in Section 3.5, projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds are
generally not considered to be cumulatively significant. Both Project construction and operation
related regional daily emissions are less than the SCAQMD mass daily significance thresholds
for all criteria pollutants. Thus, the Project would not have a cumulatively considerable increase
in emissions. In terms of localized air quality impacts, neither the construction nor operation of
the Project would have a cumulatively considerable impact. Therefore, the Project would not
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.

3.7.4. Potential AQ Impact 4: Does the Project expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations?

No. As discussed in Section 3.6, the Project is evaluated using the land use citing criteria from
SCAQMD CEQA Handbook and CARB Handbook. Based on the distance, source type, and
location of the emission sources identified within %2 miles of the Project boundary, these
permitted sources will not pose a significant health impact to the Project due to the emissions of
toxic air pollutants. Therefore, the Project would not expose new sensitive receptor to
substantial pollutant concentrations.
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Table 1. Land Uses and Square Footages

CalEEMod Analysis
, . 1 CalEEMod .
Project Entitlement Land Use CalEEMod Land Use Subtype Lan: Use tjmt Size Metric
Category moun

Paired Homes 92 DU Residential Condo/Townhouse 92 DU
Club House 5,216 sqft Recreational Health Club 5.22 1000 sqft
Restaurants 11,380 sqft Recreational High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 11.38 1000 sqft
Parking Lot 355 spaces Parking Parking Lot 355 spaces
Community Pool 3,380 sqft Recreational Recreational Swimming Pool 3.38 1000 sqft
Shopping Center 36,500 sqft Retail Regional Shopping Center 36.5 1000 sqft
Single Family Detached Home 152 DU Residential Single Family Housing 152 DU

Notes:
' Based on the Project description.

Abbreviations:

sqgft - square feet

CalEEMod - California Emissions Estimator Model
DU - dwelling units
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Table 2. Summary of NAAQS and CAAQS

Pollutant Averaging Period California Standard* rederal
ging alifornia Standar Standard?
0.09
1 hour ppm3 —
Ozone (O3) (180 ug/m-)
3 8 hour 0.070 ppm 0.075 ppm
(137 ug/m®) (147 ug/m®)
Respirable Particulate 24 hour 50 ug/m® 150 pg/m®
Matter (PM,) Annual Arithmetic Mean 20 pg/m® —
Fine Particulate Matter 24 hour 35 pg/m3
(PM35) Annual 12 ug/m® 12.0 ug/m?®
20 35
1 hour 23 Iop/m3 40 Iop/m3
Carbon Monoxide (CO) (23 mg/m-) (40 mg/m’)
8 hour 9.0 ppm 9 ppm
(10 mg/m°) (10 mg/m°)
3 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm
1 hour 339 pg/m® 188 ug/m®
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,) (339 pg/m’) (188 pg/m-)
Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm
(57 ug/m®) (100 pg/m®)
30 day average 1.5 pug/m> -
Lead (Pb) ) 3
Rolling 3-month average 0.15 pg/m
4 0.25 ppm 0.075 ppm
1 hour 3 3
(655 yg/m*) (196 ug/m>)
o 0.5 ppm
Sulfur Dioxide (SO 5 —
(SOy) 3 hour (1300 pg/m?®)
0.04
24 hour 0 ppm3 -
(105 pyg/m”)
i 0.03 ppm
Hydrogen Sulfide (H,S 1 hour —
ydrog (H2S) u (42 ualn®)
0.01
Vinyl Chloride 24 hour 01 ppm
(26 pg/m-)
Sulfates 24 hour 25 ug/m® -
Extinction coefficient of 0.23 per
Visibility-Reducing 8 hour kilometer (visibility of ten miles or

Particles

more due to particles when relative
humidity is less than 70 percent)

Notes:

! Callifornia standards from CARB website (www.arb.ca.gov/research/aags/aags2.pdf), updated June 4, 2013.
% Federal standards from EPA website (http://www.epa.gov/oar/criteria.html), updated December 14, 2012.
® To attain the federal 1-hour NO, standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-

hour average must not exceed the threshold.
* To attain the federal 1-hour SO, standard, the 3-year average of the 99th percentile of the daily maximum 1-

hour average must not exceed the threshold.
*Thisis a secondary standard.

Abbreviations:

pg/m3 - micrograms per cubic meter
CARSB - California Air Resources Board

EPA - Environmental Protection Agency

mg/m3 - milligrams per cubic meter

ppm - parts per million
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Table 3. NAAQS and CAAQS Attainment Status

Pollutant Averaging Orange County Attainment Status
Period California Standard* Federal Standard?
1 hour Non-Attainment -
Ozone (O
(Qs) 8 hour Non-Attainment Extreme
Non-Attainment
Respirable Particulate Matter 24 hour Non-Attainment Attainment
(PM1o) Annual Non-Attainment -
Fine Particulate Matter 24 hour Non-Attainment
(PMy5) Annual Non-Attainment Non-Attainment
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 1 hour Atta?nment Atta?nment (Ma?ntenance)
8 hour Attainment Attainment (Maintenance)
1 hour Non-Attainment Unclassified/Attainment
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)?
9 (NO) Annual Non-Attainment Unclassified/Attainment

Lead (Pb)**

30 day average

Non-Attainment

Rolling 3-month

Non-Attainment

average

Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) 1 hour Attainment Atta!nment
3 hour Attainment

Hydrogen Sulfide (H,S) 1 hour Unclassified -

Vinyl Chloride 24 hour No information Available -

Sulfates 24 hour Attainment -—-

Visibility-Reducing Particles 8 hour Unclassified -

Notes:

! California standard attainment status based on CARB website (www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm).
? Federal standard attainment status based on USEPA Green book and Regional 9 Air Quality Maps.

% Attainment status for the California standard is for the year 2013.

* Non-attainment applies to the southern portion of Los Angeles County only.

Abbreviations:

CAAQS - California Ambient Air Quality Standard NAAQS - National Ambient Air Quality Standards
CARB - California Air Resources Board

References:

CARB. 2013. Area Designations Maps / State and National. Available at: www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm. Accessed

on: April, 2014.

USEPA - United States Environmental Protection Agency

USEPA. 2013. The Green book of Nonattaiment Areas for Criteria Pollutants. Available at:
www.epa.gov/air/oagps/greenbk/index.html. Accessed on: April, 2014.

USEPA. 2014. EPA Region 9 Air Quality Maps. Available at: http://www.epa.gov/region09/air/maps/. Accessed on: April,

2014.
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Table 4. Air Quality Data for Nearest SCAQMD Monitoring Stations™?

Pollutant | 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Ozone (O,)°- Central Orange County

Maximum Concentration 1-hr period, ppm 0.093 0.104 0.088 0.079 0.084
Maximum Concentration 8-hr period, ppm 0.077 0.088 0.072 0.067 0.070
Annual 4th Highest 8-hr maximum over 3 years 0.068 0.060 0.064 0.065 0.063
Days of Exceedances, California Standard Concentration 1-hr period 0 1 0 0 0
Days of Exceedances, California Standard Concentration 8-hr period 2 1 1 0 0
Days of Exceedances, National Standard Concentration 8-hr period 1 1 0 0 0
Carbon Monoxide (CO) - Central Orange County

Maximum Concentration 1-hr period, ppm 3 3 NM NM NM
Maximum Concentration 8-hr period, ppm 2.7 2.0 2.1 2.3 2.6
Number of Exceedances, California Standard Concentration 1-hr period 0 0 N/A N/A N/A
Number of Exceedances, California Standard Concentration 8-hr period 0 0 0 0 0
Number of Exceedances, National Standard Concentration 1-hr period 0 0 N/A N/A N/A
Number of Exceedances, National Standard Concentration 8-hr period 0 0 0 0 0
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,) - Central Orange County

Maximum Concentration 1-hr period, ppm 0.070 0.073 0.074 0.067 0.082
98th Percentile Daily Maximum Concentration 1-hr period, ppm 0.060 0.061 0.061 0.054 0.059
Annual Arithmetic Mean (AAM), ppm 0.018 0.018 0.017 0.015 0.018
Number of Exceedances, California Standard Concentration 1-hr period 0 0 0 0 0
Exceed California Standard Annual Arithmetic Mean (AAM)? No No No No No
Number of Exceedances, National Standard Concentration 1-hr period 0 0 0 0 0
Exceed National Standard Annual Arithmetic Mean (AAM)? No No No No No
Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)*- South Los Angeles County Coastal

Maximum Concentration 1-hr period, ppm 0.02 0.0400 0.0148 0.0222 0.0218
99th Percentile Daily Maximum Concentration 1-hr period, ppm NM NM 0.0107 0.0143 0.0101
Maximum Concentration 24-hr period, ppm 0.005 0.0060 NM NM NM
Annual Arithmetic Mean (AAM), ppm NM NM NM NM NM
Number of Exceedances, California Standard Concentration 1-hr period 0 0 0 0 0
Number of Exceedances, California Standard Concentration 24-hr period 0 0 N/A N/A N/A
Number of Exceedances, National Standard Concentration 1-hr period N/A N/A 0 0 0
Number of Exceedances, National Standard Concentration 24-hr period 0 0 N/A N/A N/A
Exceed National Standard Annual Arithmetic Mean (AAM)? N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Table 4. Air Quality Data for Nearest SCAQMD Monitoring Stations™?

Pollutant | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013
Respirable Particulate Matter (PMy,) - Central Orange County

Maximum Concentration 24-hr period, pg/m® 63 43 53 48 77
Annual Arithmetic Mean (AAM), ug/m® 30.9 22.4 24.8 224 254
Number of Exceedances, California Standard 24-hr period 1 0 2 0 1
Exceed California Standard Annual Arithmetic Mean? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of Exceedances, National Standard Concentration 24-hr period 0 0 0 0 0
Fine Particulate Matter (PM, )’ - Central Orange County

Maximum Concentration 24-hr period, ug/m* 64.6 31.7 39.2 50.1 37.8
98th Percentile Concentration 24-hr period, ug/m® 321 25.2 28.1 249 22.7
Annual Arithmetic Mean (AAM), ug/m® 11.8 10.2 11.0 10.81 10.09
Number of Exceedances, National Standard Concentration 24-hr period 4 0 2 4 1
Exceed National Standard Annual Arithmetic Mean (AAM)? No No No No No
Exceed California Standard Annual Arithmetic Mean (AAM)? No No No No No
Notes:

" NM indicates pollutants that were Not Monitored. N/A indicates that information was not available.
2 Bold values are Monitoring data that exceed the standards.

® The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration measured at each site in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or
less than the standard.

* USEPA adopted new SO, standards of 75 ppb for 99th percentile of 1-hr daily maximum concentrations over 3 years in 2010.
® USEPA adopted new PM, 5 annual average standard of 12.0 |,|g/m3 in 2012

Abbreviations:
mg/m? - micrograms per cubic meter hr - hour
CARSB - California Air Resources Board

References:

SCAQMD. 2015. Historical Data by Year. Available at: http://www.agmd.gov/home/library/air-quality-data-studies/historical-data-by-year. Accessed:
March, 2015.

CARB. 2014. Ambient Air Quality Standards. Available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aags2.pdf. Accessed: March, 2015.
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Table 5. SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds (Ibs/day)

Pollutant Construction Operation

NOy 100 55

VOC 75 55

PMiq 150 150
PM, 5 55 55

SOy 150 150

CO 550 550

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) Threshold
Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk = 10 in 1 million
TACs Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas = 1 in 1 million)
Chronic & Acute Hazard Index = 1.0 (project increment)
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants
NO, SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or

1-hour average
Annual Arithmetic Mean

contributes to an exceedance of the following attainment standards:
0.18 ppm (state)
0.03 ppm (state) and 0.0534 ppm (federal)

PM;q
24-hour Average
Annual Average

10.4 ug/m® (construction); 2.5 ug/m* (operation)
1.0 ug/m®

PM, 5 24-hour Average

104 |Jg/m3 (construction); 2.5 |Jg/m3 (operation)

CO
1-hour Average
8-hour Average

SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or
contributes to an exceedance of the following attainment standards:
20 ppm (state) and 35 ppm (federal)

9.0 ppm (state/federal)

Abbreviations:

ug/m3 - micrograms per cubic meter
CO - carbon monoxide

Ibs - pounds

MT - metric tonnes

NOx - nitrogen oxides

PM - particulate matter

ppm - parts per million

SCAQMD - South Coast Air Quality Management District

SO, - sulfur dioxide
VOC - volatile organic compounds

Reference:

SCAQMD Significance Thresholds Revision March 2011. Available at -
http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/signthres.pdf. Accessed: January, 2014.
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Table 6. Construction Phasing Schedule

Phase Sub-Phase Start Date End Date Days/Week Total Days
Name
Phase 1 |Site Preperation 3/1/2016 3/11/2016 6 10
Grading Phase 1 3/12/2016 5/9/2016 6 50
Grading Phase 2 5/10/2016 6/6/2016 6 24
Phase 2 |Grading Phase 3 6/7/2016 6/15/2016 6 8
Utility 6/16/2016 9/16/2016 6 80
Paving 9/1/2016 10/31/2016 6 50
Phase 3 Building Construction 8/1/2016 12/31/2016 6 132
Architectural Coatings 11/28/2016 12/31/2016 6 30
Phase 4 Building Construction 12/1/2016 4/30/2017 6 132
Architectural Coatings 3/27/2017 4/30/2017 6 30
Phase 5 Building Construction 4/1/2017 8/31/2017 6 132
Architectural Coatings 7/28/2017 8/31/2017 6 30
Phase 6 Building Construction 8/1/2017 12/31/2017 6 132
Architectural Coatings 11/27/2017 12/31/2017 6 30
Phase 7 Building Construction 12/1/2017 4/30/2018 6 132
Architectural Coatings 3/26/2018 4/30/2018 6 30
Phase 8 Building Construction 4/1/2018 8/31/2018 6 132
Architectural Coatings 7/28/2018 8/31/2018 6 30
Phase 9 Building Construction 8/1/2018 12/31/2018 6 132
Architectural Coatings 11/26/2018 12/31/2018 6 30
Notes:

' Construction schedule provided by C33, LLC.
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Table 7. Construction Equipment List

: Unit Horsepower .
Phase Sub-Phase Equipment Type Amount Hours/Day PhaseE)(HP) Tier
Rubber Tired Dozer 1 6 315 2
Phase 1 |Site Preparation Loader 1 6 210 2
Water Truck 1 6 400 3
Water Truck 1 6 400 3
Grading Phase 1 Paddlewheel Scrapper 5 6 360 2
Track Dozer 1 6 305 2
G Blade 1 6 185 3
Grading Phase 2 W?ter Truck 1 6 400 3
Skip Loader 2 6 70 3
Paddlewheel Scrapper 1 6 360 2
G Blade 1 6 185 3
Phase 2 .
Grading Phase 3 Paddlewheel Scrapper 1 6 360 2
Water Truck 1 6 400 3
Water Truck 1 6 400 na
Utilities Back Hoe 1 6 150 na
Skip Loader 2 6 70 3
Pavers 2 6 89 na
Paving Paving Equipment 2 6 82 na
Rollers 2 6 84 na
Concrete Trucks 1 2 250 na
Building Construction Forklifts 1 6 125 na
Phase 3 Backhoe 2 4 150 na
Cement/Mortar Mixer 1 4 9 na
Architectural Coating  |Air Compressor 2 3 78 na
Concrete Trucks 1 2 250 na
Building Construction Forklifts ! 6 125 na
Phase 4 Backhoe 2 4 150 na
Cement/Mortar Mixer 1 4 9 na
Architectural Coating  |Air Compressor 2 3 78 na
Concrete Trucks 1 2 250 na
Building Construction Forklifts 1 6 125 na
Phase 5 Backhoe 2 4 150 na
Cement/Mortar Mixer 1 4 9 na
Architectural Coating  |Air Compressor 2 3 78 na
Concrete Trucks 1 2 250 na
Building Construction Forklifts ! 6 125 na
Phase 6 Backhoe 2 4 150 na
Cement/Mortar Mixer 1 4 9 na
Architectural Coating  |Air Compressor 2 3 78 na
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Table 7. Construction Equipment List

Unit

Horsepower

Phase Sub-Phase Equipment Type Hours/Da Tier
quip yp Amount y Phase (HP)

Concrete Trucks 1 2 250 na
Building Construction Forklifts L 6 125 na
Phase 7 Backhoe 2 4 150 na
Cement/Mortar Mixer 1 4 9 na
Architectural Coating  |Air Compressor 2 3 78 na
Concrete Trucks 1 2 250 na
Building Construction Forklifts L 6 125 na
Phase 8 Backhoe 2 4 150 na
Cement/Mortar Mixer 1 4 9 na
Architectural Coating  |Air Compressor 2 3 78 na
Concrete Trucks 1 2 250 na
Building Construction Forklifts L 6 125 na
Phase 9 Backhoe 2 4 150 na
Cement/Mortar Mixer 1 4 9 na
Architectural Coating |Air Compressor 2 3 78 na

Notes:

' Construction schedule provided by C33, LLC.
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Table 8. Maximum Daily On-Site Construction Emissions

1 PM, 5
VOC NOXx Cco SO, PM,, Total 1
Total
Phase Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (Ibs/day)
Site Preparation 0.6 15.2 12.2 0.02 2.1 1.3
Grading Phase 1 1.8 53.6 38.8 0.1 2.8 1.5
Grading Phase 2 0.7 17.5 16.3 0.03 1.1 0.7
Grading Phase 3 0.6 15.7 13.8 0.03 1.0 0.5
Utilities 1.1 13.3 8.7 0.02 0.6 0.6
Paving3 2.0 15.3 10.6 0.01 1.3 1.1
Building Construction 0.8 8.4 5.2 0.01 0.4 0.4
Architectural Coating” 19.6 2.4 1.9 0.003 0.2 0.2

Notes:

! PM,, / PM, 5 emissions are controlled by watering the construction site three times a day (estimated to reduce
emissions by 61%), as well as limiting vehichle speeds on unpaved surfaces, applying non-toxic soil stabilizers or
replacing ground cover, and sweeping paved roads at the end of the work day.

2 Emissions calculated using CalEEMod® version 2013.2.2.

®The Paving VOC emissions include both emissions from construction equipment and off-gassing emissions.

* Architectural coating VOC emissions were calculated assuming same amount of square feet of building would be
coated for each of the seven architectural coating phases.

Abbreviations:

CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model PM,, - coarse particulate matter
CO - carbon monoxide PM, 5 - fine particulate matter
Ibs - pounds VOC - volatile organic compound

NOXx - nitrogen oxides SO, - sulfur dioxide




Table 9. Maximum Daily Off-Site Construction Emissions

VOC NOXx Cco SO, PM, Total | PM, s Total
Phase
Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (Ibs/day !
Site Preparation 0.03 0.05 0.5 0.001 0.1 0.03
Grading Phase 1 29 40.7 33.9 0.1 3.0 1.2
Grading Phase 2 2.8 40.7 33.6 0.1 2.9 1.2
Grading Phase 3 2.8 40.6 33.2 0.1 29 1.2
Utilities 0.04 0.1 0.7 0.002 0.1 0.04
Paving 0.1 0.1 1.0 0.003 0.2 0.1
Building Construction 1.4 71 21.3 0.0 3.2 0.9
Architectural Coating 0.2 0.3 2.8 0.01 0.5 0.1

Notes:
! Emissions calculated using CalEEMod® version 2013.2.2.

Abbreviations:

CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model PM,, - coarse particulate matter
CO - carbon monoxide PM, 5 - fine particulate matter

Ibs - pounds VOC - volatile organic compound
NOx - nitrogen oxides SO, - sulfur dioxide
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Table 10. Summary of Criteria Air Pollutant Construction Emissions

VOC NOXx co SO, PMy, Total* | PM, s Total®
Maximum (Ibs/day)?
On-Site Emissions 20 54 39 0.1 2.8 2.0
Off-Site Emissions 3 41 34 0.1 3.7 1.2
Maximum Daily 23 24 73 0.2 6.5 3.3
Emissions
Notes:

! PM,, / PM, 5 emissions are controlled by watering the construction site three times a day (estimated to reduce

emissions by 50%), as well as limiting vehichle speeds on unpaved surfaces, applying non-toxic soil stabilizers or
replacing ground cover, and sweeping paved roads at the end of the work day.
2 Emissions calculated using CalEEMod® version 2013.2.2.

Abbreviations:

ARB - Air Resource Board

CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model

CO - carbon monoxide
Ibs - pounds

NOx - nitrogen oxides

PM,, - coarse particulate matter

PM, 5 - fine particulate matter

VOC - volatile organic compound
SO, - sulfur dioxide
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Table 11. Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions Associated with Area Sources

1 ROG® NOy CO SO, PMyo PM; 5
Area Sources
(Ibs/day)

Architectural Coating 1.1 0 0 0 0 0
Consumer Products 13 0 0 0 0 0
Hearth? 0.5 2.0E-05 0.03 0 0.3 0.3
Landscaping 0.6 0.2 20 0.001 0.1 0.1

Total 16 0.2 20 0.001 0.4 0.4

Notes:
! Emissions calculated using CalEEMod® 2013.2.2. The emission sources shown are classified by CalEEMod® as
"Area Sources." Emissions reported as zero are considered below the reporting level of CalEEMod® and not

2 Assumed no wood burning devices as per SCAQMD Rule 445 and project description. Emissions were calculated
assuming all residential units will have gas fireplaces.

® ROG as defined by CalEEMod® is assumed to be equal to VOC as defined by SCAQMD.

Abbreviations:

CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model
CO - carbon monoxide

Ibs - pounds

NOx - nitrogen oxides

PM,, - coarse particulate matter

PM, 5 - fine particulate matter

ROG - reactive organic gases
SO, - sulfur dioxide

SCAQMD - South Coast Air Quality Management District
VOC - volatile organic compounds
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Table 12. Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions Associated with Natural Gas Use

CalEEMod Land Use Project Entitlement Natural Gas Use' | ROG® | NOy | CO | S?Z [ PMyo | PMys
(kBtu/day) (Ibs/day)

Condo/Townhouse Paired Homes 3.9 0.04 04 0.2 0.002 0.03 0.03

Health Club Club House 0.3 0.003 0.03 0.02 | 1.6E-04 | 0.002 0.002

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) |Restaurants 7.8 0.08 0.8 0.6 0.005 0.06 0.06
Parking Lot Parking Lot 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recreational Swimming Pool Community Pool 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Regional Shopping Center Shopping Center 0.2 0.002 0.02 0.02 |[1.1E-04 | 0.001 0.001

Single Family Housing Single Family Detached Home 11.4 0.1 1.1 0.4 0.007 0.09 0.09
Total 24 0.3 2.2 1.3 0.01 0.2 0.2

Notes:

' Energy usage for each land use was assumed to be consistent with CalEEMod defaults, which were obtained from CEUS or RASS studies on energy use
and adjusted to account for 2013 Title 24 building standards. See Appendix A of the CalEEMod user's guide for details.

2ROG as defined by CalEEMod® is assumed to be equal to VOC as defined by SCAQMD.
® Emissions were calculated using CalEEMod® version 2013.2.2. See report for assumptions.

Abbreviations:

CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model PM,, - coarse particulate matter

CAP - criteria air pollutants PM, 5 - fine particulate matter

CEUS - California Commercial End-Use Survey RASS - California Statewide Residential Appliance Saturation Study
CO - carbon monoxide ROG - reactive organic gases

kBTU - 1,000 British thermal units SCAQMD - South Coast Air Quality Management District

Ibs - pounds SO, - sulfur dioxide

NOx - nitrogen oxides VOC - volatile organic compounds
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Table 13. CalEEMod® Model Inputs Associated with Traffic

CalEEMod Land Use Project Entitlement Unit Tripend Rates” (trips/day/unit)
Weekday Saturday Sunday

Condo/Townhouse Paired Homes Dwelling Unit 3.0 2.2 2.4
Health Club Club House? 1000sqft 0.0 0.0 0.0
High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) Restaurants Dwelling Unit 109.3 136.2 113.4
Parking Lot Parking Lot Space 0.0 0.0 0.0
Recreational Swimming Pool Community Pool? 1000sqft 0.0 0.0 0.0
Regional Shopping Center Shopping Center 1000sqft 36.7 43.0 21.7
Single Family Housing Single Family Detached Home Dwelling Unit 3.2 2.4 2.0

Notes:

! Trip rates were based on Kimley Horn's Traffic Impact Study and accounted for the trip reduction due to internal capture.

®The Project amenities including club house and pool are for Project residents use only and do not generate trips.

Abbreviations:

CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model

sqft - square feet

Reference:

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. Traffic Impact Study for the Barton Place Mixed-Use Project.
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Table 14. Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions Associated with Traffict

Vehicles Miles 2
. . NO SO PM PM
CalEEMod® Land Use Project Entitlement Travelled ROG X O 2 10 25
(VMT / year) (Ibs/day)
Condo/Townhouse Paired Homes 872,623 1.2 2 11 0.03 2.2 0.6
Health Club Club House® 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurants 1,764,217 25 5 22 0.06 44 1.2
Restaurant)
Parking Lot Parking Lot 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recreational Swimming Pool  [Community Pool® 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regional Shopping Center Shopping Center 2,800,588 4.0 7 35 0.1 7.0 1.9
Single Family Housing Single Family Detached Home 1,495,150 2 4 19 0.05 3.7 1.0
Total 6,932,578 10 18 86 0.2 17 4.8

Notes:

! Emissions were calculated using CalEEMod® 2013.2.2. Emissions associated with transportation include exhaust emissions during running, idling,
and startup, and particulate matter fugitive emissions.
2 ROG as defined by CalEEMod® is assumed to be equal to VOC as defined by SCAQMD.

*The Project amenities including club house and pool are for Project residents use only and do not generate external trips.

Abbreviations:

CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model PM,, - coarse particulate matter
CO - carbon monoxide PM, s - fine particulate matter
NOx - nitrogen oxides VOC - volatile organic compounds
Ibs - pounds VMT - vehicle miles traveled

SO, - sulfur dioxide
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Table 15. Summary of Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

1 ROGZ | NO, | cOo | s0,° | PMy | PMys
Source
(Ibs/day)
Area 16 0.2 20 0.001 0.4 0.4
Energy 0.3 2 1 0.01 0.2 0.2
Traffic 10 18 86 0.2 17 4.8
Total 26 20 108 0.3 18 5.4

Notes:
Al operational categories are presented in greater detail in the previous tables.

? ROG as defined by CalEEMod® is assumed to be equal to VOC as defined by SCAQMD.
° CalEEMod® reported SO, emissions are assumed to represent SOy emissions.

Abbreviations:

CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model PM, 5 - fine particulate matter

CO - carbon monoxide ROG - reactive organic gases

Ibs - pounds VOC - volatile organic compounds

NOx - nitrogen oxides SCAQMD - South Coast Air Quality Management Dist
PM,, - coarse particulate matter SO, - sulfur dioxide
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Table 16. Comparison of Regional Construction Emissions to SCAQMD Emissions

Thresholds
VOC NOX co SO, PMy, Total* | PM, s Total*
Maximum (Ibs/day)?
Maximum Daily 23 94 73 0.2 6.5 3.3
Emissions
SCAQMD
Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Above Threshold? No No No No No No
Notes:

! PM,, / PM, 5 emissions are controlled by watering the construction site three times a day (estimated to reduce

emissions by 50%), as well as limiting vehichle speeds on unpaved surfaces, applying non-toxic soil stabilizers or
replacing ground cover, and sweeping paved roads at the end of the work day.
2 Emissions calculated using CalEEMod® version 2013.2.2.

Abbreviations:

ARB - Air Resource Board

CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model

CO - carbon monoxide
Ibs - pounds

NOx - nitrogen oxides

Reference:

PM,, - coarse particulate matter

PM, 5 - fine particulate matter

VOC - volatile organic compound
SO, - sulfur dioxide

SCAQMD Air Quality CEQA Significance Thresholds. Available at;_http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/handbook/scagmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2. Accessed: March, 2015.
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Table 17. Comparison of On-Site Construction Emissions to Local Significance
Thresholds

NOx! co PMy, Total®> | PM,sTotal®

Maximum (Ibs/day)*

On-site Emissions 54 39 3 2
SCAQMD LST 183 1,253 13 7
Above Threshold? No No No No

Notes:
! The United States EPA (USEPA) 1-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for NO, is lower than
the current SCAQMD standard, 188 ug/m3 compared to 339 ug/m3. By applying this ratio to the screening

threshold of 183 Ibs/day, an equivalent NAAQS threshold would be 101 Ibs/day, which is still greater than the
calculated on-site emissions.

2 PM,, / PM, 5 emissions are controlled by watering the construction site three times a day (estimated to reduce

emissions by 50%), as well as limiting vehichle speeds on unpaved surfaces, applying non-toxic soil stabilizers or
replacing ground cover, and sweeping paved roads at the end of the work day.

® Emissions calculated using CalEEMod® version 2013.2.2.

Abbreviations:
ARB - Air Resource Board

CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model
CO - carbon monoxide

Ibs - pounds

LST - Localized Significance Threshold

NOx - nitrogen oxides

ug/m3 - micrograms per meter cubed

Reference:

SCAQMD Mass-Rate LST Lookup Tables. Available at:_http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqga/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/appendix-c-mass-rate-Ist-look-up-tables.pdf?sfvrsn=2.
Accessed: March, 2015.

USEPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Available At: http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html Accessed:
March, 2015.
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Table 18. Comparison of Regional Operational Emissions to SCAQMD Emissions Thresholds

1 ROG> | NO, | CO | SO, ° | PMy, | PM,
Source
(Ibs/day)
Total Operational Emissions 26 20 108 0.3 18 54
AQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Above Threshold? No No No No No No

Notes:
' All operational categories are presented in greater detail in the previous tables.

? ROG as defined by CalEEMod® is assumed to be equal to VOC as defined by SCAQMD.
® CalEEMod® reported SO, emissions are assumed to represent SOy emissions.

Abbreviations:

CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model
CO - carbon monoxide

Ibs - pounds

NOx - nitrogen oxides
PM,, - coarse particulate matter

PMs, 5 - fine particulate matter

ROG - reactive organic gases
VOC - volatile organic compounds

SCAQMD - South Coast Air Quality Management District
SO, - sulfur dioxide

Reference:

SCAQMD Air Quality CEQA Significance Thresholds. Available at:_http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/signthres.pdf. Accessed: March, 2015.
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List of Files:

e Construction

0]

O O 0O

0]

Tiered Engine Equipment — Summer
Tiered Engine Equipment — Winter
Non-Tiered Engine Equipment — Summer
Non-Tiered Engine Equipment — Winter
Paving — Summer

Paving — Winter

e Operational

0)
0)

Project (2019) — Summer
Project (2019) — Winter



CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/14/2015 2:23 PM

Construction - Tiered Engine Equipment - Summer
Orange County, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area E’opulation
I-Darking Lot : 355.00 : Space : 0.00 : 142,000.00 : 0
"""" HealthClub ~~ |~~~ "~ "7 7%®22 " T T T T T T T TTTT T Tqooosqit T T 000 T Ty T 77822000 T, T T "0 T
______________________________________ T T T T T T T T T TN N
High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) | 11.38 1 1000sqft 1 0.00 1 11,376.00 1 0
R L - L
Recreational Swimming Pool ! 3.38 ! 1000sqft 1 0.00 ! 3,375.00 ! 0
1 1 1 1 1
T T Condo/Townhouse T 9200 7 o Dweliing Unit ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 2T 000 TN T 1e188100 N T T A8l ]
© 777 Single Family Housing "7 15200 7 A Dweliing Unit ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1T T 73300 T T Ty T T BT023000 T Ty T T 2860
___________________ U - o o o ol e e e e o e e o e o e e e o o o - - )
Regional Shopping Center 1 36.50 1 1000sqft 1 0.00 1 36,500.00 1 0
1 1 1 1 1
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 30
Climate Zone 8 Operational Year 2019
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 and number of units provided in data request. Parking lot size from project description. Assumes provided 5 acre value for commercial

Construction Phase - Phasing provided by client
Off-road Equipment - Provided by client
Off-road Equipment - .



Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Trips and VMT -

Grading - Provided by client

Architectural Coating - Client has committed to low-VOC coatings

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Provided by client

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstDustMitigation : CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction : 0 : 16
~ 7 7 TtbiConstEquipMitigation | NumberOfEquipmeniMitigated  } 000 T 77 A 200 ~ 777
" T T TtbiConstEquipMitigation ~ ~ ~ T+~ NumberOfEquipmeniMitigated ~ T T T T T T T 000 7 STt 400~ 7
~ 7 7 TtolConstEquipMitigation ~ E' ~ "NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 'E """"" 000 77 E """" 1700 77
" " "tblConstEquipMitigation ~ ~ ~ "I~ "NumberOfEquipmeniMitigated |~~~ 000 7 T 400~ 77
~ 7 7 TthiConstEquipMitigafion ~ ~ _ _; _ NumberOfEquipmentMitigated |, | 000 77 P 700 "7
"7 7 "tolConstEquipMitigation T "NumberOfEquipmentMitigated TR 000 7 ST 200 7
~ 7 7 TtblConstEquipMitigation 'E """"" Tier E """" No Change E' T T T T T TersT T T T T T
~ 7 7 “tblConstEquipMitigation ~ ~ ~ [ T T T T T T Tier B No Change L T Tersm T T T
T T T TtbiConstEquipMitigafion ~ .y Tier i No Change %
~ 7 7 "tolConstEquipMitigation Shuiaiias Tier iy No Change T T T TersT T
~ 7 7 TtblConstEquipMitigation 'E """"" Tier E """" No Change E' T T T T T Ter2” T T T T T
~ 7 7 TtbiConstEquipMitigation ~ [~~~ Tier B No Change C T T T T Ter2” T T T T T
~ 77 7 ®iConstructionPhase ST T T T T Nampays T T T T 77T e X A S TTTTT oG T T T
"7 7 7 iConstructionPhase E' 777 T Numbays T E' T T T T T T as00 T T T E' T T T T T 24000 T T T T
~ 77 7 ®iConstructionPhase T T T T Numbays T T T X cTT T goo 7
"7 7 7 ®iConstructionPhase T T T T T T NumDays T T T T T T T T T T a0 T T T T T T T T T T®000 T T T
T 77 iConstructionPhase T T T T Nambays T T 7T T T TTTTTTagg T T T e
" " BiconstudtionPhase T T NumDayswesk ~ =~ T oy Al FTTTTs 600"
~ 77 7 ®iConstructionPhase oo NumDaysWeek o T T 500 " CoT T 600
"7 7 7 iConstructionPhase D NumDaysWeek ST 500 ST 6.00




tblConstructionPhase X NumDaysWeek . 5.00 X 6.00
" 7T biconstuctionPhase T T CTTTT NumDaysWeek ~ =~~~ ST T T 500 T T T ST 600 T
Tt iEeplaces T T FTTo NumberGas =~ """ TR T e%T T
T ikieplaces T T T Fommoos NumberGas ~~ "7 7" oo 8T T Fomsoes 645 T T
T T ikieplaces T T T T = =~~~ NumberNoFirepiace. ~ T T i 020 """ T e X (
T T T GiFeplaces T " 77 T T NumberNoFirepiace. T T TTTTTTTTas T T T CTTTTT TS T T T
T T T Doiieplaces 7T T T T T NamberWeod T T T T T """"" 480 "7 """" 535 T T
T T T ikieplaces T T T T NamberWood T T T T T T %0 """ 7T iy 685 """ 7T
"""" hiGrading ~ ~ " " "7 Ty 77T T Materaiimporied T, T T T T T o000 T T T T T T T T T T T T T Bsgasc0 T T
"""" tslérgdi'ng"""'i"""Mat'eﬁamﬁpan'ea""'E'""""o.'oa""""i'"""zf,s‘szob"""
"""" BiGrading ~ 77T T T T T Maledalimporied ~ T T T T T T T T T T g T T T T T T T TN T T T T T g o T
"""" tianddse -~~~ T T 7 T T andUseSquareFeel T T T T T T TA{@8000” T T T T T TTTAfEedeT T 7T
"""" tilandUse ~ T T " v T T " TlandUseSquareFeet ~ Ty T T T 338000 T T T T T T T T T T aBises T T
"""" Wilarddse” """ T T T T andUseSquareFeel T T T ST T T ggeedo0” T T T ietgsieo T
"""" tilanddse ™~ "7 77777 “LanaUseSquarereel T T T T T T T T 7360080 T T T T T T T T T A 6000 T T T
"""" Wilandlse ~ T T T T T T T T T Toideage T T T TTTTTTTRRg TRt T
"""" WilandUse T T T Ty T T T T T TloAdeage T T Ty T T T T T TTOAE T T T T T TG T T T T
"""" t b_IL_an_dUs_e_______E_______L_ot_Ac_re_aae_______E_________0._26_________E________O._O(_)_______
_______ t b_IL_an_dL_JsE_______:_______L_otTAEre_aae_______:_________0._05________:________0._06_______
"""" WilardUse” """ T T T T T T T T ToRGeage T T T T BRE TR g T
"""" Wilandse " T T T T Ty T T T T T TlofAdreage T T T T T T T T TTTTEgsET T T T T TTTITTTTTTasgT T T
"""" T e e S
"""" tiandlse " "7 T T T T T T T T Bepdiation” T T T T T T T T T T T T Ta360 T T T T T TITTTTT qeig0 T T T
"""" WilardUse” "~ T T T T T T T T T TBepdiation” T T T T TTTTTTTasEG0 T T T T TTITTTTTTaeego TT T
"~ T biofRoadEquipment ~ T T T FTTTT HorsePower ~~ "7~ Al a6 T ST 185000 T
- - - - BioRReaER T T Pt Homobower =~~~ " coTTes MRS Tt T
T T T T BiOfRoadEquipment T T T T FooToo HorsePower ~~ "7 " mm o 3500 T T coooos 3500 T
T T T T BiofRoadEquipment ~ T T~ T HorsePower ~~ ~ "7~ ST 3670077 C ST 36000 """
" T T biofRoadEquipment T T " """" HorsdPower ~ =77 7" """" 750" """ """" 36600 """
" T T biofRoadEquipment T~ T~ roTToos HorsePower ~ """ oo %7007 roTToo 36000 C 7T
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tblOffRoadEquipment X HorsePower . 97.00 X 305.00
" "7 " BiofRoadEquipment T T " o HorsePower ~ =~ """ Tt TS T T i 51500 """
- = - biofRoadEqupment =" " FTTo HorsePower ~ """ cTTT fo5.60" """ TR
""" T BiofRoadEquipment T " Fommmes HorsePower ~ =~ """ i 800" """ it Y R
""" " BiofRoadEquipment T T " ol CoadFacior =~~~ """ el 036 """ ey K 2
" T T BiofRoadEquipment T T T T FTTTTo CoadFacior ~~~ 77" iy 036 """ ST 037 T
""" " BiofRoadEquipment T T " " OftRoadEquipmentUnitAmount """"" 300 "7 T """" 06T T
""" " BiofRoadEquipment T T " ~ = OfRoadEquipmentUitmount -~ T T T T T T T 00 " iy 500"
""" " BiofRoadEquipment T T " "~ OfRoadEqupmeniURitAmount ~ T T T T T T 20T T T i 06T T
""" " BiofRoadEquipment T " " OffRoadEquipmentUntAmount """"" 00 " """" 05T
""" " BiofRoadEquipment T T " ™~ OitRoadEquipmeniUnitAmount ~ 7T T ZX, i FTTTTTs 06T T
""" T BiofRoadEquipment T " "~ OfRoadEquipmentUnitAmount ~ T T T T T T T 400" moomoooo 05T
T 7 " hiofRoadEquipment T~ T T CTTTTTT UsageHoars ~ =~ 77 ST T T 800 T TTTC ST 600" """
=" "~ BiofRoadEquipment T~ " " """" UsagaHors ="~ 77" """"" g00 """ """" 600 """
""" " BiofRoadEquipment T " . UsagaHors ~~ 777" mTTTTTI 500 "7 rTTTTT 600" """
""" T BiofRoadEquipment T " e UsageHoars ~ =" "7 el g00 """ Sy 600 """
T T T T BiofRoadEquipment ~ T T~ P UsagaHoars ~ 77 ST 800 """ ST 6007777
=" biofRoadEqupment =" " """" Usagationrs =~ """ """"" 500 """ """" 00"
""" " BiofRoadEquipment T " Foommos UsagaHors ~ =7 77" T 500 "7 FomTT 600" """
" "7 " BiofRoadEquipment T T " momoos UsageHoars ~ =" "7 == - - oo g00 """ Sy 600 """
" " “WiFrojectCharadtenisics T T~ v T T T T SparationalVear ~ =~~~ TRzt ST 20187777
""" BiScidWaste ~ =" " "~ SdidWasteGenerafionRaie Sl 27 ST 7 Sl
""" biScidwaste ~ " "7 77 T 7 SdidWastsGeneraionRate T~ T T T T T T TH080s T T T T T TTITTT T T T%g40T T T T T
""" BiVehicieTrps ~ " T T T rTTTTTTTEG TRt Rug T TRttt TGt
""" BiVehicleTips ~~ """ T T T TTEE ST T T Ty T TTTTRwg T T T TTTTrITTTTTTRgqeT T
""" R 10
""" BiVehicieTips ~ T T T T T TTTTEC L T T T TN RRg T T TTTTrTTTTTTTgq T T
""" thiVenicleTrips ~ " Ty T T T T TEET T T T T T T Tt TR T T T T T Ty TTTTTThgqeT T T T
""" tav'eﬁiae'ﬁpg"""E""""cmv'vjt"""'i""""'6.'95""""5""""7.'96"""'
""" e o
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tblVehicleTrips X CNW_TL X 6.90 X 7.90
""" BNehicieTrips ~ " T T T T T T T T T ORW LT T T T T T T T T T T TRy T T T T T T TGt T
""" tav'eﬁiae'ﬁpg"""E""""cmv'v'ﬁ"""'i""""'e.'ga""""5""""7.'95"""'
""" BiVenicieTaps ~ T T T T T T T T T TG T T T T T T T T T T T T T T g T T T T T T T I T T T T T g T T
""" BiVehidleTips ~ ~~ " T T T T TW T T T T T T TRt Tdgee T T T T T T TR TTTTTTRgsT T
""" BNehidieTips =~ " T T T T T TTTAW TS T T T T T T T T TTige T T T T T T TTT T T Tugs T T T
""" e 1l 1
""" tbiVehicieTaps ~ ~ ~ =T T T T T T T T TGW TS T T T T T T T qgee T T T T T T T T agsT T
""" BVehideTips ~~ =~ TrTTTT T TR L TRty RigT T
""" tav'eﬁiae'Terg"""E""""ﬁd_ﬁ""""i""""'8776"'"'"E‘"""ﬁz‘.gb"""'
""" 0
""" iVenidleTrips ~ T T T T T T T T TTRSTL T T T meg T T T gt
""" BiVenicleTrips ~ " T T T T T T T AW TS T T T T T T T T T T T T AT T T T T T T T T T T T T T gé0T T T T T
""" tav'eﬁiae'Terg"""E""""ﬁw‘_ﬂ""""i""""74‘76"'"'"E‘"""ﬁg'.sb"""'
T T iwaier T 7T T . IndonWaterUseRate ~ T T T T T T T T 5994717036 T T T roTT 607148072~ T
T T T Goiwaer 7T T T T doonWaterUseRate T T T T T T T 090347188 T T T ity 802610157~ "
T T Boiwaier 7T T " T " OltdoorWaterdseRate T T v T T T 7T 377803349 T it 4739508305~ T
T T Goiwaer 7T T "~ DitdoorwaterUseRaie T T """" 624345532 T T T """ 562752487~ T
""" tbiWaodstoves ~~ T 7T T T T T T NumberCatalytic T T T T T T T T T T T T YR T T T T T T II T TTTmmgyEtTmmTo
""" BWoodstoves ~ " T T T T T T T TNumberCataytic T T T T T T T TR T TR g5 T
""" BWoodstoves ~~ " T T 1 T T T "NumberNoncatalyfic T v T T T T T T T WB0 T T T T T T T T TTTTTTEas T
""" BWGodstores ~ T T T T T "RumBeiNoredtdyic T T T T T T T T T eg T T T T T T T  gs TS

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOX co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMT0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2] Total CO2 | CHA
pPM10 | PM10 | Total | Pm25 | Pm2s Total

N20

CO2e




Year Ib/day Ib/day
I I I |
2076 80636 1 118.0006 1 77.1306 T 0.1800 T 6.7868 T 3.7462 T 10.5330 T 2.5064 T 34463 T 2.6276 1 0.0000 11832427 116,324.2711 2.3660 T 0.0000 T18,373.075
:: 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 13 3 1 1 1 7
Total 8.0636 | 118.0006 | 77.1306 | O.1800 | 6.7868 | 3.7462 ] 105330 | 2.5064 | 34463 | 46276 J 00000 | 18.324.27|18.324.271] 2.3660 | 0.0000 |18.373.975
13 3 7
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOX co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMT0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PMI0 | PM10 | Total | PM25 | PMm25 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
— — ——
2076 I 44554 T 020454 1 68.2810 1 0.1800 1 4.2023 T 10053 T 6.1076 T 00435 1 18570 T 27566 1 0.0000 118,324.27 118,324.2711 2.3660 T 0.0000 118,373.975
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 13 1 3 1 1 1 7
— = — — —
Total 24554 | 02,0454 | 68.2810 | 0.1800 | 4.2023 | LOO53 | 6.1076 | 00435 ] L8570 | 2.7566 J 0.0000 ] 18324.27|18.324.271] 2.3660 | 0.0000 ]18.373.975
13 3 7
ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PML0 | Fugitive ] Exnaust | PM25 ] Blo- CO2 [NBI0-COZ] Total CO2| - CHA NZ0 Co%e
PM10 | PM10 | Total | PM25 | Pm25 | Total
Percent 50.29 2083 | 1L47 0.00 3808 | 4014 | 4201 62.35 | 4600 | 4043 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOX Co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMT0 | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%6
PMi0 | PM10 | Total | Pm25 | PMm25 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area I 79.4258 | | T 18.7498 I 16.7408 1 T8.7468 1 10.7468 |2,285.508 1 4,428.336 16,713.06401 6.8517 1 0.1551 16,005.8397)
1 1 1 1 1




T TEnergy | 02668 , 23315 |, 13466 , 0.0146 ; 1701844 | T01844 | [ 048447, 0844 [ T T T 712,910.805,2,910.8052, 0.0558 ; 0.0534 ;2,928.5199]
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 I 1 1
T T Mobile ~ T T 162350 | 37.0327 | 170.2074, 0.5608 | 39.9225 | 0.5767 | 404992 | 106526 | 05321 | 111847 |~~~ T14427250,44,272.506, 15689 } 144305879
n 1 | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 63 3 1 1 1 2
Total 95.0276 | AL.2210 | 323.4711] O.7716 | 30.0225 | 10.5108 | 504333 | 10.6526 | 10.4633 | 30.1150 J2,265.508 | 5L611.64 |53,807.176] 84064 | 0.2085 |54,140.231
1 83 4 8
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOX co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMT0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area | 794258 | 1.8569 | 1429170, 0.1962 | | 18.7498 | 18.7498 | | 18.7468 | 18.7468 | 2,285528 4428336 ,6,/13.8649] 68517 | 0.1551 6,90 EEEY, |
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 1 1 1 1
" T Energy II 0.2668 ':'2'3515 ': 13466 " | 0. 6126': """ :'071541 I 01844 :' - :' 6.1'84'4':' 6.1_84_4_:_ T E 910.805" 2 910. 8052 70,0558 T 0.0534 :'2,62'.5'1 E |
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 2 I I 1 1
~ 7 Mobile ~ 7 7162350 | 37.0327 | 179.2074| 0.5608 | 39.9225 | 0.5767 | 404992 | 106526 | 05321 | 11.1847 | 14427250 ,44272506) 15889 | 14430587
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 63 1 3 1 1 1
Total 95.0276 | AL.2210 | 323.4711] O.7716 | 30.0225 | 10.5108 | 504333 | 10.6526 | 10.4633 ] 30.1150 J2,265.508 | 5L611.64|53,807.176] 84064 | 0.2085 |54,140.231
1 83 4 8
ROG NOX 6] SO2 ] Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 JBio- CO2 | NBio-CO2|Total CO2] . CHA NZ20 CO%e
PM10 | PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 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
p— _ _ — _ E— _ _ —
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num DaysfNum Days Phase Description
Number Week
N ___ o __ o .
1 ISlte Prep ,Slte Preparation I3/1/2016 ,3/1 172016 | 6, 10,
_________________________________________________ L o e e e e e e m e e m m - e m e - - =]
2 |Grad|ng 1 |Grad|ng |3/12/2016 |5/9/2016 1 61 501
1 1 1 1 1
3 'Gradlng 2 'Gradlng '5/10/2016 '6/6/2016 ! 6! 24!
1 1 1
4~ T :érEdTné 3 T T T T T :érEdTna __________ 6/_7/50_16_ T 6/_1 512016 T T E: _____ 8': ________________
_____ S T T T T e R e U S )




I5 """ \Grading-4 ~~ ~ ~ T T T 7T \Grading ~~ 7

,6/16/2016

,9/16/2016 :

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Ighase Name Of-froad Equipment ?ype Amount Usage Hours Horse I-Dower Load Eactor
Site Prep Of-f-Highway Trucks X 1, 6.00, 400, 0.38
sitePrep T 7 \Rubber Tired Dozers T T TTTTTTAT T T T T Tg00, 7T 315, T ° 6.10'
SitePrep 77 Fraciors]LoadersiBackioss. ~ " i T T T T T T T TR TT T TR T T T T Go T T 0.37]
rading™ "7 T O gy TS T T e a0t doo T 536
Gradingt~ ~ ~ " """ T T 7 'Scrapers 77 X 30, 6.28'
[ TTractors/LoadersiBackhoss v T4 T T TTEO0 T 7T TC 305, "7 7° 0.37
Grading2™ ~ """ 7777777 iGraders” T T T TN T T R T Lo 5.4t
Grading2~ ~ ~~ "~~~ """ 77 foff-Highway Trucks ~ ~ =~~~ N X 400" "o 0.38}
Grading2~ ~~ "~~~ T 7 'Rubber Tired Loaders ST TTTTTTTTRT T T T T Teo0 T T T T T 70, T T 77 0.37]
Grading2™ ~ = """ Sorapers ~ T T T 7T e T A s 5.8
Gradings™ ~ """ Gradors™ "7 77T TN e T L 0.1
Grading3~ ~ ~~ "~~~ """ "o?f'H@hTNéy'Tr'uEksT """" T 400 T 0.38
Grading3~ ~ ~ T T 7 ‘Scrapers T TT77 ST TTTTTTTAT T T T TRo0, T T T 30, 6.28'
Grading4™ ~ """ 7T TTTTC Rubber Tired Loaders ~~ ~ "7~ TR TR T 700 T 7T 5.37
1 1 1 1 1
Trips and VMT
Ighase Name O#road Equipment Worker 7rip Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker ?rip Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker Vehicle Vendor | Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle ClassjVehicle Class
Site Prep . 3 8.00; 0.00; 0.00; 14.70, 6.901 20.00,LD_Mix (HDT_Mix — tHHDT
e 77T T Aggr T o0b A g T 13701 T T8 g0 T T TABGNBINK T T T T WAST M T IHHBT T
Grading-2 ~ 10T 57713000 T T 000! "3417.000 T 14700 7 776907 T T20.00ILD_Mix ~ " HDT_Mix ~ THHDT ~ ~

e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ke e e e o ke e e e e e o e e e = e = e e = b e e e e o e e e o e e e = e e o e e e = e e o e = e = s e = = = = =




Grading-3 X 3, 8.00, 0.00; ~ 1,139.00; 14.70, 6.90, 20.00,LD_Mix THDT_Mix ~ JHHDT
__________ d e e e e - - - —_—— - - - e T e
Grading-4 1 21 5.001 0.00: 0.00 14.701 6.901 20.001LD_Mix 1HDT_Mix 1HHDT
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment
Use Soil Stabilizer
Replace Ground Cover
Water Exposed Area
Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads
3.2 Site Prep - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX Co S02 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMIT0 ] Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust " : : : | 45166 0.0000 " 4.5166 | 24827 | 0.0000 24827 : | 0.0000 : | 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
|~ "Off-Road : 21730 ': 25,5389 ': 148891 :' 0.0231 ':' T ':'1.'05'39' IT 1.0539 :' T ':' 0.9696 ':' 0.9696 ': """ : 5,3'99'.057':2,'3595873'[ 07237 Ir T :'2,212.2'3'
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1
Total 2.0730 | 255380 | 148801 | 00231 ] 45166 ] L0530 | 55704 ] 24827 | 00696 | 34522 2,399.087 [2,399.0873| 0.7237 2,414.2839
3
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX Co S02 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMIT0 ] Fugitve | Exhaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling w 00000 , 0.000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , , 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
________ T e e L e 1 L




-=r

Vendor ~  , 0.0000 |, 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 ; 0.0000 , 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; ;70,0000 | T0.0000  0.0000 | 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
[~ “Worker ~ ~ | T00278 |, 00359 | 04392 | 10900e" | 0.0894 || 6.20006-, 0.0901 | 0.0237 | 5.8000e- . 00243 | i 790.7681 | 90.7681 | 4.27006- § ) 908578
i 1 1 1 003 1 004 1 1 004 1 1 1 1 003 1
Total 0.0278 | 0.0359 | 0.4392 | 1.0900e- | 0.0894 | 6.2000e- | 0.0901 | 0.0237 | 5.8000e- | 0.0243 90.7681 | 90.7681 | 4.2700e- 90.8578
003 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
__ __ . ___ __
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust : : : | 16734 70.0000 16734 | 09198 T 0.0000 | 09198 | : | 0.0000 : | 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
|~ "Off-Road : T0.5646 ': 15.2468 ': 122 '337:' 0.0231 ':' T ': 04141 T 0.4121 :' T ':' 0.4141 ':' 0.4141 ':' 0.0000 ': 5,3'99_.057"'2,_359.6873"r 07237 :' T :'2,2122'3'
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1
Total 0.5646 | 15.2468 | 12.2333 | 0.0231 | 1.6734 | 0.4141 | 2.0874 | 0.9198 | 0.4141 | 1.3339 [ 0.0000 |2,399.087|2,399.0873| 0.7237 2,414.2839
3
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
__ __ . ___ __
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling w 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , , 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
________ T L L e B T T T iy e S U T T e Ay Sppeppp SR
Vendor w 0.0000 | 0.0000 , 0.000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 ; 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 , 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
________ L e e s L L L e L e e e i
Worker w 00278 | 00359 | 04392 , 1.0900e- | 0.0894 | 6.2000e-, 0.0901 | 0.0237 , 5.8000e- | 0.0243 | } 90.7681 | 90.7681 | 4.2700e- | | 90.8578
n 1 1 1 003 1 1 004 1 1 1 004 1 1 1 1 1 003 1 1
Total 0.0278 | 0.0359 | 0.4392 | 1.0900e- | 0.0894 | 6.2000e- | 0.0901 | 0.0237 | 5.8000e- | 0.0243 90.7681 | 90.7681 | 4.2700e- 90.8578
003 004 004 003




3.3 Grading-1 - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX Co S02 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMIT0 ] Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
" I ___
Fugitive Dust X X X , 41057 | 0.0000 , 4.1057 | 04489 |, 0.000 , 0.4489 X , 0.0000 | X , 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
[~ OffRoad” | “63007 | 795924 | 47.6731 | 00728, T, T31549 | Bisa9 |~ T T " 26035 | 29025 , . 17,566.33317,566.3331, 22823 | 17,614.2609
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total 6.3001 | 70.5024 | A7.673L ] 00728 | 41057 | 3.1540 | 72605 ] 04480 | 29025 3.3514 7,566.333 [7,566.3331[ 2.2823 7,614.2609
1
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ __ - ___ __
ROG NOx CcO SO2 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
— I
Hauling n 2.6011 | 39.2275 | 28.4693 | 0.1047 | 2.4799 | 0.5899 ; 3.0698 | 0.6791 | 05425 | 1.2216 110,553.70110,553.709; 0.0750 | 110,555.284]
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 99 1 9 1 1 1 9
________ L e o o o o o o L
Vendor m 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 j 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ;| 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 1 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 i 1 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
________ L e I I
Worker n 0.0625 | 0.0807 | 0.9882 | 2.4400e- 1 0.2012 | 1.4100e-1 0.2026 1| 0.0534 | 1.3000e- 1 0.0547 1| 1 204.2283 | 204.2283 | 9.6000e- 1 1 204.4300
n 1 1 1 003 | 1 003 I 1 1 003 I 1 1 1 1 003 | 1
__ — — —
Total 2.6635 | 39.3082 | 29.4575 | 0.1072 | 2.6811 | 05913 | 3.2724 | 0.7324 | 0.5438 1.2762 10,757.93[10,757.938] 0.0846 10,750.714)
82 2 9
Mitigated Construction On-Site
__ __ . ___ __
ROG NOx CcO SO2 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 I I I 1715212 1 0.0000 ! 1.5212 ' 0.1663 ! 0.0000 ! 0.1663 I 1-0.0000 | I 1"-0.0000
] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
| Y __ Y ____ o Y ____ . o A Y Y ___ Y ____
Off-Road 1 17919 1 53.6372 | 38.8235 | 0.0728 ! 17131240 T 13120 1 I” 13140 !~ 1.3140 I 0.0000 !7,566.33317,566.33311 2.2823 | 17,614.2609
] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
- 1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total 1.7919 | 53.6372 | 38.8235 | 0.0728 | 15212 | 1.3140 | 2.8352 | 0.1663 | 1.3140 | 1.4804 [ 0.0000 |7,566.333|7,566.3331| 2.2823 7,614.2609)
1
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
__ __ . ___ __
ROG NOx CcO SO2 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
L1 1) — T T T 1) 1) T M T 1) T 1) T 1) 1)
Hauling | 26011 392275 | 284693 | 0.1047 | 24799 | 05899 | 3.0698 , 06791 | 05425 = 12216 | 1 10,553.70 10,553.709, 0.0750 | I10,555.284'|
] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 99 1 9 1 1 1 9
[~ “Vendor ~ ~ || T00000 | ~0:0000 | 00000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 , 0.0000 | 0.0000 , 0.0000 , . 170.0000 7 70,0000 | 00000 |~ ~ ~ J 0.0000"
] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
[~ “Worker ~ T |} T0.0625 | T0:0807 | 09882 | 2.4400e” | 0.2012 || 1.4100-| 0.2026 | 0.0534 | 1.3000e- , 0.0547 | 1204.22837 204.2283 ] 9.60006- | | 2044300
I 1 1 1 003 o 003 1 1 003 1 1 1 1 003 1
__ — — —
Total 2.6635 | 39.3082 | 29.4575 | 0.1072 | 2.6811 | 0.5913 | 3.2724 | 0.7324 | 05438 | 1.2762 10,757.93 |10,757.938| 0.0846 10,759.714]
82 2 9
3.4 Grading-2 - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ __ . ___ __
ROG NOx CcO SO2 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 | : : : | 1:3219 700000 1.3219 T 0.1483° " 0.0000 | 0.1483 : | 0.0000 : | 0.0000
] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Off-Road M ~2.6900 ': 31.4917 ': 16.3839 T 0.0292 : 7172003 T 1.4003 " 12065 |~ 12965 | :3,038.241':3,038.2415'[ 0.9164 r :'3057.486 |
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1




Total 2.6900 31.4917 | 16.3839 | 0.0292 1.3219 1.4093 27311 0.1483 1.2965 1.4449 3,038.241|3,038.2415| 0.9164 3,057.4868]
5
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ __ - . _
ROG NOx CcO SO2 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 n 2.6013 | 39.2317 | 284723 | 0.1047 | 24802 | 05900 ; 3.0701 ; 0.6791 ; 0.5426 ;| 1.2217 110,554.82110,554.821, 0.0750 110,556.397
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 19 1 9 1 1 1 1
________ e e L [ S P N T
Vendor u 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 1 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ;| 0.0000 1 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
________ e I L S U N
Worker n 0.0451 | 0.0583 | 0.7137 | 1.7600e- 1 0.1453 | 1.0200e- 1 0.1463 1 0.0385 1 9.4000e- 1 0.0395 | 1 147.4982 | 147.4982 | 6.9400e- | | 147.6439
n 1 1 1 003 1 1003 I 1 1004 1 1 1 1 1 003 1 1
Total 2.6464 39.2900 | 29.1860 | 0.1065 2.6255 0.5910 3.2165 0.7177 0.5435 1.2612 10,702.3210,702.320] 0.0820 10,704.041
01 1 0
Mitigated Construction On-Site
__ __ - . _
ROG NOx CcO SO2 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 \ \ \ , 0.4898 |, 0.0000 , 0.4898 |, 0.0550 , 0.0000 , 0.0550 \ , 0.0000 \ , 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
________ e e I e e e e
Off-Road n 07182 | 17.5328 | 16.3144 |, 0.0292 , ; 05979 | 0.5979 y 05979 | 0.5979 | 0.0000 ;3,038.241,3,038.2415, 0.9164 13,057.4868
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 1 1
Total 0.7182 175328 | 16.3144 | 0.0292 0.4898 0.5979 1.0877 0.0550 0.5979 0.6529 0.0000 |3,038.2413,038.2415| 0.9164 3,057.4868]
5

Mitigated Construction Off-Site




__
Exhaust

__
Exhaust

-
PM2.5

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive PM10 Fugitive Bio- CO2 NTBio— CcO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
. _— — _ |
Hauling 26013 1 39.2317 1 28.4723 1 0.1047 1 24802 1 0.5900 1 3.0701 1 0.6791 1 0.5426 1 1.2217 1 110,554.82110,554.8211  0.0750 1 110,556.397]
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 19 1 9 1 1 1 1
- 0 __ 1 __ 1 __ L ____ ____ v ___ o - 't ___1____r____vL____
Vendor 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 ! 0.0000 I 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 I 0.0000 ! 0.0000 1 1 0.0000 I 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 1 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
L - __ 1 ___ L ____ ] L ___ o ___ [ Y __r____r____v____
Worker I 0.0451 1 0.0583 1 0.7137 1 1.7600e- 1 0.1453 1 1.0200e- ! 0.1463 1 0.0385 1 9.4000e- I 0.0395 | 1 147.4982 1 147.4982 1 6.9400e- 1 1 147.6439
n 1 1 1 003 1 1 003 1 1 1 004 1 1 1 1 1 003 1 1
1|
Total 2.6464 39.2900 | 29.1860 | 0.1065 2.6255 0.5910 3.2165 0.7177 0.5435 1.2612 10,702.32]10,702.320] 0.0820 10,704.041
01 1 0
3.5 Grading-3 - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ __ - . _
ROG NOx CcO SO2 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  u 1 1 1 1 1.3219 1 0.0000 i 1.3219 1 0.1483 1 0.0000 | 0.1483 1 1 0.0000 1 1 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
________ T e I I L
Off-Road n 21400 1 26.9808 1 13.4976 1 0.0260 1 1 1.0221 1 1.0221 1 0.9403 1 0.9403 1 12,695.92112,695.92171 0.8132 1| 12,712.9986
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 1 1 1 1
Total 2.1400 26.9808 | 13.4976 | 0.0260 1.3219 1.0221 2.3439 0.1483 0.9403 1.0886 2,695.921[2,695.9217| 0.8132 2,712.9986)
7
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ __ - . _
ROG NOx CcO SO2 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




[~ THauling T T | T2:6013 7| 39.2317 |, 284723 | 0.1047 | 2.4802 , 05900 ; 3.0701 | 0.6791 , 05426 ; 12217 , 110554.8210,554.821; 00750 | 10,556.397]
I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 19 9 1 1 1 1
[~ “Vendor ~ ~ |} T010000 | ~0:0000 | 00000 | 0.0000 . 0.0000 | 0:0000 ; 0.0000 , ©0.0000 | 0.0000 | 00000 | " 700000 | T0.0000 7 00000 ; ~ "~ "1 0.0000"
[l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
———————— I B s T i T S i I S Tl I R e i e Tt T T eIt TE i Nl S S e
Worker ~ |, 0.0278 | "0.0359 | 0.4392 , 1.0900e- , 0.0894 , 6.2000e-, 0.0901 , 0.0237 , 5.8000e- , 0.0243 , , 90.7681 | 90.7681 | 4.2700e- , , 90.8578
[l 1 1 1 003 1 004 1 1 004 1 1 1 1 003 1
=otal 2.6291 39.267-5 28.9115 0.1058 2.5696 0.5906 3.1602 0.7028 0.5432 1.2460 10,645.59 [10,645.590] 0.0793 10.647.2551
01 1 9
Mitigated Construction On-Site
__ __ . ___ __
ROG NOx CcO SO2 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 I ; ; ; ; 0.4898 ; 0.0000 ; 0.4898 ; 0.0550 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0550 . ; * 0.0000 ; ; ; 0.0000
[l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
[~ Off-Road” ~ || T06360 | 1506553 | 137792 | 00260 | | 04664 |, 04664 | | 04664 , 04664 , 00000 |2,695921,26959217, 08132 |  12,712.9986
[l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 1 1 1 1
__ _ — _
Total 0.6360 15.6553 | 13.7792 0.0260 0.4898 0.4664 0.9561 0.0550 0.4664 0.5213 0.0000 |[2,695.921(2,695.9217| 0.8132 2,712.9986
7
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
__ __ . ___ __
ROG NOx CcO SO2 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
y — — = |
Hauling u 2.6013 | 39.2317 | 28.4723 , 0.1047 , 2.4802 , 0.5900 ; 3.0701 ; 0.6791 ; 05426 ; 1.2217 1 10,554.82,10,554.821; 0.0750 110,556.397
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 19 1 9 1 1 1 1
________ T U (YUY Y U [N TN ISRy RSN P DI PRI ST NN NI B
Vendor u 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 , 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 , , 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 , 0.0000
[l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
________ T L L T T T
Worker n 0.0278 ; 0.0359 ; 0.4392 | 1.0900e- ; 0.0894 ;| 6.2000e-; 0.0901 | 0.0237 ;| 5.8000e- ; 0.0243 1 90.7681 | 90.7681 | 4.2700e- 1 90.8578
n 1 1 1003 1 1004 1 1 1 004 1 1 1 1 1003 1 1
=otal 2.6291 39.2675 | 28.9115 0.1058 2.5696 0.5906 3.1602 0.7028 0.5432 1.2460 10,645.59 [10,645.590] 0.0793 10.647.2551
01 1 9




3.6 Grading-4 - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX Co S02 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMIT0 ] Fugitve | Exhaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust , ! | | , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 | , 0.0000 ! , 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
———————— E T L e g T e T Ty S T H e
Off-Road  , 05499 | 45109 , 2.8863 ; 3.2900e- , , 03872 | 0.3872 , , 03562 , 0.3562 | 342.3198 | 342.3198 ; 0.1033 , | 344.488
n 1 1 1 003 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
?otal 0.5499 4.5109 2.8863 | 3.2900e- 0.0000 0.3872 0.3872 0.0000 0.3562 0.3562 342.3198 | 342.3198 0.1033 344.4882
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ __ - . _
ROG NOx CcO SO2 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 n 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 1 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
| L [ ____ L __ b ___ o __ \_ -1 __1____L____L____
Vendor n 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 1 0.0000
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
-0 __ 1 __ L ____ ____ ' _ v __ o - 1 ____r____L____
Worker n 0.0174 1 0.0224 1 0.2745 1 6.8000e- I 0.0559 1 3.9000e-1 0.0563 1 0.0148 1 3.6000e- I 0.0152 1 1 56.7301 1 56.7301 1 2.6700e- 1 1 56.7861
n 1 1 1 004 1 1 004 1 1 1 004 1 1 1 1 1 003 1 1
?otal 0.0174 0.0224 0.2745 | 6.8000e- 0.0559 | 3.9000e- | 0.0563 0.0148 3.6000e- 0.0152 56.7301 | 56.7301 | 2.6700e- 56.7861
004 004 004 003

Mitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOX Co S02 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMIT0 ] Fugitve | Exhaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust : : : , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 | : , 0.0000 : , 0.0000
I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
[~ OffRoad” | 00822 | 18774 | 25352 | 32000e . 01316 | 01316 | T TIT0.4316 |, 0.1316 | 00000 | 342.3198] 342.3198 | 01033 | | 3444882
n 1 1 1 003 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
=otal 0.0822 1.8#4 2.5352 | 3.2900e- 0.0000 0.1316 0.1316 0.0000 0.1316 0.1316 0.0000 | 342.3198 | 342.3198 0.1033 344.4882
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
__ __ - ___ __
ROG NOx CcO SO2 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 n 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 j; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 § 0.0000 1 1 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 1 1 0.0000
I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
________ L e I e e I
Vendor n 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 @ 0.0000 i 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 i 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 1 0.0000
I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
________ n_ 4 - - L ___ L1 _1____L____L_ -
Worker n 0.0174 1 0.0224 1 0.2745 1 6.8000e- 1 0.0559 1 3.9000e-1 0.0563 1 0.0148 1 3.6000e- 1 0.0152 1 1 56.7301 1 56.7301 1 2.6700e- 1 1 56.7861
I 1 1 1 004 ! 1 004 ! 1 1 004 I 1 1 1 1 003 ! 1
=otal 0.0174 0.0224 0.2745 | 6.8000e- 0.0559 | 3.9000e- 0.0563 0.0148 3.6000e- 0.0152 56.7301 56.7301 | 2.6700e- 56.7861
004 004 004 003
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
__ __ . ___ __
ROG NOx CcO SO2 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 16.2350 I 37.0327 1179.20741 0.5608 ' 39.9225 I 0.5767 ' 40.4992 ' 10.6526 ! 0.5321 ' 11.1847 144,272.50144,272.506" 1.5889 ! 144,305.872)
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
o ___ o Y - o '__63__'__3___'____'_____'___2__
Unmitigated " 16.2350 ! 37.0327 1179.2074! 0.5608 ! 39.9225 ! 0.5767 ! 40.4992 ! 10.6526 ! 0.5321 ! 11.1847 ! 144,272.50144,272.506" 1.5889 ! 144,305.872)
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 63 1 3 1 1 1 2
4.2 Trip Summary Information
e r——
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
— —
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Condo/Townhouse 60628 ' 658.72 1 55844 | 2,949,610 . 2,949,610
Health Club TTTAT189 T T T 10894 T, T 13953 T 7| 395,470 H 395,470
High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) ! 1,446.97 I 1,802.25 ! 1500.34 1! 2,416,070 ! 2,416,070
Parking Lot 3 0.00 TTT000 TT) T 000 T H
Recreational Swimming Pool ! 111.30 ! 70.54 ! 90.35 ! 287,225 ! 287,225
———————————————————————— L I S R I R T I I R i I R
Regional Shopping Center \ 1,567.31 \ 1,823.91 \ 921.26 | 3,821,826 \ 3,821,826
Single Family Housing ! 1,454.64 ' 153216 ! 1333.04 ! 7,038,698 ! 7,038,698
—
Total | 5,358.40 | 5996.52 | 454296 | 16,908,899 | 16,908,899
4.3 Trip Type Information
- I
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 Igrimary Diverted I-Dass-by
Condo/'-l'ownhouse 1 19.80 1 9.60 1 12.90 1 4020 1+ 1920 40.60 1 86 1 11 1 3
———————————————— e et et il il i Uil el il et Pt e Rl i P it st ]
Health Club 1 18.50 1 10.10 1 7.90 1 16.90 1 64.10 1 19.00 1 52 1 39 1 9
[~ THigh Tumover (SitDown ~ ;18550 ;1040 _, ~ 790 , 850 , 7250 , 1900 ~ & "~y T 20 "V TTTa T
""" ParkingTot  ~ T T 71850 i 1010 | 790 L 000 TT000 FTTo60 T C0 T T TrTTOo T TTTTTToTTTT
| Recreational Swimming Pool | ~ 1850 | 1010 ,  7.90 | 3300 , 4800 , 1900 | 52 [ 39 T 9 7
|~ Regional Shopping Cenfer 1™~ 1850~ !" 71010 |~ 790 T 71630 T "6470 I 7M900 < 177784 T T T T35 T TT T Tae T
[ " Single Family Housing = """ " 19.80  '" " 9.60 1~ 1290 1 4020 " "1920 ' "4060 ' &6 1 i T 3 T
- —— — I — — I I . - .
LDA I LDT1 I LDT2 MDV I LHD1 I LHD2 I MHD I HHD I OBUS I UBUS I MCY SBUS MH
e — — I -
0.5094711  0.056616! 0.192725 0.151095! 0.041772! 0.005913" 0.015766' 0.015535! 0.001447' 0.002155" 0.004735!" 0.000502! 0.002269'
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

5.0 Energy Detail

4.4 Fleet Mix



Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOX Co S02 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMIT0 ] Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas n 0.2668 1 23315 1 1.3466 1 0.0146 1 1 0.1844 1 0.1844 1 1 01844 1 0.1844 1 12,910.80512,910.80521 0.0558 1 0.0534 I2,928.51991
Mitigated I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1
ML ____ ____ L - o L L
NaturalGas n 02668 1 23315 1 1.3466 1| 0.0146 1 1 0.1844 1 0.1844 1 1 0.1844 1 0.1844 1 12,910.80512,910.80521 0.0558 1 0.0534 12,928.5199
Unmitigated 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1
I | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGa | ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- COZ |NBio- COZ| Total COZ|  CH4 N20 COze
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
[ _
High Turnover (Sit, 8210.36 ,, 0.0885 , 0.8049 , 0.6762 , 4.8300e- , , 0.0612 |, 00612 , , 00612 | 0.0612 , | 965.9242 | 965.9242 , 0.0185 , 0.0177 , 971.8026
Down Restaurant) | n 1 1 1 003 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
-------- g iy - e e e
Parking Lot | n 00000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , , 0.0000  , 0.0000 , , 0.0000 ; 0.0000 , , 00000 |, 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000
1 " 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
________ g U - e N L g
Recreational | i 0.0000 | 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 ; 0.0000 , 0.0000 , , 0.0000 |, 0.0000 , 00000 |, 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000
Swimming Pool 1 1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
________ Y g - e U T iy Uy
Regional Shopping; 205 |, 2.2100e- | 0.0201 , 0.0169 | 1.2000e- ; 1.5300e- | 1.5300e- | | 1.5300e- | 1.5300e- | | 241177 | 241177 | 4.6000e- | 4.4000e- | 24.2644
Center 1 1] 003 1 1 1 004 1 003 1 003 1 1 003 1 003 1 1 1 1 004 1 004 1
________ T O U Uy P (U - gy U 1N N U N Y I O
Single Family | 12028.2 ,; 0.1297 , 1.1085 ;, 0.4717 , 7.0800e- , 0.0896 , 0.0896 , 0.0896 | 00896 11,415.0820, 1,415.082, 0.0271 | 0.0259 ;1,423.69400
Housing 1 1 1 1 1003 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
________ T N Y T P - e L Y U
Condo/Townhouse| 3988.81 | 0.0430 | 0.3676 ; 0.1564 | 2.3500e- | 1 0.0297 ; 0.0297 1 0.0297 | 0.0297 | 469.2718 | 469.2718 | 8.9900e- | 8.6000e- | 472.1277
1 1] 1 1 1003 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1003 1 003 1
________ I 1 Y e L s O ) P
Health Club 1 309.482 11 3.3400e- | 0.0303 | 0.0255 | 1.8000e- | 1 2.3100e- | 2.3100e- 1 2.3100e- | 2.3100e- | 36.4096 | 36.4096 | 7.0000e- | 6.7000e- | 36.6312
1 n 003 1 1 1 004 1 1 003 1 003 1 1003 1 003 1 1 1 1 004 1 004 1
________ 1 L U U [ Y U I




Total 0.2668 | 2.3315 | L3466 | 0.0146 0.1844 | 0.1844 0.1644 | 0.1844 2,010.8052] 2,010.805] 0.0558 | 0.0534 ]2,928.5109
2
Mitigated
NaturalGa | ROG NOX co S0z | Fugiive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2] Total CO2] . CHA N2O CO%e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
— _ ——
High Tumover (Sit, 8.21036 || 0.0885 | 08049 | 06/62 | 4.8300e- | 00612 | 0.0612 | 00612 | 00612 | 0650242 | 965.9242 | 0.0185 | 0.0177 | 971.8026
Down Restaurant) 1 [ 1 1 1 003 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Parking Lot T 0 :'I' 0.0000 T 0.0000 " 0.0000 "}~ 0.0000 1 |r 0.0000" ™ 0.0000 | |~ 0.0000 'I' 0.0000 ': T 0.0000 .T 0.0000 :' 0.0000" ™ 0.0000 " 0.0000
1 [ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
" “Recreational r o T :'I’ T0.0000 T '0.6060':' 0.0000 ':'0'.0606 ': - |r 0.0000 " :' 0.0000 ': """ : ~0.0000 'I’ ~0.0000 ': T T 70.0000 .T 0.0000 T 6 0000 :' 0.0000 ':' 0.0000 |
Swimming Pool " 1 1 1 1 R 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
'REgEan?al'er)&nEg 70205 :'I’ 2.2100e- 'I’ '0.6261':' 0.0169 ':'1 50603—': - 1'5306e-' :_1_53_00_e—_: """ : '1.53605—': '1.53605—': T T 241177 IT 241 1'7' I 4.6000e- :'4'40'00'e-':'22.2'64'4'
Center : no 003 : , 004 | 003 , 003 | , 003 , 003 : : 004 , 004
[ “single Family | 12:0282 | "0.1297 | 1085 | 04717 | 7.0800e-| | 0.08% , 0089 | 1700896 | 00896 |~~~ T1:415.0820] 1,475082 | 0.0271 | 0.0259 '1.4236340f
Housing 1 n 1 1 | 003 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 |
________ ™= P =T > i~ T iS5 A1 - r-=-- ST - -t s T T e T s e T e T S e T A AT T S e T S T AT
Condo/Townhouse| 3.98881 || ~0.0430 | 0.3676 | 0.1564 | 23500e- | 0.02977 7 0.0297 | 70,0297 | T00297 | | 469.2718 | 469.2718 | 8.9900e- | 8.6000e- | 472.1277
1 [ 1 1 1 003 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 003 1 003 1
———————— t =T S s T T mamaT i TSR T ST A S i el Tl IS~ Bl IS St Bl el T e i
Health Club ~ | 0.309482 | 3.3400e- | 0.0303 , 0.0255 , 1.8000e- | | 2.3100e- | 2.3100e- | 2.3100e- | 2.3100e- | 36.4096 | 364096 , 7.0000e- | 6.7000e, 36.6312
. n 003 . . 004 , 003 , 003 , 003 , 003 | . 004 , 004
Total 0.2668 | 2.3315 | L3466 | 0.0146 0.1844 | 0.1844 0.1644 | 0.1844 2,010.8052] 2,010.805] 0.0558 | 0.0534 ]2,928.5100)
2
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
ROG NOX co SO2 | Fugtive | Exhaust | PMT0 | Fugtive | Exnhaust | PM25 ] Bio. CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 | CHA N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated  ,, 794258 | 1.8569 ,142.9170, 0.1962 | 18.7498 | 18.7498 | T 18.7468 | 10.7468 , 2,285508 | 4,428.336 6,/ 13,8649, 6.8517 | 0.1551 16,9058397)
I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 1 1
——————— e e e T e S T T e e T T T S S T e e e T T T R T T e T e . T T T S




I " Onmitigated ~ |, 79.4258 , 1.8569 | 1429170 0.1962 ;| ;- 18.7498 | 187498 | [ 187468 , 18.7468 ,2,2855284,428.336,6,713.8649, 6.8517 | 0.1551 ,6,905.839]
I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 T 8 1 1

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated
ROG NOX co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMT0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural T 1.4159 | I I I 17°0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 1770.0000 T 0.0000 I 1770.0000 ! J 1770.0000
Coating n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
e L DU N o ___ - - Y
Consumer ' 13.4498 ! ! ! ! 10.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 1 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! ! 1 0.0000 ! ! ' 0.0000
Products n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Hearth :: 63.9368 : 1.6222 : 122.6446: 0.1951 : : 18.6388 : 18.6388 : : 18.6358 : 18.6358 :2,285.528 : 4,392.000 :6,677.5281: 6.8159 : 0.1551 :6 868.7506]
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1
Landscaping :: 0.6233 : 0.2347 : 20.2724 : 1.0700e- : : 0.1110 : 0.1110 : : 0.1110 : 0.1110 : : 36.3368 : 36.3368 : 0.0358 : : 37.0891
n 1 1 1 003 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
- _
Total 79.4258 | 1.8569 |142.9170( 0.1962 18.7498 | 18.7498 18.7468 | 18.7468 ] 2,285.528 | 4.428.336 |6,713.0640] 6.8517 ] O0.1551 ]6,905.8397]
1 8
Mitigated
ROG NOX co SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMT0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural I 1.4159 | 1 1 1 10.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 17°0.0000 ' 0.0000 1 10.0000 ! ] 10.0000
Coating n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
| T I B —— L L ____ o __ L o Y L ____
Consumer Il 13.4498 1 1 1 1 1.0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 I 1 1 0.0000 ! ] 1 0.0000
Products n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
e, e == L L ____ - L L ____
Hearth I §39368 | 1.6222 112264461 0.1951 | 1 18.6388 | 18.6388 | 1 18.6358 | 18.6358 12,285.52814,392.00016,677.5281! 6.8159 | 0.1551 16,868.7506]
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
e L L __ . - '___1__'__(i__'_____'____l____'_____
Landscaping " 0.6233 | 0.2347 1 20.2724 | 1.0700e- ! 1 01110 ' 0.1110 ! 01110 ' 0.1110 ! 1 36.3368 ! 36.3368 ! 0.0358 ! 1 37.0891
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
003
n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1




?otal 79.4258 1.8569 |[142.9170| 0.1962

18.7498

18.7498

18.7468

18.7468 J2,285.528
1

4,428.336 [6,713.8649
8

I
6.8517 0.1551

6,905.8391

7.0 Water Detalil

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

e r——
Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/14/2015 2:25 PM

Construction - Tiered Engine Equipment - Winter
Orange County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area E’opulation
I-Darking Lot : 355.00 : Space : 0.00 : 142,000.00 : 0
"""" HealthClub ~~ |~~~ "~ "7 7%®22 " T T T T T T T TTTT T Tqooosqit T T 000 T Ty T 77822000 T, T T "0 T
______________________________________ T T T T T T T T T TN N
High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) | 11.38 1 1000sqft 1 0.00 1 11,376.00 1 0
R L - L
Recreational Swimming Pool ! 3.38 ! 1000sqft 1 0.00 ! 3,375.00 ! 0
1 1 1 1 1
T T Condo/Townhouse T 9200 7 o Dweliing Unit ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 2T 000 TN T 1e188100 N T T A8l ]
© 777 Single Family Housing "7 15200 7 A Dweliing Unit ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1T T 73300 T T Ty T T BT023000 T Ty T T 2860
___________________ U - o o o ol e e e e o e e o e o e e e o o o - - )
Regional Shopping Center 1 36.50 1 1000sqft 1 0.00 1 36,500.00 1 0
1 1 1 1 1
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 30
Climate Zone 8 Operational Year 2019
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 and number of units provided in data request. Parking lot size from project description. Assumes provided 5 acre value for commercial

Construction Phase - Phasing provided by client
Off-road Equipment - Provided by client
Off-road Equipment - .



Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Trips and VMT -

Grading - Provided by client

Architectural Coating - Client has committed to low-VOC coatings

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Provided by client

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstDustMitigation : CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction : 0 : 16
~ 7 7 TtbiConstEquipMitigation | NumberOfEquipmeniMitigated  } 000 T 77 A 200 ~ 777
" T T TtbiConstEquipMitigation ~ ~ ~ T+~ NumberOfEquipmeniMitigated ~ T T T T T T T 000 7 STt 400~ 7
~ 7 7 TtolConstEquipMitigation ~ E' ~ "NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 'E """"" 000 77 E """" 1700 77
" " "tblConstEquipMitigation ~ ~ ~ "I~ "NumberOfEquipmeniMitigated |~~~ 000 7 T 400~ 77
~ 7 7 TthiConstEquipMitigafion ~ ~ _ _; _ NumberOfEquipmentMitigated |, | 000 77 P 700 "7
"7 7 "tolConstEquipMitigation T "NumberOfEquipmentMitigated TR 000 7 ST 200 7
~ 7 7 TtblConstEquipMitigation 'E """"" Tier E """" No Change E' T T T T T TersT T T T T T
~ 7 7 “tblConstEquipMitigation ~ ~ ~ [ T T T T T T Tier B No Change L T Tersm T T T
T T T TtbiConstEquipMitigafion ~ .y Tier i No Change %
~ 7 7 "tolConstEquipMitigation Shuiaiias Tier iy No Change T T T TersT T
~ 7 7 TtblConstEquipMitigation 'E """"" Tier E """" No Change E' T T T T T Ter2” T T T T T
~ 7 7 TtbiConstEquipMitigation ~ [~~~ Tier B No Change C T T T T Ter2” T T T T T
~ 77 7 ®iConstructionPhase ST T T T T Nampays T T T T 77T e X A S TTTTT oG T T T
"7 7 7 iConstructionPhase E' 777 T Numbays T E' T T T T T T as00 T T T E' T T T T T 24000 T T T T
~ 77 7 ®iConstructionPhase T T T T Numbays T T T X cTT T goo 7
"7 7 7 ®iConstructionPhase T T T T T T NumDays T T T T T T T T T T a0 T T T T T T T T T T®000 T T T
T 77 iConstructionPhase T T T T Nambays T T 7T T T TTTTTTagg T T T e
" " BiconstudtionPhase T T NumDayswesk ~ =~ T oy Al FTTTTs 600"
~ 77 7 ®iConstructionPhase oo NumDaysWeek o T T 500 " CoT T 600
"7 7 7 iConstructionPhase D NumDaysWeek ST 500 ST 6.00




tblConstructionPhase X NumDaysWeek . 5.00 X 6.00
" 7T biconstuctionPhase T T CTTTT NumDaysWeek ~ =~~~ ST T T 500 T T T ST 600 T
Tt iEeplaces T T FTTo NumberGas =~ """ TR T e%T T
T ikieplaces T T T Fommoos NumberGas ~~ "7 7" oo 8T T Fomsoes 645 T T
T T ikieplaces T T T T = =~~~ NumberNoFirepiace. ~ T T i 020 """ T e X (
T T T GiFeplaces T " 77 T T NumberNoFirepiace. T T TTTTTTTTas T T T CTTTTT TS T T T
T T T Doiieplaces 7T T T T T NamberWeod T T T T T """"" 480 "7 """" 535 T T
T T T ikieplaces T T T T NamberWood T T T T T T %0 """ 7T iy 685 """ 7T
""""