Animal Care Facility (MIL-291) Air Quality Impact Analysis

3 PROJECT AIR QUALITY IMPACT

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The Project has been evaluated to determine if it will violate an air quality standard, co
to an existing or projected air quality violation, or determine if it will result in
considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the SCAB is non-attainm
applicable NAAQS and CAAQS. Additionally, the Project has been eval
consistency with the applicable AQMP, exposure of sensitive receptors
concentrations, and the impacts of odors. The significance of these pote
in the following section.

3.2  STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

e Result in a cumulatively considerable ia pollutant for which the project
region is in non-attainment under an i . ambient air quality standard.

The SCAQMD has also develop al significance thresholds for other regulated pollutants,
as summarized at Table 3-1 (21). T AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Significance Thresholds (March

AXIMUM DAILY REGIONAL EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS

Regional Construction Threshold Regional Operational Thresholds
100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
55 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
550 lbs/day 550 lbs/day
3 lbs/day 3 lbs/day

Ibs/day = Pounds Per Day
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3.3  CALIFORNIA EMISSIONS ESTIMATOR MODEL™ EMPLOYED TO ANALYZE AIR QUALITY

Land uses such as the Project affect air quality through construction-source and operationa
source emissions.

In August 2023 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in conjune
other California air districts, including SCAQMD, released the latest version of t

from direct and indirect sources; and quantlfy applicable air quallty and G
from mitigation (22). Accordingly, the latest version of CalEEMod has b
to determine construction and operational air quality emissions:
construction and operational scenarios is provided in Appendices 3.1, 3.2,

3.4 CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

3.4.1 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

Construction activities associated with the Project will
PMio, and PM.s. Construction related emissio
activities:

VOCs, NOy, SOy, CO,
d from the following construction

e Site Preparation

e Grading

e Building Construction
e Paving

e  Architectural Coating

SITE PREPARATION AND DING ACTIVITIE

Dust, in the fo PM1o and PMys, is typically a major concern during site preparation and
use such emissions are not amenable to collection and discharge through
re called “fugitive emissions”. Fugitive dust emissions rates vary as a

any param (soil silt, soil moisture, wind speed, area disturbed, number of

ting from these activities, which includes compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403.
s that earthwork activities are expected to balance on site and no import or

construction and paving emissions are primarily associated with exhaust emissions from
on-site equipment and vehicular trips to the site by construction workers and vendor trips.
rchitectural coating emissions include worker trips as well, but the primary pollutant emission
of concern during this phase is ROG/VOC. CalEEMod default emission rates include the effects of
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Rule 1113 to limit ROG/VOC emissions. To present a reasonable worst-case scenario, the building
construction, paving, and architectural coating activities are modeled as overlapping phases.

CONSTRUCTION WORKER VEHICLE TRIPS

Emissions for construction worker vehicles traveling to and from the Project site,
vendor trips (construction materials delivered to the Project site) were estimated b
information from CalEEMod for all construction phases.

3.4.2 CONSTRUCTION DURATION

Construction would occur over a period of 12 months, beginning
construction schedule utilized in the analysis, shown in Table 3-2, ré
analysis scenario should construction occur any time after the respectivé
factors for construction decrease as time passes and the analysis year increas
regulations becoming more stringent?. The Activity and
reasonable approximation of the expected constructio

(1).

TABLE 3-2: CONSTRUCTION B

Construction Activity End Date Days
Site Preparation 08/06/2024 09/02/2024 20
Grading 09/03/2024 10/28/2024 40
Building Construction 08/04/2025 200
Paving 06/10/2025 08/04/2025 40
Architectural Coating 06/10/2025 08/04/2025 40

Source: Appendi

TABLE 3-3: CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT ASSUMPTIONS

uction Activity Equipment! Amount Hours Per Day
Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8
Site Preparation
Crawler Tractors 4 8

2 As shown in the CalEEMod User’s Guide Version 2022, Appendix G “Table G-11. Statewide Average Annual Offoad Equipment Emission
Factors” as the analysis year increases, emission factors for the same equipment pieces decrease due to the natural turnover of older
equipment being replaced by newer less polluting equipment and new regulatory requirements.
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Construction Activity Equipment?® Amount Hours Per Day
Excavators 1 8
Graders
Grading

Rubber Tired Dozers

Crawler Tractors

Cranes

Forklifts

Building Construction Generator Sets

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

Welders

Pavers

Paving Paving Equipmen

Architectural Coating

11n order to account for fugitive dust emissions, Crawler Tractors w
and grading phases.

3.4.1 CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS SUMMARY

will not exceed criteria pollutant holds established by the SCAQMD.
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TABLE 3-4: OVERALL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS SUMMARY

Emissions (lbs/day)
Year
voc NOx co SOx PMy,o
Summer
2024 4.59 42.63 36.85
2025 8.35 20.45 29.22
Winter
2024 2.61 23.31 21.61
2025 1.32 11.75 15.72
Maximum Daily Emissions 8.35 42.63 36.85
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO

Source: CalEEMod construction-source (unmitigated) emissions are presented i

3.5  OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

It in emissions of VOCs, NOx,
expected from the following primary

Operational activities associated with the g
SOx, CO, PM1o, and PM; 5. Operational e
sources:
e Area Source Emissions
e Energy Source Emissio

e Mobile Source Emissions

e Stationary So Emissions

3.5.1

part of Project maintenance. The emissions associated with architectural
ated using CalEEMod standard assumptions for the Project and the allowed

| care products, and lawn and garden products. Many of these products contain organic
compounds which when released in the atmosphere can react to form ozone and other
hotochemically reactive pollutants. The emissions associated with use of consumer products
were calculated based on CalEEMod standard assumptions for the Project and the allowed land
use.

15264-04 Aq Report
31




Animal Care Facility (MIL-291) Air Quality Impact Analysis

LANDSCAPE MAAINTENANCE EQUIPMENT

Landscape maintenance equipment would generate emissions from fuel combustion and
evaporation of unburned fuel. Equipment in this category would include lawnmo
shedders/grinders, blowers, trimmers, chain saws, and hedge trimmers used to main
landscaping of the Project. It should be noted that on October 9, 2021, Governor Gavi
signed AB 1346. The bill aims to ban the sale of new gasoline-powered equipment
horsepower (known as small off-road engines [SOREs]) by 2024, which is now
purposes of analysis, the emissions associated with landscape maintenanc
calculated based on assumptions provided in CalEEMod.

3.5.2 ENERGY SOURCE EMISSIONS

CoMBUSTION EMISSIONS ASSOCIATED WITH NATURAL GAS AND ELECTRICITY

Electricity and natural gas are used by almost every projg

pollutant emissions from offsite generation of ele tr|C|t > excluded from the evaluatlon of
significance. Based on mformatlon prowde icant, the Project is anticipated
te any emissions from direct energy

for the building envelope, and therefore Would not gene

consumption from natural gas.

3.5.3 MOBILE SOURCE EMISSION

cts are dependent on both overall daily vehicle trip
ct on peak hour traffic volumes and traffic operations in
-related operational air quality impacts are derived
primarily from t 8 vehicle trips ge ted by the Project. Trip characteristics available from
the TA repor ilized in this analysis (26).

Project mobile source air qu
generation and the effect of the

d to operate for up to 1 hour per day, 1 day per week for up to 50 hours per year for
maintenance and testing purposes. Emissions associated with the stationary diesel-powered
emergency fire pump were calculated using CalEEMod.
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3.5.5 OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS SUMMARY

Operational activities for summer and winter scenarios are presented in Table 3-5. Detailed
operational model outputs are presented in Appendix 3.2. Project operational-source emissi
will not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds and impacts will be less than significant.

TABLE 3-5: SUMMARY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Emissions (lbs/day)
Source
VvVocC NOx co SOx
Summer
Mobile Source 1.28 1.04 12.22 0.03
Area Source 2.32 0.03
Energy Source 0.00 0.00
Stationary Source 1.49 6.67 0.22
Total Maximum Daily Emissions 5.09 7.74 0.92
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 5 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO
Mobile Source 0.03 2.71 0.70
Area Source 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy Source 0.00 0.00 0.00
Stationary Source 6.67 3.80 0.01 0.22 0.22
7.80 13.94 0.03 2.93 0.92
55 550 150 150 55
NO NO NO NO NO

issions are presented in Appendix 3.2.

QMD established LSTs in response to the SCAQMD Governing Board’s Environmental
Justice Initiative 1-4%. LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause

3 The purpose of SCAQMD’s Environmental Justice program is to ensure that everyone has the right to equal protection from air pollution and
fair access to the decision-making process that works to improve the quality of air within their communities. Further, the SCAQMD defines
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or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air
guality standard at the nearest residence or sensitive receptor. The SCAQMD states that lead
agencies can use the LSTs as another indicator of significance in its air quality impact analyses

public regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local communities. Té
the issue of localized significance, the SCAQMD adopted LSTs that show whether a pkoj

Methodology (28).

APPLICABILITY OF LSTS FOR THE PROJECT

Project Applicant; or

0 The SCAQMD’s Fact Sh
CalEEMod User’s ( : on Details for CalEEMod can be used to
determine the i ctlvely disturbed based on the construction
equipment fle i

e Ifthe total acreage disturb s than or equal to 5 acres per day, then the SCAQMD’s screening
rmine if a Project has the potential to result in a significant

impact. Th -up tables estab
alEEMod outputs.

activity Were emitted within a 5-acre area, and therefore concentrated over a
which would result in greater site adjacent concentrations, the impacts would still
gnificant if the applicable 5-acre thresholds are utilized.

odology presents mass emission rates for each SRA, project sizes of 1, 2, and 5 acres,
st receptor distances of 25, 50, 100, 200, and 500 meters. For project sizes between the
UES given, or with receptors at distances between the given receptors, the methodology uses
linear interpolation to determine the thresholds.

Environmental Justice as “...equitable environmental policymaking and enforcement to protect the health of all residents, regardless of age,
culture, ethnicity, gender, race, socioeconomic status, or geographic location, from the health effects of air pollution.”
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EmissIONS CONSIDERED

Based on SCAQMD’s LST Methodology, emissions for concern during construction activities are
on-site NOx, CO, PM;5, and PM1o. The LST Methodology clearly states that “off-site maoki
emissions from the Project should not be included in the emissions compared to LSTs4
Therefore, for purposes of the construction LST analysis, only emissions included in the
“on-site” emissions outputs were considered.

Maximum DAILY DISTURBED-ACREAGE

For analytical purposes, the “acres disturbed” are based on specific equig

Significance Thresholds and CalEEMod User’s Guide Appendix C: Emission Ca
CalEEMod (24) (27). The disturbed area per day is representatiue.of a piece of eg ent making
bber Tired Dozer can make
8-hour day.

ould actively disturb

As shown on Table 3-6, the proposed Project’s cons
i 2.5 acres per day during Grading

approximately 3.5 acres per day during Site Prepans
activities.

TABLE 3-6: MAXIM ED-ACREAGE

Acres Operating Acres
Construction Activity graded per Hours per | graded per
8-hour day Day day
0.5 8 2.0
Site Preparation
Rubber Tire 0.5 8 1.5
otal acres disturbed peWday during Site Preparation 3.5
Crawler Tractors 3 0.5 8 1.5
Grading Graders 1 0.5 8 0.5
r Tired Dozers 1 0.5 8 0.5
Total acres disturbed per day during Grading 2.5

bed acreage based on equipment list presented in Appendix 3.1.

ple are especially sensitive to air pollution and are given special consideration when
ing air quality impacts from projects. These groups of people include children, the elderly,
Is with pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular illness, and athletes and others who
engage in frequent exercise. Structures that house these persons or places where they gather to
exercise are defined as “sensitive receptors.” These structures typically include residences,
otels, hospitals, etc. as they are also known to be locations where an individual can remain for
24 hours. Consistent with the LST Methodology, the nearest land use where an individual could
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remain for 24 hours to the Project site (in this case the nearest residential land use) has been
used to determine construction and operational air quality impacts for emissions of PM1o and
PMas, since PM1o and PMys thresholds are based on a 24-hour averaging time. The neare
receptor used for evaluation of localized impacts of PM1o and PM;s is represented by lo
R1, which represents the property line of the existing residence at 18259 Valley Bg
approximately 15 feet (5 meters) west of the Project’s property line.

It should be noted that the LST Methodology explicitly states that “It is possible

that a worker at these sites
could be present for periods of one to eight ho poses of analysis, if an
industrial/commercial use is located at a closer dista site than the nearest
residential use, the nearest industrial/comme e will'9@tilized to determine construction

at the existing residence (R1)
commercial use. As such, the same

these sites for periods of one to eight ho
is located at a closer distance than the

Receptors in the Project study described below and are shown on Exhibit 3-A.

R1: existing residence at 18259 Valley Boulevard, approximately
west of the Projec . Receptor R1 is placed in the private outdoor living areas
he Project site.

R2: represents the existing residence at 18301 Marygold Avenue, approximately

of the Project site. Receiver R2is placed in the private outdoor living areas

tion R3 represents the existing residence at 18349 Valley Boulevard, approximately
pet south of the Project site. Receptor R3 is placed in the private outdoor living areas
g the Project site.

ation R4 represents the existing mobile home, approximately 149 feet east of the
Project site. Receptor R4 is placed in the private outdoor living area facing the Project
site.

ONSTRUCTION-SOURCE EMISSIONS LST ANALYSIS

3.7.1 LocALIzED THRESHOLDS FOR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY

Since the total acreage disturbed is 3.5 acres per day during Site Preparation and 2.5 acres per
day during Grading activities, SCAQMD’s screening look-up tables are utilized in determining
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impacts. It should be noted that since the look-up tables identifies thresholds at only 1 acre, 2
acres, and 5 acres, linear regression has been utilized to determine localized significance
thresholds. Consistent with SCAQMD guidance, the thresholds presented in Table 3-7 w
calculated by interpolating the threshold values for the Project’s disturbed acreage.

TABLE 3-7: MAXIMUM DAILY LOCALIZED EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS

Construction Localized Thresholds
Construction Activity
NOx co
Site Preparation 118 Ibs/day | 602 lbs/day
Grading 237 Ibs/day 1,346
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EXHIBIT 3-A: SENSITIVE RECEPTOR LOCATIONS
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3.7.2 CONSTRUCTION-SOURCE LOCALIZED EMISSIONS

Table 3-8 identifies the localized impacts at the nearest receptor location in the vicinity of the
Project. As shown in Table 3-8, after compliance with Rule 403, localized construction emissi
would not exceed the applicable SCAQMD LSTs. Outputs from the model runs for unmi
construction LSTs are provided in Appendix 3.1.

As stated in Section ES.3, Rule 403 requires that feasible dust control measure be

Year Construction Activity Scenario
PMm PMZ.S
Summer 7.91 4.76
2024 Site Preparation
Winter 0.43 0.26
Maximum Daily Emissions 7.91 4.76
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 11 6
Threshold Exceeded?, NO NO
3.58 2.16
2024 Grading
3.58 2.16
3.58 2.16
8 5
NO NO

es or less. For projects that exceed 5 acres, the 5-acre LST look-up tables can
ing tool to determine whether pollutants require additional detailed analysis.
s conservative as it assumes that all on-site emissions associated with the project
occur within a concentrated 5-acre area. This screening method would therefore over-
otential localized impacts, because by assuming that on-site operational activities are
occurring over a smaller area, the resulting concentrations of air pollutants are more highly
concentrated once they reach the smaller site boundary than they would be for activities if they
ere spread out over a larger surface area. On a larger site, the same amount of air pollutants
generated would disperse over a larger surface area and would result in a lower concentration

15264-04 AQ Report
39



Animal Care Facility (MIL-291) Air Quality Impact Analysis

once emissions reach the project-site boundary. As such, LSTs for a 5-acre site during operations
are used as a screening tool to determine if further detailed analysis is required.

The LST analysis generally includes on-site sources (area, energy, mobile, on-site cargo hand

scenario for analytic purposes, the emissions shown on Table 4-10 represent all on
related stationary (area) sources and Project-related mobile sources. It should.be

operational-source emissions would not exceed applicable LSTs.

3.8.1 LocALIZED THRESHOLDS FOR OPERATIONAL ACTIVITY

As previously stated, LSTs for a 5-acre site during oper used as a scréening tool to

determine if further detailed analysis is required.

TABLE 3-9: MAXIMUM DAILY LOCALIZED OPER RESHOLDS

NOx PMyo

270 lbs/day

Source: Localized Threshol
Methodology, July 2008

2 lbs/day
the SCAQMD Final LST

3.8.2 OPERATIONAL-SOURCE LO

IMPACTS WITHOUT MITIGATION

As shown on T 3-10 operational emissions would not exceed the LST thresholds for the
nearest sensj tor. Therefore, the Project would have a less than significant localized
impact during opera | activity.

TABLE 3- CALIZED SIGNIFICANCE SUMMARY OF OPERATIONS

Scenario Emissions (lbs/day)

NOx co PM3, PM; s

Summer 6.91 9.22 0.34 0.25

Winter 6.90 6.19 0.33 0.25

Maximum Daily Emissions 6.91 9.22 0.34 0.25

SCAQMD Localized Threshold 270 1,746 4 2
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO

Source: CalEEMod localized operational-source emissions are presented in Appendix 3.3.
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3.9 CO “Hot SpoT” ANALYSIS

As discussed below, the Project would not result in potentially adverse CO concentrations or “hg
spots.” Further, detailed modeling of Project-specific CO “hot spots” is not needed to reach
conclusion. An adverse CO concentration, known as a “hot spot,” would occur if an exce
of the state one-hour standard of 20 ppm or the eight-hour standard of 9 ppm were to @

It has long been recognized that CO hotspots are caused by vehicular emissions, p
idling at congested intersections. In response, vehicle emissions standard
increasingly stringent in the last twenty years. Currently, the allowable CO,

To establish a more accurate record of baseline CO concegafra ffecting the SCAB, a CO “hot
i 5 in Los Angeles at the peak
morning and afternoon time periods. This “hot spot” ict any violation of CO

standards, as shown on Table 3-11.

oncentrations (ppm)
Intersection Location
Afternoon 1-hour 8-hour
Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran Av 3.5 3.7
Sunset Boulevard/Highland Ave 4 4.5 3.5
La Cienega Boulevard/Century Boule 3.7 3.1 5.2
Long Beach Boul /Imperial Highway 3 3.1 8.4

section. As evidence of this, for example, 8.4 ppm 8-hr CO concentration
ong Beach Blvd. and Imperial Hwy. intersection (highest CO generating
the “hot spot” analysis), only 0.7 ppm was attributable to the traffic volumes
at this intersection; the remaining 7.7 ppm were due to the ambient air
rements at the time the 2003 AQMP was prepared (31). In contrast, an adverse CO
tion, known as a “hot spot,” would occur if an exceedance of the state one-hour
standard of 20 parts per million (ppm) or the eight-hour standard of 9 ppm were to occur.

he ambient 1-hr and 8-hr CO concentration within the Project study area is estimated to be 1.6
ppm and 1.0 ppm, respectively (data from Central San Bernardino Valley 1 station for 2022).
Therefore, even if the traffic volumes for the proposed Project were double or even triple of the
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traffic volumes generated at the Long Beach Blvd. and Imperial Hwy. intersection, coupled with
the on-going improvements in ambient air quality, the Project would not be capable of resulting
in a CO “hot spot” at any study area intersections.

Similar considerations are also employed by other Air Districts when evaluating pote
concentration impacts. More specifically, the Bay Area Air Quality Manageme
(BAAQMD) concludes that under existing and future vehicle emission rates, a given
have to increase traffic volumes at a single intersection by more than 44,000 vehi
(vph)—or 24,000 vph where vertical and/or horizontal air does not mix—in grder to

Boulevard and Veteran Avenue, which has a daily traffic volume of app
and AM/PM traffic volumes of 8,062 vph and 7,719 vph respectively

ppm)*.

Intersection Location Southbound | Northbound Total

(AM/PM) (AM/PM) (AM/PM)

Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran Avenue 721/1,400 560/933 8,062/7,719

Sunset Boulevard/Highland Avenue 1,342/1,540 | 2,304/1,832 | 1,551/2,238 | 6,614/5,374

La Cienega Boulevard/Century Boulevard 1,890/2,728 | 1,384/2,029 821/1,674 6,634/8,674

1,760/1,400 479/944 756/1,150 4,212/5,514

d the Los Angeles County and Riverside County portions of what use to be
Southeast Desert Air Basin. In these areas, the SCAQMD is principally
pollution control, and works directly with the SCAG, county transportation
ocal governments, as well as state and federal agencies to reduce emissions from
ary, mobile, and indirect sources to meet state and federal ambient air quality standards.

y, these state and federal air quality standards are exceeded in most parts of the SCAB.
In response, the SCAQMD has adopted a series of AQMPs to meet the state and federal ambient
ir quality standards. AQMPs are updated regularly in order to more effectively reduce

4 Based on the ratio of the CO standard (20.0 ppm) and the modeled value (4.6 ppm)
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emissions, accommodate growth, and to minimize any negative fiscal impacts of air pollution
control on the economy.

In December 2022, the SCAQMD released the Final 2022 AQMP (2022 AQMP). The 2022 AQ

well as explore new and innovative methods to reach its goals. Some of these approachéd
utiIizing incentive programs recognizing existing co-benefit programs from othe

integration of land use and tra nsportation to help the region meet the
(34). The Project’s consistency with the AQMP will be determined
discussed below.

Criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP are defj
Section 12.3 of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Hand ) (35). These
discussed below:

Consistency Criterion No. 1: The proposed Project wil ase in the frequency
or severity of existing air quality violations or c@

Project’s operational-source emissions would not exceed applicable
Ids. As such, the Project would not result in a significant impact with respect

e preceding discussion, the Project is determined to be consistent with the first

cy Criterion No. 2: The Project will not exceed the assumptions in the AQMP based on
the years of Project build-out phase.

he 2022 AQMP demonstrates that the applicable ambient air quality standards can be achieved
within the timeframes required under federal law. Growth projections from local general plans
adopted by cities in the district are provided to the SCAG, which develops regional growth
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forecasts, which are then used to develop future air quality forecasts for the AQMP. Development
consistent with the growth projections in County of San Bernardino General Plan is considered
to be consistent with the AQMP.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS — CONSISTENCY CRITERION 2

Peak day emissions generated by construction activities are Iargely independent of

impact would result.
OPERATIONAL IMPACTS — CONSISTENCY CRITERION 2

The San Bernardino Countywide Policy Plan Land Use desi
Development. The proposed Project is located within the
designates the Project site for Bloomington Enterprig @zoning classification is Valley
Corridor/Bloomington Enterprise (VC/BE). Per the Va an, the Bloomington
Enterprise District promotes a wide range of office light industrial businesses with
development standards that accommodateg Seand business startups as well as
medium-scale and more established ess complexes. Staggered
development-intensity standards encours ce of parcels up to five acres in size
that may attract greater investme
smaller parcels (36).

As previously stated, the
additional work areas to acco the growth of the Animal Care Division. The new facility
will increase animal housing unit llow the County to serve additional municipalities in the
Central Valley Regj f the County. ram services will be enhanced to include a veterinary
clinic; expande adoption areas; antmal exercise play yard; increased staffing work areas;
; expanded parking and other provisions to allow the Division to
increased demand for services. The new shelter will consist of a two-
administrative office building, seven dog housing/kennel buildings
medical clinic, 8,896-sf support building, 5830-sf cat and other
ding, 5,934-sf medical dog building with a 436-sf euthanasia facility, and 540-

ONSISTENCY CONCLUSION

The Project would not have the potential to result in or cause NAAQS or CAAQS violations.
Additionally, Project construction and operational-source emissions would not exceed the
egional or localized significance thresholds. The Project is therefore considered to be consistent
with the AQMP.
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3.11 Toxic AIR CONTAMINANTS

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY

During short-term construction activity, the Project will also result in some diesel parti
matter (DPM) which is a listed carcinogen and toxic air contaminant (TAC) in the
California. The 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHH
assessment guidelines suggest that construction projects as short as 2-6 months
evaluation. Notwithstanding, based on Urban Crossroad’s professional opinion and

evaluation is required.

Furthermore, many air districts throughout the state the SCAQMD, are currently
evaluating the applicability of age sensitivity factors ished CEQA guidance.
More specifically in their response to comments receivet Source Review rule,

“The Proposed Amended Rules are separat i ance thresholds. The SCAQMD
staff is currently evaluating how to imple OEHHA Guidelines under CEQA. The
SCAQMD staff will evaluate a varie aluate health risks under the Revised

use the previous guidelines fo erminations.”

OPERATIONAL

TACs analysis to the operational¥phase of a proposed Project, if the project includes

ttracts mobile sources that may spend long periods queuing and idling at

ized significance thresholds during construction. Therefore, sensitive receptors would not
ed to substantial pollutant concentrations during Project construction.

Additionally, the Project will not exceed the SCAQMD localized significance thresholds during
operational activity. Further Project traffic would not create or result in a CO “hotspot.”
herefore, sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations as
the result of Project operations.
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3.13 ODORS

The potential for the Project to generate objectionable odors has also been considered. La
uses generally associated with odor complaints include:
e Agricultural uses (livestock and farming)
e Wastewater treatment plants
e Food processing plants
e Chemical plants
e Composting operations
e Refineries
e Llandfills
e Dairies
e Fiberglass molding facilities
The Project does not contain land uses typically as

Potential odor sources associated with the proposed esult from construction
equipment exhaust and the application of asph 0 ural coatings during construction

activities and the temporary storage of typ associated with the proposed
Project’s (long-term operational) uses. Sta Uirements would minimize odor
impacts from construction. The construct s would be temporary, short-term,
and intermittent in nature and pletion of the respective phase of
construction and is thus consi . It is expected that Project-generated

refuse would be stored in c
with current solid waste regula
SCAQMD Rule 402 t

e proposed Project would also be required to comply with
ences of public nuisances. Therefore, odors and other

gl Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution (38). In this
D clearly states (Page D-3):

the AQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and
cumulative impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental
Assessment or Environmental Impact Report (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.
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The project specific (project increment) significance threshold is HI > 1.0 while the
cumulative (facility-wide) is HI > 3.0. It should be noted that the Hl is only one of
three TAC emission significance thresholds considered (when applicable) in a CEQA
analysis. The other two are the maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) and the
cancer burden, both of which use the same significance thresholds (MICR of 10 |
1 million and cancer burden of 0.5) for project specific and cumulative impacts.

Projects that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are conside
the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable. This is the reason project-specific

exceed the project-specific thresholds are generally not g
cumulatively significant.

construction emissions that exceed the SCAQMD’s recom
specific impacts would also not cause a cumulatively consij

have a significant, adverse air quality impact.
construction and operational emissions that exceed D thresholds for project-specific

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

The Project-specific evaluation of he preceding analysis demonstrates
that Project construction-sourc 8 would not result in exceedances of
regional or local threshol : onstruction-source emissions would be
considered less than significa ect-specific and cumulative basis.

OPERATIONAL IMPACTS

ns presented in the preceding analysis demonstrates
that propose operational-source air pollutant emissions would not result in exceedances
of regional thfeshol erefore, Project operational-source emissions would be considered less
than significant on a pr -specific and cumulative basis.
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5 CERTIFICATIONS

The contents of this air study report represent an accurate depiction of the environmepg
impacts associated with the proposed Animal Care Facility (MIL-291). The information co
in this energy analysis report is based on the best available data at the time of preparati
have any questions, please contact me directly at hqureshi@urbanxroads.com.

Haseeb Qureshi

Principal

Urban Crossroads, Inc.
hgureshi@urbanxroads.com

EDUCATION

Master of Science in Environmental Studies
California State University, Fullerton ¢ May 2010

Bachelor of Arts in Environmental Analysis@fd Design

University of California, Irvine ® June 2006

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS
AEP — Association of Environ

ial Hygiene — EMSL Analytical ¢ April 2008
nt Air Monitoring — California Air Resources Board ¢ August 2007
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Appendix C
Maps and Tables of Area Designations for State and National
Ambient Air Quality Standards

This attachment fulfills the requirement of Health and Safety Code section 40718
CARSB to publish maps that identify areas where one or more violations of any
ambient air quality standard (State standard) or national ambient air quality stan
(national standard) have been measured. The national standards are those
promulgated under section 109 of the federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7409).

This attachment is divided into three parts. The first part comprises
levels, averaging times, and measurement methods for each of th
standards. This is followed by a section containing maps and tab
designations for each pollutant for which there is a State standard i
of Regulations, title 17, section 70200. The last section contains maps'&
showing the most current area designations for the nati tandards.
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(Updated 5/4/16)

Ambient Air Quality Standards
Averaging California Standards National Standards:
Pollutant Tim - -
e Concentration * Method ¢ Primary * Secondary **
1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 pg/n¥) . — Same as Primary
Ozone (O.) Ultraviolet Photometry Standard
8 Hour 0.070 ppm (137 pg/me) 0.070 ppm (137 pg/me)
Respirable 24 Hour 50 pg/me . . 150 pg/me
Particulate Gravimetric or Beta
Annual Arithmetic Attenuation
Matter (PM10)° Mean 20 pgfre —
F_me 24 Hour — — 35 pg/me
Particulate
Matter Annual Arithmetic Gravimetric or Beta
(PM2.5) Mean 12 Attenuation 12.0 pg/me
1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/me)
Carbon Non-Dispersive Non-Dispersive
Monoxide 8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/n¥) Infrared Photometry Infrared Photometry
NDIR NDIR
(CO) 8 Hour (Lake 6 ppm (7 mgire) ( ) ( )
Tahoe) PP ™
Nitrogen 1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 pg/n¥) — e
Dioxide —— , as hase
" Annual Arithmetic 0.030 ppm (57 pg/) Same as Primary [ Chemiluminescence
(NO.) Mean . pp M9 Standard
1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/ny) —
Ultraviolet
Sulfur Dioxid 3 Hour — 05 panS?’OO Flourescence;
u uSrO lt‘)‘XI e o7 H9 Spectrophotometry
(80.) 24 Hour 0.04 pp! ug/n) .14' ppm . — (Pararosaniline
or certain areas) Method)
Annual Arithmetic 0.030 ppm
Mean (for certain areas)" -
30 Day Average 1.5 pg — —
High Volume
1.5 pg/me )
Lead12,13 tomic Absorption (for ¢ erta?r? areas)” S 5 By Sampler and Atomic
Absorption
Standard
0.15 ug/mpe
Visibility Beta Attenuation and
Reducing Transmittance
Parti through Filter Tape No
25 ug/me lon Chromatography National
Ultraviolet
0.08 ppm (42 ug/) Fluorescence Standards
Gas
I iz (O /i) Chromatography
otnotes on next page ...
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10.

11.

California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1- and 24-hour), nitrogen
dioxide, and particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles), are values that are not to be exceeded.
All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of
Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations.

National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual arithmetic mean) are not to be
exceeded more than once a year. 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. For PM10, t
24-hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average
concentration above 150 pg/m?® is equal to or less than one. For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained
98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. Co
U.S. EPA for further clarification and current national policies.

Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses
upon a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measure
be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm
by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas.

Any equivalent measurement method which can be shown to the satisfaction of the CA
or near the level of the air quality standard may be used.

public health.

National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessar bublic welfare from any known or
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant.

Reference method as described by the U.S. EPA. An “equivalent may be used but must
have a “consistent relationship to the reference method” and must b& oved by the U.S. EPA.

On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour ozone pr; ds were lowered from 0.075 to

0.070 ppm

On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM i as lowered from 15 pg/md to 12.0 pyg/m3. The

existing national 24-hour PM2.5 stand re retained at 35 pg/md, as was the annual

secondary standard of 15 pg/m3. Th

were retained. The form of the an dards is the annual mean, averaged over 3 years
To attain the 1-hour national sta ar average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum
concentrations at each site must n 100 ppb. Note that the national 1-hour standard is in units of parts per

its of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the national 1-hour
can be converted from ppb to ppm. In this case, the national standard of

r national standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of parts per
ectly compare the 1-hour national standard to the California standard the units can be converted
the national standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm.

national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008 to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead standard
g/m3)as a quarterly average) remains in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard,
except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until
implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 standard are approved.

. In 1989, the CARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile

visibility standard to instrumental equivalents, which are "extinction of 0.23 per kilometer" and "extinction of 0.07 per
kilometer" for the statewide and Lake Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively.



Area Designations for the State Ambient Air Quality
Standards

The following maps and tables show the area designations for each pollutant with a
State standard set forth in the California Code of Regulations, title 17, section 602
Each area is identified as attainment, nonattainment, nonattainment-transitional
unclassified for each pollutant, as shown below:

Designation Abbreviation

Attainment A

Nonattainment N

Nonattainment-Transitional NA-T
Unclassified U
In general, CARB designates areas by air basin for pollutants with a ré act and

by county for pollutants with a more local impact. However, when there afeas within

conditions not affecting the entire air basin or couni ¥ may designate a smaller
area. Generally, when boundaries of the designa
county boundaries, the description of the specific 2
summary table.
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Figure 1




Table 1
California Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for

Ozone'
Area N ‘ NA-T | U ‘A Area N
GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN
Alpine County u Butte County
Inyo County N Colusa and Glenn Counties
Mono County N Shasta County
LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN A Sutter/Yuba Counties
LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN NA-T Sutter Buttes
MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN N Remainder of Sutter Cou
MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN Yuba County
Amador County NA-T Yolo/Solano Counties
Calaveras County NA-T
El Dorado County (portion) N
Mariposa County N N
Nevada County N NA-T
Placer County (portion) NA-T N
Plumas County
Sierra County N
Tuolumne County NA-T NA-T
NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN N
NORTH COAST AIR BASIN N

NORTHEAST PLATEAU AIR BASIN

1 AB 3048 (Olberg) and AB 2525 (Miller) signed into law in 1996, made changes to Health and Safety Code, section 40925.5. One
of the changes allows nonattainment districts to become nonattainment-transitional for ozone by operation of law.
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Table 2

California Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for

Suspended Particulate Matter (PM1o)

Sierra County

Tuolumne County

Area N Area
GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN N NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN
LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN NORTH COAST AIR BASIN
LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN N I;)gl Norte, Mendocino, Sonoma (portion) an
MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN N Trinlly Countles
Remainder of Air Basin
MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN NORTHEAST PLATEAU Al
Amador County Siskiyou County
Calaveras County N Remainder of Air Basin
El Dorado County (portion) N SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BAS
Mariposa County
- Yosemite National Park N N
- Remainder of County N
Nevada County N N
Placer County (portion) N N
Plumas County N N
N N
N




Figure 3




Table 3
California Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for
Fine Particulate Matter (PM..5)

Area N UA Area

GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN A SALTON SEA AIR BASIN
LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN A Imperial County

LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN A - City of Calexico?
MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN A Remainder of Air Basin

MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN SAN DIEGO AIR BASIN
Plumas County SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA AlR
- Portola Valley" N SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR B

- Remainder Plumas County u SOUTH CENTRAL COAS
Remainder of Air Basin u SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN A
NORTH COAST AIR BASIN
NORTHEAST PLATEAU AIR BASIN
SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN
Butte County

Colusa County

Glenn County

Placer County (portion)

Sacramento County

Shasta County

Sutter and Yuba Counties

Remainder of Air Basin

1 California Code of Regulations, title 17, section 60200(c)
2 California Code of Regulations, title 17, section 60200(a)
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Table 4

California Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for

Carbon Monoxide*

Area

N | NA-T |

U ‘ A Area

GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN

SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN

Alpine County u Butte County
Inyo County A Colusa County
Mono County A Glenn County
LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN A Placer County (portion)
LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN A Sacramento County A
MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN Shasta County
Kern County (portion) U Solano County (portion) A
Los Angeles County (portion) A Sutter County A
Riverside County (portion) U Tehama
San Bernardino County (portion) A A
MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN
Amador County U SALTE A
Calaveras County U AN DIEG A
El Dorado County (portion) U A
Mariposa County SAN
Nevada County Fresno nty A
Placer County (portion) Kern C y (portion) A
Plumas County Kings nty
Sierra County County
Tuolumne County A Merced County
NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN San Joaquin County A
Monterey County A Stanislaus County A
San Benito County Tulare County A
Santa Cruz County SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN A
NORTH COAST Al SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN A

or carbon monoxide is a county or portion of a county
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Figure 5




Table 5
California Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for
Nitrogen Dioxide

Area N ]| U
GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN
LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN

LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN

MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN
MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN
NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN
NORTH COAST AIR BASIN
NORTHEAST PLATEAU AIR BASIN

Area
SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN
SALTON SEA AIR BASIN

SAN DIEGO AIR BASIN

|||
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Table 6

California Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for

Sulfur Dioxide*

Area

Area

GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN

SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN

LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN

SALTON SEA AIR BASIN

LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN

SAN DIEGO AIR BASIN

MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN

SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA Al

MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR BA

NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST.

NORTH COAST AIR BASIN

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN

NORTHEAST PLATEAU AIR BASIN

|||

* The area designated for sulfur dioxide is a county or portion of a county. Sing

standard, air basins are indicated here for simplicity.

he State are in attainment for this
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Table 7
California Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for
Sulfates

Area N ]| U
GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN
LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN

LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN

MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN
MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN
NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN
NORTH COAST AIR BASIN
NORTHEAST PLATEAU AIR BASIN

Area
SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN
SALTON SEA AIR BASIN

SAN DIEGO AIR BASIN

SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA Al
SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR B
SOUTH CENTRAL COA
SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN

|||
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Table 8
California Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for
Lead (particulate)*

Area N ]| U
GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN
LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN

LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN

MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN
MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN
NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN
NORTH COAST AIR BASIN
NORTHEAST PLATEAU AIR BASIN
SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN

Area

SALTON SEA AIR BASIN

SAN DIEGO AIR BASIN

SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA AIR BASIN
SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR BA

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST SIN
SOUTH COAST AIR BAS

b AP APAPAPAPAP AP AR Al

* The area designated for lead is a county or portion of a county. Since all g
basins are indicated here for simplicity.

are in attainment for this standard, air
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Table 9

California Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for

Hydrogen Sulfide*

|Area

N |NA-T \u ‘A

Area

IGREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN

NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN

Alpine County U NORTH COAST AIR BASIN
Inyo County A Del Norte County
Mono County A Humboldt County
LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN A Mendocino County
LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN U Sonoma County (portio
MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN - Geyser Geothermal Are
Kern County (portion) U - Remainder of County U
Los Angeles County (portion) U U
Riverside County (portion) U u
San Bernardino County (portion) u
- Searles Valley Planning Area’ N
- Remainder of County U
MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN u
Amador County u
- City of Sutter Creek N U
- Remainder of County SAN JO IN VALLEY AIR BASIN U
Calaveras County SOUTH TRAL COAST AIR BASIN
El Dorado County (portion) San Obispo County
Mariposa County Barbara County
Nevada County Ventura County U
Placer County (portion) SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN u
Plumas County

Sierra County

Tuolumne County

1 52 Federal Register 29384 (August 7, 1987)
2 California Code of Regulations, title 17, section 60200(d)

n sulfide is a county or portion of a county
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Table 10
California Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for
Visibility Reducing Particles

Area N[ NAT|U A Area N
GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN U SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN
LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN A SALTON SEA AIR BASIN

LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN

MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN
MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN
NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN
NORTH COAST AIR BASIN
NORTHEAST PLATEAU AIR BASIN

SAN DIEGO AIR BASIN
SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA AlR
SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY Al
SOUTH CENTRAL COA
SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN

c|c|jc|c|c|c
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Area Designations for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards

The following maps and tables show the area designations for each pollutant with
a national ambient air quality standard. Additional information about the federal area
designations is available on the U.S. EPA website:

https.//www.epa.gov/green-book

Over the last several years, U.S. EPA has been reviewing the levels of the
national standards. The agency has already promulgated new standard level
pollutants and is considering revising the levels for others. Informatio
of these reviews is available on the U.S. EPA website:

https.//www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants

Designation Categories

Suspended Particulate Matter (PM1). The U.S. EPA u
areas with respect to PM1o:

e Attainment (A)
e Nonattainment (N)
e Unclassifiable (U)

Ozone, Fine Suspended Particulate M: _ ; onoxide (CO), and
Nitrogen Dioxide (NOz). The U.S. EPAllises two categories to designate areas with
respect to these standards:

¢ Nonattainment (N)
e Unclassifiable/Attai

was revoked effective June 15, 2005, and the area
ational 8-hour ozone standard of 0.070 ppm. Area
, 2018.

12, the U.S. EPA established a new national annual primary PMz.5
3. Area designations were finalized in December 2014. The

designations map
designations we

n (ppb) and retained the annual average standard of 53 ppb.
e primary NOz2 standard became effective on February 29, 2012. All

Dioxide (SOz). The U.S. EPA uses three categories to designate areas with
to the 24-hour and annual average sulfur dioxide standards. These designation

Nonattainment (N),
e Unclassifiable (U), and
e Unclassifiable/Attainment (U/A).
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On June 2, 2010, the U.S. EPA established a new primary 1-hour SOz2 standard of

75 parts per billion (ppb). At the same time, U.S. EPA revoked the 24-hour and annual
average standards. Area designations for the 1-hour SO2 standard were finalized on
December 21, 2017 and are reflected in the area designations map.

Lead (particulate). The U.S. EPA promulgated a new rolling 3-month average |
standard in October 2008 of 0.15 ug/m3. Designations were made for this standar
November 2010.

Designation Areas

From time to time, the boundaries of the California air basins havgfb
facilitate the planning process. CARB generally initiates these cha
not always reflected in the U.S. EPA’s area designations. For purpog
the maps in this attachment reflect area designation boundaries and no
promulgated by the U.S. EPA. In some cases, these
adopted by CARB. For example, the national area dg

and Salton Sea A|r Basin. The deflnltlons and boun i€s for all areas designated for
ederal Regulations (CFR),

Chapter I, Subchapter C, Part 81.305.
https://ecfr.io/Title-40/se40.20.81_130

C-26


https://ecfr.io/Title-40/se40.20.81_1305




Table 11

National Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for

8-Hour Ozone*

Area N U/A Area U/A
GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN U/A SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN (cont.)
LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN U/A Yolo County'
LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN U/A Yuba County
MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN SAN DIEGO COUNTY
Amador County N SAN FRANCISCO BAY ARE AS
Calaveras County N SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY SIN
El Dorado County (portion)’ N SOUTH CENTRAL COAST
Mariposa County N San Luis Obispo County
Nevada County - Eastern San Luis Obispo Co
- Western Nevada County N nainder c U/A
- Remainder of County apfaBarbara U/A
Placer County (portion)’ N
Plumas County W i d San
Sierra County = UA
Tuolumne County N
NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN
NORTH COAST AIR BASIN
NORTHEAST PLATEAU AIR BASIN UA
SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN
Butte County 0s Angeles County (portion)
Colusa County Riverside County (portion)
Glenn County - Coachella Valley
Sacramento Metro Area’ - Non-AQMA portion UA
Shasta County San Bernardino County
Sutter County - Western portion (AQMA)
- Eastern portion (non-AQMA) U/A

South Central Coast Air Basin Channel Islands:

Santa Barbara County includes Santa Cruz, San Miguel, Santa Rosa, and Santa Barbara Islands.
Ventura County includes Anacapa and San Nicolas Islands.

South Coast Air Basin:

Los Angeles County includes San Clemente and Santa Catalina Islands.

1 For this purpose, the Sacramento Metro Area comprises all of Sacramento and Yolo Counties, the Sacramento Valley Air Basin
portion of Solano County, the southern portion of Sutter County, and the Sacramento Valley and Mountain Counties Air Basins
portions of Placer and El Dorado counties.






Table 12
National Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for
Suspended Particulate Matter (PM10)*

Area N | U | A Area
GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA AIR BASIN
Alpine County | U | SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR BASIN
Inyo County SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN
- Owens Valley Planning Area N SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
- Coso Junction A SOUTHEAST DESERT AIR
- Remainder of County U Eastern Kern County
Mono County - Indian Wells Valley A
- Mammoth Lake Planning Area A - Portion within San Joaquin
Planning Area
- Mono Lake Basin N - Remaindggaf County U
- Remainder of County
LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN A
LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN U
MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN U
NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN
NORTH COAST AIR BASIN N
NORTHEAST PLATEAU AIR BASIN U
SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN
Sacramento County" N
Remainder of Air Basin N

SAN DIEGO COUNTY

* Definitions and references for all areas 40 CFR, Chapter |, Part 81.305.

1 Air quality in Sacramento County meets the national PM, standards. The request for redesignation to attainment was approved by
U.S. EPA in September 2013.

2 The request for redesignation to attainment for the Imperial Valley Planning Area was approved by U.S. EPA in September 2020,
effective October 2020.
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Table 13
National Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for
Fine Particulate Matter (PM..5)

Area N U/A Area
GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN U/A SAN DIEGO COUNTY
LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN U/A SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA AIR BASIN
LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN U/A SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR BASIN
MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AIR
Plumas County SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN®
- Portola Valley Portion of Plumas County N SOUTHEAST DESERT Al
- Remainder of Plumas County U/A Imperial County (portion)*
Remainder of Air Basin U/A Remainder of Air Basin U/A
NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN U/A
NORTH COAST AIR BASIN U/A
NORTHEAST PLATEAU AIR BASIN U/A
SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN
Sacramento Metro Area’ N
Remainder of Air Basin U/A
* Definitions and references for all areas can be found in 4 , Chapte rt 81. This map reflects the 2006 24-hour PM, 5

standard as well as the 1997 and 2012 PM, s annual stan S.

rpose, Sacramento Metro Area comprises all of Sacramento and portions of El Dorado, Placer, Solano, and Yolo
. Air quality in this area meets the national PM, s standards. A Determination of Attainment for the 2006 24-hour PM, 5
standard was made by U.S. EPA in June 2017.

2 Air quality in this area meets the national PM, 5 standards. A Determination of Attainment for the 2006 24-hour PM, 5 standard was
made by U.S. EPA in June 2017.

3 Those lands of the Santa Rosa Band of Cahulla Mission Indians in Riverside County are designated Unclassifiable/Attainment.

4 That portion of Imperial County encompassing the urban and surrounding areas of Brawley, Calexico, El Centro, Heber, Holtville,
Imperial, Seeley, and Westmorland. Air quality in this area meets the national PM, s standards. A Determination of Attainment for
the 2006 24-hour PM, s standard was made by U.S. EPA in June 2017.
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Figure 14




Table 14
National Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for
Carbon Monoxide*

Area N | UA Area

GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN U/A SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN

LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN U/A SAN DIEGO COUNTY

LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN U/A SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA AR BASIN

MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN U/A SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR BA

NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN U/A SOUTH CENTRAL COAST

NORTH COAST AIR BASIN U/A SOUTH COAST AIR BAS

NORTHEAST PLATEAU AIR BASIN U/A SOUTHEAST DESERT AIR U/A

* Definitions and references for all areas can be found in 40 CFR, Chapter |, Part 81.305.
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Table 15
National Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for
Nitrogen Dioxide*

Area N | UA Area

GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN U/A SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN

LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN U/A SAN DIEGO COUNTY

LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN U/A SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA AR BASIN

MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN U/A SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR BA

NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN U/A SOUTH CENTRAL COAST

NORTH COAST AIR BASIN U/A SOUTH COAST AIR BAS

NORTHEAST PLATEAU AIR BASIN U/A SOUTHEAST DESERT AIR U/A

* Definitions and references for all areas can be found in 40 CFR, Chapter I, Part 81.305.
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Table 16
National Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for
Sulfur Dioxide*

Area N | UA
GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN U/A
LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN U/A
LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN U/A
MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN U/A
NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN U/A
NORTH COAST AIR BASIN U/A
NORTHEAST PLATEAU AIR BASIN U/A
SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN U/A
SAN DIEGO COUNTY U/A
SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA AIR BASIN U/A
SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR BASIN U/A
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN' U/A
SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN U/A
SOUTHEAST DESERT AIR BASIN

* Definitions and references for all areas can be found in 4

NOTE: This map and table reflect the 2010 1-hour SO, sfandard of 75 ppb.

South Central Coast Air Basin Channel Islands:

Santa Barbara County includes Santa Cruz, San Miguel, Santa Rosa, and Santa Barbara Islands.

Ventura County includes Anacapa and San Nicolas Islands.

Note that the San Clemente and Santa Catalina Islands are considered part of Los Angeles County, and therefore, are included as
part of the South Coast Air Basin.
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Table 17
National Ambient Air Quality Standards Area Designations for
Lead (particulate)

Area N | UA Area

GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN U/A SAN DIEGO COUNTY

LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN U/A SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA AIR BASIN
LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN U/A SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR BASIN
MOUNTAIN COUNTIES AIR BASIN U/A SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN
NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN U/A SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN

NORTH COAST AIR BASIN U/A Los Angeles County (porti
NORTHEAST PLATEAU AIR BASIN U/A Remainder of Air Basin

SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN U/A SOUTHEAST DESERT AIRB

1 Portion of County in Air Basin, not including Channel Islands
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field

Project Name Animal Care Facility (Constructio

Construction Start Date 8/6/2024

Lead Agency —
Land Use Scale Projegl/stt
Analysis Level for Defaults
Windspeed (m/s)

Precipitation (days)

Location 117.4049997
County dino-South Coast
City @rporated

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 5334

EDFZ 10

Electric Utility Southern California Edison
Gas Utility Southern California Gas
App Version 2022.1.1.21

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype

Medical Office 74.4
Building

Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) [Landscape Area (sq |Special Landscape |Population Description
ft) Area (sq ft)
5.43 — —

74,391 162,345 0.00
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Parking Lot 144 Space 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.00

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, M4

Daily, —
Summer

(Max)
Unmit.  5.45 8.35 42.6 36.9 0.05 2.25 4.82 — 5,820 5,820 0.24 0.10 3.07 5,844

Daily, — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)
Unmit. 3.10 2.61 23.3 21.6 1.22 0.99 221 — 3,394 3,394 0.14 0.08 0.06 3,410

Average — — — —
Daily

(Max)

Unmit. 0.85 1.33 6.48 8.07 0.98 0.31 0.27 0.58 — 1,576 1,576 0.07 0.03 0.42 1,588

Annual — — —
(Max)

unmit. 0.16 0.24 1.18 0.12 0.18 0.06 0.05 0.11 — 261 261 0.01 0.01 0.07 263

r for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

PM10OE |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D [PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T _
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Dalily - — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

2024 5.45 4.59 42.6 36.9 0.05 2.25 24 0.06 1.12 5,844

2025 2.86 8.35 20.4 29.2 0.04 0.86 0.22 0.10 3.07 5,252

Daily - — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)
2024 3.10 2.61 23.3 21.6 0.03 1.33 0.14 0.08 0.06 3,410

2025 1.59 1.32 11.8 15.7 0.03 0.47 0.14 0.08 0.05 3,244

Average — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

2024 0.85 0.72 6.48 6.38 0.01 0.34 0.05 0.02 0.19 1,102
2025 0.81 1.33 5.93 8.07 0.01 0.24 0.07 0.03 0.42 1,588
Annual — — — — — — — — — —
2024 0.16 0.13 1.18 1.16 <0.005 0.06 0.01 <0.005 0.03 182
2025 0.15 0.24 1.08 1.47 <0.005 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.07 263

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Site Preparation (2024) - Unmitiga

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr f@ Gs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
vior [z [puzso [puast Jocos nacoz coar o Inao—r oz

Onsite —

Daily, — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 5.35 4.49
Equipment

— 2.25 2.07 — 2.07 — 5,529 5,529 0.22 0.04 — 5,548

7131



Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Average —
Daily

Off-Road 0.29
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Road 0.05
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.10

Vendor < 0.005

Hauling 0.00

Animal Care Facility (Construction - Un

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.09

< 0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 314 314

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
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0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

1.04
0.09
0.00

304

0.00

50.3

0.00

263
32.9
0.00
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily
Worker  0.01 <0.005 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 2 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 134
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 72 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.80

Hauling  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

Annual  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 2.19 2.19 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 2.22
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.28 0.28 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.30

Hauling  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

3.3. Grading (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHG

Onsite

or annual)

Daily, — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 3.02 2.53
Equipment

1.33 1.22 — 1.22 — 3,134 3,134 0.13 0.03 — 3,144

Dust — — 2.26 — 0.94 0.94 — — — — — — —
From
Material

Movemen:

Onsite 0.00 0.00
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, — —
Winter
(Max)
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Off-Road 3.02
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movemen:

Onsite 0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Road 0.33
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movemen:

Onsite 0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Road 0.06
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movemen:

Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite —

Dalily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker  0.09
Vendor 0.01
Hauling 0.00

Animal Care Facility (Construction - Ung

2.53 23.1 20.6 0.03 1.33 — 1.33 1.22 — 1.22 — 3,1 h 0.03
— — — — — 2.26 2.26 — 0.94 0.94 —
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00

0.28 343 343 0.01 < 0.005

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.05 56.9 56.9 <0.005 <0.005

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.08 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 216 216 0.01 0.01
<0.0 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 — 62.7 62.7 <0.005 0.01
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.86
0.17
0.00
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3,144

0.00

345

0.00

57.0

0.00

219
65.8
0.00
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)
Worker  0.08 0.07 0.09 0.96 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05 01 0.01 0.02 200

Vendor  0.01 <0.005 0.07 0.04 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 62.7 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 65.6
Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily
Worker  0.01 0.01 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 22.0 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 22.3
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 6.87 6.87 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 7.20
Hauling  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
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 3.64 3.64 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 3.69
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.14 1.14 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.19
Hauling  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

3.5. Building Construction (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Off-Road 1.55 1.30 — 0.54 0.49 — 0.49 — 2,630 2,630 0.11 0.02 — 2,639
Equipment

Onsite  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
truck
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Average
Daily

Off-Road 0.19
Equipment

Onsite
truck

Annual

0.00

Off-Road 0.04
Equipment

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.00

0.13
0.03
0.00

0.02
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.16

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.12
0.01
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

152

0.00

0.28

0.00

0.14
0.34

1.78

0.00

0.33

0.00

1.53
0.18

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

Animal Care Facility (Construction - Un

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

12/31

0.07
0.02
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.07
0.03
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

317
282
0.00

40.2
35.3
0.00

6.66
5.85
0.00

317
282
0.00

40.2
35.3
0.00

6.66
5.85
0.00
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0.02
0.02
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.04
0.00

<0.005
0.01
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.04
0.02
0.00

0.07
0.04
0.00

0.01
0.01
0.00

331

0.00

54.7

0.00

321
295
0.00

40.8
37.0
0.00

6.75
6.13
0.00
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3.7. Building Construction (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

NBCO2
Onsite — ’ _ _ _ _

0.11 0.02 — 2,639

Daily, — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 1.45 1.21
Equipment

Onsite 0.00 0.00
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, — —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 1.45 121
Equipment

0.11 0.02 — 2,639

Onsite 0.00 0.00
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average — —
Daily

Off-Road 0.61 0.51
Equipment

0.05 0.01 — 1,116

Onsite 0.00 0.00
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — —

Off-Road 0.11 0.09
Equipment

0.01 <0.005 — 185

Onsite 0.00 0.00
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — —



Daily, — — — _
Summer

(Max)

Worker  0.12 0.11 0.11 1.87
Vendor  0.03 0.01 0.31 0.17
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, — — — -
Winter

(Max)

Worker  0.12 0.10 0.12 1.41
Vendor  0.03 0.01 0.32 0.17
Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average — — — —
Daily

Worker  0.05 0.04 0.05 0.63
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.14 0.07
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — —
Worker  0.01 0.01 0.01 0.11
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.01
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Paving (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily,

Onsite —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.31
0.08
0.00

0.31
0.08
0.00

0.31
0.08
0.00

0.31
0.08
0.00

Animal Care Facility (Construction

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.07
0.02
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

0.07
0.03
0.00

0.03
0.01
0.00
0.01
< 0.005
0.00

and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

310
278
0.00

133
117
0.00

22.0
194
0.00

78
00

310
278
0.00

133
117
0.00

22.0
194
0.00
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C
01

0.02
0.00

0.01
0.02
0.00

0.01
0.01
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.01
0.04
0.00

0.01
0.04
0.00

0.01
0.02
0.00
< 0.005
<0.005
0.00

1.25
0.78
0.00

0.03
0.02
0.00

0.23
0.14
0.00

0.04
0.02
0.00

343
292
0.00

314
291
0.00

135
123
0.00

22.3
20.4
0.00

i [y [punes s [poer [pom ecen oo o e |p eem |
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Off-Road 0.95
Equipment

Paving —

Onsite 0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Average —
Daily

Off-Road 0.10
Equipment

Paving —

Onsite 0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Road 0.02
Equipment

Paving —

Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker  0.08
Vendor 0.00
Hauling 0.00

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Average —
Daily

0.80

0.04
0.00

0.09

< 0.005
0.00

0.02

< 0.005
0.00

0.07
0.00
0.00

7.45

0.00

9.98

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.35

0.00

0.35

0.00

0.32

0.00

Animal Care Facility (Construction - Ung

15 )
0.

0.32

166

211
0.00
0.00

166

0.00

27.4

0.00

211
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

0.78
0.00
0.00

Detailed Report, 1/12/2024

1,517

0.00

166

0.00

27.5

0.00

215
0.00
0.00
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Worker  0.01 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 <0.005 0.04 21.8
Vendor  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
Hauling  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
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 3.62
Vendor  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
Hauling  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

3.11. Architectural Coating (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for dai

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 0.21 0.17 1.18 1.52 <0.005 0.04
Equipment

0.03 — 0.03 — 178 178 0.01 <0.005 — 179

Architect — 5.92 — —
ural
Coatings

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Average — — — —
Daily

Off-Road 0.02 0.02 0.13 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 19.5 19.5 <0.005 <0.005 — 19.6
Equipment

Architect — 0.65 — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
ural
Coatings
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Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 —
Equipment

<0.005 — 3.24

Architect — 0.12
ural
Coatings

Onsite 0.00 0.00
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — —

Daily, — —
Summer

(Max)

Worker  0.02 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.25 68.1
Vendor  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, — —
Winter
(Max)

Average — —
Daily

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 6.93
Vendor  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — —
Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.15
Vendor  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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4. Operations Emissions Details
4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated
N

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

n

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — —

Daily, — — — — _
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — —
Annual — — — — —

Total — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accum

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for &

Land TOG ROG NOx
Use

Daily, — — —
Summer
(Max)

Total — —

Daily, — —
Winter
(Max)

Total — —
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Speces |106  |Roc  |Nox  |co  |s0z  |PMIOE |pMioD |PMioT |PMest |Pwesb |pwest |acor Naco'

v
Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Avoided — —
Subtotal — —

Sequest — —
ered

Subtotal — —

Remove — —
d

Subtotal — —

Daily, — —
Winter
(Max)

Avoided — —
Subtotal — —

Sequest — —
ered

Subtotal — —

Remove — —
d

Subtotal — —



Annual — —
Avoided — —
Subtotal — —

Sequest — —
ered

Subtotal — —

Remove — —
d

Subtotal — —

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Site Preparation
Grading

Building Construction
Paving

Architectural Coating

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation
Grading

Building Construction
Paving

Architectural Coating

Equipment Type

Start Date
8/6/2024
9/3/2024

Average

Average

Animal Care Facility (Construction - Un

Days Per Week

5.00 20.0
5.00 40.0
5.00 200

5.00 40.0
5.00 40.0

3.00 8.00
4.00 8.00 87.0

20/31
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Grading Excavators Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 0.38
Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 0.41
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 7 0.40
Grading Crawler Tractors Diesel Average 3.00 8 0.43
Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 367 0.29
Building Construction Forklifts Diesel Average 3.00 82.0 0.20
Building Construction Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.00 14.0 0.74
Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backh Diesel Average 3.00 84.0 0.37
oes
Building Construction Welders Diesel Average 1.00 46.0 0.45
Paving Pavers Diesel Average 81.0 0.42
Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 89.0 0.36
Paving Rollers Diesel Average 8.00 36.0 0.38
Architectural Coating Air Compressors Diesel Average 8.00 37.0 0.48

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Site Preparation —

Site Preparation Worker 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Site Preparation Vend 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Site Preparation 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Site Preparation — — HHDT

Grading — — —

Grading 15.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Grading 2.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Grading Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT
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Grading Onsite truck — —

Building Construction — — _

Building Construction Worker 24.0 18.5 DA,LDT1,LDT2
Building Construction Vendor HHDT,MHDT
Building Construction Hauling HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck HHDT

Paving — _

Paving Worker LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Paving Vendor HHDT,MHDT
Paving Hauling HHDT

Paving Onsite truck HHDT

Architectural Coating —

Architectural Coating Worker LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Architectural Coating Vendor HHDT,MHDT
Architectural Coating Hauling HHDT
Architectural Coating Onsite truck HHDT
5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategi

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential | ~rior Area Coate: |Residential Exterior Area Coated | Non-Residential Interior Area Non-Residential Exterior Area Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sqit (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft)

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 74,303 24,768 1,516

5.6. Dust Mitigation

22/31



Animal Care Facility (Construction - Ung Detailed Report, 1/12/2024

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Material Imported (Cubic Yards) |Material Exported (Cubic Yards) |Acres Graded (acres) Mzatarial Denn

Acres Paved (acres)

Site Preparation 0.00 0.00 70.0
Grading 0.00 0.00 100
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.57

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Control Strategies Applied Frequency (per day)

Water Exposed Area 3

PM2.5 Reduction

74% 74%

5.7. Construction Paving

Land Use Area Paved (acre % Asphalt

Medical Office Building 0%

Parking Lot 100%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption ap@PEmissions

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (Ib/MWh)

2024 0.03 < 0.005

2025 0.00 532 0.03 < 0.005

5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated
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4

al Acres

NS

Animal Care Facility (Construction -

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

Initial Acres

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Biomass Cover Type Initial Acres al Acres

v

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

Tree Type Number Eleciicity Saved (Wh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary
or your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which assumes GHG

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040-2059 average projections for four hazards are reported B
emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau

Climate Hazard f j Rtion Unit

annual days of extreme heat

Temperature and Extreme Heat
Extreme Precipitation annual days with precipitation above 20 mm

Sea Level Rise meters of inundation depth

Wildfire annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for gridicell i i oject are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from observed
historical data (32 climate model ense , 059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Extreme Precipitation data are for the gri i t are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about % an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if received over a full
day or heavy rain if received over a perlod 0 grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

r prOJect are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-008), and consider
, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increments of sea level rise coupled with extreme storm events.
0 view the rafge in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters

Sea Level Rise data are for
inundation location and depth
Users may select from four scen
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Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—2059 avera . sider historical data of climate,
vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfiri
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score ? Vulnerability Score

. The four simulations make
erent rainfall and temperature

Temperature and Extreme Heat N/A N/A N/A
Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A
Wildfire N/A N/A N/A
Flooding N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A /A N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation N/A N/A N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely aff
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnera
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potentialdfpacts and adapti acity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposure Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

etoa azard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest

m projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the

Temperature and Extreme Heat N/A N/A N/A N/A
Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A
Wildfire /A N/A N/A N/A
Flooding N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A
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Air Quality Degradation N/A N/A N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated ga
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. S

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher g to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for ' aject Census Tract
Exposure Indicators
AQ-Ozone

AQ-PM

AQ-DPM

Drinking Water
Lead Risk Housing
Pesticides

Toxic Releases
Traffic

Effect Indicators

CleanUp Sites

Groundwater 2.72
Haz Waste Facilities/Generators 69.4
Impaired Water Bodies 0.00
Solid Waste 22.1
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Sensitive Population

Asthma

Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

Linguistic

Poverty

Unemployment

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflg

Indicator
Economic
Above Poverty
Employed

Median HI

Education

Bachelor's or higher
High school enroliment
Preschool enroliment
Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting
Social

2-parent households

Animal Care Facility (Construction - Un

81.7
88.5
9.19

93.2
27.2
80.2
84.3

itions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Result 1 “roject Census Tract

10.00898242
13.05017323
23.4826126
2.207108944
100
24.79147953
73.42486847
49.09534197

44.61696394
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Voting 11.76697036
Neighborhood —

Alcohol availability 36.54561786
Park access 2.194276915
Retail density 44.00102656
Supermarket access 45.81034262

Tree canopy 13.85859104
Housing

Homeownership

Housing habitability

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden
Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden
Uncrowded housing

Health Outcomes

Insured adults

Arthritis

Asthma ER Admissions

High Blood Pressure

Cancer (excluding skin)

Asthma

Coronary Heart Disease

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease

Diagnosed Diabetes

Life Expectancy at Birth 10.7
Cognitively Disabled 145
Physically Disabled 39.7
Heart Attack ER Admissions 32.2
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Mental Health Not Good
Chronic Kidney Disease
Obesity

Pedestrian Injuries
Physical Health Not Good
Stroke

Health Risk Behaviors
Binge Drinking

Current Smoker

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity
Climate Change Exposures
Wildfire Risk

SLR Inundation Area
Children

Elderly

English Speaking
Foreign-born

Outdoor Workers

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity
Impervious Surface Cover
Traffic Density

Traffic Access

Other Indices

Hardship
Other Decision Support —
2016 Voting 28.3
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7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

Metric Result for Project Census Tract
CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a)

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b)

Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535)
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550)

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617)

ensus tracts in the state.

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution b8 d
lons compared to other census tracts in the state.

b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Dat

Justification

Land Use Total Project Area is 6.00 acres

Construction: Construction Phases Construction will occur over a 12-month period beginning in August 2024
Construction: Off-Road Equipment Crawler Tractors used in lieu of Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

Construction: Trips and VMT Vendor Trips adjusted based on CalEEMod defaults for Building Construction and number of days for

Site Preparation, Grading, and Building Construction
Construction: Architectural Cgatings Rule 1113

Operations: Vehicle Data Trip rates based on information provided in the Traffic analysis
Operations: Fleet Mix Analysis assumes that all trucks are 2-axle
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Operations: Energy Use Energy usage based on information provi

Operations: Water and Waste Water Total water usage based on information pro
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4.10.3. Avoided a issions by Species - Unmitigated
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field

Project Name Animal Care Facility (Operation

Operational Year 2026

Lead Agency —
Land Use Scale Projegl/stt
Analysis Level for Defaults
Windspeed (m/s)

Precipitation (days)

Location 117.4049997
County dino-South Coast
City @rporated

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 5334

EDFZ 10

Electric Utility Southern California Edison
Gas Utility Southern California Gas
App Version 2022.1.1.22

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype

Medical Office 74.4
Building

Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) [Landscape Area (sq |Special Landscape |Population Description
ft) Area (sq ft)
5.43 — —

74,391 162,345 0.00
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Parking Lot 144 Space 0.57 0.00 0.00

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, M4

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

M2.5T

unmit. 3.61 5.09 7.74 437 4,079

Daily, — — —
Winter

(Max)
Unmit. 2.95 4.47 7.80 437 3,868

Average — — —
Daily

(Max)

Unmit. 1.92 3.54 2.09 437 3,249

Annual — — —

(Max)
Unmit.  0.35 0.65 0.38 72.3 538

Exceeds — — —
(Annual)

Threshol — —
d

Unmit. — — — — — — — Yes — — —

7131

4,516

4,304

3,686

610

43.8

43.9

43.8

7.26

0.11

0.12

0.11

0.02

13.2

2.19

6.79

1.12

Detailed Report, 4/30/2024
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5,437
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2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — i : — — — —
Summer

(Max) ’

Mobile  1.40 1.28 2 0.11 0.09 11.3 2,965
Area 0.58 2.32 <0.005 <0.005 — 13.4
Energy  0.00 0.00 0.03 <0.005 — 368
Water — — 0.39 0.01 — 29.4
Waste — — — 433 0.00 — 1,515
Refrig. — — — — 1.90 1.90
Stationar 1.64 1.49 0.03 0.01 0.00 766
y

Total 3.61 5.09 43.8 0.11 13.2 5,659
Daily, — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Mobile  1.31 1.19 0.12 0.10 0.29 2,758
Area — 1.78 — — — —
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.03 <0.005 — 368
Water — — 0.39 0.01 — 29.4
Waste  — — 43.3 0.00 — 1,515
Refrig. — — — — 1.90 1.90
Stationar 1.64 1.49 0.03 0.01 0.00 766
y

Total 2.95 4.47 43.9 0.12 2.19 5,437
Average — — — — — —

Daily



Mobile  1.30
Area 0.39
Energy  0.00
Water —
Waste — —
Refrig. —
Stationar 0.22
y

Total 1.92
Annual —
Mobile  0.24
Area 0.07
Energy 0.00
Water —
Waste —
Refrig. —
Stationar 0.04
y

Total 0.35

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land

1.19
2.15
0.00

0.20

3.54

0.22
0.39

0.00

0.04

0.65

4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for dail

Land TOG
Use

1.15
0.02
0.00

0.91

2.09

0.21
< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.38

10.5
2.22

0.00

0.52

13.3

1.92
0.40

0.00

0.10

2.42

0.03
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

0.03

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

Animal Care Facility (Op

0.02 0.10
< 0.005 < 0.005
0.00 <0.005
— 0.01
— 0.00
0.03 < 0.005
0.05 0.11
< 0.005 0.02
< 0.005 <0.005
0.00 <0.005
— <0.005
— 0.00
0.01 <0.005

0.02

nual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

1.90
0.00

6.79

0.81

0.31
0.00

1.12

Detailed Report, 4/30/2024

2,794
9.15
368
29.4
1,515
1.90
105

4,822

462
151
60.9
4.87
251
0.31

17.4

798

PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D [PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T .
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Medical 1.40 1.28 1.04 12.2 0.03 0.02 2.69 2.71 0.02 0.68 0.70
Office
Building

0.09 11.3 2,965

Parking  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

Lot

Total 1.40 1.28 1.04 12.2 0.03 0.02 2.69 271 0.02 0.11 0.09 11.3 2,965

Dalily, — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Medical 1.31 1.19 1.13 10.1 0.03 0.02 2.69 2.71
Office
Building

2,726 2,726 0.12 0.10 0.29 2,758

Parking  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

Lot

Total 131 1.19 1.13 10.1 0.03 0.02 0.70 — 2,726 2,726 0.12 0.10 0.29 2,758

Annual — — — — — —

Medical 0.24 0.22 0.21 1.92 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.12 0.13 — 456 456 0.02 0.02 0.81 462
Office

Building

Parking  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.24 0.22 0.21 1.92 0.49 <0.005 0.12 0.13 — 456 456 0.02 0.02 0.81 462

4.2. Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions B

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily ual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

PM10E (PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T .
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Medical
Office
Building

Parking
Lot

Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Medical
Office
Building

Parking
Lot

Total
Annual

Medical
Office
Building

Parking
Lot

Total

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By La

Land TOG ROG
Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Animal Care Facility (O

345

20.6

366

57.1

3.42

60.6

and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

11/31

345

20.6

366

57.1

3.42

60.6

Detailed Report, 4/30/2024

< 0.005

0.03

0.03

< 0.005

0.03

0.01

< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

<0.005

<0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

347

20.8

368

347

20.8

368

57.5

3.44

60.9

PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T .
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Medical 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.0 0
Office
Building

0.00

Detailed Report, 4/30/2024
0.00 — 0.00

Parking  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0%00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total 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

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Medical 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Office

Building

Parking  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual — — — — — —

Medical 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Office

Building

Parking 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

Lot

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.3. Area Emissions by Source
4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily,

Daily, — —
Summer
(Max)

and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

PMI0D |PMIOT |PM2SE |PM2sD |Pw2sT |acoz |Necoz |cozr |cwe  |Nzo  |R |coee |
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Consum — 1.59 — — — — — — —_ _ _
er
Products

Architect — 0.19 — — — — — — — — _
ural
Coatings

Landsca 0.58 0.53 0.03 3.24 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 <0.005 — < 0.005
pe
Equipme
nt

<0.005 <0.006 — 13.4

Total 0.58 2.32 0.03 3.24 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 < 0.005 13.3 13.3 <0.005 <0.005 — 13.4

Daily, — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Consum — 1.59 — —
er
Products

Architect — 0.19 — —
ural
Coatings

Total — 1.78 — —
Annual — — — —

Consum — 0.29 — —
er
Products

Architect — 0.03 — —
ural
Coatings

Landsca 0.07 0.07 <0.005 0.4
pe

Equipme

nt

— <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 151 151 <0.005 <0.005 — 151

Total 0.07 0.39 < 0.005 : <0.005 <0.0056 — <0.005 <0.006 — <0.005 — 151 151 <0.005 <0.006 — 151
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4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) ‘ —

PMlOE PM10D |PM10T |PM25E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BC NBCO2 | 02T
Use |

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Medical — — — — 16.7 0.39 0.01 — 29.4
Office

Building

Parking — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Lot

Total — — — — 16.7 0.39 0.01 —_ 29.4

Daily, — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Medical — — — — 16.7 0.39 0.01 — 29.4
Office

Building

Parking — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Lot
Total — — — — 16.7 0.39 0.01 — 29.4
Annual — — — —

Medical — — — — 2.77 0.07 <0.005 — 4.87

Office
Building

Parking — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — 0.63 2.14 2.77 0.07 <0.005 — 4.87
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4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) ‘ —

Land TOG ROG N[@)' (6{0) SO2 PM10E |PM10D |[PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D [PM2.5T |BC ABCO2 02T CH4 \ple} CO2e
Use |
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — ' _ _ _ _

Summer
(Max)

Medical — — — —
Office
Building

433 43.3 0.00 — 1,515

Parking — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Lot

Total — — — — 433 43.3 0.00 —_ 1,515

Daily, — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Medical — — — —
Office
Building

433 43.3 0.00 — 1,515

Parking — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Lot
Total — — — — 433 43.3 0.00 — 1,515
Annual — — — —

Medical — — — — 71.7 7.16 0.00 —_ 251

Office
Building

Parking — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — 71.7 0.00 71.7 7.16 0.00 — 251
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4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use

4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) ‘ —

Land TOG ROG N[@)' (6{0) SO2 PM10E |PM10D |[PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D [PM2.5T |BC ABCO2 02T CH4 \ple} CO2e
Use |
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — ' _ _ _ _

Summer
(Max)

Medical — — — —
Office
Building

— — — 1.90 1.90

Total — — — — — — — 1.90 1.90

Daily, — — — -
Winter
(Max)

Medical — — — —
Office
Building

— — — 1.90 1.90

Total — — — — — — — 1.90 1.90

Annual — — — —

Medical — — — —
Office
Building

— — — 0.31 0.31

Total — — — — — — — 0.31 0.31

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Eq
4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHG y for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme |TOG Nele PM25E (PM2.5D |PM2.5T NBCO2 [CO2T |CH4 N20 CO2e

Summer
(Max)

Emergen 1.64 1.49
cy

Generato

r

0.22 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.00 763 763 0.03 0.01 0.00 766

Total 1.64 1.49 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.00 763 763 0.03 0.01 0.00 766

Daily, — —
Winter
(Max)
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Emergen 1.64 1.49 6.67 3.80 0.01 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.00 76 0.01 0.00 766
cy

Total 1.64 1.49 6.67 3.80 0.01 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.01 0.00 766
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Emergen 0.04 0.04 0.17 0.10 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 17.4
cy

Generato

r

Total 0.04 0.04 0.17 0.10 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 17.4

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type
4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day

Equipme PM10E P : NBCO2 [CO2T [cH4  [N20 coze

Summer
(Max)

Total — — — —

Dalily, — — — _
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — —
Annual — — — —

Total — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumul tion Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Ac tation Type - Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

n

Daily, — _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Typ

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHG /day for @ or annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — —

Daily, — — —
Winter
(Max)

Total — — —
Annual — — —

Total — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and ions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day ily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Avoided — —
Subtotal — —

Sequest — —
ered

Subtotal — —

Remove — —
d

Subtotal — —

Daily, — —
Winter
(Max)

Avoided — —
Subtotal — —

Sequest — —
ered

Subtotal — —

Remove — —
d

Subtotal — —
Annual — —
Avoided — —
Subtotal — —

Sequest — —
ered

Subtotal — —
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Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — \ — _ _

5. Activity Data

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

—

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year | /Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year
Medical Office 318 318 318 116,0 78 3,790 3,790 1,383,369
Building

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths
5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq ft) |Resident’ \rea Coated (| M | Non-Residential Interior Area Coated Non-Residential Exterior Area Coated |Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft)

0 0.00 111,587 37,196 1,490

5.10.3. Landscape Equipmen

Snow Days day/yr 0.00
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Summer Days daylyr 250

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Medical Office Building 363,898 346

Natural Gas (kBTUl/yr)

0.0040 0.00

Parking Lot 21,750 346 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Medical Office Building

Outdoor Water (gall/year)

0.00

Parking Lot 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Waste (.01 /'year) Cogeneration (kWh/year)

803 —

Medical Office Building

Parking Lot 0.00 —

5.14. Operational Refrigera a nditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated
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Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate rvice Leak R¢

Medical Office Building Household refrigerators R-134a 1,430 0.45 0.60 1.00
and/or freezers
Medical Office Building Other commercial AIC ~ R-410A 2,088 <0.005 4.0 18.0

and heat pumps

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours per e

Emergency Generator Diesel 1.00

50.0 909 0.73

Hours per Year

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type “lumber

5.17. User Defined

Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

Fuel Type

Equipment Type

5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Chan
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5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type

Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Biomass Cover Type

5.18.2. Sequestration

Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

Tree Type Electricity ¢ - ved (kWh/year)

Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040-2059 average projections for four ha § are reported below fO

r project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which assumes GHG
emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then p around 2100.

Climate Hazard sult for Project Location

Unit

Temperature and Extreme Heat 26.4 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 4.90 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm

Sea Level Rise 0.00 meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 0.00 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are fo
historical data (32 climate mq
Extreme Precipitation data al
day or heavy rain if received ov

r project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from observed
I-Adapt, 2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about % an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if received over a full
s. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
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2017-008), and consider

inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increme ith extreme storm events.

Users may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—2059

grid cell. The four simulations make

different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Aver, nge of different rainfall and temperature

possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity e Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat N/A N/A N/A

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A

Wildfire N/A N/A N/A

Flooding N/A N/A N/A

Drought N/A N/A N/A

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation N/A N/A N/A
The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected osure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage apéire iliti rojected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the, 2nti pacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposi 12 Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat N/A N/A N/A N/A
Extreme Precipitation /A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A
Wildfire N/A N/A N/A
Flooding N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A
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Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation N/A N/A N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rg
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive €
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Score

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

le of 1to ith a score of 5 representing the greatest
scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the

entation of climate risk reduction measures.

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a highefpollution burden pared'to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for F'roject Census Tract
Exposure Indicators
AQ-Ozone

AQ-PM

AQ-DPM

Drinking Water
Lead Risk Housing
Pesticides

Toxic Releases
Traffic

Effect Indicators

CleanUp Sites 0.00
Groundwater 2.72
Haz Waste Facilities/Gener 69.4
Impaired Water Bodies 0.00
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Solid Waste

Sensitive Population

Asthma

Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

Linguistic

Poverty

Unemployment

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50

Indicator

Economic
Above Poverty
Employed

Median HI

Education

Bachelor's or higher
High school enroliment
Preschool enrollment
Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting

Social

22.1

81.7
88.5
9.19

93.2
27.2

80.2

Animal Care Facility (O

onditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Result for Project Census Tract

10.00898242
13.05017323
23.4826126
2.207108944
100
24.79147953
73.42486847

49.09534197
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2-parent households
Voting
Neighborhood
Alcohol availability
Park access

Retail density
Supermarket access
Tree canopy
Housing
Homeownership

Housing habitability

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden

Uncrowded housing
Health Outcomes
Insured adults

Arthritis

Asthma ER Admissions

High Blood Pressure

Cancer (excluding skin)

Asthma

Coronary Heart Disease

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease

Diagnosed Diabetes

Life Expectancy at Birth

Cognitively Disabled

Physically Disabled

44.61696394
11.76697036
36.54561786
2.194276915
44.00102656

3.849608623
26.6
42.9
42.5
77.2
52
25.9
9.6
10.1
10.7
145
39.7
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Heart Attack ER Admissions
Mental Health Not Good
Chronic Kidney Disease
Obesity

Pedestrian Injuries

Physical Health Not Good
Stroke

Health Risk Behaviors
Binge Drinking

Current Smoker

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity
Climate Change Exposures
Wildfire Risk

SLR Inundation Area
Children

Elderly

English Speaking
Foreign-born

Outdoor Workers

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity
Impervious Surface Cover
Traffic Density

Traffic Access

Other Indices
Hardship 86.6
Other Decision Support —

2016 Voting 28.3
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7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

Metric Result for Project Census Tract
CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a)

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b)

Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535)
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550)

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617)

ensus tracts in the state.

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution b8 d
lons compared to other census tracts in the state.

b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Dat

Justification

Land Use Total Project Area is 6.00 acres

Construction: Construction Phases Phase 1 construction will occur over a 12-month period beginning in August 2024
Construction: Off-Road Equipment Crawler Tractors used in lieu of Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

Construction: Trips and VMT Vendor Trips adjusted based on CalEEMod defaults for Building Construction and number of days for

Site Preparation, Grading, and Building Construction
Construction: Architectural Cgatings Rule 1113

Operations: Vehicle Data Trip rates based on information provided in the Traffic analysis
Operations: Fleet Mix Analysis assumes that all trucks are 2-axle
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Operations: Energy Use Energy usage based on information provi
Project will not utilize natural gas.

ed on Client provided data, the

Operations: Water and Waste Water Total water usage based on infor
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field

Project Name Animal Care Facility (Localized O

Operational Year 2026

Lead Agency —
Land Use Scale Projegl/stt
Analysis Level for Defaults
Windspeed (m/s)

Precipitation (days)

Location 117.4049997
County dino-South Coast
City @rporated

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 5334

EDFZ 10

Electric Utility Southern California Edison
Gas Utility Southern California Gas
App Version 2022.1.1.22

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype

Medical Office 74.4
Building

Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) [Landscape Area (sq |Special Landscape |Population Description
ft) Area (sq ft)
5.43 — —

74,391 162,345 0.00
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Parking Lot 144 Space 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.00
1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector \
No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, M4

Daily, —
Summer

(Max)
Unmit.  3.24 4.81 6.91 437 1,325 1,762 43.8 0.04 2.38 2,872

Daily, — — —
Winter

(Max)
Unmit. 2.58 4.19 6.90 437 1,304 1,741 43.8 0.04 1.91 2,851

Average — — —
Daily

(Max)

Unmit. 1.55 3.26 1.16 437 656 1,093 43.8 0.04 211 2,201

Annual — — —

(Max)
Unmit.  0.28 0.59 0.21 72.3 109 181 7.24 0.01 0.35 364

Exceeds — — —
(Annual)

Threshol — — —_ — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _
d

Unmit. — — — — — — — Yes — — — — — . — _

7131
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2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — i : — — — —
Summer

(Max) ’

Mobile 1.02 1.00 0.22 2.18 <0.005 <0.005 0.11 0.11 < 0.005 y 0.04 0.02 0.47 179
Area 0.58 2.32 0.03 3.24 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 < 0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 134
Energy  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 366 366 0.03 <0.005 — 368
Water — — — — — — — — — 12.9 16.7 0.39 0.01 — 294
Waste — — — 0.00 433 433 0.00 — 1,515
Refrig. — — — — — — 1.90 1.90
Stationar 1.64 1.49 763 763 0.03 0.01 0.00 766
y

Total 3.24 4.81 1,325 1,762 43.8 0.04 2.38 2,872
Daily, — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Mobile  0.94 0.92 162 162 0.05 0.03 0.01 171
Area — 1.78 — — — — — —
Energy 0.00 0.00 366 366 0.03 <0.005 — 368
Water — — 12.9 16.7 0.39 0.01 — 29.4
Waste  — — 0.00 433 43.3 0.00 — 1,515
Refrig. — — — — — — 1.90 1.90
Stationar 1.64 1.49 763 763 0.03 0.01 0.00 766
y

Total 2.58 4.19 1,304 1,741 43.8 0.04 1.91 2,851
Average — — — — — — — —

Daily



Mobile  0.93
Area 0.39
Energy  0.00
Water —
Waste — —
Refrig. —
Stationar 0.22
y

Total 155
Annual —
Mobile  0.17
Area 0.07
Energy 0.00
Water —
Waste —
Refrig. —
Stationar 0.04
y

Total 0.28

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land

0.91
2.15
0.00

0.20

3.26

0.17
0.39
0.00

0.04

0.59

4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for dail

Land TOG
Use

0.23
0.02
0.00

0.91

1.16

0.04
< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.21

2.40
2.22

0.00

0.52

5.14

0.44
0.40

0.00

0.10

0.94

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

Animal Care Facility (Localized Op

< 0.005 0.03
< 0.005 < 0.005
0.00 <0.005
— 0.01
— 0.00
0.03 < 0.005
0.04 0.04
< 0.005 <0.005
< 0.005 <0.005
0.00 <0.005
— <0.005
— 0.00
0.01 <0.005

0.01

nual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

1.90
0.00

211

0.03

0.31
0.00

0.35

Detailed Report, 4/30/2024

172
9.15
368
29.4
1,515
1.90
105

2,201

28.5
151
60.9
4.87
251

0.31

17.4

364

PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D [PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T .
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)
Medical 1.02 1.00 0.22 2.18 <0.005 <0.005 0.11 0.11 <0.005 0.03 0.03 04 0.02 0.47 179

Office
Building

Parking  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Lot

.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.02 1.00 0.22 2.18 <0.005 <0.005 0.11 0.11 < 0.005 170 0.04 0.02 0.47 179

Dalily, — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Medical 0.94 0.92 0.23 2.39 <0.005 <0.005 0.11 0.11
Office
Building

162 162 0.05 0.03 0.01 171

Parking  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

Lot
Total 0.94 0.92 0.23 2.39 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 — 162 162 0.05 0.03 0.01 171
Annual — — — — — —

Medical 0.17 0.17 0.04 0.44 <0.005 <0.005
Office
Building

<0.005 0.01 0.01 — 271 271 0.01 <0.005 0.03 28.5

Parking  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

Lot

Total 0.17 0.17 0.04 0.44 0.02 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 27.1 27.1 0.01 <0.005 0.03 28.5

4.2. Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions B

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily ual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

PM10E (PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T .
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Medical
Office
Building

Parking
Lot

Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Medical
Office
Building

Parking
Lot

Total
Annual

Medical
Office
Building

Parking
Lot

Total

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By La

Land TOG ROG
Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Animal Care Facility (Localized O

and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

345

20.6

366

57.1

3.42

60.6

.6

345

20.6

366

57.1

3.42

60.6

Detailed Report, 4/30/2024

03

< 0.005

0.03

0.03

< 0.005

0.03

0.01

< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

<0.005

<0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

347

20.8

368

347

20.8

368

57.5

3.44

60.9

PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T .
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Medical 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.0 0
Office
Building

0.00

Detailed Report, 4/30/2024
0.00 — 0.00

Parking  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0%00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total 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

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Medical 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Office

Building

Parking  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual — — — — — —

Medical 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Office

Building

Parking 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

Lot

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.3. Area Emissions by Source
4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily,

Daily, — —
Summer
(Max)

and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

PMI0D |PMIOT |PM2SE |PM2sD |Pw2sT |acoz |Necoz |cozr |cwe  |Nzo  |R |coee |
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Consum — 1.59 — — — — — — —_ _ _
er
Products

Architect — 0.19 — — — — — — — — _
ural
Coatings

Landsca 0.58 0.53 0.03 3.24 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 <0.005 — < 0.005
pe
Equipme
nt

<0.005 <0.006 — 13.4

Total 0.58 2.32 0.03 3.24 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 < 0.005 13.3 13.3 <0.005 <0.005 — 13.4

Daily, — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Consum — 1.59 — —
er
Products

Architect — 0.19 — —
ural
Coatings

Total — 1.78 — —
Annual — — — —

Consum — 0.29 — —
er
Products

Architect — 0.03 — —
ural
Coatings

Landsca 0.07 0.07 <0.005 0.4
pe

Equipme

nt

— <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 151 151 <0.005 <0.005 — 151

Total 0.07 0.39 < 0.005 : <0.005 <0.0056 — <0.005 <0.006 — <0.005 — 151 151 <0.005 <0.006 — 151
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4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) ‘ —

PMlOE PM10D |PM10T |PM25E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BC NBCO2 | 02T
Use |

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Medical — — — — 16.7 0.39 0.01 — 29.4
Office

Building

Parking — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Lot

Total — — — — 16.7 0.39 0.01 —_ 29.4

Daily, — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Medical — — — — 16.7 0.39 0.01 — 29.4
Office

Building

Parking — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Lot
Total — — — — 16.7 0.39 0.01 — 29.4
Annual — — — —

Medical — — — — 2.77 0.07 <0.005 — 4.87

Office
Building

Parking — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — 0.63 2.14 2.77 0.07 <0.005 — 4.87
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4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) ‘ —

Land TOG ROG N[@)' (6{0) SO2 PM10E |PM10D |[PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D [PM2.5T |BC ABCO2 02T CH4 \ple} CO2e
Use |
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — ' _ _ _ _

Summer
(Max)

Medical — — — —
Office
Building

433 43.3 0.00 — 1,515

Parking — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Lot

Total — — — — 433 43.3 0.00 —_ 1,515

Daily, — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Medical — — — —
Office
Building

433 43.3 0.00 — 1,515

Parking — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Lot
Total — — — — 433 43.3 0.00 — 1,515
Annual — — — —

Medical — — — — 71.7 7.16 0.00 —_ 251

Office
Building

Parking — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — 71.7 0.00 71.7 7.16 0.00 — 251
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4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use

4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) ‘ —

Land TOG ROG N[@)' (6{0) SO2 PM10E |PM10D |[PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D [PM2.5T |BC ABCO2 02T CH4 \ple} CO2e
Use |
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — ' _ _ _ _

Summer
(Max)

Medical — — — —
Office
Building

— — — 1.90 1.90

Total — — — — — — — 1.90 1.90

Daily, — — — -
Winter
(Max)

Medical — — — —
Office
Building

— — — 1.90 1.90

Total — — — — — — — 1.90 1.90

Annual — — — —

Medical — — — —
Office
Building

— — — 0.31 0.31

Total — — — — — — — 0.31 0.31

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Eq
4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHG y for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme |TOG Nele PM25E (PM2.5D |PM2.5T NBCO2 [CO2T |CH4 N20 CO2e

Summer
(Max)

Emergen 1.64 1.49
cy

Generato

r

0.22 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.00 763 763 0.03 0.01 0.00 766

Total 1.64 1.49 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.00 763 763 0.03 0.01 0.00 766

Daily, — —
Winter
(Max)
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Emergen 1.64 1.49 6.67 3.80 0.01 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.00 76 0.01 0.00 766
cy

Total 1.64 1.49 6.67 3.80 0.01 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.01 0.00 766
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Emergen 0.04 0.04 0.17 0.10 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 17.4
cy

Generato

r

Total 0.04 0.04 0.17 0.10 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 17.4

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type
4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day

Equipme PM10E P : NBCO2 [CO2T [cH4  [N20 coze

Summer
(Max)

Total — — — —

Dalily, — — — _
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — —
Annual — — — —

Total — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumul tion Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Ac tation Type - Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

n

Daily, — _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Typ

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHG /day for @ or annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — —

Daily, — — —
Winter
(Max)

Total — — —
Annual — — —

Total — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and ions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day ily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Avoided — —
Subtotal — —

Sequest — —
ered

Subtotal — —

Remove — —
d

Subtotal — —

Daily, — —
Winter
(Max)

Avoided — —
Subtotal — —

Sequest — —
ered

Subtotal — —

Remove — —
d

Subtotal — —
Annual — —
Avoided — —
Subtotal — —

Sequest — —
ered

Subtotal — —
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Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — \ _ _ _

5. Activity Data

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

—

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year | /Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year
Medical Office 318 318 318 116,0 159 159 58,035
Building

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths
5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq ft) |Resident’ \rea Coated (| M | Non-Residential Interior Area Coated Non-Residential Exterior Area Coated |Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft)

0 0.00 111,587 37,196 1,490

5.10.3. Landscape Equipmen

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

21/31



Animal Care Facility (Localized O Detailed Report, 4/30/2024

Summer Days daylyr 250

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Medical Office Building 363,898 346

Natural Gas (kBTUl/yr)

0.0040 0.00

Parking Lot 21,750 346 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Medical Office Building

Outdoor Water (gall/year)

0.00

Parking Lot 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Waste (.01 /'year) Cogeneration (kWh/year)

803 —

Medical Office Building

Parking Lot 0.00 —

5.14. Operational Refrigera a nditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated
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Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate rvice Leak R¢

Medical Office Building Household refrigerators R-134a 1,430 0.45 0.60 1.00
and/or freezers
Medical Office Building Other commercial AIC ~ R-410A 2,088 <0.005 4.0 18.0

and heat pumps

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours per e

Emergency Generator Diesel 1.00

50.0 909 0.73

Hours per Year

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type “lumber

5.17. User Defined

Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

Fuel Type

Equipment Type

5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Chan

23/31



Animal Care Facility (Localized Op

Detailed Report, 4/30/2024

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type

Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Biomass Cover Type

5.18.2. Sequestration

Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

Tree Type Electricity ¢ - ved (kWh/year)

Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040-2059 average projections for four ha § are reported below fO

r project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which assumes GHG
emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then p around 2100.

Climate Hazard sult for Project Location

Unit

Temperature and Extreme Heat 26.4 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 4.90 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm

Sea Level Rise 0.00 meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 0.00 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are fo
historical data (32 climate mq
Extreme Precipitation data al
day or heavy rain if received ov

r project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from observed
I-Adapt, 2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about % an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if received over a full
s. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
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2017-008), and consider

inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increme ith extreme storm events.

Users may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—2059

grid cell. The four simulations make

different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Aver, nge of different rainfall and temperature

possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity e Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat N/A N/A N/A

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A

Wildfire N/A N/A N/A

Flooding N/A N/A N/A

Drought N/A N/A N/A

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation N/A N/A N/A
The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected osure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage apéire iliti rojected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the, 2nti pacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposi 12 Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat N/A N/A N/A N/A
Extreme Precipitation /A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A
Wildfire N/A N/A N/A
Flooding N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A
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Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation N/A N/A N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rg
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive €
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Score

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

le of 1to ith a score of 5 representing the greatest
scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the

entation of climate risk reduction measures.

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a highefpollution burden pared'to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for F'roject Census Tract
Exposure Indicators
AQ-Ozone

AQ-PM

AQ-DPM

Drinking Water
Lead Risk Housing
Pesticides

Toxic Releases
Traffic

Effect Indicators

CleanUp Sites 0.00
Groundwater 2.72
Haz Waste Facilities/Gener 69.4
Impaired Water Bodies 0.00
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Solid Waste

Sensitive Population

Asthma

Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

Linguistic

Poverty

Unemployment

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50

Indicator
Economic
Above Poverty
Employed

Median HI

Education

Bachelor's or higher
High school enroliment
Preschool enroliment
Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting

Social

Animal Care Facility (Localized O

22.1

81.7
88.5
9.19

93.2
27.2

80.2

Result for Project Census Tract

10.00898242
13.05017323
23.4826126
2.207108944
100
24.79147953
73.42486847

49.09534197
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2-parent households
Voting
Neighborhood
Alcohol availability
Park access

Retail density
Supermarket access
Tree canopy
Housing
Homeownership

Housing habitability

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden

Uncrowded housing
Health Outcomes
Insured adults

Arthritis

Asthma ER Admissions

High Blood Pressure

Cancer (excluding skin)

Asthma

Coronary Heart Disease

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease

Diagnosed Diabetes

Life Expectancy at Birth

Cognitively Disabled

Physically Disabled

Animal Care Facility (Localized O

44.61696394
11.76697036
36.54561786
2.194276915
44.00102656

3.849608623
26.6
42.9
42.5
77.2
52
25.9
9.6
10.1
10.7
145
39.7
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Heart Attack ER Admissions
Mental Health Not Good
Chronic Kidney Disease
Obesity

Pedestrian Injuries

Physical Health Not Good
Stroke

Health Risk Behaviors
Binge Drinking

Current Smoker

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity
Climate Change Exposures
Wildfire Risk

SLR Inundation Area
Children

Elderly

English Speaking
Foreign-born

Outdoor Workers

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity
Impervious Surface Cover
Traffic Density

Traffic Access

Other Indices
Hardship 86.6
Other Decision Support —

2016 Voting 28.3
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7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

Metric Result for Project Census Tract
CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a)

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b)

Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535)
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550)

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617)

ensus tracts in the state.

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution b8 d
lons compared to other census tracts in the state.

b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Dat

Justification

Land Use Total Project Area is 6.00 acres

Construction: Construction Phases Phase 1 construction will occur over a 12-month period beginning in August 2024
Construction: Off-Road Equipment Crawler Tractors used in lieu of Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

Construction: Trips and VMT Vendor Trips adjusted based on CalEEMod defaults for Building Construction and number of days for

Site Preparation, Grading, and Building Construction
Construction: Architectural Cgatings Rule 1113

Operations: Vehicle Data Trip rates based on information provided in the Traffic analysis
Operations: Fleet Mix Analysis assumes that all trucks are 2-axle
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Operations: Energy Use Energy usage based on information provi
Project will not utilize natural gas.

ed on Client provided data, the

Operations: Water and Waste Water Total water usage based on infor
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TO THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUSTICE AND JUSTICES OF THE
SUPREME COURT:

APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO FILE AMICUS CURIAE BRIEF

Pursuant to Rule 8.520(f) of the California Rules of Court, the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) respectfully requests

leave to file the attached amicus curiae brief. Because SCAQMD's

differs from that of either party, we request leave to submit this

brief in support of neither party.
HOW THIS BRIEF WILL ASSIST T

SCAQMD's proposed amicus brief takes a

party. The issues are:

1) Does the California Envig

akers to adequately evaluate the project and meaningfully
tand its impacts. However, the level of analysis is governed by a
rule of reason; CEQA only requires agencies to conduct analysis if it is

reasonably feasible to do so.



With regard to health-related air quality impacts, an analysis that
correlates a project’s air pollution emissions with specific levels of health

impacts will be feasible in some cases but not others. Whether it is feasible

depends on a variety of factors, including the nature of the project and the
nature of the analysis under consideration. The feasibility of analysis may

also change over time as air districts and others develop new tools for

evaluation capability of any of the air districts in the State, it is unique

situated to express an opinion on the extent to which thei@eurt should hol€

specific health outcomes.
SCAQMD can also offer a unique st e question of the
proper standard

as an informational

gency’s conclusions regarding the legal sufficiency of an EIR’s
sis. The ultimate question of whether an EIR’s analysis is “sufficient”
to serve CEQA's informational purposes is predominately a question of law

that courts should review de novo.



This brief will explain the rationale for these arguments and may

assist the Court in reaching a conclusion that accords proper respect to a

lead agency's factual conclusions while maintaining judicial authority over

the ultimate question of what level of analysis CEQA requires.
STATEMENT OF INTEREST OF AMICUS CURIAE

The SCAQMD is the regional agency primarily responsible fg
pollution control in the South Coast Air Basin, which consists o
Orange County and the non-desert portions of the Los Angeles, Ri
and San Bernardino Counties. (Health & Saf. Code § 404

in several ways. Sometimes it acts as a lead age
documents for projects. Other times it acts_as,a ble agency when it
has permit authority over some part o ] is undergoing CEQA

review by a different lead agency. Fi also acts as a

public agency with jurisdi attral resources affected by

the project.

elate emissions and health impacts, and its resolution of the proper

rd of review.



CERTIFICATION REGARDING AUTHORSHIP AND FUNDING

No party or counsel in the pending case authored the proposed

amicus curiae brief in whole or in part, or made any monetary contribution
intended to fund the preparation or submission of the brief. No person or
entity other than the proposed Amicus Curiae made any monetary

contribution intended to fund the preparation or submission of the bri

Respectfully submitted,

DATED: April 3, 2015 SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY
MANAGEMENT D

App-4



BRIEF OF AMICUS CURIAE

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
submits that this Court should not try to establish a hard-and-fast rule
concerning whether lead agencies are required to correlate emissions of air
pollutants with specific health consequences in their environmental j
reports (EIR). The level of detail required in EIRs is governed b
core CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) principles. As¥

Court has stated, “[a]n EIR must include detail sufficient to enable thosé

meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed f

Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the Univ g

premature mortality; hospital admissions). In such cases, a
eral description of the adverse health impacts resulting from the

ants at issue may be sufficient. In other cases, due to the magnitude

' The CEQA Guidelines are found at Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 §§ 15000, et
seq.



or nature of the pollution emissions, as well as the specificity of the project

involved, it may be feasible to quantify health impacts. Or there may be a

less exacting, but still meaningful analysis of health impacts that can
feasibly be performed. In these instances, agencies should disclose those

impacts.

ng CEQA’s information disclosure

ns to not perform the requested analysis.

ARGUMENT
EVANT FACTUAL AND LEGAL FRAMEWORK.
A.  Air Quality Regulatory Background

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is

one of the local and regional air pollution control districts and air quality



management districts in California. The SCAQMD is the regional air

pollution agency for the South Coast Air Basin, which consists of all of

Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and
San Bernardino Counties. (Health & Saf. Code § 40410, 17 Cal. Code Reg.
§ 60104.) The SCAQMD also includes the Coachella Valley in Riverside
County (Palm Springs area to the Salton Sea). (SCAQMD, Final 2012

al Protection Agency (EPA) to identify pollutants that are
distributed and pose a threat to human health, developing a so-called

“criteria” document. (42 U.S.C. § 7408; CAA § 108.) These pollutants are

S I R RS

frequently called “criteria pollutants.” EPA must then establish “national

ambient air quality standards” at levels “requisite to protect public health”,



allowing “an adequate margin of safety.” (42 U.S.C. § 7409; CAA § 109.)

EPA has set standards for six identified pollutants: ozone, nitrogen

dioxide, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, particulate matter (PM), and
lead. (U.S. EPA, National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS),
http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html (last updated Oct. 21, 2014).)?

Under the Clean Air Act, EPA sets emission standards for moto

sources.” The Clean Air Act charge

primary responsibility to attain

iculate matter (PM) is further divided into two categories: fine
particulate or PM; 5 (particles with a diameter of less than or equal to 2.5
microns) and coarse particulate (PM,,) (particles with a diameter of 10
microns or less). (U.S. EPA, Particulate Matter (PM),
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/particlepollution/ (last visited Apr. 1, 2015).)
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needed to help attain the standards. (42 U.S.C. §§ 7502(c)(5), 7503(a)(2),
7410(a)(2)(C); CAA §§ 172(c)(5), 173(a)(2), 110(a)(2)(C).) The air

districts implement these permit programs in California. (Health & Saf.
Code §§ 42300, et seq.)

The Clean Air Act also sets out a regulatory structure for over 100
so-called ‘““hazardous air pollutants” calling for EPA to establish “maximum
achievable control technology” (MACT) for sources of these pollu

(42 US.C. § 7412(d)(2); CAA § 112(d)(2).) California refers to

pollutants as “toxic air contaminants” (TACs) which are subject to

state-required programs. The first program requires “ai

§ 39666.) The other program requires larger stat

identified by air districts to prepare “hea : Sments” for impacts of

en follow “Rule 1401” hyperlink (last visited Apr. 1, 2015).)



B. The SCAQMD's Role Under CEQA

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires public

agencies to perform an environmental review and appropriate analysis for
projects that they implement or approve. (Pub. Resources Code

§ 21080(a).) The agency with primary approval authority for a particular
project is generally the “lead agency” that prepares the appropriate CEQA

Fulfilling its responSibilitiés’to implement its air quality plan and

bient air quality standards, SCAQMD

T to require pollution reductions from

rces. The SCAQMD staff evaluates each rule for any

3> The SCAQMD's CEQA program for its rules is a “Certified Regulatory
Program” under which it prepares a “functionally equivalent” document in
lieu of a negative declaration or EIR. (Pub. Resources Code § 21080.5,
CEQA Guidelines § 15251(1).)



The SCAQMD also approves a large number of permits every year
to construct new, modified, or replacement facilities that emit regulated air

pollutants. The majority of these air pollutant sources have already been

included in an earlier CEQA evaluation for a larger project, are currently
being evaluated by a local government as lead agency, or qualify for an
exemption. However, the SCAQMD sometimes acts as lead agency for
major projects where the local government does not have a discreti
approval. In such cases, SCAQMD prepares and certifies a nega
declaration or environmental impact report (EIR) as appropriate.4

SCAQMD evaluates perhaps a dozen such permit proje

ound 500 per year) in its role as commenting

ncy with “jurisdiction by law” over air quality—a natural

A Guidelines § 15366(a)(3).) The SCAQMD staff provides

ents on as many as 25 or 30 such documents each month.

* The SCAQMD's permit projects are not included in its Certified -
Regulatory Program, and are evaluated under the traditional local
government CEQA analysis. (Pub. Resources Code §§ 21150-21154.)
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(SCAQMD Governing Board Agenda, Apr. 3, 2015, Agenda Item 16,

Attachment A, http://www.agmd.gov/home/library/meeting-agendas-

minutes/agenda?title=governing-board-meeting-agenda-april-3-2015; then

follow “16. Lead Agency Projects and Environmental Documents Received
by SCAQMD” hyperlink (last visited Apr. 1, 2015).) Of course, SCAQM
focuses its commenting efforts on the more significant projects.
Typically, SCAQMD comments on the adequacy of air quali
analysis, appropriateness of assumptions and methodology, and
completeness of the recommended air quality mitigation measures.

may comment on the need to prepare a health risk assg

OULD NOT SET A HARD-AND-FAST
ONCERNING THE EXTENT TO WHICH AN EIR
ORRELATE A PROJECT’S EMISSION OF

ANTS WITH RESULTING HEALTH IMPACTS.
Numerous cases hold that courts do not review the correctness of an

conclusions but rather its sufficiency as an informative document.

(Laurel Heights 1, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 392; Citizens of Goleta Valley v.



Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 569, Bakersfield Citizens for
Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1197.)
As stated by the Court of Appeal in this case, where an EIR has

addressed a topic, but the petitioner claims that the information provided
about that topic is insufficient, courts must “draw[] a line that divides

sufficient discussions from those that are insufficient.” (Sierra Club v.

“the sufficiency of an EIR is to be re

feasible.” Case law reflects thisz 1 1 ental effects need

0t toxic air contaminants to prepare a “health risk assessment”
¢ issuing a permit to construct. District rules often limit the allowable
cancer risk the new source may cause to the “maximally exposed
individual” (worker and residence exposures). (See, e.g., SCAQMD Rule
1401(c)(8); 1401(d)(1), supra note 15.) In order to perform this analysis, it



1s necessary to have data regarding the sources and types of air toxic
contaminants, location of emission points, velocity of emissions, the
meteorology and topography of the area, and the location of receptors

(worker and residence). (SCAQMD, Supplemental Guidelines for

Preparing Risk Assessments for the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information
and Assessment Act (AB2588), pp. 11-16; (last visited Apr. 1, 2015)
http://www.agmd.gov/home/library/documents-support-material;
"Guidelines" hyperlink; AB2588; then follow AB2588 Risk Asse¢
Guidelines hyperlink.)

Thus, it is feasible to determine the health risk g

risk—it does not necessar

the project.

areas where the projected cancer risk from the

Sone in a million. (SCAQMD, Health Risk Assessment

ttp://www.agmd.gov/home/forms ; filter by "AB2588"

n "Health Risk Assessment" hyperlink (last visited Apr. 1,

.) The affected population is divided into bands of those exposed to
at least 1 in a million risk, those exposed to at least 10 in a million risk, etc.
up to those exposed at the highest levels. (/d.) This data allows agencies to

calculate an approximate number of additional cancer cases expected from

10



the project. However, it is not possible to predict which particular
individuals will be affected.

For the so-called criteria pollutants®, such as ozone, it may be more

difficult to quantify health impacts. Ozone is formed in the atmosphere
from the chemical reaction of the nitrogen oxides (NO,) and volatile

organic compounds (VOC) in the presence of sunlight. (U S. EPA, Ground

population.html#levels (last visited

a large amount of additional precursor

013), http://www.agmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-

ity-mgt-plan/final-2012-air-quality-management-plan; then follow

“Appendix V: Modeling & Attainment Demonstrations” hyperlink,

> See discussion of types of pollutants, supra, Part I.A.

11



pp- v-4-2, v-7-4, v-7-24.) SCAQMD staff does not currently know of a
way to accurately quantify ozone-related health impacts caused by NO, or

VOC emissions from relatively small projects.

On the other hand, this type of analysis may be feasible for projects
on a regional scale with very high emissions of NO, and VOCs, where
impacts are regional. For example, in 2011 the SCAQMD performed a
health impact analysis in its CEQA document for proposed Rule 1
which authorized various newly-permitted sources to use offsets
districts “internal bank” of emission reductions. This CEQA analysis
accounted for essentially al/ the increases in emissiong O NEW Or

fhe SCAQMD

modified sources in the District between 2010 ang

rce Review Tracking System, Vol. 1, p.4.0-6,
l.gov/home/library/meeting-agendas-
title=governing-board-meeting-agenda-february-4-2011;
26" Adopt Proposed Rule 1315 — Federal New Source Review
ystem” (last visited April 1, 2015).)
SCAQMD was able to establish the location of future NO, and VOC
ons by assuming that new projects would be built in the same
locations and proportions as existing stationary sources. This CEQA
document was upheld by the Los Angeles County Superior Court in
Natural Res. Def. Council v SCAQMD, Los Angeles Superior Court No.
BS110792).

12



However, a project emitting only 10 tons per year of NO, or VOC is
small enough that its regional impact on ambient ozone levels may not be

detected in the regional air quality models that are currently used to

determine ozone levels. Thus, in this case it would not be feasible to
directly correlate project emissions of VOC or NO, with specific health
impacts from ozone. This is in part because ozone formation is not linearly
related to emissions. Ozone impacts vary depending on the locati
emissions, the location of other precursor emissions, meteorolog

seasonal impacts, and because ozone is formed some time later and

Apr. 1, 2015).)
SCAQMD has set its CE

decided this was an appropriate threshold for making a CEQA
ificance” finding and requiring feasible mitigation. Essentially,
SCAQMD takes the position that a source that emits 10 tons/year of NO, or
VOC would contribute cumulatively to ozone formation. Therefore, lead

agencies that use SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance may determine

13



that many projects have “significant” air quality impacts and must apply all
feasible mitigation measures, yet will not be able to precisely correlate the

project to quantifiable health impacts, unless the emissions are sufficiently

high to use a regional modeling program.

In the case of particulate matter (PM2_5)8, another “criteria” pollutan
SCAQMD staff is aware of two possible methods of analysis. SCAQMD
used regional modeling to predict expected health impacts from it
proposed Rule 1315, as mentioned above. Also, the California

Resources Board (CARB) has developed a methodology that can pre

methodology to predict impacts from

731-1837 lbs/day). (Final Envi

3

alth impact methodology is not suited for small

yield unreliable results due to various uncertainties. °

QMD has not attained the latest annual or 24-hour national ambient
ality standards for "PM, 5 or particulate matter less than 2.5 microns
in diameter.

® Among these uncertainties are the representativeness of the population
used in the methodology, and the specific source of PM and the
corresponding health impacts. (/d. at p. 2-24.)

14



E&P, Inc. WTU Central Facility, New Equipment Project (certified July 19,

2011), http://www.agmd.gov/home/library/documents-support-

maternial/lead-agency-permit-projects/permit-project-documents---vyear-

2011; then follow “Final Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration for
Warren E&P Inc. WTU Central Facility, New Equipment Project”
hyperlink, pp. 2-22, 2-23 (last visited Apr. 1, 2015).) Therefore, when

would not provide meaningful info

CEQA document was not chall

' Whether a particular study would result in "informational value” is a part
of deciding whether it is “feasible.” CEQA defines “feasible” as “capable
of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of
time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and

15



Therefore, it is not possible to set a hard-and-fast rule on whether a

correlation of air quality impacts with specific quantifiable health impacts

is required in all cases. Instead, the result turns on whether such an analysis

is reasonably feasible in the particular case.'! Moreover, what is reasonably

feasible may change over time as scientists and regulatory agencies

continually seek to improve their ability to predict health impacts. For \

hard-and-fast rule in this case.

III. THE QUESTION OF WHETHER AN TAINS

REQUIREMENTS IS A MI OF FACT AND
[ STANDARDS OF

or Feasibility Determination and
formative Document

tors.” (Pub. Resources Code § 21061.1.) A study cannot
d in a successful manner” if it produces unreliable or

e requested analysis was feasible because the comment was non-
ific. Therefore, SCAQMD suggests that this Court, after resolving the
1ssues in the case, direct the Court of Appeal to remand the case to the
lead agency for a determination of whether the requested analysis is
feasible. Because Fresno County, the lead agency, did not seek review in
this Court, it seems likely that the County has concluded that at least some
level of correlation of air pollution with health impacts is feasible.

16



As this Court has explained, “a reviewing court must adjust its scrutiny to
the nature of the alleged defect, depending on whether the claim is

predominantly one of improper procedure or a dispute over the facts.”

(Vineyard Area Citizens v. City of Rancho Cordova, supra, 40 Cal.4th at

435.) For questions regarding compliance with proper procedure or other
legal questions, courts review an agency’s action de novo under the
“independent judgment” test. (/d.) On the other hand, courts revig
factual disputes only for substantial evidence, thereby “accord[irt

deference to the agency’s substantive factual conclusions.” (/d.)

independent judgment standard to det
sufficient to meet CEQA’s info 1018 'BWhile Friant Ranch

12 Sierra Club acknowledges that courts use the substantial evidence
standard when reviewing predicate factual issues, but argues that courts
ultimately decide as a matter of law what CEQA requires. (Answering
Brief, pp. 14, 23.)

17



SCAQMD submits that the issue is more nuanced than either party
contends. We submit that, whether a CEQA document includes sufficient

analysis to satisfy CEQA’s informational mandates is a mixed question of

fact and law," containing two levels of inquiry that should be judged by
different standards."

The state CEQA Guidelines set forth standards for the adequacy of
environmental analysis. Guidelines Section 15151 states:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of
analysis to provide decision makers with information which
enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes

account of environmental consequences. An ¢ ion of the

light of what 1s reasonably feasible. Disag
experts does not make an EIR inadeguate

experts. The courts have lookg

adequacy, completeness, and & at full

disclosure.

In this case, the b e underlying analysis of
air quality impacts made th sufficient” as an informative document.

1s was sufficient is judged in light of

et of its argument claims that the court should apply the substantial
nce standard of review to all aspects of the issue.

ed questions of fact and law issues may implicate predominantly
factual subordinate questions that are reviewed under the substantial
evidence test even though the ultimate question may be reviewed by the
independent judgment test. Crocker National Bank v. City and County of
San Francisco (1989) 49 Cal.3d 881, 888-889.

18



SCAQMD submits that an EIR’s sufficiency as an informational
document 1s ultimately a legal question that courts should determine using

their independent judgment. This Court’s language in Laurel Heights 1

supports this position. As this Court explained: “The court does not pass
upon the correctness of the EIR’s environmental conclusions, but only upo
its sufficiency as an informative document.” (Laurel Heights I, supra,
47 Cal.3d at 392-393) (emphasis added.) As described above, the £on
Vineyard Area Citizens v. City of Rancho Cordova, supra, 40 Ca Q
431, also used its independent judgment to determine what level of a

CEQA requires for water supply impacts. The Court g ot defer to the

also holds that where an agency fails

disclosure requirements, the agency h

SCAQMD submits that the question of whether additional analysis
or a particular study suggested by a commenter is “feasible” is generally a
question of fact. Courts have already held that whether a particular

alternative is “feasible” is reviewed by the substantial evidence test.

19



(Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 587,
598-99; Center for Biological Diversity v. County of San Bernardino
(2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 866, 883.) Thus, if a lead agency determines that a

particular study or analysis is infeasible, that decision should generally be
judged by the substantial evidence standard. However, SCAQMD urges

this Court to hold that lead agencies must explain the basis of any
determination that a particular analysis is infeasible in the EIR its
EIR must discuss information, including issues related to the fea
particular analyses “in sufficient detail to enable meaningful particip

and criticism by the public. ‘[W]hatever is required tg pnsidered in a

29

the report.”” (Laurel Heights I, supra, 4

Santiago County Water District v. Cqg

20



whether “existing conditions” baseline would be misleading or

uninformative judged by substantial evidence standard.")

If the lead agency’s determination that a particular analysis or study

1s not feasible is supported by substantial evidence, then the agency has not

violated CEQA’s information disclosure provisions, since it would be
infeasible to provide additional information. This Court’s decisions
provide precedent for such a result. For example, this Court deterpaine

that the 1ssue of whether the EIR should have included a more de

discussion of future herbicide use was resolved because substantial

Commissioners (2007) 9 i 1344, 1364 n.11.) In some cases,

information provided by such rt agencies may establish that the

1, the law does not require exhaustive analysis,
reasonably feasible. Agencies deserve deference for their
jual determiifiations regarding what type of analysis is reasonably

the other hand, if a commenter requests more information, and

ad agency declines to provide it but does not determine that the

' The substantial evidence standard recognizes that the courts "have neither
the resources nor the scientific expertise” to weigh conflicting evidence on
technical issues. (Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d 376, 393.)
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requested study or analysis would be infeasible, misleading or
uninformative, the question becomes whether the omission of that analysis

renders the EIR inadequate to satisfy CEQA’s informational purposes. (/d.

at pp. 1370-71.) Again, this is predominantly a question of law and should
be judged by the de novo or independent judgment standard of review. Of

course, this Court has recognized that a “project opponent or reviewing

standard applies to “challe e scope of an EIR’s analysis of a topic”
nd the accuracy of the data relied on in

f challenges involve factual questions.’
(Bakersfield Gitizens for Local Contpol v. City of Bakersfield, supra,

124 Cal. 4 84, 1198, and cases relied on therein.) However, we

to refer to situations where the question of the scope
actual—that is, where it involves whether further

, cussed above. This interpretation is supported by
c fact that the, Bakersfield court expressly rejected an argument that a
aimed “omisgibn of information from the EIR should be treated as

iries wheghier there is substantial evidence supporting the decision

b

Bakersfield court ultimately decided that the lead agency must

ze the connection between the identified air pollution impacts and
1ng health impacts, even though the EIR already included some
discussion of air-pollution-related respiratory illnesses. Bakersfield, supra,
124 Cal.App.4th at p. 1220. Therefore, the court must not have interpreted
this question as one of the “scope of the analysis” to be judged by the
substantial evidence standard.

22



B. Friant Ranch's Rationale for Rejecting the Independent
Judgment Standard of Review is Unsupported by Case
Law.

In its brief, Friant Ranch makes a distinction between cases where a
required CEQA topic is not discussed at all (to be reviewed by independent

judgment as a failure to proceed in the manner required by law) and cases

where a topic is discussed, but the commenter claims the informatio
provided is insufficient (to be judged by the substantial evidenc
(Opening Brief, pp. 13-17.) The Court of Appeal recognized these

types of cases, but concluded that both raised questions of law. (Sierra

of review) 172 Cal.Rptr.3d 271, 290.) We belie ptiomdrawn by
Friant Ranch is unduly narrow, and incons;j 1
concluded that CEQA documents are j

CEQA’s requirements are stated broa

providing meaningful in 1 ol the EIR discusses the issue

to some extent.

osed project. The court evidently applied the independent judgment

its decision, even though the agency discussed the issue to some

extent.
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Likewise, in Vineyard Area Citizens (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, this
Court addressed the question of whether an EIR’s analysis of water supply

impacts complied with CEQA. The parties agreed that the EIR was

required to analyze the effects of providing water to the development

project, “and that in order to do so the EIR had, in some manner, to identif
the planned sources of that water.” (Vineyard Area Citizens, supra, at p.
428.) However, the parties disagreed as to the level of detail requ
this analysis and “what level of uncertainty regarding the availab
water supplies can be tolerated in an EIR .. . .” (Id.) In other words ;

EIR had analyzed water supply impacts for the proje

claimed that the analysis was insufficient.

es.” (Vineyard Area Citizens, supra, at p. 430.) The
e agency’s determination that the EIR’s analysis of
sufficient. Rather, this Court used its

yment to determine for itself the level of analysis required
’s fundamental purposes. (Vineyard Area Citizens, supra,
IR does not serve its purposes where it neglects to explain
sources of water and “... leaves long term water supply

considerations to later stages of the project.”)

24



Similarly, the CEQA Guidelines require an analysis of noise impacts

517

of the project. (Appendix G, “Environmental Checklist Form.”"") In Gray

v. County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1123, the court held

that the lead agency’s noise impact analysis was inadequate even though it

had addressed the issue and concluded that the increase would not be

noticeable. If the court had been using the substantial evidence standard it\

likely would have upheld this discussion.

CEQA’s prohibition on courts interps a manner

which 1imposes procedural or s 5 beyond those
explicitly stated in this div] in the'Sate,guilclines.” (Pub. Resources
Code § 21083.1.) CEQA 1 EIR to describe all significant impacts

(Pub. Resources Code § 21100(b)(2);

e CEQA statute nor Guidelines specify the

analysis that agencies must undertake to satisfy the law’s

calth and safety problems caused by {a project’s} physical
es”’].) Accordingly, courts must interpret CEQA as a whole to

17 Association of Environmental Professionals, 2015 CEQA Statute and
Guidelines (2015) p.287.

'8 E.g., Pub. Resources Code § 21151.8(C)(3)(B)(iii) (requiring specific type
of health risk analysis for siting schools).
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determine whether a particular EIR is sufficient as an informational

document. A court determining whether an EIR’s discussion of human

health impacts is legally sufficient does not constitute imposing a new
substantive requirement.'” Under Friant Ranch’s theory, the above-
referenced cases holding a CEQA analysis inadequate would have violated

the law. This is not a reasonable interpretation.

IV. COURTS MUST SCRUPULOUSLY ENFORCE THE
REQUIREMENTS THAT LEAD AGENCIES CONS
WITH AND OBTAIN COMMENTS FROM AIR DIST

1mpacts of a project where there are no resulting environmental
cts (see CEQA Guidelines § 15131) , or imposing new procedural
ements, such as imposing additional public notice requirements not
set forth in CEQA or the Guidelines.

2% Lead agencies must consult air districts, as public agencies with
jurisdiction by law over resources affected by the project, before releasing
an EIR. (Pub. Resources Code §§ 21104(a); 21153.) Moreover, air

26



Lead agencies should be aware, therefore, that failure to properly
seek and consider input from the relevant air district constitutes legal error
which may jeopardize their project approvals. For example, the court in
Fall River Wild Trout Foundation v. County of Shasta, (1999)

70 Cal.App.4th 482, 492 held that the failure to give notice to a trustee

agency (Department of Fish and Game) was prejudicial error requirin
reversal. The court explained that the lack of notice prevented the
Department from providing any response to the CEQA documen
492.) It therefore prevented relevant information from being present
the lead agency, which was prejudicial error because 4

decision-making. (Id.)2 !

Pollution Control District Util. Com. (1971) 4 Cal.3d 945, 951,
er of statewide concern, Id at 952, air
districts should ntitled to tru agency status in order to ensure that
this vital co 1s adequately protected during the CEQA process.

> In Schendk, ourt concluded that failure to give notice to the air

it of mandate requiring the lead agency to give
district. The air district responded by concurring with the

949, 960.) We disagree with the Schenck court that the
otice to the air district would not have been prejudicial

ven in the absence of the trial court writ) merely because the lead agency
rted to follow the air district’s published CEQA guidelines for
icance. (Id., 198 Cal.App.4th at p. 960.) In the first place, absent
notice to the air district, it is uncertain whether the lead agency properly
followed those guidelines. Moreover, it is not realistic to expect that an air
district’s published guidelines would necessarily fully address all possible
air-quality related issues that can arise with a CEQA project, or that those

27



Similarly, lead agencies must obtain additional information

requested by expert agencies, including those with jurisdiction by law, if

that information is necessary to determine a project's impacts. (Sierra Club
v. State Bd. Of Forestry (1994) 7 Cal.4th 1215, 1236-37.) Approving a
project without obtaining that information constitutes a failure to proceed i

the manner prescribed by CEQA. (/d. at p. 1236.)

asible. Finally, the air district can

easures would be feasible and effective.

4th 1344, 1369-1371.)

ines would necessarily be continually modified to reflect new
developments. Therefore we believe that, had the trial court not already
ordered the lead agency to obtain the air district’s views, the failure to give
notice would have been prejudicial, as in Fall River, supra, 70 Cal. App.4th
482, 492.
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CONCLUSION

The SCAQMD respectfully requests this Court not to establish a

hard-and-fast rule concerning whether CEQA requires a lead agency to
correlate identified air quality impacts of a project with resulting health
outcomes. Moreover, the question of whether an EIR is “sufficient as an

informational document” is a mixed question of fact and law containing

standard of review.
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Executive Summary

In March of 2023, Jacobs biologists conducted a Biological Resources Assessment survey to address
the Project on designated Critical Habitats and/or special status species. Results of the Biolo

California Natural Diversity Database and California Native Plant Soci ic Inventory. TheYesult of the

reconnaissance-level field survey was that no state or federally li i e identified within the Project Area and
itions on site and the adjacent

disturbances, the Project Area is likely not suitable to support any' dlife species that have been

documented in the Project vicinity (within approximately Lumile).
Jacobs biologists also assessed the Project Area for, s federal jurisdictional waters that may

ment Was conducted in accordance with the U.S.
etermination Form Instructional Guidebook, and

resents representative site photographs. The delineation results and
preliminary and valid under current regulatory context. Additionally,
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1. Introduction

San Bernardino County is proposing to redevelop Ayla Park Site in order to relocate all small animal care seryi

sufficient area and ease of access to support the County’s goals in continuing to provide excellent a
County residents.

Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. (Jacobs) was retained by Tom Dodson i e this Biological
Resources Assessment (BRA) report for County of San Bernardino p al Care Center (Project) located in the
City of Bloomington, San Bernardino County, California. The BR onducted by Jacobs biologist Lisa
Patterson in March of 2023. The purpose of the BRA survey was S s of the Project on designated

The Project Area was assessed for sensitiv lly. Attention was focused on those state and/or
federally listed as threatened or endan ly Protected species that have been documented in
the vicinity of the Project Area, who esent within or adjacent to the Project Area. Results of
the habitat assessment are intend ficient baseline information to the Project Proponent (San Bernardino

r local government planning officials and federal and state regulatory
Service (USFWS) and CDFW, respectively, to determine if the Project is likely
gical resources and to identify mitigation measures to offset those

County) and, if required, to City, Cou
agencies, including the U.S. Fish and Wi
to result in any adverse cts on sensitiv
effects.

In addition to t
jurisdictional waters pot
the Clean Water Act (CWA),

y, Jacobs biologists assessed the Project Area for the presence of state and/or federal

y subject to regulation by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under Section 404 of
ional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under Section 401 of the CWA and Porter
nd CDFW under Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code (FGC),

Pivision. The new facility will increase animal housing units to allow the County to serve additional
ipalities in the Central Valley Region of the County. Program services will be enhanced to include a veterinary clinic;
pet adoption areas; animal exercise play yard; increased staffing work areas; volunteer work areas; expanded
d other provisions to allow the Division to accommodate growth and increased demand for services.

Animal care and housing standards have evolved over the past four decades since the Devore Animal Shelter was
esigned/constructed. The community expects the new facility to meet current industry standards for animal housing,
care and welfare. The County envisions the facility to be a welcoming community centric facility that will encourage
residents to consider supporting the animal welfare programs offered at this location, volunteer and collaborate with the
County to address pet over-population.
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The proposed San Bernardino County Animal Care Center Project consists of development within an approximately 6-acre
site designated for Valley Corridor/Bloomington Enterprise (VC/BE) use by the Valley Corridor Specific Plan and

the following Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN): 0252-161-09-0000 and 0252-161-10-0000. Refer to the si
as Figure 3. The site plans as a whole are provided as Appendix 2.

project is located, requires the provision of a consistent pattern of attractive and low-ma
provide shade without blocking exposure for commercial businesses, with which the propo
designed to comply.

The site boundary will be fenced using 8’0" to 12'0” high concrete wall, (€@ncrete masonry; cmu) at the side & rear
perimeters w/ tubular steel pickets above to prevent climbing. fencing also run along the north side of the site in
line with the Administration Building

Construction of the proposed San Bernardino County oject is anticipated to be completed in two
phases a described under Proposed Site Design, ab
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SOURCE: Tom Dodson and n Energy

San Bernar
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1.1.1 Construction Sequence

anticipated to require minimal cut and fill with any cut being reused to balance of the site through
minimize import/export of material.

Development of the San Bernardino County Animal Care Center Project will require installz
sidewalk throughout the site. Additionally, the project will require installation of drainag
the project site and installation of an infiltration basin towards the southern site bo
include other Low Impact Development (LID) features including catch basin filters, pe
pervious pavement, and other water quality control measures as required by the site spee
Plan (WQMP).

Delivery of construction supplies and removal of any excavated mateg plished using trucks
icipated that a maximum number of 50
ading will be by traditional mechanized
Bader, excavator, loader
backhoe, dump truck, forklift, skid steer, mobile crane, bulldozer, gra gon, asphalt compactors,
telehandlers, cement trucks, etc.

Construction of the site will include but n he following:

1. Clear and grub;

2.  Preparation of subgrade;

3.  Mass site grading and road be

4. Installation of the on-site storm tems, including water quality infrastructure;
5. Installation of sewergservice lateral;

6. Installation of w ervice lateral;

7. Fine grade to re for surface improvements;

8. ing foundations;

9. Installab | tanks and associated fuel dispensing system;
10. tructure;

11. t and asphalt base course;

Valley Boulevard to include, but not limited to, the following: curb & gutter,
d asphalt patch/repair;
construction;

The new San Bernardino County Animal Care Center will employ about 55 persons, of which 17 would be new positions,
with the remaining positions carried over from the Devore Animal Shelter operations. The San Bernardino County Animal
are Center will be open to the public between the hours of 10 AM and 6:30 PM daily, except in the event of an
emergency. The San Bernardino County Animal Care Center will be staffed 24-hours per day. During daytime working
hours (7 AM and 6:30 PM daily), the proposed project would staff an average of 25-30 persons. During nighttime working
hours. No staff is proposed overnight.
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1.2 Location

The proposed project site previously served as Bloomington Recreation and Park District operated Ayala Pa
the Valley Region of San Bernardino County, in the community of Bloomington.

The Project is generally located in the City of Bloomington, San Bernardino County, California. The
south side of Valley Boulevard between Linden Avenue and Locust Avenue. The site is mapped in S
1 South, Range 5 West, San Bernardino Base Meridian of USGS 7.5 Minute Series Quadrangle “Fontana
Regional Location Map, and Figure 2-Site Location Map).
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rld Street Map 1:500,000 scale
FIGURE 2

Regional Location
San Bernardino County Animal Care Center
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SOURCE: 'ArcMap 10.6

FIGURE 3

Topographic Map of Project Location
San Bernardino County Animal Care Center

«8je)
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SOURCE: ArcMap 10.6 5GS Topo 1:2,500 scale

FIGURE 4

Aerial Photo of Project Site
San Bernardino County Animal Care Center

[ ) N
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13 Environmental Setting

feet above mean sea level (amsl).

The Project Area is within a hot-summer Mediterranean climate (Csa), characterized
variations in temperature and precipitation. Average annual maximum temperatures
F) in July and August and drop to an average annual minimum temperature of 38.5° F in J3
precipitation is greatest from November through April and reaches a peakin February (3.25
lowest in the month of July (0.04 inches). Annual total precipitation ave 6.12 inches.

o

Hydrologically, the Project Area is situated within the 12-digit HU ): East Etiwanda Creek-Santa Ana River
drainage area, within the larger Santa Ana Watershed (HUC 180702 1 a River is the major

hydrogeomorphic feature within the Santa Ana Watershed. The Sa jloy, erally northeast to southwest,
approximately 0.21 miles south of the Project site at its close

Soils within the Project Area consist entirely of Tujuliga ent slopes. This soil type consists of loamy
sand and gravelly sand layers comprised of alluviu i te. This soil type is somewhat excessively drained,
with a very low runoff class and does not have a h

The Project Area is entirely within an : gépsupports any native habitat. The Project site
previously consisted of a communi ists of bare ground. Surrounding land use consists
entirely of commercial/industrial a

Document No. FINAL 9



2023 Tom Dodson & Associates
San Bernardino County
Proposed San Bernardino County Animal Care Center Project BRA/ID

2. Assessment Methodology

2.1 Biological Resources Assessment

Data regarding biological resources in the Project vicinity were obtained through literature review, desktopi@Waluation and
field investigation. Prior to performing the field survey, available databases, and documentation r
Area were reviewed for documented occurrences of sensitive species that could potentially occur in
The USFWS designated Critical Habitat online mapper, USFWS threatened and endangered G
overlay, and the most recent versions of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDE
Society Electronic Inventory (CNPSEI) databases were searched for sensitive species d
Series Quadrangles. The Project site is situated within the central portion of the Fon
records of reported occurrences of state and federally listed species or otherwise sensit tats that may
occur within the vicinity of the Project site (approximately 1 mile). Other available technica

resources of the area was also reviewed including previous surveys and recent findings.

2.1.1 Biological Resources Assessment Field Survey

Jacobs biologist Lisa Patterson conducted a biological resources '@ Area on March 27, 2023. The
reconnaissance-level field survey consisted of a pedestrian survey eficompassed the’entire Project Area and included
100 percent visual coverage of the site and immediate 5 ildlife species were detected during field
surveys by sight, calls, tracks, scat, and/or other sig i es bbserved, expected wildlife usage of the site
was determined based on known habitat preferen i
distributions in the area. The focus of the faunal spéci identify potential habitat for special status wildlife
that may occur within the Project vicinity.

2.2 Jurisdictional Delinea

On March 28,2023, Ms. Patterson a the Project Area for the presence of riverine/riparian/wetland habitat
and jurisdictional waters, i.e. Waters o .S. (WOTUS), as regulated by the USACE and RWQCB, and/or jurisdictional
streambed and associatediiparian habitat ulated by the CDFW. Prior to the field visit, aerial photographs of the
Project Area were vie, and compared wit urrounding USGS 7.5-Minute Topographic Quadrangle maps to identify
drainage features the survey area as indicated from topographic changes, blue-line features, or visible drainage
patterns. The ional Wetland Inventory (NWI) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Water Program “My
Waters” Goog layers were also reviewed to determine whether any hydrologic features and wetland

in the vicinity of the site. Similarly, the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)

and downstream connectivity of waterways (if present) were reviewed on Google Earth Pro aerial
aphic maps to determine jurisdictional status. The lateral extent of potential USACE jurisdiction
dinary High Water Mark (OHWM) in accordance with regulations set forth in 33CFR part 328 and

ACE — Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, Wetlands Research Program Technical Report Y-

87-1 (on-line edition), January 1987 - Final Report.

USACE — Jurisdictional Determination Form Instructional Guidebook (JD Form Guidebook), May 30, 2007.

USACE — A Field Guide to the Identification of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West

Region of the Western United States (A Delineation Manual), August 2008.

USACE — Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region

(Version 2.0), September 2008.

e USACE — Minimum Standards for Acceptance of Aquatic Resources Delineation Reports (Minimum
Standards), January 2016.
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e The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Department of the Army’s “2023 Amended Rule:
Definition of ‘Waters of the United States,”” September 8, 2023 (effective September 8,, 2024).

To be considered a jurisdictional Waters of the United State under the CWA, Section 404 a feature must falllw
the Categories below:

(a)(1) Traditionally Navigable Waters

(i) Traditional Navigable Waters: Currently used, or were used in the past, or may be
or foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the ti

(i) Territorial Seas

(iii) Interstate Waters

(a)(2) Impoundments of Jurisdictional Waters

(a)(3) Tributaries: Tributaries of waters identified in paragraph are relatively permanent, standing, or

continuously flowing bodies of water.
(a)(4) Adjacent Wetlands: Wetlands adjacent to

(i) Waters identified in Paragraphs (a)(1), (a)( 3 dVe a continuous surface connection to those
waters.

consideredyidrophytic, the species must have wetland indicator status, i.e., be rated as OBL, FACW or FAC.

Table 1. Wetland Indicator Vegetation Categories

Probability

Obligate Wetland (OBL) Almost always occur in wetlands (estimated probability >99%)
Facultative Wetland (FACW) Usually occur in wetlands (estimated probability 67 to 99%)
Equally likely to occur in wetlands and non-wetlands (estimated
Facultative (FAC) probability 34 to 66%)

Facultative Upland (FACU) Usually occur in non-wetlands (estimated probability 67 to 99%)
Obligate Upland (UPL) Almost always occur in non-wetlands (estimated probability >99%)

»  Hydric Soil: Soil maps from the USDA-NRCS Web Soil Survey (USDA 2021) were reviewed for soil types found
within the Project Area. Hydric soils are saturated or inundated long enough during the growing season to
develop anaerobic conditions that favor growth and regeneration of hydrophytic vegetation. There are several
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indirect indicators that may signify the presence of hydric soils including hydrogen sulfide generation, the
presence of iron and manganese concretions, certain soil colors, gleying, and the presence of mottling
Generally, hydric soils are dark in color or may be gleyed (bluish, greenish, or grayish), resulting frong

observe in sandy soils, which are often recently deposited soils of flood plains (entisols) a
fines (clay and silt) and organic material to allow use of soil color as a reliable indicator of

streaking of subsurface horizons by organic matter, and organic pans.

The hydric soil criterion is satisfied at a location if soils in the area can be in
groundwater table, if there is evidence of prolonged soil saturation, or if the
long-term reducing environment in the upper part of the soil profile. Reducing c¢ easily
assessed using soil color. Soil colors were evaluated using the Munsell Soil Color 2000). Soil pits
are dug (when necessary) to an approximate depth of 16-20 inches,to evaluate soil profiles indications of

ated or saturated (flooded,
anaerobic conditions in the

from field observations that indicate an area has a high
ponded, or tidally influenced) long enough during the gro

avand A Review of Stream Processes and
tion would occur where a stream has a definite
1 to the extent of associated riparian vegetation.

Evaluation of CDFW jurisdiction followed guidance
Forms in Dryland Watersheds (CDFW, 2010). Sped
course showing evidence of where waters tot

highest level 3
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3. Results

3.1 Existing Biological and Physical Conditions

project area is completely disturbed, consisting of bare ground. Surrounding land uses consist of exis
commercial/industrial development to the north, east, and west, with Interstate 10 to the sg

grasses. Vegetation in the Project Area is dominated by non-native ruderal species incl
altissima), annual bursage (Ambrosia acanthicarpa), jimsonweed (Datura wrightii), red ste
cicutarium), shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), and Russian thistle (Salsola tragus).

Only domestic animals and those wildlife species adapted to an urb
Project Area. The only wildlife species observed or otherwise de
pigeon (Columba livia), house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), ar

ont are expected to occur within the
e reconnaissance-level survey were rock
qus vulgaris),

3.2 Special Status Species and Habitats
es) and five sensitive habitats have been

list of sensitive species and habitats includes any
ia Fully Protected species, CDFW designated

documented in the Fontana USGS 7.5-Minute Seri
state and/or federally listed threatened or

of “species at risk” or “special stat ies. CDFW considers the taxa on this list to be those of greatest
conservation need.

BTA) of 1918
only found in g

by State law under the California FGC (FGC #3513 & #3503.5). Additionally, this species is
n habitats consisting of short or sparse vegetation and disturbed areas. Therefore, burrowing owl

Special Status Species

d/or federally listed threatened or endangered species, or other sensitive species were observed within the
Project Area during the reconnaissance-level field survey and due to the environmental conditions on site, none are
expected to occur. An analysis of the likelihood for occurrence of all CNDDB sensitive species documented in the Fontana
uads is provided in Appendix A. This analysis considers species’ range as well as documentation within the vicinity of the
Project site and includes the habitat requirements for each species and the potential for their occurrence on site, based
on required habitat elements and range relative to the current site conditions.
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Santa Ana River woollystar — Endangered (Federal/State)

meter (3.3 feet) in height. The entire plant, including the blue to violet-blue inflorescence, is covered wi
pubescence, giving it a silvery-white appearance. This woollystar is found in alluvial scrub plant co

County (USFWS 2010). It requires periodic flooding. Associated perennial plants include
californicus), California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), fastigiated golden aster (4

Findings: According to the CNDDB, the nearest documented woolystar occurrence
east of the Project site, in suitable alluvial scrub habitat within the

The federally listed as endangered San Bernardinaka is one of three recognized subspecies of Merriam’s
kangaroo rat (D. merriami) in California. T, a small, burrowing rodent species that can be

(Dipodomys stephensi) occur in ar
however, has a restricted southern stribution, confined to certain inland valley scrub communities and, more

long rivers, streams, and drainages within the San Bernardino, Menifee, and

ent flood disturbance (Smith 1980, p. 133; Hanes et al. 1989, p. 187, as cited in USFWS 2009).
defined as the area between the active channel and mature terraces, is subject to periodic
als. The vegetation on intermediate terraces is relatively open. As alluvial fan scrub vegetation

S listed SBKR as endangered on September 24, 1998 and set aside 33,295 acres of critical habitat for the SBKR in
USFWS then revised that decision in 2008 after a lawsuit and cut the designation down to 7,779 acres in
Rlver5|de and San Bernardino counties. On January 10, 2011, a federal court struck down the 2008 designation. The
ruling concluded that the USFWS improperly relied on “core habitat” to define critical habitat for the SBKR rather than
pecifying the physical and biological features essential for the kangaroo rat’s conservation, as the law requires. The
ruling reinstated the 2002 designation. The 2002 critical habitat rule for SBKR defined four Primary Constituent Elements
(PCEs) that are essential to the conservation of SBKR. These PCEs are as follows: 1) Soil series consisting predominantly of
sand, loamy sand, sandy loam, or loam; 2) Alluvial sage scrub and associated vegetation, such as coastal sage scrub and
chamise chaparral, with a moderately open canopy; 3) River, creek, stream, and wash channels; alluvial fans; floodplains;
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floodplain benches and terraces; and historic braided channels that are subject to dynamic geomorphological and
hydrological processes typical of fluvial systems within the historical range of the SBKR; and 4) Upland areas proxi
floodplains with suitable habitat.

Findings: According to the CNDDB, the nearest extant documented SBKR occurrence (2016) is 3
miles northeast of the Project site, in suitable alluvial scrub habitat within the Santa Ana Rj
the Project Area is not suitable to support SBKR. The Project site consists of cleared/diske
served as a park and is isolated from any documented SBKR occurrences by existing develop
SBKR is presumed absent from the Project Area and the Project is not likely to ad 2

pximately 6

Least Bell's Vireo — Endangered (Federal/State)

The least Bell’s vireo (LBVI) is a state and federally listed endangered migratory bird spe a small, olive-
gray migratory songbird that nests and forages almost exclusively in riparian woodland hab ing habitat
typically consists of well-developed overstory, understory, and low densitig cover. The under-
story frequently contains dense sub-shrub or shrub thickets. These thi i Y plants such as
narrow-leaf willow, mulefat, young individuals of other willow spegi€s oyo willow or black willow, and one or

more herbaceous species. LBVI generally begin to arrive from tj in southern Baja California and

establish breeding territories by mid-March to late-March.

LBVI was first proposed for listing as endangered by th 985, (50 FR 18968 18975) and was
subsequently listed as federally endangered on Ma 82). Critical habitat units were designated
by the USFWS on February 2, 1994 (59 FR 4845) a . Streams in six counties in southern California

and the surrounding approximately 38,000 acres.

Findings: According to the CN BVI occurrence (2014) is approximately 5 mile
southeast of the Project sit i 0 rlparlan habitat within the Santa Ana River wash.

from the Project Areaand t s not likely to adversely affect th|s species.

Burrowing Owl —

The burrowing ®wl (BUO
vegetation is sparse and lo

a ground dwelling owl typically found in arid prairies, fields, and open areas where
e ground. The BUOW is heavily dependent upon the presence of mammal burrows, with

ing owl habitat generally includes, but is not limited to, short or sparse vegetation (at least at
ence of burrows, burrow surrogates or presence of fossorial mammal dens, well-drained soils,

such as grasshoppers, June beetles and moths, but will also take small rodents, birds, and reptiles. They are active
day and night but are considered a crepuscular owl; generally observed in the early morning hours or at
he breeding season for BUOW is February 1 through August 31.

BUOW have disappeared from significant portions of their range in the last 15 years and, overall, nearly 60 percent of the
reeding groups of owls known to have existed in California during the 1980s had disappeared by the early 1990s
(Burrowing Owl Consortium 1993). The BUOW is not listed under the state or federal ESAs but is considered both a state
and federal SSC. Additionally, the BUOW is a migratory bird protected by the international treaty under the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act of 1918 and by State law under the California FGC (FGC #3513 & #3503.5).
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Findings: BUOW have not been documented within or adjacent the Project Area. The reconnaissance level
pedestrian survey included a BUOW habitat suitability assessment survey that was structured, in part,

to adversely affect this species.

3.2.2 Special Status Habitats

at for any federally
listed species. The nearest Critical Habitat unit is adjacent the east sid anoe Avenue, just’east of the Project
Area. This Critical Habitat unit is part of the Santa Ana River unit S designated Critical Habitat for the
federally listed as endangered SBKR. However, no portion of t s within this Critical Habitat unit, or any
other sensitive habitats. Therefore, the Project will not result in 3 ation of USFWS designated
Critical Habitat, or any other special status habitats.

3.23 Jurisdictional Delineation

The Project Area is within the Santa Ana Watershe
County and Riverside Counties, with smallegareas

This watershed is primarily within San Bernardino
geles Counties. The Santa Ana Watershed is

on the southeast by the Whitewater and San
Jacinto Watersheds, and on the west el, Sea ewport Bay, and Aliso-San Onofre Watersheds. The

1,694 square miles in area. The Santa Ana River is the major
a Watershed. The Santa Ana River flows generally northeast to southwest,
ite at its closest point.

Ana Mountains in the south, and is
hydrogeomorphic feature within the

Waters of the U.S.
The USACE has
WOTUS are d

ance with the 2023 Waters Rule, CWA jurisdiction exists over the following:

a(1) Water: All traditional navigable waters (TNWSs); (1) Waters which are: (i) Currently used, or were used in

e past, or may be susceptible to use in interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to

e ebb and flow of the tide; (ii) The territorial seas; or (iii) Interstate waters.

2. a(2) Water: Impoundments of Jurisdictional Waters

3. a(3) Water: Tributaries of waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) or (2) of this section: That are relatively
permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies of water

4. a(4) Wetlands adjacent to the following waters: (a)(1) (a)(2), or (a)(3) WOTUS that have a continuous surface

connection to those waters.
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5. a(5) Additional Waters: Intrastate Lakes and ponds not identified in (a)(1) through (4).that are relatively
permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies of water with a continuous surface connection to
identified in (a)(1) or (a)(3).

There are no wetland or non-wetland WOTUS within the Project Area. Therefore, the Project will not re
permanent or temporary impacts to WOTUS.

State Lake/Streambed

There are no lake, river, stream or aquatic resources, stream-dependent wildlife resourg
Project Area. Therefore, the Project will not result in any permanent or temporary ig
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4. Conclusions and Recommendations

4.1 Sensitive Biological Resources

Photos), consisting of consists of cleared/disked land surrounded by existing commercial/industrial a
development. The Project Area no longer supports any native habitats that would be suitablegte

potential for any of the sensitive species identified in Appendix A to occur within the
moderate. Furthermore, although the Project Area is adjacent USFWS designated Critica
SBKR, the Project will not result in any loss or adverse modification of Critical Habitat.

Burrowing Owl

A BUOW habitat suitability assessment was conducted by Jacob rch 2023 that included 100 percent visual
coverage of the Project Area, wherever potentially suitable BUO he result of the survey was that
no evidence of BUOW was found in the survey area. No BUOW ind or sign including castings, feathers or

whitewash were observed and BUOW are considered 3 0 ject Area at the time of survey. Although the
Project is not likely to adversely affect this species, i3 ia the Project Area to become occupied by
BUOW between the time the survey was conducte@d@ BOP Project-related construction activities.
Therefore, the following precautionary avoidance [me mended to ensure the Project does not result in
any impacts to BUOW:

o protected under the MBTA and by state law under the California FGC (FGC

#3513 & #3503.5). In ge i can be avoided by conducting work outside of their nesting season (peak
BUOW breeding seas o August 15%). However, if all work cannot be conducted outside of

nesting season, a p, n and/or passive relocation plan can be prepared to determine suitable
buffers and/or rrow construction locations. Regardless of survey results and conclusions given herein, BUOW

are protected i ate and federal laws. As such, if a BUOW is found on-site at the time of construction, all

in the Project Area that is suitable to support nesting birds, including both vegetation and man-made

. Most native bird species are protected from unlawful take by the MBTA (Appendix C). In December 2017, the
ent of the Interior (DOI) issued a memorandum concluding that the MBTA’s prohibitions on take apply “[...] only
ive actions that have as their purpose the taking or killing of migratory birds, their nests, or their eggs” (DOI
2017). Then in April 2018, the USFWS issued a guidance memorandum that further clarified that the take of migratory
birds or their active nests (i.e., with eggs or young) that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, an otherwise lawful
ctivity does not constitute a violation of the MBTA (USFWS 2018).

However, the State of California provides additional protection for native bird species and their nests in the FGC
(Appendix C). Bird nesting protections in the FGC include the following (Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3511, 3513 and 3800):

e Section 3503 prohibits the take, possession, or needless destruction of the nest or eggs of any bird.
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e Section 3503.5 prohibits the take, possession, or needless destruction of any nests, eggs, or birds in the orders
Falconiformes (new world vultures, hawks, eagles, ospreys, and falcons, among others), and Strigifor

e Section 3511 prohibits the take or possession of Fully Protected birds.

e Section 3513 prohibits the take or possession of any migratory nongame bird or part ther
the MBTA. To avoid violation of the take provisions, it is generally required that Project-re
active nesting territories be reduced or eliminated during the nesting cycle.

e Section 3800 prohibits the take of any non-game bird (i.e., bird that is natural
a gamebird, migratory game bird, or fully protected bird).

In general, impacts to all bird species (common and special status) can be avoided by con@
nesting season, which is generally February 1% through August 31°t. However, if all work ca
nesting season, the following is recommended:

Ucted outside of

» To avoid impacts to nesting birds (common and special s
Biologist should conduct pre-construction nesting bird
disturbance to suitable nesting areas to identify any acti J
would be required. If an active nest is found, the biologist ' set appropriate no-work buffers around the
nest which would be based upon the nesting c o disturbance, nesting stage and expected
types, intensity, and duration of disturban j ones should be field checked weekly by a
qualified biological monitor. The approve e sholld be clearly marked in the field, within
which no disturbance activity should co ied biologist has determined the young birds have

e nesting season, a qualified Avian
han 3 days prior to Project-related
s are found, no further action

In addition to the BRA, Jacobs also ass e Project Area for the presence of any state and/or federal jurisdictional
waters. The result of the jurisdictional wi assessment is that there are no wetland or non-wetland WOTUS or waters
of the State potentially, i e USACE under Section 404 of the CWA, the RWQCB under Section 401
of the CWA and/or P ontrol Act, or the CDFW under Section 1602 of the California FGC,
respectively. Th he Project will not impact any jurisdictional waters and no state or federal jurisdictional waters
permitting wil
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Appendix A. CNDDB Species and Habitats Documented Within the F
USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle
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Special Status Species Occurrence Potential Analysis

Occ nce Potential

he site has been graded. Given that
the site has been cleared of
vegetation and is subject to a
significant level of human
disturbance. Occurrence potential is
Zero

Listing Status

Scientific Name Common Name Federal/ State Other Status | Habitat

Patchily distributed from the &

of San Francisco Bay, southern

Valley, and the Coast, Transverse, a

Peninsular rangesgseuth to Baja Califo

Generalist rg a range of
Arizona elegans California glossy G5T2; S2; ith loose or sandy
occidentalis snake None/ None CDFW: SSC

blands characterized by low-
gwing mammals, most

Athene cunicularia burrowing owl None/ None notably, thé ground squirrel.

Although there is potentially suitable
habitat for this species in the Project
Area, this species is absent from the
Project site.

Bombus crotchii

Crotch bumble bee

None/ None

ia east to the Sierra-Cascade
into Mexico. Food plant

Coastal Calif

econ, Eschscholzia, and Eriogonum.

The food plant genera required by
this species are absent from the
Project Area. Occurrence potential is
zero.

Coastal scrub, chaparral, valley and foothill
grassland, cismontane woodland, lower
montane coniferous forest. Occurs on rocky
and sandy sites, usually of granitic or alluvial

The habitats this species is associated

Calochortus Plummer's mariposa- material. Can be very common after fire. 60- with are absent from the Project
plummerae lily 2500 m. Area. Occurrence potential is zero.
The aquatic habitats this species
Endemic to Los Angeles Basin south coastal requires are absent from the Project
streams. Habitat generalists, but prefer sand- Area. Therefore, this species is
rubble-boulder bottoms, cool, clear water, and | considered absent from the Project
Catostomus santaanae | Santa £ G1;S1 algae. Area.
Valley and foothill grassland, chenopod scrub,
meadows and seeps, playas, riparian The habitats this species is associated
Centromadia pungens G3G4T2; S2; woodland. Alkali meadow, alkali scrub; also, in | with are absent from the Project
ssp. laevis CNPS: 1B.1 disturbed places. 5-1170 m. Area. Occurrence potential is zero.
Coastal scrub, chaparral, grasslands,
G5T3T4; sagebrush, etc. in western San Diego County. No suitable habitat for this species
Chaetodipus fa S354; Sandy, herbaceous areas, usually in association | exists in the Project Area. Occurrence
fallax Diego pocket mouse None/ None CDFW: SSC with rocks or coarse gravel. potential is zero.
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Threatened

be folnd in agricultural fields, pasture land,
prairie remnants, urban and suburban
residential areas, gardens, trees, and roadsides
— anywhere where there is access to larval
host plants. Their wintering habitat typically
provides access to streams, plenty of sunlight
(enabling body temperatures that allow flight),
and appropriate roosting vegetation, and is
relatively free of predators.

Overwintering, roosting butterflies have been
seen on basswoods, elms, sumacs, locusts,
oaks, osage-oranges, mulberries, pecans,
willows, cottonwoods, and mesquites.

Listing Status
Scientific Name Common Name Federal/ State Other Status | Habitat rrencéPotential
itats and mesic conditions this
Chloropyron Marshes and swamps, coa pecies is associated with are absent
maritimum ssp. Endangered/ G47?T1; S1; to the higher zones of salt mar om the Project Area. Occurrence
maritimum salt marsh bird's-beak | Endangered CNPS: 1B.2 m. potential is zero.
The site has been graded. Given that
|, cismontane the site has been cleared of
othill grassland. Dry vegetation and is subject to a
es at interface of 2 significant level of human
Chorizanthe parryi var. G3T2; S2; | and oak disturbance. Occurrence potential is
parryi Parry's spineflower None/ None CNPS: 1B.1 20m Zero
etation on sandy loam
Endangered/ stic of alluvial fans and No suitable habitat for this species
Dipodomys merriami San Bernardino Candidate G5T1; S1; y to intermediate seral | exists in the Project Area. Occurrence
parvus kangaroo rat Endangered CDFW: SS potential is zero.
Danaus plexippus Monarch Butterfly Candidate aus plexippus) is a milkweed The habitats this species is associated
Endangered/ amily Danainae) in the family with are absent from the Project

Area. Occurrence potential is zero.

Coastal scrub, chaparral. In sandy soils on river
floodplains or terraced fluvial deposits. 180-
705 m.

The habitats this species is associated
with are absent from the Project
Area. Occurrence potential is zero.

Eriastrum densifolium dangered/ GAT1; S1;
ssp. sanctorum Endangered CNPS: 1B.1
Eugnosta busc None/ None G1G3; SH

Occurrence potential is unknown.
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\nc;otenta

Listing Status
Scientific Name Common Name Federal/ State Other Status | Habitat
Many open, semi-arid to arid
including conifer and decid®
GAG5T4; coastal scrub, grasslands, chap he habitats this species is associated
Eumops perotis S354; Roosts in crevices in cliff faces, hig ith are absent from the Project
californicus western mastiff bat None/ None CDFW: SSC trees, and tunnels. Area. Occurrence potential is zero.
Native to stre M Malibu Creek to The aquatic habitats this species
Luis Rey Ri oduced into streams requires are absent from the Project
Santa Ynez, Mojave, Area. Therefore, this species is
G2;S2; and Sa ow. water stream | considered absent from the Project
Gila orcuttii arroyo chub None/ None CDFW: SSC Area.
The habitats this species is associated
Horkelia cuneata var. GAT1; S1; ne woodland, coastal with are absent from the Project
puberula mesa horkelia None/ None CNPS: 1B. sites. 15-1645 m. Area. Occurrence potential is zero.

Lasiurus xanthinus

western yellow bat

None/ None

G4

foothill riparian, desert
riparian, deg

wash, and palm oasis habitats.

The habitats this species is associated
with are absent from the Project
Area. Occurrence potential is zero.

Laterallus jamaicensis
coturniculus

California black rail

None/
Threatened

Roosts in

nallow margins of saltwater marshes
bordering larger bays. Needs water depths of
about 1 inch that do not fluctuate

The habitats this species is associated
with are absent from the Project
Area. Occurrence potential is zero.

Lepidium virginicum
var. robinsonii

Robinson's
peppergrass

G5T35
CNPS: 4.

Chaparral, coastal scrub. Dry soils, shrubland.
4-1435 m.

The habitats this species is associated
with are absent from the Project
Area. Occurrence potential is zero.

Intermediate canopy stages of shrub habitats

G5T3T4; and open shrub / herbaceous and tree / The habitats this species is associated
Lepus californicus San Diego black-tailed S354; herbaceous edges. Coastal sage scrub habitats | with are absent from the Project
bennettii CDFW: SSC in Southern California. Area. Occurrence potential is zero.
The habitats this species is associated
G4; S1; CNPS: with are absent from the Project
Lycium parishii ne/ None 2B.3 Coastal scrub, Sonoran Desert scrub. -3-570 m. | Area. Occurrence potential is zero.
The habitats this species is associated
Malacothamnus GXQ; SX; Chaparral, coastal sage scrub. In a wash. 305- with are absent from the Project
parishii None/ None CNPS: 1A 455 m. Area. Occurrence potential is zero.
The habitats this species is associated
GX; SX; CNPS: with are absent from the Project
Monardella prin None/ None 1A Coastal scrub. Sandy hills. 300-400 m. Area. Occurrence potential is zero.
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Listing Status
Scientific Name Common Name Federal/ State Other Status | Habitat
Known only from localities i
California. Cleptoparasitic i
Neolarra alba white cuckoo bee None/ None GH; SH perdita bees. Dccurrence potential is unknown.
The habitats this species is associated
Nyctinomops pocketed free-tailed G5; S3; with are absent from the Project
femorosaccus bat None/ None CDFW: SSC Area. Occurrence potential is zero.
The aquatic habitats this species
requires are absent from the Project
Area. Therefore, this species is
Oncorhynchus mykiss steelhead - southern Endangered/ considered absent from the Project
irideus pop. 10 California DPS None G5T1Q; S1 Area.

Phrynosoma blainvillii

coast horned lizard

None/ None

Polioptila californica

coastal California

low bushes. Open areas for
s for cover, patches of loose soil

No suitable habitat for this species
exists in the Project Area. Occurrence
potential is low.

ate, permanent resident of coastal sage
scrub below 2500 ft in Southern California.
Low, coastal sage scrub in arid washes, on
mesas and slopes. Not all areas classified as

The habitats this species is associated
with are absent from the Project

californica gnatcatcher coastal sage scrub are occupied. Area. Occurrence potential is zero.
Found only in areas of the Delhi Sands
formation in southwestern San Bernardino and
northwestern Riverside counties. Requires
Rhaphiomidas fine, sandy soils, often with wholly or partly The habitats this species is associated
terminatus Delhi Sands consolidated dunes and sparse vegetation. with are absent from the Project
abdominalis G1T1; 81 Oviposition requires shade. Area. Occurrence potential is zero.
Riversidian Alluvial Fan This habitat is absent from the
Sage Scrub G1;S1.1 Project Area.
The habitats this species is associated
G3; S2; CNPS: | Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal with are absent from the Project
Senecio aphanactis None/ None 2B.2 scrub. Drying alkaline flats. 20-1020 m. Area. Occurrence potential is zero.
Cismontane woodland, meadows, and seeps. The habitats this species is associated
G5; S2; CNPS: | Open moist sites, along rivers and springs, with are absent from the Project
Sphenopholis ob grass None/ None 2B.2 alkaline desert seeps. 15-2625 m. Area. Occurrence potential is zero.
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Listing Status
Scientific Name Common Name Federal/ State Other Status | Habitat rrencéPotential
Meadows and seeps, cismon
coastal scrub, lower monta
forest, marshes and swamps,
foothill grassland. Vernally mesic he habitats this species is associated
Symphyotrichum G2; S2; CNPS: | near ditches, streams, and springs; d with are absent from the Project
defoliatum San Bernardino aster | None/ None 1B.2 areas. 3-2045 Area. Occurrence potential is zero.
Summer re thern California in low
iand ater or in dry river
placed along The habitats this species is associated
Endangered/ margins o projecting into with are absent from the Project
Vireo bellii pusillus least Bell's vireo Endangered willow, Baccharis, mesquite. | Area. Occurrence potential is zero.

E=Endangered T=Threatened C =Candidate

Global Rankings (Species or Natural Community Leve

Subspecies Level: Taxa which are su|
global situation of just the subspecie!
The T-rank refers only to t

State Ranking:
S1 = Critically Imperiled — Critica
to extirpation fj
S2 = Imperile
extirpation from

State Species of Special Concern: An administrative designation given to vert
continuing threats. Raptor and owls are protected under section 3502.5 of
Strigiformes or to take, possess or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird.”

State Fully Protected: The classification of Fully Protected was the State's initial effo

extinction. Lists were created for fish, mammals, amphibians a
except for collecting these species for necessary scientific re

se of rarity due to very restricted range, very few populations (often 20 or fewer), steep declines, or other factors making it very vulnerable to

FP = Fully Protected

e 1960's to identify and provide additional protection to those animals that were rare or faced possible
ies may not be taken or possessed at any time and no licenses or permits may be issued for their take
ies for the protection of livestock.

tiles. Fully Protecte
and relocation of the bi

e rarity (often 5 or fewer populations), very steep declines, or other factors.

ery few populations (often 20 or fewer), steep declines, or other factors.

elatively few populations (often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread declines, or other factors.
oncern due to declines or other factors.

e a taxon rank (T-rank) attached to their G-rank. Where the G-rank reflects the condition of the entire species, the T-rank reflects the
eyes mountain beaver, Aplodontia rufa ssp. phaea is ranked G5T2. The G-rank refers to the whole species range i.e., Aplodontia rufa.

€ because of extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer populations) or because of factor(s) such as very steep declines making it especially vulnerable
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S3 = Vulnerable — Vulnerable in the State due to a restricted range, relatively few populations (often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread declines, or other factor
from the State.

S4 = Apparently Secure — Uncommon but not rare in the State; some cause for long-term concern due to declines or other factors.
S5 = Secure —Common, widespread, and abundant in the State.

ing it vu xtirpation

California Rare Plant Rankings (CNPS List):

1A = Plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere.

1B = Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere.

2A = Plants presumed extirpated in California, but common elsewhere.

2B = Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere.
3 = Plants about which more information is needed; a review list.

4 = Plants of limited distribution; a watch list.

Threat Ranks:
.1 = Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy of threat)
.2 = Moderately threatened in California (20-80% occurrences threatened / moderate degree and immedi
.3 = Not very threatened in California (less than 20% of occurrences threatened / low degree and i

nt threats known)
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Appendix B. Site Photos
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’

Photo 2. Southeast
corner of Project site;
looking east along I-
10 boundary.
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Photo 4. Southwest
view across the
property.
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demolition.

Photo 6. Google
Street view looking
North from I-10.
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Appendix C. Regulatory Framework
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Federal Regulations

Clean Water Act

saturated soil conditions” (33 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 328.3 7b). The U.S. E

also has authority over wetlands and may override a USACE permit. Substantial i ay require an
individual permit. Projects that only minimally affect wetlands may meet the conditions 0 ng Nationwide
Permits. A Water Quality Certification or waiver pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA is reg tion 404 permit
actions; in California this certification or waiver is issued by the Regiona Quality Contro

Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA)

d by the United States Fish and
as endangered or threatened. Section 9 of the
as any effort to “harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
ct” (50 CFR 17.3). For plants, this statute
endanhgered plant on federal land and removing,
non-federal land in knowing violation of state law
al agencies are required to consult with the USFWS
affect an endangered species (including plants) or

The federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 protects plants
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisherie
ESA (USA) prohibits the taking of endangered wildlife

shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, collect, or atte 1
governs removing, possessing, maliciously damag
cutting, digging up, damaging, or destroying any &

3, or destroying
dangered plant @

ies. The ESA specifies that the USFWS designate habitat for a species at the
ical or biological features “essential to the conservation of the species,” or

are conducted, permitted, or funded by a federal agency. The statute requires federal agencies to
or National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), as appropriate, to ensure that actions they authorize,

edify critical habitat, the lead agency is required to prepare a biological assessment evaluating the nature
erity of the potential effect.

Section 10 of the federal ESA requires the acquisition of an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) from the USFWS by non-federal
andowners for activities that might incidentally harm (or “take”) endangered or threatened wildlife on their land. To obtain
a permit, an applicant must develop a Habitat Conservation Plan that is designed to offset any harmful impacts the
proposed activity might have on the species.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
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The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. Sections 661 to 667e et seq.) applies to any federal Project where any
body of water is impounded, diverted, deepened, or otherwise modified. Project proponents are required to coa ith
the USFWS and the appropriate state wildlife agency.

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (The Eagle Act) (1940), amended in 1962, was original
protection of bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). In 1962, Congress amended the Eagle Act to
(Aquila chrysaetos), a move that was partially an attempt to strengthen protection of ba 3
often killed by people mistaking them for golden eagles. This act makes it illegal to impa
sell, purchase, or barter any bald eagle or golden eagle or part thereof. The golden e
lighter protection under the Eagle Act than that of the bald eagle.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 implements internati

nations created to protect migratory birds, any of their parts, eg om activities, such as hunting, pursuing,
capturing, killing, selling, and shipping, unless expressly autho ions or by permit. As authorized by the
MBTA, the USFWS issues permits to qualified applicants for the f@ falconry, raptor propagation
scientific collecting, special purposes (rehabilitation, education, mig vV game bird propagation, and salvage), take of
depredating birds, taxidermy, and waterfowl sale and T : jons governing migratory bird permits can be

found in 50 CFR Part 13 General Permit Procedure ] : gratory Bird Permits. The State of California has
incorporated the protection of birds of prey in Sgeti 03.5 of the California Fish and Game Code

(CFGC)

However, on December 22, 2017 the U DOI) issued a memorandum concluding that MBTA’

prohibitions on take apply “[...] only as their purpose the taking or killing of migratory birds
their nests, or their eggs” (DOI 20 ke of migratory birds or their active nests (i.e., with eggs or young) that
is incidental to, and not the purpose rwise lawful activity does not constitute a violation of the MBTA. Then, on

April 11, 2018, the USFWS issued a gui

Species — EO 13112 (1999): Issued on February 3, 1999, promotes the prevention and introduction of

invasive species and provides for their control and minimizes the economic, ecological, and human health impacts

hat invasive species cause through the creation of the Invasive Species Council and Invasive Species Management
an.

Migratory Bird —EQ 13186 (2001): Issued on January 10, 2001, promotes the conservation of migratory birds and
their habitats and directs federal agencies to implement the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Protection and
Enhancement of Environmental Quality—EO 11514 (1970a), issued on March 5, 1970, supports the purpose and
policies of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and directs federal agencies to take measures to meet
national environmental goals.
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Migratory Bird Treaty Reform Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Reform Act (Division E, Title I, Section 143 of the Consolidated Appropriations Act,
447) amends the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. Sections 703 to 712) such that nonnative birds o
been introduced by humans to the United States or its territories are excluded from protection under t
native migratory bird as a species present in the United States and its territories as a result of natural lai

processes. This list excluded two additional species commonly observed in the United States, the
livia) and domestic goose (Anser domesticus).

Birds of Conservation Concern

This section requires that a Streambed Alteration icati ted to the CDFW for “any activity that may
substantially divert or obstruct the natur. S i the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or

lake.” The CDFW reviews the propose its to the applicant a proposal for measures to
protect affected fish and wildlife re i at is mutually agreed upon by the Department and the
applicant is the Streambed Alterat 7 Often, Projects that require a Streambed Alteration Agreement also
require a permit from the USACE un 404 of the CWA. In these instances, the conditions of the Section 404

protect, restore hreatened or endangered species and their habitats by protecting “all native species of
phibians, reptiles, mammals, invertebrates, and plants, and their habitats, threatened with extinction and

able and prudent alternatives are available that would avoid a jeopardy finding. There are no state
consultatlon procedures under the California ESA. For Projects that would affect a species that is federally and

d, compliance with ESA satisfies the California ESA if the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

s that the federal incidental take authorization is consistent with the California ESA under Section 2080.1. For
Projects that would result in take of a species that is state listed only, the Project sponsor must apply for a take permit, in
accordance with Section 2081(b).
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Fully Protected Species

Four sections of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) list 37 fully protected species (CFGC Sections 351
5050, and 5515). These sections prohibit take or possession "at any time" of the species listed, with few e
state that "no provision of this code or any other law will be construed to authorize the issuance of per
‘take’ the species,” and that no previously issued permits or licenses for take of the species "shall have any
effect" for authorizing take or possession.

Bird Nesting Protections

Bird nesting protections (Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3511, 3513 and 3800) in the CFGCii

C Sections 1900-1913) was created with the intent to “preserve, protect,
and enhance rare and endangered plan is State.” The NPPA is administered by CDFW. The Fish and Game

i e plants as endangered or rare and to protect endangered and rare
plants from take. CE GC 2050-2116) pro further protection for rare and endangered plant species, but the
NPPA remains par, Fish and Game Code.

Document No. FINAL





