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Appendix A

Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Responses



976 OSOS STREET ¢ RoOM 200 ¢ SAN Luis OBISPO ¢ CALIFORNIA 93408 ¢ (805) 781-5600
Promoting the Wise Use of Land ¢+ Helping to Build Great Communities

Date: March 20, 2015
To: Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies and Interested Parties
From: County of San Luis Obispo (Project Applicant)

Department of Planning & Building

976 Osos St., Room 300

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408-2040

Project Title: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Los Osos Community Plan and Notice of Scoping
Meeting ED13-061

NOP Responses Due By: April 20, 2015
Scoping Meeting Date: April 13, 2015 at 6:00PM

A Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is proposed to evaluate the environmental effects from the
Los Osos Community Plan.

This notice: (1) provides an overview of the proposed action and possible alternatives; (2) is soliciting
comments from Responsible and Trustee Federal, State and local agencies on the County’s intent to
prepare a Draft EIR document; (3) is soliciting public participation in and notification of a Public Scoping
Meeting and the initiation of a 60 day public scoping period relating to the scope of environmental issues
and alternatives to be included in the Draft EIR document.

NOTICE OF PREPARATION - ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

The County of San Luis Obispo will be the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Lead Agency
and will be preparing an integrated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Contact Information. For Responsible and Trustee Federal, State and local agencies, please provide your
comments, questions and responses by the NOP date specified above and address all inquiries to:

Kerry Brown
County of San Luis Obispo
Planning and Building Department
976 Osos Street, Room 300
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408
e-mail: kbrown@co.slo.ca.us

The County requests the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental
information which is relevant to your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed
project. Your agency will need to use the EIR document prepared by the County when considering your
permit or other approval(s) for the project.
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Please provide the following information at your earliest convenience, but not later than the comment
period due date specified above.

1. NAME OF CONTACT PERSON. (Please include address, e-mail and telephone number)

2. PERMIT(S) or APPROVAL(S) AUTHORITY. Please provide a summary description of these
and send a copy of the relevant sections of legislation, regulatory guidance, etc.

3. ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION. What environmental information must be addressed in

the EIR document to enable your agency to use this documentation as a basis for your permit
issuance or approval?

4. PERMIT STIPULATIONS/CONDITIONS. Please provide a list and description of standard
stipulations (conditions) that your agency will apply to features of this project. Are there other
conditions that have a high likelihood of application to a permit or approval for this project? If
so, please list and describe.

5. ALTERNATIVES. What alternatives does your agency recommend be analyzed in the EIR?

6. REASONABLY FORESEEABLE PROJECTS, PROGRAMS or PLANS. Please name any
future project, programs or plans that you think may have an overlapping influence with the
project as proposed.

7. RELEVANT INFORMATION. Please provide references for any available, appropriate
documentation you believe may be useful to the County in preparing the EIR. Reference to
and/or inclusion of such documents in an electronic format would be appreciated.

8. FURTHER COMMENTS. Please provide any further comments or information that will help the
County to scope the document and determine the appropriate level of environmental assessment.

The general project description, location, and the probable environmental effects are contained in the
following materials.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date, but
not later than the due date specified above.

SCOPING MEETING

A public scoping meeting on the Draft EIR document will be held on April 13,2015 at 6:00PM at the
South Bay Community Center located at 2180 Palisades Avenue, Los Osos, California. The purpose of
the public scoping meeting is to solicit the views of interested parties, responsible agencies, agencies with
jurisdiction by law, trustee agencies and involved federal agencies, as to the appropriate scope and
content of the Draft EIR document. Representatives from the County will be present to offer a summary
of and answer questions regarding the proposed project. All inquiries about this process or written
comments submitted should be made to Kerry Brown (see contact information above). Written public
comments will be due no later than April 20, 2015.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION / PURPOSE

The purpose of this Los Osos Community Plan is to establish a vision for the future of Los Osos that will
guide growth and development over the next 20 years. The vision described in this plan reflects the
desires of the community, and the plan contains the policies, programs, standards, and guidelines to help
achieve that vision.

Background

The original Estero Area Plan was certified by the Coastal Commission in 1988 and an update to the Plan
began in 1996. The Estero Area Plan encompasses Los Osos, Cayucos, and the rural area (of Estero)
entirely within the Coastal Zone. On November 2, 2004, the Board of Supervisors approved the Estero
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Area Plan update for submittal to the California Coastal Commission. The update and associated
amendments were submitted to the Coastal Commission at the end of December 2004 as part of Local
Coastal Program Amendment No. 2-04.

Due to the outstanding issues in Los Osos, specifically lack of an approved communitywide Habitat
Conservation Plan for Los Osos to deal with widespread environmentally sensitive habitat, a projected
build-out in line with groundwater supply, and at that time (mid 2000’s) uncertainty about a community-
wide sewer system, the County modified the submittal to the Coastal Commission to remove the Los
Osos urban area from the update.

Construction of the Los Osos Wastewater Project is currently underway. Before vacant parcels within the
prohibition zone can hook up to the wastewater project, the County, as the applicant, is required to update
the Estero Area Plan for the Urban Area of Los Osos (the ‘Los Osos Community Plan’), to incorporate a
sustainable build-out target supported by the safe yield of the groundwater basin, and integrate a Habitat
Conservation Plan for long-term preservation of environmentally sensitive habitat areas throughout the
community.

Project Location

The project boundaries are defined as the area within the urban reserve line of the community of Los
Osos, and for water related issues: the Los Osos Groundwater Basin, which are within the Estero planning
area. The Community Plan covers approximately 3,400 acres. The project is bounded by Morro Bay and
the Estuary to the north, Los Osos Valley to the east and Montana de Oro State Park to the west and
south. Los Osos is an unincorporated community ten miles northwest of the City of San Luis Obispo and
five miles south of the City of Morro Bay in San Luis Obispo County, California.

The Los Osos Community Plan

The project is to establish a Community Plan for the community of Los Osos, and update the Estero Area
Plan, as needed, to establish the Community Plan. The Plan will be a comprehensive update of the
community with a focus on protecting key resources as well as providing adequate infrastructure as new
development occurs. Key elements of this Plan include:

1) Focus on infill development within the Urban Services Line
2) A land use plan

3) A circulation plan

4) Coastal access component

5) An implementation program

6) A Public Facilities Financing Plan

7) Revised development standards

The Community Plan is intended to guide growth and development for Los Osos for the next 20 years.
The Community Plan will allocate land in specific land use categories for a range of uses to support the
community. The Community Plan proposes policies, standards, programs, and guidelines to shape the
future growth and development of the community. Proposed growth is contingent on available resources.

The Community Plan will include land use category changes, amend designations, and proposes new
designations within the community. Proposed planning requirements will regulate development
standards, such as the heights of structures, setbacks, lot coverage, density and intensity, open space, land
uses, landscaping and tree planting, and parking and access requirements.

The Public Review Draft of the Los Osos Community Plan can be found on the County Planning and
Building Department’s web site:

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/loplan.htm
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PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECT TOPICS

As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR will identify and evaluate any potentially significant adverse
impacts, whether direct or indirect, that may result from the proposed project. The Draft EIR document
will also determine whether mitigation measures and/or alternatives can be implemented that will mitigate
those impacts to a level that is less than significant. The alternatives for analysis in the document may
include, but not be limited to, variations in the level of expected future development within the
approximately 3,560-acre planning area. All impacts will be evaluated against existing conditions in the
study area as of the date of the issuance of this NOP.

The Draft EIR document will address the following environmental issues, including, but not limited to:

Aesthetics Land Use and Zoning
Agricultural Resources Mineral Resources
Air Quality Noise

Population and Housing

Public Services

Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice
Transportation and Circulation

Utilities and Service Systems

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality

Additional Information: Additional information (such as color versions of attached figures) regarding this
project may also be found at Planning’s website: http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning.htm.

Attachments
Figure 1 — Map of the Los Osos Community
Figure 2 — Map of the Los Osos Groundwater Basin
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FIGURE 1 - LOS OSOS COMMUNITY
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FIGURE 2 - LOS OSOS GROUNDWATER BASIN
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (831) 427-4877

WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV

May 21, 2015

Kerry Brown

San Luis Obispo County Planning and Building
County Government Center, Room 310

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408

Subject: Los Osos Community Plan Public Review Draft and Notice of Preparation for Draft
Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 2015031090)

Dear Ms. Brown:

Thank you for sending the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the Draft Los Osos Community Plan (LOCP) for our review. As we understand it, the
purpose of the LOCP is to establish a vision for the future of Los Osos that will guide growth
and development over the next 20 years. The LOCP will thus contain the policies, programs,
standards, and guidelines to help achieve that vision.

The LOCP will be an amendment to the County’s Land Use Plan (LUP), which is a component
of the County’s certified Local Coastal Program (LCP), and will therefore require certification
by the Coastal Commission.® In addition, as we understand it, portions of the Estero Area Plan
would also be amended to ensure internal LCP consistency with the proposed LOCP, and those
amendments would be submitted at that time as well.

After initial review, we offer the following preliminary comments, observations and suggestions
on the Draft LOCP and the NOP. We look forward to reviewing the Draft EIR when it is
released.

General comments:

Scope of Work. The County of San Luis Obispo, through the LOCP, has an opportunity to both
shape future development and protect critical coastal resources in the community of Los Osos
over the next 20 years and beyond. We are supportive of this effort, and we appreciate all of the
work by the County and interested parties to move towards updating the LCP, including efforts
related to the Los Osos Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), the Los Osos Basin Plan (Basin Plan),
and the Los Osos community sewer system (LOWWP).

! The standard of review for an LUP amendment is that it must conform to the requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
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In addition, the LOCP gives the County the opportunity to evaluate Los Osos both on a
community-wide basis and also on a finer-scale parcel-by-parcel basis to understand where
future development is and is not appropriate, including determining what areas should be
designated as open space to provide an increased Los Osos “greenbelt.” The LOCP also provides
an opportunity to make adjustments to the urban services line (USL), the urban reserve line
(URL), and public service area boundaries to help ensure that development is concentrated in
appropriate areas and that sensitive habitats are protected from development, as is required by
the Coastal Act.

In general, we believe that the priority at this stage is to identify the urban core for Los Osos,
including in relation to the USL, the URL, and public service area boundaries so it is clear for all
parties moving forward where development is intended to be concentrated in Los Osos, and
where development is intended to be discouraged. This exercise then allows for the DEIR to
appropriately evaluate the potential impacts from such development, including in relation to the
HCP and what it is intended to cover. In this sense, we note that protection of Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) in Los Osos is integrally related to where services (including
water and wastewater) are allowed and provided, where the USL and URL are located, and that
thoughtful evaluation of the locations of these lines is critical.

Urban Services Line and Urban Reserve Line. The USL should be used to identify the urban
core of Los Osos in which development should be concentrated as much as possible, including in
terms of infill areas. Thus, we believe that the USL should be drawn, in general, around presently
developed areas and potential infill areas associated with these developed areas. The URL (i.e.,
the area between the USL line and the URL line) should only encompass the area where a similar
scale of development would be appropriate in the future We are not supportive of amended USL
and/or URL lines that do other than this. The identification of the appropriate USL and URL
lines needs to take into account areas where development would be constrained or precluded,
including based on habitat constraints (e.g., lots that contain wetlands, riparian, central maritime
chaparral, oak woodland, and/or other environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA), etc.),
visual impacts, water and sewer service constraints, etc.). If there are determined to be areas,
based on this analysis, that shouldn’t be developed because they can’t meet LCP and Coastal Act
requirements, then these areas should either be re-designated to open space (or some other
similar land use designation) and/or moved outside of the USL/URL (and re-designated). Public
service area boundaries also need to be identified with these same constraints in mind.

The County has proposed to adjust the USL and URL lines in several areas in the LOCP.
However, there appear to be at least four additional main areas where the EIR should evaluate
the potential to further adjust the USL and/or URL and/or redesignate the land use category of
certain parcels to facilitate incorporation into the greenbelt, including due to the presence of the
above listed habitat and development constraints:

1. Morro Bay Frontage. All areas within the identified USL that front upon Morro Bay
between 10™ Street (beginning at the Elfin Forest) to the north and continuing to the end
of Butte Drive to the southwest.
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2. Southwest Los Osos. All undeveloped areas within the URL with a land use category of
Residential Suburban located between Sea Wind Way to the north and the Bayview Unit
of the Morro Dunes Ecological Reserve to the east, including three undeveloped parcels
west of the Broderson site.

3. East Los Osos. All undeveloped areas within the URL between Los Osos Valley
Boulevard to the south and Los Osos Creek to the north. These include some properties in
the Residential Suburban and Residential Rural land use categories.

4. High School. All undeveloped areas immediately to the north and east of Los Osos High
School within the URL and within the Residential Suburban land use category.

There may be other areas that should also be evaluated, but at a gross scale, these seem the most
obvious to us at this time. Further iterations should refine the boundaries at an even finer scale,
and thus there are likely other areas and parcels that likewise need to be so evaluated.

To inform this analysis, the EIR should clearly identify all existing and proposed relevant
boundary lines located in Los Osos that may affect the USL and URL adjustments, including all
relevant habitat areas and development maps that may be applicable to the planning process.
These should, at a minimum, include the existing and proposed URL and USL, the current sewer
prohibition zone area, the new wastewater service area (and any potential areas of inclusion in
the future), and both the “South Bay Urban Area” and the “Los Osos Greenbelt,” referenced in
County Condition #92 of CDP A-3-SL0-09-055/069. Relevant habitat and development maps
that should be included, at a minimum, may include those identifying Los Osos’s protected
lands, undeveloped parcels, vegetation and land cover, and parcel development status.

Habitat Conservation Plan. It is our understanding that the Los Osos HCP’s planning area is
currently coterminous with the community’s URL. In regards to the appropriate planning area for
the HCP, Condition 92 of the LOWWP provides some insight. First, this condition requires that
an HCP shall be prepared and implemented for the long-term preservation of habitat remaining
within the Los Osos Greenbelt, including habitat remaining on individual vacant lots. Second,
the HCP must identify the habitat resources and the quality of those resources on the remaining
vacant properties within the South Bay Urban Area and Los Osos Greenbelt. Third, the HCP
must specify measures to avoid and minimize impacts to ESHA from buildout of the Service
area. With the above known, Commission staff is unclear whether the HCP planning area is
physically located in the most appropriate spot for LCP and CDP purposes, and as required by
Condition 92.

Currently, new development outside the USL is not allowable due to lack of adequate water
services (LCP Public Works Policy 1) necessary to serve proposed development, given the
already outstanding commitments to existing lots within the USL. In addition, development
outside the USL is only allowed if the proposed development: 1) is serviced by adequate private
on-site water and waste disposal systems; and 2) reflects an environmentally preferable
alternative.
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Because there is no clear date certain as to when the County or the Commission would be able to
make the required findings (based on the HCP, the Basin Plan, the LOCP, etc.) to allow new
development, we recommend limiting the HCP review area to those areas and parcels within the
USL that would constitute urban infill development, with mitigation for future infill development
occurring in the form of retiring parcels within the URL and thus helping to enlarge the
greenbelt.

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area. Commission and County staff have been analyzing
development proposals in Los Osos for some time under the premise that all of Los Osos is
generally considered ESHA due to the presence of the federally listed Morro Shoulderband snail.
However, there is not currently a certified Sensitive Resource Area (SRA) combining
designation or Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (Terrestrial Habitat) designation over the
entirety of Los Osos for the purposes of protecting this snail. Thus, there has not been a “mapped
ESHA” designation for Los Osos in this regard.

Currently, because there is no mapped ESHA for the snail, the County (or Commission staff on
appeal) would analyze the site for ESHA as part of the CDP application or appeal process.
Projects located within ESHA are limited to ensure no significant disruption to the resource,
absent a takings analysis. As part of the LOCP, the County is proposing a new “Los Osos
Ecosystem” SRA, which would designate mapped ESHA for the area between the USL and the
URL. Instead of specifically singling out the snail, this new SRA and ESH (TH) designation
would aim to protect the three most prominent communities that support a diversity of native
plant species and a number of rare, endangered, or threatened species of plants and animals,
including the Morro Shoulderband snail and the Morro Bay kangaroo rat. However, as part of the
proposed LOCP, there would continue to be no mapped ESHA within the USL. We do not
support this approach, and believe that the LOCP provides the most opportune time to map
ESHA overall. If the County wishes to specifically not map ESHA within the USL, an analysis
as to why this area would not raise to the level of ESHA will have to be undertaken and
supported in the EIR.

Additionally, as part of the proposed LCP amendment, the County is proposing to remove
mention of the Los Osos Dune Sands SRA and to delete Figure 6-3 from the Estero Area Plan
(EAP). The EIR should explain the current LCP status of the Los Osos Dune Sands SRA both
inside Los Osos and outside the URL boundary. In other words, if the Los Osos Dune Sands
SRA is not certified for the Los Osos area, but is certified for areas outside of Los Osos, then
both the text and Figure 6-3 in the EAP should be updated to reflect this and should not be
removed.

Adequate Services

Los Osos Basin Plan/Water. Much of the future development potential (including additional
dwelling units) in Los Osos, as identified in the LOCP’s Chapter 7 Planning Area Standards, is
based upon the implementation and success of several Programs described in the required Basin
Management Plan (Basin Plan). However, Special Condition #5 of CDP A-3-SL0O-09-055/069



Kerry Brown

San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building
May 21, 2015

Page 5

for the Los Osos Wastewater Project (LOWWP) required a Recycled Water Management Plan
(RWMP). The approved RWMP includes a Recycled Water Reuse Program, Water Conservation
Program, Monitoring Program, and Reporting and Adaptive Management Program. The
components of the RWMP, including plans for water reuse, conservation and monitoring, were
designed to be complementary with the Basin Plan. However, given that the RWMP is not
mentioned in the LOCP, it is not clear how the RWMP’s provisions are addressed in the LOCP.
In addition, the County Board of Supervisors recently approved the Water Conservation
Implementation Plan (WCIP). The WCIP outlines the actions to achieve the measures of the
Water Conservation Program, which is part of the RWMP. Thus, the EIR should analyze how the
LOCEP is consistent with the Basin Plan, the RWMP and the WCIP, and how these plans will
effectively work together to rectify the current identified water quality and quantity problems in
Los Osos, and provide the basis for future development through the LOCP standards. Lastly, we
are also unclear how the status of the County’s two water conservation ordinances? for Los Osos
(particularly the County’s 2:1 retrofit condition requirement for new development in Los Osos)
will change with the proposed LOCP. This needs to be clarified.

In addition, while the LOCP speaks to the Basin Plan and bases the number of new dwelling
units on the successful completion, implementation, and effectiveness of its stated Programs,
Special Condition #6 of CDP A-3-SL0O-09-055/069 requires that adequate water must be
available to support new development without adverse impacts to ground and surface waters,
including wetlands and all related habitats. Thus, we would suggest that this condition, which
was necessary for project consistency with LCP Public Works Policy 1, be a fundamental
requirement of the Community Standards section of the LOCP.?

Thus, we would suggest that this section be revised to ensure adequate services (including
wastewater treatment) are available for new development. Sample language could include, for
example:

Development shall not be approved unless it can be demonstrated, in writing and supported
by substantial evidence, that it will be served with adequate and sustainable water supplies
and wastewater treatment facilities, consistent with the subsections below:

a. Development receiving water from a water system operator and/or wastewater from a
public/community sewer system shall only be approved if there is: (i) sufficient water and
wastewater public works capacity within the system to serve the development given the
outstanding commitments by the service provider; such water service shall not adversely

These include Title 8 of the County Code, which requires retrofitting of structures with water saving plumbing fixtures upon
sale, and Title 19, which requires new development to retrofit water fixtures in existing buildings in order to save twice the
water that the new development will use. It is expected that retrofitting opportunities for Title 19 compliance will diminish
over time as the Water Conservation Implementation Plan proceeds. This will also have an effect on the Title 8 retrofit, as all
of the wastewater service area, where most of the retrofit opportunities exist, will have compliant toilets.

“Verification of water and sewer service” (e.g., a letter from the applicable water purveyor), as described in proposed Section
7.3B1, could be an application content requirement (e.g., within proposed Section 7.3E2a), or included as described above.
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impact coastal resources including streams, riparian habitats, and wetlands and shall not
adversely impact water supply available for existing and continued agricultural
production or for other priority land uses (e.g., coastal-dependent uses, public
recreation, essential public services, visitor-serving uses and commercial recreation
uses); and, (ii) evidence that the entity providing the service can provide such service for
the development. Such evidence may include a will-serve letter from the service provider.

b. An application for development receiving water from a well shall include a report
prepared by a California Registered Geologist or Registered Civil Engineer which
demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the Director, that:

1) The sustainable vield of the well meets the LCP-required sustained pumping rate
(minimum of xx gallons per minute) and must be equal to or exceed the project’s
estimated water demand.

2) The water quality meets safe drinking water standards.

3) The extraction shall not adversely impact other wells located within 300 feet of the
proposed well; shall not adversely impact adjacent coastal resources including
streams, riparian habitats, and wetlands; and shall not adversely impact water supply
available for existing and continued agricultural production or for other priority land
uses (e.q., coastal-dependent uses, public recreation, essential public services,
visitor-serving uses and commercial recreation uses).

Basin Plan Success. The Los Osos Groundwater Basin section (7.3D1 through D4) of the LOCP
outlines and describes the review process for “effectiveness” of programs listed in the Basin
Plan. The EIR should more clearly define and describe the success criteria for these programs,
since the successful implementation and effectiveness of these programs will be critical to
allowing the County and the Coastal Commission (on appeal) to find that adequate water
services exist to allow for new development, without adverse impacts to ground and surface
waters, including wetlands and all related habitats.

Exemption. Finally, we do not support an exemption to the Basin Plan program standards for
new development, as written in Section 7.3D4. As mentioned above, the LCP currently requires
that proposed new development demonstrate conclusively that adequate and sustainable water
and sewer capacity are available to support such development without adverse impacts to ground
and surface water, including wetland and all related habitats (Public Works Policy 1). Thus, it is
unclear whether this evidence could be found by the County without knowing the effectiveness
(as measured by success criteria) of the Basin Plan programs. In other words, evidence that the
Basin Plan programs have been successfully implemented will need to be demonstrated in order
to find that a particular project is consistent with the requirements of Public Works Policy 1.



Kerry Brown

San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building
May 21, 2015

Page 7

Additional Specific Comments:
1. Page 1-5 Introduction:

“A Local Coastal Program includes both a land use plan (e.g. the Land Use and
Circulation Element) and an implementation plan (e.g. Planning Area Standards and the
Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance).” This statement is not quite right. The County’s
LUP is defined as the Coastal Plan Policies, the Framework for Planning, and the four
Area Plans (including their Standards); the County’s IP is defined solely as the CZLUO.
If the County somehow defines its LUP and IP differently from the description above,
then we need to resolve any such differences as soon as possible

2. Page 2-3 Community Plan Policies:

*“... the County has certified this basin to have a Level of Severity Ill. This means that the
basin is at or approaching overdraft conditions.”” Level Il indicates that the demand for
a resource, in this case water, equals or exceeds the supply. The word “approaching”
should be replaced with “exceeding.”

3. Page 2-4 Community Plan Policies:

“In order to ensure that growth does not result in further impacts upon the basin, the
County proposes to use the Growth Management Ordinance as a tool for metering out
construction permits.” Please provide additional detail on this use of the Growth
Management Ordinance as a tool, in relation to water resources.

4. Pages 2-7 through 2-14 Community Plan Policies:

“The following tables summarize existing policy language in the Local Coastal Program
that is applicable to the community of Los Oso0s.” In general, we are uncomfortable with
Tables 2.4.1 through 2.4.6 because they include some LCP policies but not all LCP
policies that are “applicable.” While the tables state that the policy list is not exhaustive,
this type of policy chart is subjective and can confuse the public by appearing to give
more weight to those policies that are referenced in the tables. For example, LCP ESHA
Policies 2 and 3, while not included in this LOCP tables, are critically important
requirements of the LCP. The former requires the Applicant to demonstrate that
development will have no significant impact sensitive habitats and be consistent with the
biological continuance of the habitat, and the latter requires restoration of damaged
habitats. We recommend that these tables either be amended to include all applicable
polices of the LCP, or that they be removed.

In addition, it appears that several of the applicable policies cited in the tables are not part
of the certified the LCP, as the tables’ introductory paragraph states, including those
policies found within the Agricultural Element, the Conservation and Open Space
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Element, the Economic Element, and the Parks and Recreation Element. If it is the
County’s intent to include these policies in the LOCP, and thus to include them in the
LCP amendment to certify them, then that should be explained.

5. Pages 2-14 through 2-26 Community Plan Policies:

Community Plan Policies and Programs. This section appears to include new policies and
programs that would be applicable to the County’s CDP application review process and
the Commission’s appeal review process. However it is unclear if this is the County’s
intent. Instead of policies that development is required to be consistent with, these
policies and programs seem to read more as guidelines to which the County would using
to guide development in Los Osos in general. Either way, the EIR should analyze how
these policies and programs would apply to new development and how they would be
weighed against other LCP policies, including those in Chapter 7 of the LOCP. Table 2-
2, which outlines how these Chapter 2 policies would be implemented, should be
similarly clarified.

6. Page 3-8 Land Use Descriptions and Settings:

3.4.2 Midtown Area (PF, REC). Per Special Condition 3 of CDP A-3-SL0O-09-055/069,
the Midtown site is required to be a “self-sustaining natural habitat... in perpetuity” and
through a deed restriction, “all non-resource dependent development, other than that
associated with the approved project and consistent with the Habitat Management Plan”
is prohibited. Thus, this section should be revised to remove all listed uses that are
inconsistent with the requirements of this condition.

7. Page 4-4 Environmental Resources:

“Other SRAs are for areas enabling scenic vistas to and along the coast that help assure
public visual access to the coast.” We are unable to locate identified SRAs within the
LOCP that specifically address or require visual resource protection. In fact, only the
Morro Bay Shoreline (SRA) on page 4-5 includes the word “scenic.” If there are
particular stand-alone visual SRAs that should be included in the LOCP for development
review and approval purposes, please include them in this section. Alternatively, if the
Morro Bay Shoreline (SRA), for example, is intended to enable scenic vistas to and along
the coast, then this intent should be clarified and expanded upon.

“Areas with ecologically sensitive features that are listed in Chapter 7, Section 7.4 of this
plan are considered SRAs, even if they are not so designated on the official maps of the
Land Use Element.”” This sentence refers to the Morro Bay Shoreline (SRA) for: 1)
Residential Density, New Land Divisions; and 2) Wetland Setbacks, and the new
proposed Los Osos Ecosystem (SRA) for Required Finding. It is unclear whether the
Morro Bay Shoreline (SRA) and the Los Osos Ecosystem (SRA) are both not designated
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on the official maps or if it is just one of the two. Regardless, we strongly suggest that the
County update the official maps to identify these two SRAs.

8. Pages 6-1 through 6-14 Coastal Access:

In general, this entire section appears to be out of date and missing critical information.
We can assist in updating this section, if the County desires, but the entire section should
be brought up to date to reflect the current state of public access in Los Osos, including
adding additional existing public access sites and accepted easements to applicable
figures and tables, and rephrasing certain coastal access terminology to better describe
the state of coastal access and coastal access opportunities in Los Osos. This is the time
to take a close look at the existing access and plan for future access opportunities,
including ensuring that the California Coastal Trail (CCT) is located along the shoreline,
and within sight, smell, and earshot of the coast. Specific comments include:

a. Page 6-1. The first sentence should include the underlined: “...the California
Constitution affirms the public’s right of access to and along the state’s navigable
waters...”

b. Table 6-1. As we have suggested above for Sections 2.4.1 through 2.4.6, Table 6-1
should either include the entire list of all coastal access policies or be eliminated
entirely.

c. Page 6-3: Overview of Existing and Potential Coastal Access. Section 6.4 should be
reworded and updated. We are unclear about a number of things in this section. First,
what is the difference between a “lateral” accessway and “major lateral trails”?
Where are the “major lateral trails along the shoreline?” Our understanding is that the
CCT in Los Osos does not in fact run along the shoreline (as it should) but along
inland streets from South Bay Boulevard to the northeast to Pecho Valley Road to the
southwest. Secondly, it is our understanding that all Offers to Dedicate (OTDs) have
been accepted in Los Osos so they are easements. If this is true, the important thing
now is to identify open easements versus easements that need opening, or
improvements. Lastly, the last sentence identifies Appendix C which we believe is a
typo. Regardless, “Appendix C” or some other chart (e.g. Table 6-2) should detail “an
inventory of public access easements and their status,” not effers-to-dedicate-for
lateral and vertical access to the coast.

d. Page 6-6: Management Objectives. Section 6.5 should be updated to remove mention
of “highway pull-outs,” remove the Coastal Conservancy from the list of non-profit
organizations (they are a State coastal management agency), and to better describe the
“key coastal access site” that the Audubon Society manages. In addition, a key bullet
is missing from the list of coastal accessway oversight responsibilities of County
Parks, and that is to “open the easements.”
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9. Pages 7-6 through 7-7 Planning Area Standards:

H. Shoreline Development. As previously mentioned, we believe this section should be
tailored specifically to the unique Bay-fronting nature of Los Osos. This would include
specific application requirements for new development or expansion of existing uses
proposed on or adjacent to Morro Bay. References to “the beach,” “shoreline protective
device” and “bluff” should be reviewed for accuracy and analyzed as part of the EIR to,
at a minimum, their exact locations. We are unclear which lots would require bluff
setbacks for new development, or where a “beach” is located in Los Osos. Shoreline
protective devices should continue to be prohibited for all new development through a
conditioned deed restriction. We are available to help with this section.

Pages 7-19 through 7-53: 7.5 Land Use Category Standards. Please provide clarity on
what, if any, changes are proposed in this section from the currently certified language
within the Estero Area Plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide preliminary comments on the Public Review Draft of
the LOCP and the NOP for EIR purposes.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss the LOCP, the NOP, or these comments,
please feel free to contact me at (831) 427-4863 or daniel.robinson@coastal.ca.gov

Regards,

Daniel Robinson
Coastal Planner
Central Coast District Office

cc: State Clearinghouse
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Kerry Brown

County of San Luis Obispo
976 Osos Street, Room 300
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

SUBJECT: APCD Comments Regarding the Los Osos Community Plan
Dear Ms. Brown,

Thank you for including the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) in
the environmental review process. We have completed our review of the proposed
project for the community of Los Osos. The Los Osos Community Plan is being developed
to establish a vision for the future of Los Osos that will guide growth and development
over the next 20 years. The vision described in this plan reflects the desires of the
community and the plan contains the policies, programs, standards, and guideline to help
achieve that vision.

The project boundaries are defined as the area within the urban reserve line of the
community of Los Osos, which is within the Estero planning area. The Community Plan
covers approximately 3,400 acres. The project is bounded by Morro Bay and the Estuary to
the north, Los Osos Valley to the east and Montana de Oro State Park to the west and
south.

The Plan will be a comprehensive update of the community with a focus on protecting key
resources as well as providing adequate infrastructure as new development occurs. Key
elements will include; 1) Focus on infill development within the URL, 2) a land use plan, 3) a
circulation plan, 4) coastal access component, 5) an implementation program, 6) a Public
Facilities Financing Plan, and, 7) revised development standards.

The following are APCD comments that are pertinent to this project.
1. Contact Person:
Meghan Field & Vince Kirkhuff
Air Pollution Control District
3433 Roberto Court

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
(805) 781-5912

7805.781.5912 ¢ 805.781.1002 wslocleanair.org 3433 Roberto Court, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
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2. Permit(s) or Approval(s) Authority:

Portable equipment used during construction activities may require statewide registration or an
APCD permit. Additionally, some future developments (i.e. gas stations, auto body and paint
shops, etc.) may require APCD permits and applicants will need to apply for an Authority to
Construct. Please contact our Engineering Division at (805) 781-5912 prior to final permit
approval of these types of projects by your agency.

Demolition and remodeling activities have potential negative air quality impacts, including issues
surrounding proper demolition and disposal of asbestos containing material (ACM). Demolition
and remodeling projects are subject to the requirements stipulated in the National Emission
Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), which includes but is not limited to: 1)
notification requirements to the APCD, 2) asbestos survey conducted by a Certified Asbestos
Inspector, and, 3) applicable removal and disposal requirements of identified ACM. Please
contact Tim Fuhs of the APCD Enforcement Division at 781-5912 prior to final approval of these
types of projects by your agency.

3. Environmental Information:

The potential air quality impacts from construction and operational phases of the Community
Plan should be assessed in the EIR. The Community Plan under development has the potential
for significant impacts to local air emissions, ambient air quality, sensitive receptors, and the
implementation of the Clean Air Plan (CAP). A complete air quality analysis should be included in
the DEIR to adequately evaluate the overall air quality impacts associated with implementation
of the proposed Community Plan. This analysis should address both short-term (construction)
and long-term (operational) emissions impacts (including traditional air pollutants and
greenhouse gas emissions). The following is an outline of items that should be included in the
analysis: ‘

a) A description of existing air quality and emissions in the impact area, including the
attainment status of the APCD relative to State and Federal air quality standards and any
existing regulatory restrictions to development. The most recent CAP should be consulted
for applicable information and the APCD should be consulted to determine if there is more
up to date information available.

b) A detailed quantitative air emissions analysis at the project scale is not relevant at this time.

c) A qualitative analysis of the air quality impacts should be conducted. A consistency analysis
with the CAP will determine if the emissions resulting from development under the
Community Plan will be consistent with the emissions projected in the CAP, as described in
item 6 of this letter. The qualitative analysis should be based upon criteria such as
prevention of urban sprawl and reduced dependence on automobiles. A finding of Class |
impacts could be determined qualitatively. The DEIR author should contact the APCD if
additional information and guidance is required. All assumptions used should be fully
documented in an appendix to the DEIR.
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e To aid in the air quality analysis, the traffic study should include the total daily traffic
volumes projected. The traffic study results can be used in the qualitative analysis by
providing a tool for comparing trip generation between different alternatives and
evaluating effectiveness of mitigation methods for reducing traffic impacts.

d) The DEIR should include a range of alternatives that could effectively minimize air quality
impacts. A consistency analysis should be performed for each of the proposed alternatives

_ identified, as described above. A qualitative analysis of the air quality impacts should be

generated for each of the proposed alternatives. Examples include but are not limited to:

¢ Flexible zoning to promote mixed use and design standards that protect mixed use.

o Increase the amount of neighborhood scale mixed use.

e Additional density beyond proposed zoning allowances.

o Design standards that require narrow streets and minimum front setbacks on
structures.

e Limiting the size of each arterial through the development. This reduces the need
for noise barriers such as cinder block walls along roadways, decreases roadway
widths, and slows the speed of traffic, creating an atmosphere that encourages
walking and bicycling.

e) Mitigation measures to reduce or avoid significant air quality impacts should be
recommended. (or) Mitigation measures to reduce air quality impacts from construction and
operational phases to a level of insignificance should be specified.

If you would like to receive a copy of an example of a recommended format for the qualitative
analysis section on air emissions impacts, contact the APCD Planning Division at 781-5912.

4. Permit Stipulations/Conditions:

it is recommended that you refer to the “CEQA Air Quality Handbook” (the Handbook). If you do
not have a copy, it can be accessed on the APCD web page (www.slocleanair.org) in the Business
Assistance section, listed under Regulations, or a hardcopy can be requested by contacting the
APCD. The Handbook provides information on mitigating emissions from development (Section
5) which should be referenced in the DEIR.

5. Alternatives:

Any alternatives described in the DEIR should involve the same level of air quality analysis as
described in bullet items 3.c and 3.d listed above.

6. .Reasonably Foreseeable Projects, Programs or Plans:

The most appropriate standard for assessing the significance of potential air quality impacts for
Community Plan EIRs is the preparation of a consistency analysis where the proposed project is
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evaluated against the land use goals, policies, and population projections contained in the CAP.
The rationale for requiring the preparation of a consistency analysis is to ensure that the
attainment projections developed by the APCD are met and maintained. Failure to comply with
the CAP could result in long term air quality impacts. Inability to maintain compliance with the
state ozone standard could bear potential negative economic implications for the county’s
residents and business community. The APCD's CEQA Air Quality Handbook provides guidance
for preparing the consistency analysis and recommends evaluation of the following questions:

a) Are the population projections used in the plan or project equal to or less than those used in
the most recent CAP for the same area? :

b) Is the rate of increase in vehicle trips and miles traveled less than or equal to the rate of
population growth for the same area?

¢) Have all applicable land use and transportation control measures from the CAP been
included in the plan or project to the maximum extent feasible?

The land use and circulation policy areas contained in Appendix E of the APCD’s CAP are crucial
to the consistency analysis and should be specifically addressed in the DEIR. Implementation of
these land use planning strategies is the best way to mitigate air quality impacts at the
Community Plan scale.

These land use planning strategies are:

e Planning Compact Communities
e Providing for Mixed Land Use
e Balancing Jobs and Housing
e Circulation Management Policies and Programs
o Promoting Accessibility in the Transportation System
Promoting Walking and Bicycling
Parking Management
Transportation Demand Management
Communication, Coordination and Monitoring

O O O O

The formation of compact, pedestrian friendly and more economically self-sufficient
communities will reduce automobile trip generation rates and trip lengths.

7. Relevant Information:

As mentioned earlier, the Handbook should be referenced in the EIR for determining the
significance of impacts and level of mitigation recommended.

8. Further Comments:
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GENERAL COMMENTS

As a commenting agency in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process for a
project, the APCD assesses air pollution impacts from both the construction and operational phases
of a project, with separate significant thresholds for each. Please address the action items

contained in this letter that are highlighted by bold and underlined text.

Demolition Activities

Demolition activities can have potential negative air quality impacts, including issues
surrounding proper handling, demolition, and disposal of asbestos containing material (ACM).
Asbestos containing materials could be encountered during demolition or remodeling of existing
buildings. Asbestos can also be found in utility pipes/pipelines (transite pipes or insulation on
pipes). If utility pipelines are scheduled for removal or relocation: or building(s) are

- removed or renovated this project may be subject to various regulatory jurisdictions,
including the requirements stipulated in the National Emission Standard for Hazardous
Air Pollutants (40CFR61, Subpart M - asbestos NESHAP). These requirements include but are

not limited to: 1) notification requirements to the District, 2) asbestos survey conducted by a
Certified Asbestos Inspector, and, 3) applicable removal and disposal requirements of identified
ACM. Please contact the APCD Compliance Division at 781-5912 for further information.

Naturally Occurring Asbestos
Los Osos is located in a candidate area for Naturally Occurring Asbestos (NOA), which has been

identified as a toxic air contaminant by the California Air Resources Board (ARB). Under the ARB
Air Toxics Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining

Operations, prior to any grading activities as part of this community plan, the project
proponents shall ensure that a geologic evaluation is conducted to determine if NOA is
present within the area that will be disturbed. If NOA is not present, an exemption
request must be filed with the District (see Attachment 1). If NOA is found at the site, the

applicant must comply with all requirements outlined in the Asbestos ATCM. This may
include development of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan and an Asbestos Health and Safety

Program for approval by the APCD. Please refer to the APCD web page at
http://mww.slocleanair.org/business/asbestos.asp for more information or co ntact the APCD
Enforcement Division at 781-5912.

Construction Permit Requirements
We are unsure of the types of equipment that may be present during the project’s construction

phase. Portable equipment, 50 horsepower (hp) or greater, used during construction activities
will require California statewide portable equipment registration (issued by the California Air
Resources Board) or an APCD permit. The following list is provided as a guide to equipment and
operations that may have permitting requirements, but should not be viewed as exclusive. Fora
more detailed listing, refer to page A-5 in the District's CEQA Handbook.

Power screens, conveyors, diesel engines, and/or crushers;

Portable generators and equipment with engines that are 50 hp or greater;

IC engines;

Unconfined abrasive blasting operations;

Concrete batch plants;
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Rock and pavement crushing;
Tub grinders; and
Trommel screens.

To mlnlmlze potentlal delays, prior to the start of the prolect. please contact the APCD

regmrements.

- Operational Phase of Projects
Mixed Use Incompatibility
As individual projects move forward it is important to keep in mind that some uses may not be
compatible and could result in potential nuisance problems (i.e. odors and/or dust). Therefore,
it is essential that individual uses be carefully evaluated prior to issuance of an APCD use permit.
The following uses could be problematic if residential quarters are included in the same
building.
- Nail Salons

+ Dry-cleaners

- Coffee Roasters

- Gasoline Stations

- Furniture refurbishing/refinishing

- Any type of Spray Paint Operation
To minimize potential delays, prior to the start of the project, please contact the APCD
Engineering Division at (805) 781-5912 for specific information regardlng permitting
requirements.

Operational Permit Requirements
' Based on the information provided, we are unsure of the types of equipment that may occur

under the plan. Operational sources may require APCD permits. The following list is provided
as a guide to equipment and operations that may have permitting requirements, but should not
be viewed as exclusive. For a more detailed listing, refer to page A-5 in the District's CEQA
Handbook.

New wineries or expanding wineries with the capacity of 26,000 gallons per year or more

require a Permit to Operate for fermentation and storage of wine;

Portable generators and equipment with engines that are 50 hp or greater;

Chemical product processing and or manufacturing;

Electrical generation plants or the use of standby generator;

Food and beverage preparation (primarily coffee roasters);

Furniture and fixture products;

‘Metal industries, fabrication;

Small scale manufacturing;

Auto and vehicle repair and painting facilities;

Fuel dealers;

Dry cleaning;

Pipelines;

Public utility facilities;

Boilers;
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Internal combustion engines;
Sterilization units(s) using ethylene oxide and incinerator(s);
Cogeneration facilities;
Unconfined abrasive blasting operations;
Concrete batch plants;
Rock and pavement crushing;
Tub grinders; and
Trommel screens.
To m|n|m|ze otentlal delays, prior to the start of the ro ect lease contact the APCD

regwrements.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. If you have any questions or
comments, feel free to contact me at 781-5912. '

~

Sincerely,-

Meghan Fie
Air Quality Specialist

MDF/vjk/arr

h:\plan\ceqa\project_review\3000\38001\3865-113865-1.docx
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April 30, 2015

Kerry Brown

County of San Luis Obispo
Planning and Building Department
976 Osos Street, Room 300

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408

SLOCOG appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Los Osos Community Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) scoping. SLOCOG is also providing initial comments on the draft plan document.

Environmental Impact Report scoping comments

The plan has a goal of focusing on infill and mixed use development. The EIR should assess how
increased density, intensity, and mixed uses affect vehicle miles traveled (VMT), air pollutants and
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

As noted in Appendix D, Table D-6, almost three-fourths of Los Osos’s working residents work outside of
Los Osos. This suggests a jobs-housing imbalance which impacts VMT. Non-commuting trip mode and
length are also affected, to the extent that shopping, leisure, and other destinations are not available
locally in Los Osos.

The plan’s recommendations will have an effect on future traffic volumes on arterials such as Los Osos
Valley Rd. and South Bay Blvd. The extent to which the plan incorporates mixed use and infill
development recommendations, complete streets, better street connectivity, enhanced transit service,
and TDM will influence those future volumes.

1114 Marsh Street San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 | £ (805) 781-4219 f (805) 781-5703 } slocog@slocog.org SLOCOG.ORG
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Initial comments on draft plan
Land use and sustainable communities

1. SLOCOG supports LOCP Goal 5, Focus on Infill and Mixed Use Development. SLOCOG’s 2014 RTP
supports compact, mixed use and infill development in Target Development Areas (Ch. 2,
Sustainable Communities Strategy, Policy 5).

2. The Midtown [Sec. 7-5 (F)] and Morro Shores [Sec. 7-5 (J)] areas present opportunities for well-
planned development within the Urban Reserve Line that supports regional goals and policies,
such as SCS Policy 5.

3. SLOCOG supports economic development (SCS Policy 8) through land use policies that create a
thriving commercial note/hub, promote the visitor opportunities in the surrounding area (e.g.
interpretive center for surrounding parks), and promote the area’s history.

Regional growth forecast

4. Table D-3: Population Projections. Add the other 5-year increments to this table (2020, 2025,
2030) for a more complete picture of population projections for Los Osos (Table D-3 on page D-
4). To make this table easier to read, provide a column and calculate “Change in Population”, so
that the reader does not need to do the math (i.e., 18,607 minus 13,908 = 4,699 ... “change in
population from 2010 to 2035”, etc.).

5. Calculate and provide estimated housing need. Based on a population per household rate of
2.38 persons per occupied dwelling unit and an 8 percent vacancy rate (for Los Osos), the
estimated population increase of 4,700 (from 2010 to 2035) would necessitate approximately
2,146 new homes (assuming the household size and vacancy rate remain constant).

The math:

e 4,700 persons (population increase, 2010 to 2035) divided by 2.38 persons (per
occupied dwelling unit) = 1,975 new occupied housing units in 2035 (assuming
household size remains constant)

e 1,975 (occupied housing units) divided by 0.92 (housing occupancy rate) = 2,147
total new housing needed by 2035 (assuming vacancy rate remains constant)

Please calculate and provide the estimated housing need for the Los Osos community for the
planning horizon year of 2035. Please calculate the estimated number of new housing need per
year (based on the above math, this would be about 86 new housing units per year).
The math: 2,147 new housing units needed / 25 years = ~86 new units/year from 2010
to 2035)

6. Population Projections for Los Osos. Although the population projections included in Appendix
D reference SLOCOG’s 2040 Regional Growth Forecast, SLOCOG staff is skeptical of the
significant growth estimated for the community of Los Osos from 2010 to 2035 (Note: The
SLOCOG growth forecast is developed with the inclusion of population, housing, and employment

1114 Marsh Street San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 | ¢ (805) 781-4219 § (805) 781-5703 } slocog@slocog.org -SLOCOG.ORG
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estimates for the seven cities and the unincorporated area as a whole; SLOCOG staff then
requests that County Planning staff provide detailed population projection ﬁgures for the County
urban communities, villages, and rural planning areas to disaggregate the unincorporated area
population projection. There was no process in place for SLOCOG staff to review and comment
on the population projections provided by County staff; SLOCOG staff may consider changes to
how the next Regional Growth Forecast is developed).

Los Osos has lost population during each of the last two decades; from 1990 to 2000, the
population in Los Osos declined by 0.2 percent; from 2000 to 2010, the population declined by
3.1 percent (see Table D-1 on page D-2). Certainly the loss of population in Los Osos can largely
be attributed to a residential building moratorium covering much of the community (due to the
lack of a community-wide sewer system). SLOCOG staff recognizes that a completed sewer
system will likely allow Los Osos to accommodate additional residential and commercial growth
in the community, but given the very limited level of growth in population and housing across
the San Luis Obispo region in the past 5+ years, SLOCOG does not believe there will be an
average of 86 new housing units constructed per year from 2010 to 2035 in Los Osos. Consider a
downward revision of the population projections for the Los Osos community over the planning
horizon {to 2035).

Transit and park-and-ride

7.

SLOCOG supports Sec. 5.2.3 recommending increased local and regional transit service
frequency, service span, and service area; recommending an appropriately-located, well-
designed, and accessible park-and-ride lot; and improved bus stop amenities and access.
Consider a recommendation for future direct regional transit service to San Luis Obispo. This
service is identified as a need on p. 5-13 of the 2014 RTP.

SLOCOG supports the inclusion of TDM measures in Sec. 5.3.1. TDM is covered in depth as a
way to maximize system efficiency in Ch. 3 of the 2014 RTP, and is also recommended in the
2014 RTP, Ch. 4 — Highways, Streets, and Roads, Strategy 6.

Active Transportation

10.

11.

SLOCOG supports the complete streets language on pp. 5-2 and 5-4 to guide Chapter 5’s
recommendations. This is consistent with 2014 RTP, Ch. 4/HSR, Policy 6. The plan should
recommend appropriate complete streets improvements on collector roads, e.g. in Table 5-3.
SLOCOG supports multimodal improvements on Los Osos Valley Road. Streetscape
enhancements consistent with the Draft LOVR Corridor Study are included in the 2014 RTP,
Chapter 6. A road diet to reduce the number of auto lanes on LOVR west of South Bay Blvd.
should be evaluated. It is suggested that bike facilities should be designed to separate users
from traffic, and pedestrian features, such as crosswalks, should be designed to maximize safety

1114 Marsh Street San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 | ¢ (805) 781-4219 f (805) 781-5703 } slocog@slocog.org: SLOCOG.ORG
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and comfort. Traffic speed and unsafe pedestrian crossings on LOVR are identified as a need in
Table 5-2.

12. SLOCOG supports Safe Routes to School improvements that provide safer and more convenient
ways for students to walk and bike to school, minimizing exposure to fast-moving motor vehicle
traffic. For example:

a. Bicycle and pedestrian improvements on El Morro Ave. to provide safer facilities for

walking and cycling to Baywood Elementary School, the £l Morro Bike Trail, and the RTA
Route 12 bus stop at the corner of 7% st.

b. Improvements for walking and cycling to Monarch Grove Elementary School, including
extension of the sidepath on the north side of Pecho Valley Rd. from Monarch Ln. to the
school and crossing improvements at Montana Way. There is a 40 mph speed limit
outside of the school zone on Pecho Valley Rd., and the curve starting at Pecho Rd. may
limit sight distance.

Other

13. Plan for future fiber optic connections by recommended that conduit be placed as part of
infrastructure projects, as appropriate.

Please contact me if you have any questions at jbrubaker@slocog.org or 805-788-2104.

Sincerely,

leff Brubaker
Transportation Planner

Cc: Richard Murphy
Ronald L. DeCarli
James Worthley
Geoffrey Chiapella

1114 Marsh Street San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 | ¢ (805) 781-4219 § (805) 781-5703 | slocog@slocog.org - SLOCOG.ORG




April 29, 2015

County of San Luis Obispo

PARKS & RECREATION

Nick Franco, Director

THINK OUTSIDE!

San Luis Obispo County Planning and Building Department

967 Osos Street

San Luis Obispo, Ca 93408

RE:  San Luis Obispo County Department of Parks and Recreation’s review of the Los Osos Community
Plan Public Review Draft

Thank you for the opportunity to review this Community Plan. The plan appears to be well-organized
and researched. Our comments are minimal:

Section Plan Text Recommended Action
Throughout | Provide landscaped Consider limiting where landscaping is required. The water
document medians, landscaped shortage in Los Osos is at Level of Severity il and it will be
streetscapes, years until resolved. Landscaping is not a good use of the
landscaped pedestrian community’s limited water supply.
areas and trees.
224 The nearby State Parks | The nearby State Parks also support active recreation:
also support passive swimming, surfing, paddle boarding, kayaking and golf, to
recreation name a few.
224 There is little active Please note that although there is little active “parkiand,”
parkland there are many opportunities for active recreation. All
three schools have sports fields that are open to the public
and nearby State Parks offer active recreation.
243 Park and Recreation Attached are Policies from the Park and Recreation Element
Element Policies that are relevant to the Draft Community Plan. Please
consider including these in your document.

Thank you for the fine work done so far in completion of this plan. Please feel free to call me to discuss
any of our comments or any other topics related to this Community Plan. You can reach me at 805/781-

40889.

Sincerely,

Hlisp T F e

Elizabeth Kdvanaugh, Parks and Trails Planner

Attachment — Park and Recreation Element Policies to be considered for inclusion in the Los Osos
Community Plan.

1087 Santa Rosa Street = San Luis Obispo, CA 93408 = Phone: 805.781.5930 » www.slocountyparks.org




Parks Goal, Obijective, and Policies

GOAL #1:

An equitable and quality public park system within San Luis
Obispo County.

.OBIJECTIVE A: Maintain and improve as well as provide new and

expanded paorks and recreation within the County
consistent with Chapter 8 Parks and Recreation Project List,
and the County’s available funding.

POLICIES:
2.1 Provide parks which are aesthetic and consistent with community
needs.

2.2  When acquiring parkland or considering the acceptance of a parkland
donation give first priority to sites that would:

1.

Augment needed park or recreafion opportunities as defined in
this Element.

Serve a good mix of users at a reasonable cost.

Provide an appreciable amount of parkland or recreation as a
result of being adjacent to a compadtible site, such as a school.

Allow development in a reasonable time period. The County
should not obtain lands that have extensive permit and mitigation
requirements that may conflict with the project’s proposed use(s) or
County policy.

Serve an important existing or future need. The site should be
able to be developed consistent with that need.

Accommodate planned uses in terms of size, location, and existing
constraints. The property should be largely devoid of constraints
or hazards.

7. Adequately accommodate long-term maintenance.

Concentrate park acquisition efforts on sites larger than fen acres,
except when (a) the proposal is for a linear park connecting
important community components or providing key alfernative
transportation {such as a link belween two schools), (b} a
proposed park provides the only available park site in a
community, (¢} another agency will provide maintenance for the
park, or (d) a smaller parcel has outstanding characteristics or
unique features.

In general, projects that meet these criteria will be given a high
prionity.

Parks and Recreation Element - 19
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2.3 When developing parkland:

1. Prepare adequate studies to determine site constraints.
Prepare and implement a master plan for the site.

3. Provide reasonable buffers between existing uses and the new park
facilities in order to reduce impacts.

4. Use joint use opportunities and adopt-a-park programs as they are
available. '

2.4  Preserve Counly parkland for aclive and passive recreation.
Community facilities, which have little to no recreational component,
shall be placed outside of an existing or proposed park.

2.5  Encourage private development of parklands and facilities, o assist
with meeting park needs.

ParksT 20 Parks and Recreation Element
Adopted December 19, 2006




Recreation Goal, Objectives and Policies

GOAL #2:  Recreation that serves the Counly’s residents and visitors,
various age groups, varying economic situations and physical
abilities.

GENERAL RECREATION:

OBJECTIVE B: Provide new and expanded recreation within the County
consistent with Chapter 8 Parks and Recreation Project List,
and the County's available funding.

POLICIES:

3.1 To provide an equitable distribution of recreation throughout the
County, County Parks should aftempt to provide new or expanded
recreation {as a first priority} in those Planning Areas that have:

1. Experienced faster growth rates.

2. Very limited existing park acreage and/or recreation opportunities
in relation to population density. When assessing existing park
acreage and/or recreation opportunities consider parks and
recreation offered by all entities provided that enfity offers
comparable service to the County’s unincorporated population.

3.2  Provide recreation at the County’s parks consistent with community
needs. '

3.3 Seek joint use agreements, volunteer and other partnership
opportunities to augment recreafional services and reduce project
costs.

3.4  When considering the acceptance or development of capital intensive
recreational facilities such as community centers, indoor sports centers,
and aquatic centers, attempt to get numerous entifies involved to split
the cost of acquisition, design, development, and maintenance.

3.5  Provide recreation programs at the County’s owned or leased facilifies
which provide adequate cost recovery.

3.6  Recognize that many legitimate recreation activities are possible even
through they may not be provided by the County. From bowling alleys
to off-road vehicle courses, private enterprise offers a greater potential
to supply various recreation needs. The County will work fo assist
private enterprise in providing these activities while at the same time it
will work fo ensure that they are appropriately located so as not to
necessarily impact the environment or negatively burden surrounding

_land uses.

RecreationT 26 Parks and Recreation Element
Adopted December 19, 2006




Funding Acquisition, Development & Maintenance Goals, Objectives,
ond Policies

GOAL #6: A variely of funding sources to expand, acquire, develop, and
maintain the County’s parks, recreation opportunities and
natural areas.

OBJECTIVE H: Develop a funding mechanism that provides for acquisition,
development and maintenance of parks, recreation, natural
areas, and coastal access, taking advantage of collaborative
agreements and volunteers.

POLICIES:
6.1 List projects in the County’s Capital Improvement Program.

6.2  Develop a funding program that balances community need with
available revenues. Use an economic consultant to review existing
costs and provide recommendations for a viable funding program.
This program should consider the formation of a parks district.

6.3  The County should enact and maintain an ordinance ‘pursuant to the
Quimby Act that will require a dedication of land and/or payment of
fees in lieu thereof, for park and recreational purposes as a condition
to the approval of a tentative tract or parcel map for residential
subdivisions.

MAINTENANCE

GOAL #7:  High quadlily park maintenance that is cost effective and
environmentally sensitive.

OBJECTIVE I: Provide new or expanded public facilities consistent with
available maintenance funding.

POLICIES:

6.4  Prior to accepting or developing a new park, County Parks shall
determine the long-term maintenance and operating casts associated
with the proposed project. The County shall not develop the park until
adequate funds are available for maintenance.

6.5  Ensure that County parks receive a net benefit to the County park and
recreafion system when a park or recreation facility is impacted by
private or quasi-public infrastructure and other easements.

Parks and Recreation Element 45 Funding & Maintenance T
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6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

6.12

Require new development adjacent to parks, recreation and natural
areas to be designed to function with and enhance park resources.
Adjacent, new private development should not detract from or use
adjacent park or natural area resources for their own private use.

Conduct project maintenance consistent with a facility's master plan.

When maintaining park, recreation and natural area facilities attempt
to minimize signs and other structures that may impact the aesthetics
of the facility.

County Parks should not undertake maintenance responsibilities better
handled by another body. For example, facilities within private
development (such as mini-parks, basin parks, mitigation areas, open
space, and short segments of trails) shall be maintained by a
homeowner's association or a similar enfity.

if County maintenance funding is inadequate fo provide all park types,
concentrate new park acquisition on regional park lands since these
parks serve the largest number of users and are the least costly for the
County to maintain.

Use methods within County Parks® facilities that reduce maintenance
costs, such as the use of drought tolerant landscaping, solar oriented
structures, structures with natural lighting during daylight hours, and
stainless steel fixtures which have a longer lifetime and are more
resilient to vandalism.

Continue to assess ways of providing additional maintenance funding
including: :

The periodic review of user fees.

Ways to cut staff time.

Additional ways to manage and use volunteers.

Assessing options such as the formation of a parks district.

i
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“ S I E RRA Santa Lucia Chapter
C LURBR P.0. Box 15755
‘ San Luis Obispo, CA 93406

FOUNDED 1892 (805) 543-8717
www.santalucia.sierraclub.org

August 25, 2015

Kerry Brown, Dept. of Planning and Building 3 oo ; ,,
976 Osos Street, Room 300 o S
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408 | I

RE: Revisions to the LOCP

Dear Ms. Brown,

The current draft of the Los. Osos Community Plan, Chapter 7.3 “Communitywide Standards” Parts A
through D, will allow unsustainable development over the Los Osos Basin for the reasons we explain
below. The standards do not comply with the Local Coastal Policy (LCP) and Coastal Zone Land Use
Ordinance. ; u

Policy 1: Preservation of Groundwater Basins. The long-term integrity of groundwater

basins within the coastal zone shall be protected. The safe yield of the groundwater basin,

including return and retained water, shall not be exceeded except as part of a conjunctive
use or resource management program which assures that the biological productivity of
aquatic habitats are not significantly adversely impacted. [THIS POLICY SHALL BE
IMPLEMENTED AS A STANDARD.]

CZLUO Section 23.04.430: Availability of Water Supply and Sewage Disposal Services. A
land use permit for new development that requires water or disposal of sewage shall not be
approved unless the applicable approval bodv determines that there is adequate water and

- sewage disposal capacity availa ety
section. Subsections a. and b. of this section glve prlorlty to mfnllmg development within the
_urban service line over development proposed between the USL and URL. In communities
with limited water and sewage disposal service capacities as defined by Resource
Management System alert levels il or ill:

a. Aland use permit for development to be located between an urban services line
~ and urban reserve line shall not be approved unless the approval body fll'St finds that the
capacities _of avallable water supplv and sewa_ge dlsposal services are_sufficient to

/ accommodate. both emstmg development, and allowed development on presentlv-vacant o

parcels within the urban serv:ces I|ne

‘Development outside the urban services line shall be approved only if it can be served by
adequate on-site water and sewage dlsposal systems except that development of a single-
family dwelling on an existing parcel may connect to a community water system if such service




exists adjacent to the subject parcel and lateral connection can be accomplished without trunk
line extension.

(The emphases above are added.)

Chapter 7.3 of the LOCP also doesn’t conform to Special Condition 6 of the LOWWP Coastal Development
Permit:

6. Wastewater Service to Undeveloped Properties. Wastewater service to undeveloped
properties within the service area shall be prohibited unless and until the Estero Area Plan is
amended to identify appropriate and sustainable buildout limits, and any appropriate
mechanisms to stay within such limits, based on conclusive evidence indicating that adequate
water is available to support development of such properties without adverse impacts to
ground and surface waters, including wetlands and all related habitats.

(Emphasis added.)

The primary reason the current draft of the LOCP does not conform to these policies and requirements is
that it will allow further development over the Los Osos Basin without first establishing that the Basin can
support that development. The Los Osos Basin has a severe seawater intrusion problem that has rendered
much of the Basin unusable for drinking water over the last 40 years. A 2014 seawater update revealed
that intrusion accelerated since 2005 despite large cutbacks in pumping, and there is no physical evidence
at this point to show seawater intrusion can be stopped or the Basin:become a sustainable water source
for the current population. This is particularly true with the severe drought and increasing signs:of
climate change (e.g., reduced rainfall, higher temperatures and sea level rise).

The LOCP, as written, would allow County officials to approve building based on modeling, predictions of
yield increases and program benefits rather than actual physical evidence (i.e., well tests over time). Los
Osos Groundwater Basin Plan (Basin Plan). All development ultimately increases water demand by
hardening demand above existing conservation levels. Reversing the seawater intrusion to preserve the
Basin requires that all existing residents and businesses must conserve as much as possible.

Modeling has overestimated safe yields by 40% and underestimated the rate of seawater intrusion by
more than 400% since its first use in the 1980’s. Current Basin Plan modeling continues to have
substantial potential for error. Based on rainfall reduction from the present drought, the USEPA Climate
~Change Evaluation -of the ‘Basin- in 2013 and a review:-of ‘modeling uncertainties done by one-of the
model’s authors in 2010, modeling uncertainties can result in overestimates of safe yields and program
benefits by 50% or more. Thus, reliance on the current model could result in further harm and possible
loss of the Basin. The Basin Plan points out that the harmful effects of overestlmatmg y|eId may not be
seen until it is too late to do anything about it (see Page 137). '

We've included relevant sections of the LOCP, with underlined text showing wording that should be
deleted. If there are any sections with similar wording/provisions, they should also be changed/deleted
as needed to support the standard we recommend based on physical evidence the Basin has sufficient
water to sustainably support that development. We note that the introduction to Chapter 7 indicates
that the standards will trump the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance (CZLUO) if a conflict exists.




*7.3 Communitywide Standards
The following standards apply throughout the Los Osos urban area in all land use categories.
B. Resource Capacity and Service Availability.

2. Water and Wastewater Service Capacity, Land Divisions. New land divisions, other than condominium
conversions, shall not be approved unless the Review Authority makes the following findings:

b. The development can be accommodated by the sustainable yield of the Los Osos Groundwater
' Basin without causing seawater intrusion, as identified in the Basin Plan for the Los Osos
Groundwater Basin.

(Note: This wording is vague and allows unsustainable development since the wording could be
interpreted to mean the proposed development does not cause “new” or “further” seawater intrusion into
the Basin, e.g., “water neutral” development. The wording also allows unsustainable. development by
referring to “sustainable yield...as identified in the Basin Plan.” In the Basin Plan the “sustainable yield”
for the Basin (and for different program combinations) is estimated by Basin modeling. However,
modeling overstates sustainable yield due to a flawed definition and a failure to account for impacts and
uncertainties in modeling that can reduce yields. “Sustainable yield” as defined in the Basin Plan allows
seawater intrusion to advance further, and the Basin Plan recommends subtracting 20% from estimates to
reverse seawater intrusion. The Basin Plan also claims the same 20% reduction in estimates will account
for uncertainties. However, that same 20% cannot do both—define a true sustainable yield and account
for uncertainties. At least another 20% would have to be subtracted to account for uncertainties
(assuming the Basin Plan’s arbitrary estimate of 20% is accurate). In fact, a review of the model in 2010
indicated modeling can overstate sustainable yields by 50% or more. The failure of the Basin Plan

. “sustainable yield” to identify a condition that does not result in undesirable effects (the definition of
“sustainable yield”) is clearly shown by present conditions. Total Basin production now is at about the
current estimated “sustainable yield” of 2570 AFY (with Infrastructure Program A in place); however,
seawater intrusion is continuing to move rapidly inland with no signs of slowing (See Page 285 of Basin
Plan).

D. Los Osos Groundwater Basin.

1. Basin Plan compliance. Development of land uses that use water from the Los Osos Groundwater Basin ,
“shall be prohibited until the Board- of Supérvisors determines . that-suecessful--completion—and—————— ]
implementation of specific programs identified in the Los Osos Basin Plan (“Basin Plan”) have occurred.
The following programs from the Basin Plan must be successfully completed and implemented to
address existing resource constraints prior to development of new dwelling units or commercial uses:

c.. Program “M” — Groundwater Monitoring
d; Program “E” — Urban Efficiency

‘e. Program ;’U" —Urban WaterReinvestmént .
f. Program ”A" — Infrastructure Program A

g Program “P—Wellhead Protection




h. At least one of the following additional programs:

Program “B” — Infrastructure Program B
Program “C” — Infrastructure Program C
Program “S” — Supplemental Water Program

(Note: The benefits of these programs (e.g., a reduction in water use with the Urban Efficiency program)
does not assure new development will have a sustainable water supply since the sustainable yield of the
Basin will not be known until seawater intrusion is stopped and reversed. Program B (moving more
pumping to the Upper Aquifer) and Program C (moving more pumping inland) are predicted to increase
yields, but the prediction is based on modeling, with predicted increases easily offset by uncertainties.
Regarding Program S, Supplemental Water, the Basin Plan defines it as rainwater/stormwater capture and
reuse or desalination (see Page 247). The Basin Plan rejects the first option, so Program S would most
likely be desalination. Allowing new development upon completion of a desalination facility does not avoid
unsustainable growth because the sustainable yield of the Basin and its ability to support the current
population is still not established. In fact, the present population may require 250 AFY of additional water
for a sustainable Basin—especially with the drought and potential for future droughts (climate change). If
Basin sustainability is not established before new development is allowed—and seawater intrusion
continues to advance—the Basin could be lost. Replacing the Basin with desalinated water may not be
feasible economically or otherwise. The Basin Plan estimates that a facility to replace just one aquifer
(Zone D) would cost over 5100 million.)

2. Amendments to Title 26. Development of new dwelling units that require water from the Los
0Osos Groundwater basin (sic) shall be prohibited until 1) a growth limitation for the Los Osos
Groundwater Basin is established in Section 26.01.070.k of the Growth Management Ordinance to

" reflect current basin conditions and the successful completion of the programs identified in the
Basin Plan and 2) the Board of Supervisors determines that the specific programs identified in the

Basin Plan and required by these standards as a prerequisite for additional development have
been successfully completed and implemented and are effective, as follows.

i. The Basin Plan program(s) shall be completed to the satisfaction _of the Director of Public
Works, in consultation with the Los Osos Groundwater Basin Watermaster.

j- _As part of the review for Basin Plan effectiveness, the County shall consider data collected as
~part of the Groundwater Monitoring program (Program “M”). If the data indicate that
‘completed programs have not been effective in reducing groundwater demand, i increasing the
perennial safe vield or facilitating seawater retreat as predicted in the Basin Plan, then the
development of new residential units shall be limited accordingly.

(Note: This language does not require the County to make decisions solely on the basis of data (e.g., well
tests). It requires simply that the County “consider” data “As part of the review.” It also does not require
the County to deny approval of development if data show no benefits from programs--the County only has
to limit “new residential units.” Thus, the language allows the County to approve development with any
signs of program success (e.g., evidence that some reduced water use has resulted from conservation).
Moreover, it allows County supervisors to approve significant development even without signs of program
success--if they believe programs have the potential to reduce seawater intrusion (“have been effective
in...facilitating seawater intrusion retreat”). This language sets a very low bar for approving development.

Basically, it allows County Supervisors to approve significant development as soon as the Public Works

Director believes program implementation is complete, a decision that could be based on a number of

4
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criteria, including available funding. Because the language does not require conclusive evidence (well tests
over time), it allows unsustainable development, and it defeats the two “Immediate Goals” of the Basin
Plan:”1. Halt, or to the extent possible, reverse seawater intrusion into the Basin. 2. Provide sustainable
water supplies for existing residential, commercial, and community and agricultural development
overlying the Basin” (Emphasis added) (Page 21). With the present language, any benefit from programs
could be immediately offset by added development resulting in no improvement in Basin conditions.

k. As part of the review for Basin Plan effectiveness, the Board of Supervisors shall consider

trends in commercial development and commercial water demand to ensure that such

- demand is not growing beyond a proportional relationship with the community’s population.
(See Page 7-2 & 7-3.)

(Note: This language allows the Board of Supervisors to approve commercial development at any
time based on whatever standards they devise—also see note above. Commercial development
places greater demand on the water supply and Basin, and should not be exempt from a standard
that requires hard evidence the Basin can support the added development.)

3. Growth limitation standards. Development of new residential units that use water from the Los Osos
Groundwater Basin shall be prohibited until successful implementation of all programs identified in
Subsection D.1. Once this has been achieved, Section 26.01.070.k of the Growth Management
Ordinance may be modified to allow development of hew residential units as follows:

a. Implementation of one additional program.

(i) Implementation of Program “B”. Upon successful implementation of Program “B,” an additional
1,230 residential units may be constructed within the Los Osos Groundwater Basin.

(ii) Implementation of Program “C”. Upon successful implementation of Program “C,” an additional
680 residential units may be constructed within the Los Osos Groundwater Basin.

(iii) Implementation of Program “S”. Upon successful implementation of Program “S,” assuming
groundwater desalination producing 250 acre- feet per year, 550 residential units may be
constructed within the Los Osos Groundwater Basin.

(Note: The above section shows the substantial development that could occur solely on the basis of the
‘Public Works Director deciding programs are complete, without conclusive phystcal evidence the Basin can
support that development.)

Conclusion and Recommended Standard

Prior to approval of any new development, conclusive evidence (well tests over time) must show that
seawater intrusion has reversed and ample freshwater exists in the Basin to support the current
population plus additional population. The Basin Plan provides a Water Level Metric and Chlonde Metrlc
to measure the effects of programs on seawater intrusion and assess Basin sustainability. These metrics
provide measurable evidence, but not conclusive evidence of Basin sustainability. As a result, we are
recommending that the standard for new development be based on these metrics, but include additional
criteria. (The “Basin Yield Metric” is based on modeling, so should not be used as a ba5|s for approving
development for the reasons we have explained.)




Recommended Standard

All new development over the Basin shall be prohibited until the Basin Plan Water Level and.
Chloride Metrics have been exceeded, showing the Basin has ample reserves to sustainably
support additional development while maintaining ample storage capacity to weather droughts
and climate change. As an additional minimum requirement, no wells, including private wells
and test/observation wells, shall have a chloride level above 100 mg/| or water levels below 9.5
feet above mean sea level (amsl) in the Lower Aquifer, 13.5 feet amsl in the deep aquifer, and 6
feet amsl in the Upper Aquifer. The amount of new development allowed will depend on the
extent to which these minimum requirements are exceeded, indicating excess Basin capacity,
and conservative estimates, based on water use and other data, of the amount of development
the added capacity will support. (Note: More test wells must be installed in several locations,
e.g., along the bay, to ensure seawater intrusion is stopped and reversed throughout the Basin.)

Conciusion

Given the severe threat seawater intrusion poses to future of the Basin and community due to 40 years
of overdraft—and due to the lack of feasible alternatives for the sole water source and vital freshwater
source for Morro Bay National Estuary habitat -- the standard for new development must be conclusive
physical evidence that the Basin will support development without further harm to the Basin or harm to
habitat. This requires extensive data from well tests over time showing seawater intrusion is reversed,
the Basin is sustainable with the current population, and ample additional water exists in the Basin to
support new development with a margin of safety (e.g., ample water storage to avoid harm to the Basin
during droughts). The Basin Plan metrics (other than the Yield Metric) provide a good basis for this, when
augmented with further physical evidence confirming seawater intrusion is reversed throughout the Basin
and freshwater levels are high enough above the levels needed to reverse seawater intrusion, support
additional development, and maintain the resilience needed to provide a reliable water source in the face
of climate change and other eventualities.

The Sierra Club does not support application in the LOCP of Title 19 and County-wide Conservation
ordinances, which support development that attempts to “offsets” water use with off-site conservation
measures. In the long run--and oftentimes in the short run—conservation programs that allow further
development increase extractions by hardening demand above conservation water use levels. As a result,
they are not effective in establishing basin sustainability, especially for Basins experiencing seriously
declining water tables or severe seawater intrusion. In these basins, existing residents must reduce water
use as much as possible through strong conservation programs that do not involve development.

Thank you for your attention to these issues,

Andrew Christie
Chapter Director
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COUNTYY OF SAN LUIS 0BISPO

COMMENTS ON THE
LOS OSOS COMMUNITY PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)
SCOPING MEETING

The following types of comments are the most helpful for scoping the EIR:

Content of the EIR.

3
1
@

Potential Alternatives to the project.
Potential mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce environmental issues.

L

¢ Methods on how environmental issues are analyzed
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Anthropogenic warming has increased drought risk

in California
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California is currently in the midst of a record-setting drought. The
drought began in 2012 and now includes the lowest calendar-year
and 12-mo precipitation, the highest annual temperature, and the
most extreme drought indicators on record. The extremely warm
and dry conditions have led to acute water shortages, ground-
water overdraft, critically low streamflow, and enhanced wildfire
risk. Analyzing historical climate observations from California, we
find that precipitation deficits in California were more than twice
as likely to yield drought years if they occurred when conditions
were warm. We find that although there has not been a sub-
stantial change in the probability of either negative or moderately
negative precipitation anomalies in recent decades, the occur-
rence of drought years has been greater in the past two decades
than in the preceding century. In addition, the probability that
precipitation deficits co-occur with warm conditions and the
probability that precipitation deficits produce drought have both
increased. Climate model experiments with and without anthro-
pogenic forcings reveal that human activities have increased the
probability that dry precipitation years are also warm. Further, a
large ensemble of climate model realizations reveals that addi-
tional global warming over the next few decades is very likely to
create ~100% probability that any annual-scale dry period is also
extremely warm. We therefore conclude that anthropogenic warm-
ing is increasing the probability of co-occurring warm-dry condi-
tions like those that have created the acute human and ecosystem
impacts associated with the “exceptional” 2012-2014 drought
in California.

drought | climate extremes | climate change detection | event attribution |
CMIP5

he state of California is the largest contributor to the eco-

nomic and agricultural activity of the United States, account-
ing for a greater share of population (12%) (1), gross domestic
product (12%) (2), and cash farm receipts (11%) (3) than any
other state. California also includes a diverse array of marine and
terrestrial ecosystems that span a wide range of climatic toler-
ances and together encompass a global biodiversity “hotspot” (4).
These human and natural systems face a complex web of com-
peting demands for freshwater (5). The state’s agricultural sector
accounts for 77% of California water use (5), and hydroelectric
power provides more than 9% of the state’s electricity (6). Be-
cause the majority of California’s precipitation occurs far from its
urban centers and primary agricultural zones, California main-
tains a vast and complex water management, storage, and distri-
bution/conveyance infrastructure that has been the focus of nearly
constant legislative, legal, and political battles (5). As a result,
many riverine ecosystems depend on mandated “environmental
flows” released by upstream dams, which become a point of con-
tention during critically dry periods (5).

California is currently in the midst of a multiyear drought (7).
The event encompasses the lowest calendar-year and 12-mo
precipitation on record (8), and almost every month between
December 2011 and September 2014 exhibited multiple indica-
tors of drought (Fig. S1). The proximal cause of the precipitation
deficits was the recurring poleward deflection of the cool-season
storm track by a region of persistently high atmospheric pressure,

www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1422385112

which steered Pacific storms away from California over consec-
utive seasons (8-11). Although the extremely persistent high
pressure is at least a century-scale occurrence (8), anthropogenic
global warming has very likely increased the probability of such
conditions (8, 9).

Despite insights into the causes and historical context of pre-
cipitation deficits (8-11), the influence of historical temperature
changes on the probability of individual droughts has—until re-
cently—received less attention (12-14). Although precipitation
deficits are a prerequisite for the moisture deficits that constitute
“drought” (by any definition) (15), elevated temperatures can
greatly amplify evaporative demand, thereby increasing overall
drought intensity and impact (16, 17). Temperature is especially
important in California, where water storage and distribution
systems are critically dependent on winter/spring snowpack, and
excess demand is typically met by groundwater withdrawal (18-
20). The impacts of runoff and soil moisture deficits associated
with warm temperatures can be acute, including enhanced wildfire
risk (21), land subsidence from excessive groundwater withdrawals
(22), decreased hydropower production (23), and damage to
habitat of vulnerable riparian species (24).

Recent work suggests that the aggregate combination of ex-
tremely high temperatures and very low precipitation during the
2012-2014 event is the most severe in over a millennium (12).
Given the known influence of temperature on drought, the fact
that the 20122014 record drought severity has co-occurred with
record statewide warmth (7) raises the question of whether long-
term warming has altered the probability that precipitation deficits
yield extreme drought in California.
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Results

We analyze the “Palmer” drought metrics available from the US
National Climatic Data Center (NCDC) (25). The NCDC
Palmer metrics are based on the Palmer Drought Severity Index
(PDSI), which uses monthly precipitation and temperature to
calculate moisture balance using a simple “supply-and-demand”
model (26) (Materials and Methods). We focus on the Palmer
Modified Drought Index (PMDI), which moderates transitions
between wet and dry periods (compared with the PDSI) (27).
However, we note that the long-term time series of the PMDI is
similar to that of other Palmer drought indicators, particularly at
the annual scale (Figs. S1 and S2).

Because multiple drought indicators reached historic lows in
July 2014 (Figs. S1-S3), we initially focus on statewide PMDI,
temperature, and precipitation averaged over the August-July
12-mo period. We find that years with a negative PMDI anomaly
exceeding —1.0 SDs (hereafter “1-SD drought”) have occurred
approximately twice as often in the past two decades as in the
preceding century (six events in 1995-2014 = 30% of years; 14
events in 1896-1994 = 14% of years) (Fig. 14 and Fig. S4). This
increase in the occurrence of 1-SD drought years has taken place
without a substantial change in the probability of negative pre-
cipitation anomalies (53% in 1896-2014 and 55% in 1995-2014)
(Figs. 1B and 2 A and B). Rather, the observed doubling of the
occurrence of 1-SD' drought years has coincided with a doubling
of the frequency with which a negative precipitation year pro-
duces a 1-SD drought, with 55% of negative precipitation years
in 1995-2014 co-occurring with a -1.0 SD PMDI anomaly, com-
pared with 27% in 1896-1994 (Fig. 1 4 and B).

Most 1-SD drought years have occurred when conditions were
both dry (precipitation anomaly < 0) and warm (temperature
anomaly > 0), including 15 of 20 1-SD drought years during
1896-2014 (Fig. 24 and Fig. S4) and 6 of 6 during 1995-2014
(Fig. 2B and Fig. $4). Similarly, negative precipitation anomalies
are much more likely to produce 1-SD drought if they co-occur
with a positive temperature anomaly. For example, of the 63
negative precipitation years during 18962014, 15 of the 32
warm—dry years (47%) produced 1-SD drought, compared with
only 5 of the 31 cool-dry years (16%) (Fig. 24). (During 18961994,
41% of warm—dry years produced 1-SD droughts, compared with
17% of cool-dry years.) The probability that a negative precipita-
tion anomaly co-occurs with a positive temperature anomaly has
increased recently, with warm-dry years occurring more than twice
as often in the past two decades (91%) as in the preceding century
(42%) (Fig. 1B).

All 20 August-July 12-mo periods that exhibited a ~1.0 SD
PMDI anomaly also exhibited a 0.5 SD precipitation anomaly
(Fig. 1B and 2F), suggesting that moderately low precipitation is
prerequisite for a 1-SD drought year. However, the occurrence of
-0.5 SD precipitation anomalies has not increased in recent years
(40% in 1896-2014 and 40% in 1995-2014) (Fig. 2 A and B).
Rather, these moderate precipitation deficits have been far more
likely to produce 1-SD drought when they occur in a warm year.
For example, during 1896-2014, 1-SD drought occurred in 15 of
the 28 years (54%) that exhibited both a -0.5 SD precipitation
anomaly and a positive temperature anomaly, but in only 5 of the
20 years (25%) that exhibited a -0.5 SD precipitation anomaly and
a negative temperature anomaly (Fig. 24). During 1995-2014, 6 of
the 8 moderately dry years produced 1-SD drought (Fig. 14), with
all 6 occurring in years in which the precipitation anomaly exceeded
-0.5 SD and the temperature anomaly exceeded 0.5 SD (Fig. 1C).

Taken together, the observed record from California suggests
that (i) precipitation deficits are more likely to yield 1-SD PMDI
droughts if they occur when conditions are warm and (i) the oc-
currence of 1-SD PMDI droughts, the probability of precipitation
deficits producing 1-SD PMDI droughts, and the probability of
precipitation deficits co-occurring with warm conditions have all
been greater in the past two decades than in the preceding century.

These increases in drought risk have occurred despite a lack of
substantial change in the occurrence of low or moderately low
precipitation years (Figs. 1B and 2 A and B). In contrast, state-
wide warming (Fig. 1C) has led to a substantial increase in warm
conditions, with 80% of years in 1995-2014 exhibiting a positive
temperature anomaly (Fig. 2B), compared with 45% of years in
1896-2014 (Fig. 24). As a result, whereas 58% of moderately dry
years were warm during 1896-2014 (Fig. 24) and 50% were
warm during 1896-1994, 100% of the 8 moderately dry years in
1995-2014 co-occurred with a positive temperature anomaly (Fig.
2B). The observed statewide warming (Fig. 1C) has therefore
substantially increased the probability that when moderate pre-
cipitation deficits occur, they occur during warm years.

The recent statewide warming clearly occurs in climate model
simulations that include both natural and human forcings
(“Historical” experiment), but not in simulations that include
only natural forcings (“Natural” experiment) (Fig. 3B). In par-
ticular, the Historical and Natural temperatures are found to be
different at the 0.001 significance level during the most recent
20-, 30-, and 40-y periods of the historical simulations (using the
block bootstrap resampling applied in ref. 28). In contrast, although
the Historical experiment exhibits a slightly higher mean annual
precipitation (0.023 significance level), there is no statistically

August-July 12-month Mean

A Palmer Mod. Drought index B Precipitation C Temperature
4 L 'l AL I L L 4 I 'l Il '} e 1L A [l L 1 L 'l L
- ®AT>0 =2AT<0 @ APMDI < -1 ® APMD! < -1
- 24 l o 3
S N&Pl nr .}m JE] s !
i o asa it i
g LM - 1‘1 { e |
5 .0 %of AP <0 L .. 5
B -2 w APMDI < -1 { » wi AT>of
5 1856-1954: 27% % of AP <0 | 1896-1994: 42% 18961994- 64%
@ 1995-2014: 55% “ w/ AT>0 | 1995-2014: 91% 1995-2014: 100%

-4 LIRS MR Al M aa LRARS ARaa
1880 1920 1960 2000 1880 1920

L] L] L3 -4 L) L] L) T L]
1950 | 2000 | 1880 1820 1960 = 2000

year year year

Fig. 1. Historical time series of drought (A), precipitation (8), and temperature (C) in California. Values are calculated for the August-July 12-mo mean in
each year of the observed record, beginning in August 1895. In each year, the standardized anomaly is expressed as the magnitude of the anomaly from the
long-term annual mean, divided by the SD of the detrended historical annual anomaly time series. The PMDI is used as the primary drought indicator, al-
though the other Palmer indicators exhibit similar historical time series (Figs. S1 and S2). Circles show the years in which the PMD! exhibited a negative
anomaly exceeding —1.0 SDs, which are referred to as 1-SD drought years in the text.
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Fig. 2. Historical occurrence of drought, precipitation, and temperature in
California. Standardized anomalies are shown for each August-July 12-mo
period in the historical record (calculated as in Fig. 1). Anomalies are shown
for the full historical record (A) and for the most recent two decades (B). Per-
centage values show the percentage of years meeting different precipitation
and drought criteria that fall in each quadrant of the temperature—precipitation
space. The respective criteria are identified by different colors of text.

significant difference in probability of a —0.5 SD precipitation
ancmaly (Fig. 3 A and C). However, the Historical experiment
exhibits greater probability of a -0.5 SD precipitation anomaly
co-occurring with a positive temperature anomaly. (0.001 signifi-
cance level) (Fig. 3D), suggesting that human forcing has caused
the observed increase in probability that moderately dry pre-
cipitation years are also warm.

The fact that the occurrence of warm and moderately dry years

. approaches that of moderately dry years in the last decades of

the Historical experiment (Fig. 3 B and C) and that 91% of
negative precipitation years in 1995-2014 co-occurred with warm
anomalies (Fig. 1B) suggests possible emergence of a regime in
which nearly all dry years co-occur with warm conditions. We
assess this possibility using an ensemble of 30 realizations of
a single global climate model [the National Center for Atmo-
spheric Research (NCAR) Community Earth System Model
(CESM1) Large Ensemble experiment (“LENS”)] (29) (Materials
and Methods). Before ~1980, the simulated probability of a warm—
dry year is approximately half that of a dry year (Fig. 4B), similar to
observations (Figs. 1B and 2). However, the simulated probability
of a warm—dry year becomes equal to that of a dry year by ~2030 of
RCP8.5. Likewise, the probabilities of co-occurring 0.5, 1.0 and 1.5
SD warm—dry anomalies become approximately equal to those of
0.5, 1.0, and 1.5 SD dry anomalies (respectively) by ~2030 (Fig. 4B).

The probability of co-occurring extremely warm and extremely
dry conditions (1.5 SD anomaly) remains greatly elevated
throughout the 21st century (Fig. 4B). In addition, the number
of multiyear periods in which a —0.5 SD precipitation anomaly
co-occurs with a 0.5 SD temperature anomaly more than doubles
between the Historical and RCP8.5 experiments (Fig. 44). We
find similar results using a 12-mo moving average (Fig. 4C). As
with the August—July 12-mo mean (Fig. 4B), the probability of
a dry year is approximately twice the probability of a warm-dry
year for all 12-mo periods before ~1980 (Fig. 4C). However, the
occurrence of warm years (including +1.5 SD temperature
anomalies) increases after ~1980, reaching 1.0 by ~2030. This
increase implies a transition to a permanent condition of ~100%

Diffenbaugh et al.

risk that any negative—or extremely negative—12-mo pre01p1tat10n
anomaly is also extremely warm.

The overall occurrence of dry years declines after ~2040 (Fig.

4C). However, the occurrence of extreme 12-mo precipitation
deficits (~1.5 SD) is greater in 2006-2080 than in 1920-2005
(<0.03 significance level). This detectable increase in extremely
low-precipitation years adds to the effect of rising temperatures
and contributes to the increasing occurrence of extremely warm-—
dry 12-mo periods during the 21st century.
* All four 3-mo seasons likewise show higher probability of
co-occurring 1.5 SD warm—dry anomalies after ~1980, with the
probability of an extremely warm-dry season equaling that of an
extremely dry season by ~2030 for spring, summer, and autumn,
and by ~2060 for winter (Fig. 4D). In addition, the probability of
a —1.5 SD precipitation anomaly increases in spring (P < 0.001)
and autumn (P = 0.01) in 2006-2080 relative to 1920-2005, with
spring occurrence increasing by ~75% and autumn occurrence
increasing by ~44%—which represents a substantial and statis-
tically significant increase in the risk of extremely low-precipitation
events at both margins of California’s wet season. In contrast, there
is no statistically significant difference in the probability of a -1.5
SD precipitation anomaly for winter.

Discussion

A recent report by Seager et al. (30) found no significant long-
term trend in cool-season precipitation in California during the
20th and early 21st centuries, which is consistent with our
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Fig. 3. Influence of anthropogenic forcing on the probability of warm—dry
years in California. Temperature and precipitation values are calculated for
the August-July 12-mo mean in each year of the CMIP5 Historical and Nat-
ural forcing experiments (Materials and Methods). The Top panels (A and 8)
show the time series of ensemble-mean standardized temperature and pre-
cipitation- anomalies. The Bottom panels (C and D) show the unconditional
probability (across the ensemble) that the annual precipitation anomaly is less
than -0.5 SDs, and the conditional probability that both the annual precipitation
anomaly is less than ~0.5 SDs and the temperature anomaly is greater than 0. The
bold curves show the 20-y running mean of each annual time series. The CMIPS
Historical and Natural forcing experiments were run until the year 2005, Pvalues
are shown for the difference between the Historical and Natural experiments for
the most recent 20-y (1986-2005; gray band), 30-y (1976-2005), and 40-y (1966—
2005) periods of the CMIP5 protocol. P values are calculated using the block
bootstrap resampling approach of ref. 28 (Materials and Methods).
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Fig. 4. Projected changes in the probability of co-occurring warm-dry con-
ditions in the 21st century. (A) Histogram of the frequency of occurrence of
consecutive August-July 12-mo periods in which the 12-mo precipitation
anomaly is less than -0.5 SDs and the 12-mo temperature anomaly is at least
0.5 SDs, in historical observations and the LENS large ensemble experiment.
(B) The probability that a negative 12-mo precipitation anomaly and a pos-
itive 12-mo temperature anomaly equal to or exceeding a given magnitude
occur in the same August-July 12-mo period, for varying severity of anom-
alies. (C) The probability that a negative precipitation anomaly and a posi-
tive temperature anomaly equal to or exceeding a given magnitude occur in
the same 12-mo period, for all possible 12-mo periods (using a 12-mo run-
ning mean; see Materials and Methods), for varying severity of anomalies.
(D) The unconditional probability of a -1.5 SD seasonal precipitation anomaly
(blue curve) and the conditional probability that a -1.5 SD seasonal pre-
cipitation anomaly occurs in conjunction with a 1.5 SD seasonal temperature
anomaly (red curve), for each of the four 3-mo seasons. Time series show
the 20-y running mean of each annual time series. P values are shown for
the difference in occurrence of —1.5 SD precipitation anomalies between the
Historical period (1920-2005) and the RCP8.5 period (2006-2080).

findings. Further, under a scenario of strongly elevated green-
house forcing, Neelin et al. (31) found a modest increase in Cal-
ifornia mean December—January-February (DJF) precipitation
associated with a local eastward extension of the mean subtropical
jet stream west of California. However, considerable evidence (8-
11, 31-33) simultaneously suggests that the response of north-
eastern Pacific atmospheric circulation to anthropogenic warming
is likely to be complex and spatiotemporally inhomogeneous, and
that changes in the atmospheric mean state may not be reflective
of changes in the risk of extreme events (including atmospheric
configurations conducive to precipitation extremes). Although
there is clearly value in understanding possible changes in pre-
cipitation, our results highlight the fact that efforts to understand
drought without examining the role of temperature miss a critical
contributor to drought risk. Indeed, our results show that even in
the absence of trends in mean precipitation—or trends in the
occurrence of extremely low-precipitation events—the risk of se-
vere drought in California has already increased due to extremely
warm conditions induced by anthropogenic global warming.

We note that the interplay between the existence of a well-
defined summer dry period and the historical prevalence of a
substantial high-elevation snowpack may create particular sus-
ceptibility to temperature-driven increases in drought duration
and/or intensity in California. In regions where precipitation ex-
hibits a distinct seasonal cycle, recovery from preexisting drought
conditions is unlikely during the characteristic yearly dry spell
(34). Because California’s dry season occurs during the warm

4 of 6 | www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1422385112

summer months, soil moisture loss through evapotranspiration
(ET) is typically high—meaning that soil moisture deficits that
exist at the beginning of the dry season are exacerbated by the
warm conditions that develop during the dry season, as occurred
during the summers of 2013 and 2014 (7).

Further, California’s seasonal snowpack (which resides almost
entirely in the Sierra Nevada Mountains) provides a critical
source of runoff during the low-precipitation spring and summer
months. Trends toward earlier runoff in the Sierra Nevada Lave
already been detected in observations (e.g., ref. 35), and con-
tinued global warming is likely to result in earlier snowmelt and
increased rain-to-snow ratios (35, 36). As a result, the peaks in
California’s snowmelt and surface runoff are likely to be more
pronounced and to occur earlier in the calendar year (35, 36),
increasing the duration of the warm-season low-runoff period
(36) and potentially reducing montane surface soil moisture (37).
Although these hydrological changes could potentially increase
soil water availability in previously snow-covered regions during
the cool low-ET season (34), this effect would likely be out-
weighed by the influence of warming temperatures (and de-
creased runoff) during the warm high-ET season (36, 38), as well
as by the increasing occurrence of consecutive years with low
precipitation and high temperature (Fig. 44).

The increasing risk of consecutive warm-dry years (Fig. 44)
raises the possibility of extended drought periods such as those
found in the paleoclimate record (14, 39, 40). Recent work
suggests that record warmth could have made the current event
the most severe annual-scale drought of the past millennium
(12). However, numerous paleoclimate records also suggest that
the region has experienced multidecadal periods in which most
years were in a drought state (14, 39, 41, 42), albeit less acute
than the current California event (12, 39, 41). Although multi-
decadal ocean variability was a primary cause of the megadroughts
of the last millenium (41), the emergence of a condition in which
there is ~100% probability of an extremely warm year (Fig. 4)
substantially increases the risk of prolonged drought conditions in
the region (14, 39, 40).

A number of caveats should be considered. For example, ours
is an implicit approach that analyzes the temperature and pre-
cipitation conditions that have historically occurred with low
PMDI years, but does not explicitly explore the physical pro-
cesses that produce drought. The impact of increasing temper-
atures on the processes governing runoff, baseflow, groundwater,
soil moisture, and land-atmosphere evaporative feedbacks over
both the historical period and in response to further global warming
remains a critical uncertainty (43). Likewise, our analyses of
anthropogenic forcing rely on global climate models that do not
resolve the topographic complexity that strongly influences Cal-
ifornia’s precipitation and temperature. Further investigation using
high-resolution modeling approaches that better resolve the
boundary conditions and fine-scale physical processes (44-46)
and/or using analyses that focus on the underlying large-scale
climate dynamics of individual extreme events (8) could help to
overcome the limitations of simulated precipitation and tem-
perature in the current generation of global climate models.

Conclusions

Our results suggest that anthropogenic warming has increased
the probability of the co-occurring temperature and precipitation
conditions that have historically led to drought in California.
In addition, continued global warming is likely to cause a tran-
sition to a regime in which essentially every seasonal, annual,
and multiannual precipitation deficit co-occurs with historically
warm conditions. The current warm—dry event in California—as

well as historical observations of previous seasonal, annual, and

multiannual warm—dry events—suggests such a regime would
substantially increase the risk of severe impacts on human and
natural systems. For example, the projected increase in extremely

Diffenbaugh et al.
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low precipitation and extremely high temperature during spring

and autumn has substantial implications for snowpack water
storage, wildfire risk, and terrestrial ecosystems (47). Likewise,
the projected increase in annual and multiannual warm-dry periods
implies increasing risk of the acute water shortages, critical
groundwater overdraft, and species extinction potential that
have been experienced during the 2012-2014 drought (5, 20).

California’s human population (38.33 million as of 2013) has
increased by nearly 72% since the much-remembered 1976-1977
drought (1). Gains in urban and agricultural water use efficiency
have offset this rapid increase in the number of water users to the
extent that overall water demand is nearly the same in 2013 as it
was in 1977 (5). As a result, California’s per capita water use has
declined in recent decades, meaning that additional short-term
water conservation in response to acute shortages during drought
conditions has become increasingly challenging. Although a va-
riety of opportunities exist to manage drought risk through long-
term changes in water policy, management, and infrastructure
(5), our results strongly suggest that global warming is already
increasing the probability of conditions that have historically
created high-impact drought in California.

Materials and Methods

We use historical time series of observed California statewide temperature,
precipitation, and drought data from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration’s NCDC (7). The data are from the NCDC “nClimDiv” di-
visional temperature-precipitation-drought database, available at monthly
time resolution from January 1895 to the present (7, 25). The NCDC nClimDiv
database includes temperature, precipitation, and multiple Palmer drought
indicators, aggregated at statewide and substate climate division levels for
the United States. The available Palmer drought indicators include PDSI,
the Palmer Hydrological Drought Index (PHDI), and PMDI.

PMDI and PHDI are variants of PDSI (25-27, 48, 49). PDSI is an index that
measures the severity of wet and dry anomalies (26). The NCDC nClimDiv PDS|
calculation is reported at the monthly scale, based on monthly temperature
and precipitation (49). Together, the monthly temperature and precipitation
values are used to compute the net moisture balance, based on a simple
supply-and-demand model that uses potential evapotranspiration (PET)
calculated using the Thornthwaite method. Calculated PET values can be
very different when using other methods (e.g., Penman~Monteith), with the
Thornthwaite method’s dependence on surface temperature creating the
potential for overestimation of PET (e.g., ref. 43). However, it has been
found that the choice of methods in the calculation of PET does not critically
influence the outcome of historical PDS! estimates in the vicinity of Cal-
ifornia (15, 43, 50). In contrast, the sensitivity of the PET calculation to large
increases in temperature could make the PDS!I inappropriate for calculating
the response of drought to high levels of greenhouse forcing (15). As a re-
sult, we analyze the NCDC Palmer indicators in conjunction with observed
temperature and precipitation data for the historical period, but we do not
calculate the Paimer indicators for the future (for future projections of the
PDSI, refer to refs. 15 and 40).

Pecause the PDSI is based on recent temperature and precipitation con-
ditions (and does not include human demand for water), it is considered an
indicator of “meterological” drought (25). The PDSI calculates “wet,” “dry,”
and “transition” indices, using the wet or dry index when the probability is
100% and the transition index when the probability is less than 100% (26).
Because the PMDI always calculates a probability-weighted average of the
wet and dry indices (27), the PDSI and PMDI will give equal values in periods
that are clearly wet or dry, but the PMDI will yield smoother transitions
between wet and dry periods (25). In this work, we use the PMDI as our
primary drought indicator, although we note that the long-term time series
of the PMDI is similar to that of the PDSt and PHD, particularly at the annual
scale considered here (Figs. S1 and 52).

We analyze global climate model simulations from phase S of the Coupled
Model Intercomparison Project (CMIP5) (51). We compare two of the CMIP5
multimodel historical experiments (which were run through 2005): (i) the
Historical experiment, in which the climate models are prescribed both an-
thropogenic and nonanthropogenic historical climate forcings, and (if) the
Natural experiment, in which the climate models are prescribed only the
nonanthropogenic historical climate forcings. We analyze those realizations
for which both temperature and precipitation were available from both
experiments at the time of data acquisition. We calculate the temperature
and precipitation values over the state of California at each model’s native
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resolution using all grid points that overlap with the geographical borders of
California, as defined by a high-resolution shapefile (vector digital data
obtained from the US Geological Survey via the National Weather Service at
www.nws.noaa.gov/geodata/catalog/national/htmi/us_state.htm).

We also analyze NCAR's large ensemble (“LENS”) climate model exper-
iment (29). The LENS experiment includes 30 realizations of the NCAR
CESM1. This large single-model experiment enables quantification of the
uncertainty arising from internal climate system variability. Although the
calculation of this “irreducible” uncertainty likely varies between climate
models, it exists independent of uncertainty arising from model structure,
model parameter values, and climate forcing pathway. At the time of ac-
quisition, LENS results were available for 1920-2005 in the Historical ex-
periment and 2006-2080 in the RCP8.5 (Representative Concentration
Pathway) experiment. The four RCPs are mostly indistinguishable over
the first half of the 21st century (52). RCP8.5 has the highest forcing in the
second half of the 21st century and reaches ~4 °C of global warming by the
year 2100 (52).

Given that the ongoing California drought encompasses the most extreme
12-mo precipitation deficit on record (8) and that both temperature and
many drought indicators reached their most extreme historical values for
California in July 2014 (7) (Fig. 1 and Figs. S1 and S2), we use the 12-mo
August-july period as one period of analysis. However, because severe
conditions can manifest at both multiannual and subannual timescales, we
also analyze the probability of occurrence of co-occurring warm and dry
conditions for multiannual periods, for all possible 12-mo periods, and for
the winter (DJF), spring (March-April-May), summer (June-July-August),
and autumn (September-October-November) seasons.

We use the monthly-mean time series from NCDC to calculate observed
time series of statewide 12-mo values of temperature, precipitation, and PMDI.
Likewise, we use the monthly-mean time series from CMIP5 and LENS to
calculate simulated time series of statewide 12-mo and seasonal values of
temperature and precipitation. From the time series of annual-mean vaiues for
each observed or simulated realization, we calculate (/) the baseline mean
value over the length of the record, (i) the annual anomaly from the baseline
mean value, (ii}) the SD of the detrended baseline annual anomaly time se-
ries, and (iv) the ratio of each individual annual anomaly value to the SD of
the detrended basefine annual anomaly time series. (For the 21st-century
simulations, we use the Historical simulation as the baseline.) Our time series
of standardized values are thereby derived from the time series of 12-mo
annual (or 3-mo seasonal) mean anomaly values that occur in each year.

For the multiannual analysis, we caiculate consecutive occurrences of
August-July 12-mo values. For the analysis of all possible 12-mo periods, we
generate the annual time series of each 12-mo period (January-December,
February-January, etc)) using a 12-mo running mean. For the seasonal analysis,
we generate the time series by calculating the mean of the respective 3-mo
season in each year.

We quantify the statistical significance of differences in the populations of
different time periods using the block bootstrap resampling approach of ref.
28. For the CMIP5 Historical and Natural ensembles, we compare the pop-
ulations of the August-July values in the two experiments for the 1986
2005, 1976-2005, and 1966-2005 periods. For the LENS seasonal analysis, we
compare the respective populations of DJF, March-April-May, June—july—
August, and September-October-November values in the 1920-2005 and
2006-2080 periods. For the LENS 12-mo analysis, we compare the pop-
ulations of 12-mo values in the 1920-2005 and 2006-2080 periods, testing
block lengths up to 16 to account for temporal autocorrelation out to 16 mo
for the 12-mo running mean data. (Autocorrelations beyond 16 mo are found
to be negligible.)

Throughout the text, we consider drought to be those years in which
negative 12-mo PMDI anomalies exceed -1.0 SDs of the historical interannual
PMDI variability. We stress that this value is indicative of the variability of
the annual (12-mo) PMDI, rather than of the monthly values (compare Fig. 1
and Figs. S1 and S2). We consider “moderate” temperature and precipitation
anomalies to be those that exceed 0.5 SDs (“0.5 SD”) and “extreme” temper-
ature and precipitation anomalies to be those that exceed 1.5 SDs (“1.5 SD").
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Lo community plan April 13 meeting

Barbara Rosenthal to: kbrown@co.slo.ca.us 04/16/2015 10:33 PM
From: Barbara Rosenthal <barbara@rosenthalart.com>
To: "kbrown@co.slo.ca.us" <kbrown@co.slo.ca.us>

>

> Kerry,

> Here a few ideas for mitigation of water loss and habitat preservation, and
other concerns that I hope are relevant. It seems that all of this needs to
include existing as well as whatever limited new construction will be
allowed.

> WATER

> Capturing as much water as possible to return to aquifer or to water soil
stabilizing plants:

> Look at numbered street north of Santa ysabel for runoff directly into Bay.
> Plan meetings and offer assistance for water capture from roofs ( even
condensation adds up out here) Are metal roofs an advantage here? If so, can
county offset part of the cost?

> Encourage graywater for gardening

> Encourage recirculating pumps for hot water :

> ALLOW second or third bathrooms in older homes for convenience of
residents. Restrict water use per occupant , not number of facilities. It gets
harder To wait as we get older.

> Is there a maximum occupancy?

> GENERAL

>

> Allow additions before totally new construction to preserve open space and
allow multigenerational housing. This will lessen many impacts.

>

> CIRCULATION

>

> Make more through walk/bicycle paths where we have dead end streets. For
vehicles, finish Palisades. The library and community center are now very
poorly connected with Baywood. This would save gas and make Pine Street safer.
I dont see the type of street/ bike path in use in SLO being very useful here,
but maybe. Which streets would it be used on?

- .

> SAFETY

>

> Can the fire department tell us if illuminating intersections or street
signs on LOVR would be safer? While I dont like street lights in residential
areas, finding streets off LOVR at night can be tricky and it may not be safe
to go too slow. This is true both east and west of "town."

One more: reward native plant landscaping, esp near open spaces.
> .

> Thank you for listening.

> Barbara Rosenthal
>
>

RosenthalArt.com
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RECON Air Quality Analysis

Executive Summary

The Los Osos Community Plan (LOCP) functions as a General Plan and Local Coastal Plan
guiding future development within the Los Osos community in San Luis Obispo County.
The LOCP is part of the Estero Area Plan and located within the Estero Planning Area.
The primary objective of the LOCP is to establish a framework for the orderly growth and
development of Los Osos. Additionally, the plan is intended to be consistent with strategic
growth principles and other land use policies established in the County General Plan.

This report discusses potential air quality impacts associated with the LOCP. Impacts were
assessed in accordance with guidance provided by the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution
Control District (SLOAPCD). A summary of the findings is provided below.

Consistency with Regional Air Quality Plans

The Clean Air Plan (CAP) is the attainment plan for the County that addresses how State
standards will be met. According to the California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality
Handbook, when determining if a project is consistent with the CAP, the analysis should
addressed population projections, increases in vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled
(VMT), and the incorporation of transportation control measures (TCMs).

The LOCP would exceed the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG) growth
projections. Additionally, buildout of the LOCP would result in an average annual growth
rate that exceeds the SLOCOG growth rate. While the LOCP would decrease the
development potential when compared to the adopted Estero Area Plan, because
development facilitated by the LOCP would exceed SLOCOG growth forecasts, it would be
inconsistent with the CAP population growth assumptions. Additionally, the rate of
increase in vehicle trips and VMT would exceed the growth rate assumed in the CAP. The
LOCP would decrease trips and trip lengths when compared to the adopted plan; however,
because the rate of increase in vehicle trips and mile traveled would exceed the rate of
population growth assumed by the CAP, the LOCP would be inconsistent with the CAP as
it relates to transportation emissions. The LOCP incorporates TCMs and land use
strategies that are consistent with the CAP. While the TCMs would reduce emissions,
because the LOCP would be inconsistent with the CAP population growth assumptions it
could result in an obstruction of the timely obtainment of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards and California Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1 would reduce impacts to the extent feasible.
However, population projection inconsistencies from LOCP buildout would remain and no
mitigation measures are feasible to sufficiently reduce VMT to be consistent with the CAP.
Impacts related to consistency with the CAP would remain significant and unavoidable.
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Temporary Construction Impacts

The exact number and timing of all development projects that could occur under the LOCP
are unknown. Because the number, type, and size of construction projects that could occur
at any time is unknown and because the LOCP would accommodate additional growth over
the existing condition, it is reasonable to conclude that some major construction activity
could be occurring at any given time over the buildout horizon of the LOCP. Large
construction projects or multiple construction projects occurring simultaneously would have
the potential to exceed construction emission thresholds established by the SLOAPCD.
Implementation of mitigation measures AQ-2(a) through (g) would reduce these temporary
impacts to a level less than significant.

Long-term Operational Impacts

Significant operational impacts are identified by determining whether the LOCP would
exceed the population projections used in the CAP, whether the rate of increase in vehicle
trips and miles traveled generated by the LOCP would exceed the rate of population
growth, and whether all applicable land use and transportation control measures from the
CAP have been included in the LOCP. Although the LOCP would incorporate TCMs and
land use strategies that are consistent with the CAP, because development facilitated by
the LOCP would exceed SLOCOG growth and VMT forecasts, the LOCP would be
inconsistent with the CAP population growth and VMT assumptions. Implementation of
mitigation measures AQ-1, AQ-3(a), and AQ-3(b) would reduce impacts, but impacts would
remain significant and unavoidable under the LOCP.

Sensitive Receptors

Localized carbon monoxide (CO) concentration is a direct function of motor vehicle activity
at signalized intersections. Under specific meteorological conditions, CO concentrations
may reach unhealthy levels with respect to local sensitive land uses. CO hot-spots almost
exclusively occur near intersections with level of service (LOS) E or worse in combination
with relatively high traffic volumes on all roadways. Based on this analysis, the LOCP
would not result in any signalized intersections with LOS E or worse. Therefore, no CO
hot-spots would occur as a result of the LOCP and localized air quality impacts would be
less than significant.

California Air Resources Board (CARB) guidelines indicate that siting new sensitive land
uses within 500 feet of a freeway or urban roads with 100,000 or more vehicles/day should
be avoided when possible. Based on a review of the transportation analysis, traffic volumes
on all roadways are projected to be less than 22,000 average daily trips (ADT) at buildout of
the LOCP. Therefore, sensitive receptors sited within 500 feet of roadways in the LOCP
area would not be expected to be exposed to a substantial sources of diesel particulate
matter. Impacts associated with sensitive receptors would be less than significant.
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Odors

During construction, potential odor sources associated with the project include diesel
exhaust associated with construction equipment. Diesel exhaust may be noticeable
temporarily; however, construction activities would be temporary. Therefore, the diesel
exhaust odors would not result in significant impacts.

The LOCP would not introduce land uses that would generate substantial odor.
Implementation of the LOCP would not create operational-related objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of people. Impacts associated with odor would be less than
significant.
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1.0 Introduction

The purpose of this report is to assess potential short-term local and regional air quality
impacts resulting from development of the project.

Air pollution affects all Southern Californians. Effects can include the following:

e Increased respiratory infections

Increased discomfort

Missed days from work and school

Increased mortality

Polluted air also damages agriculture and our natural environment.

The project is located in San Luis Obispo County, which is within the South Central Coast
Air Basin (Basin), which also includes Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties. The Basin is
one of 15 air basins that geographically divide the state of California. The county is
currently classified as a state non-attainment area for ozone and particulate matter less
than 10 microns (PMio). The eastern portion of the county is also currently classified as a
federal non-attainment area for ozone; however, the portion of the county containing the
Los Osos Community Plan (LOCP) area is classified as a federal attainment area for ozone.

Air quality impacts can result from the construction and operation of the project.
Construction impacts are short-term and result from fugitive dust, equipment exhaust, and
indirect effects associated with construction workers and deliveries. Operation impacts can
occur on two levels: regional impacts resulting from growth-inducing development, or local
hot-spot effects stemming from sensitive receivers being placed close to highly congested
roadways. In the case of this project, operation impacts are primarily due to emissions to
the Basin from mobile sources associated with vehicular travel along the roadways within
the project area.

The analysis of impacts is based on national and State Ambient Air Quality
Standards (AAQS) and is assessed in accordance with the guidelines, policies, and
standards established by the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District
(SLOAPCD).

2.0 Project Description

The LOCP would function as a General Plan and Local Coastal Plan guiding future
development within the Los Osos community. The planning area is part of the Estero Area
Plan and located within the Estero Planning Area. The LOCP establishes a vision for the
future of Los Osos and defines the nature of future development in the Los Osos planning
area, and provides development standards that in many cases are site-specific.

The unincorporated community of Los Osos is located along the coast in the central portion
of San Luis Obispo County, generally south of and adjacent to Morro Bay and its associated
estuary (Figure 1). Los Osos is approximately 4 miles south of the City of Morro Bay, across
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the bay/estuary, and approximately 10 miles west of the City of San Luis Obispo, at the
western end of Los Osos Valley, a broad, relatively flat agricultural area formed by Los
Osos Creek. However, the Los Osos Community Plan does not include all land or
development within the U.S. Census-defined Los Osos, but only encompasses the land
within the identified Urban Reserve Line (URL) (Figure 2). The area within the existing
URL includes about 3,087 acres (4.8 square miles). The proposed project envisions minor
changes to the URL boundary, including 17 acres added along Turri Road beyond the end of
the eastern terminus of Santa Ysabel Avenue, but another 65-acre area adjacent to
Montana de Oro State Park removed, resulting in a net decrease of about 48 acres overall.

The existing Urban Services Line (USL) is smaller than, and completely within the URL,
and with some exceptions, is generally focused on the urbanized portions of the community
west of South Bay Boulevard. Under the LOCP, the USL will be contracted to some extent
in certain areas, so the proposed USL will be smaller than the existing boundary.

Los Osos is primarily residential in nature. There are two primary commercial areas, the
downtown area or Central Business District centered around Los Osos Valley Road and the
Baywood Commercial Area centered along Second Street. These areas are focused either on
local community-servicing businesses and office space, or on supporting the regional tourist
economy. The downtown area is more locally focused, with grocery stores, restaurants,
banks, and offices, while the Baywood community is more tourist-oriented, with some
hotels, and recreational businesses along with other businesses that serve the local
neighborhoods.

The primary objective the LOCP is to establish a framework for the orderly growth and
development of Los Osos. Additionally, the plan is intended to be consistent with strategic
growth principles and other land use policies established in the County of San Luis Obispo
(County) General Plan.

Table 1 summarizes the existing, adopted, and proposed land use distribution and
development potential within each land use category under the proposed LOCP. Figure 3
shows the LOCP proposed changes. Development under the LOCP could result in an
additional 1,861 residential units and up to 364,000 square feet of commercial space, for a
total of 8,182 residential units and 1,034,300 square feet of non-residential space (floor
area) within the LOCP study area within the 20-year plan horizon (by 2035). Buildout of
the LOCP would accommodate an additional 4,429 residents over existing conditions for a
total of 19,473 residents.
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Map Source: Los Osos Community Plan Public Review Draft, January 30, 2015

PROPOSED CHANGES

1. Whitehole to OS
2. Whitehole to OS
3.RSFto OS

4. Whitehole to RSF
5. 0S to REC

6. Tract 1589 - RSF and RS to REC, OS and RSF

7. RS and RMF to RSF

8.0Pto CR

9. 0S to PF

10. OP to RMF

11. RSF to OP and include in CBD

12. REC to OS (take out of URL)

13. RMF to REC

14. RR to OS

15. RS to RR (split zoning-correct and make all RR)
16. RSto OS

17. REC, RS and RSF all to OS

18. RSF to PF

19.RSto OS

20. Conform URL to property line

21. RSF and RMF to RSF, RMF, and CS (special zone -
all categories apply).
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Table 1
Existing and Proposed Land Use Distributio
Adopted LOCP Proposed LOCP
Net Net
Land Use Existing Buildout Increase Buildout | Increase
Residential (dwelling units)
Single Family 5,426 7,264 1,838 6,487 1,061
Multi-Family 895 1,864 969 1,695 800
TOTAL 6,321 9,128 2,807 8,182 1,861
Non-Residential (square feet)
Retail 439,200 669,045 229,845 668,100 228,900
Commercial/Service 221,000 176,779 -44,221 284,600 63,600
Office 10,100 214,261 204,161 61,600 51,500
Recreation 0 24,975 24,975 10,000 10,000
Public Facilities/Recreation 0 0 0 10,000 10,000
TOTAL 670,300 | 1,085,060 414,760 | 1,034,300 364,000

3.0 Regulatory Framework

Motor vehicles are leading source of air pollution in the county (SLOAPCD 2016a). In
addition to these sources, other mobile pollution sources include farming operations,
construction equipment, trains, and airplanes. Emission standards for mobile sources are
established by state and federal agencies, such as the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). Reducing
mobile source emissions requires the technological improvement of existing mobile sources
and the examination of future mobile sources, such as those associated with new or
modification projects (e.g., retrofitting older vehicles with cleaner emission technologies).
The State of California has developed statewide programs to encourage cleaner cars and
cleaner fuels. The regulatory framework described below details the federal and state
agencies that are in charge of monitoring and controlling mobile source air pollutants and
the measures currently being taken to achieve and maintain healthful air quality in the
county.

In addition to mobile sources, stationary sources also contribute to air pollution in the
county. Stationary sources include gasoline stations, power plants, dry cleaners, and other
commercial and industrial uses. Stationary sources of air pollution are regulated by the
local air pollution control or management district, in this case the SLOAPCD.

California is divided geographically into 15 air basins for managing the air resources of the
state on a regional basis. Areas within each air basin are considered to share the same air
masses and, therefore, are expected to have similar ambient air quality. If an air basin is
not in either federal or state attainment for a particular pollutant, the basin is classified as
a moderate, serious, severe, or extreme non-attainment area for that pollutant (there is also
a marginal classification for federal non-attainment areas).

Los Osos Community Plan Update
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Once a non-attainment area has achieved the air quality standards for a particular
pollutant, it may be redesignated as an attainment area for that pollutant. To be
redesignated, the area must meet air quality standards and prepare a maintenance plan
demonstrating the ability of the basin to in continuing to meet and maintain air quality
standards, as well as satisfy other requirements of the Clean Air Act (CAA). Areas that are
redesignated attainment are called maintenance areas.

3.1 Federal Regulations

Ambient Air Quality Standards represent the maximum levels of background pollution
considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health and
welfare. The federal CAA was enacted in 1970 and amended in 1977 and 1990 [42 United
States Code (USC) 7401] for the purposes of protecting and enhancing the quality of the
nation’s air resources to benefit public health, welfare, and productivity. In 1971, in order to
achieve the purposes of Section 109 of the CAA [42 USC 7409], the U.S. EPA developed
primary and secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Six criteria pollutants of primary concern have been designated: ozone, carbon
monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SOgz), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), lead (Pb), and respirable
particulate matter (PMio and PMzs5). The primary NAAQS “ ..in the judgment of the
Administrator, based on such criteria and allowing an adequate margin of safety, are
requisite to protect the public health ...” and the secondary standards “

”»

. .. protect the
public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects associated with the presence
of such air pollutant in the ambient air” [42 USC 7409(b)(2)]. The primary NAAQS were
established, with a margin of safety, considering long-term exposure for the most sensitive
groups in the general population (i.e., children, senior citizens, and people with breathing

difficulties). The NAAQS are presented in Table 2 (CARB 2015).

In May 2012, the U.S. EPA classified the eastern portion of the County is as a marginal
nonattainment for the federal 8-hour ozone standard. The western portion is classified as
attainment for this standard. The County is currently designated attainment for all of the
other NAAQS, however, it exceeds the federal 24-hour standard for PMio on the Nipomo
Mesa and could be designated nonattainment for that pollutant if exceedances continue
(SLOAPCD 2014). The Nipomo Mesa experiences periods of high PMio concentrations most
likely because of windblown dust from the open sand areas in the Oceano Dunes State
Vehicular Recreation Area (SLOAPCD 2016Db).

Los Osos Community Plan Update
Page 10



RECON Air Quality Analysis

Table 2
Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging California Standards?! National Standards?
Time Concentration3 Method4 Primary35 | Secondary3¢ Method”
0.09 ppm B
Ozone’ 1 Hour (180 pg/m3) Ultraviolet Eiﬁlneais Ultraviolet
8 Hour 0.07 ppm Photometry 0.070 ppm Stan daz d Photometry
(137 ug/ms3) (137 pug/m3)

: 3 3 :
Resplrable 24 Hour 50 pg/m Gravimetric or 150 pg/m Same as Inertlal.
Particulate | Annual Beta Primar Separation and
Matter Arithmetic | 20 pg/m3 Attenuation - Stan dai’ d Gravimetric
(PM0)? Mean Analysis

Same as
Fine 24 Hour No Separate State Standard 35 pug/ms3 Primary Inertial
Particulate Standard Separation and
Matter Annual Gravimetric or Gravimetric
(PMz5)? Arithmetic | 12 pg/m3 Beta 12 pg/ms3 15 pug/ms3 Analysis
Mean Attenuation
20 ppm 35 ppm
1 Hour (23 mg/m3) (40 mg/m3) B
Carbon 8 Hour 9.0 ppm Non-dispersive | 9 ppm _ Non-dispersive
Monoxide © (10 mg/m3) Infrared (10 mg/m3) Infrared
(CO) 8 Hour Photometry Photometry
6 ppm
(Lake (7 mg/m?) - -
Tahoe)
1 Hour 0.18 ppm 100 ppb _
Nitrogen (339 pg/ms3) Gas Phase (188 pg/m3) Gas Phase
Dioxide Annual Chemi- Same as Chemi-
. . 0.030 ppm . 0.053 ppm . .
(NOg)10 Arithmetic (57 pg/m?) luminescence (100 pg/m?) Primary luminescence
Mean Heim Heim Standard
0.25 ppm 75 ppb
1 Hour (655 pg/m?) (196 ug/m?) | ~
0.5 ppm .
3 Hour _ _ (1,300 Ultraviolet .
Sulfur ng/m?) Fluorescence;
L Ultraviolet Spectro-
Dioxide 0.04 ppm Fluorescence 0.14 ppm hotometr
(SO2)11 24 Hour % PP (for certain | — b v
(105 pg/ms3) (Pararosaniline
areas)!0 Method)
Annual 0.030 ppm
Arithmetic | — (for certain | —
Mean areas)!0
30 Day 5
Average 1.5 pg/m B B
3 .
Calendar . 1.5 pg/m . High Volume
- Atomic (for certain Sampler and
Lead12.13 Quarter . Same as .
Absorption areas)!2 . Atomic
- Primary .
Rolling Absorption
Standard
3-Month - 0.15 pg/m3
Average
Beta
Visibility {:ﬁffnua“on
Reducing 8 Hour See footnote 13 T .
Particles!4 ransm1tt_ance
through Filter
T
Ioarf)((ajhroma- No National Standards
Sulfates 24 Hour 25 pg/m3
tography
Hydrogen 1 Hour 0.03 ppm Ultraviolet
Sulfide (42 pg/ms3) Fluorescence
Vinyl 0.01 ppm Gas Chroma-
Chloride!2 24 Hour (26 pg/m3) tography
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Table 2
Ambient Air Quality Standards

SOURCE: CARB 2015

NOTE: ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion; pg/m?3 = micrograms per cubic meter; — = not applicable.

1 California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour),
nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter (PMio, PM2s, 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.

2 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 PMio, the 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 PMzs, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98
percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. Contact the
U.S. EPA for further clarification and current national policies.

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

4 Any equivalent measurement method which can be shown to the satisfaction of the Air Resources Board (ARB) to
give equivalent results at or near the level of the air quality standard may be used.

5 National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the
public health.

6 National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant.

7 Reference method as described by the U.S. EPA. An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must
have a “consistent relationship to the reference method” and must be approved by the U.S. EPA.

8 On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour ozone primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to 0.070
ppm.

9 On December 14, 2012, the national annual PMas primary standard was lowered from 15 pg/m3 to 12.0 pg/m3. The
existing national 24-hour PM2s standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 pg/m3, as was the annual
secondary standards of 15 pg/m3. The existing 24-hour PMio standards (primary and secondary) of 150 pg/m3 also
were retained. The form of the annual primary and secondary standards is the annual mean, averaged over 3
years.

10 To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily
maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 100 ppb. Note that the national standards are in units of
parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the
national standards to the California standards the units can be converted from ppb to ppm. In this case, the
national standard of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm.

11 On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO: standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary

standards were revoked. To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99t percentile of

the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO: national standards

(24-hour and annual) remain in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2010 standard, except that

in areas designated nonattainment for the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in effect until

implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved.

Note that the 1-hour national standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of

parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the 1-hour national standard to the California standard the units can

be converted to ppm. In this case, the national standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm.

The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as ‘toxic air contaminants’ with no threshold level of exposure for

adverse health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below

the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants.

13 The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008 to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead
standard (1.5 pg/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.

14 Tn 1989, the ARB 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.

-
o
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3.2 State Regulations

3.2.1 Criteria Pollutants

The U.S. EPA allows states the option to develop different (stricter) standards. The State of
California has developed the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and
generally has set more stringent limits on the criteria pollutants (see Table 2). In addition
to the federal criteria pollutants, the CAAQS also specify standards for visibility-reducing
particles, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide (H2S), and vinyl chloride (see Table 2). Similar to the
federal CAA, the State classifies specific geographic areas as either “attainment” or
“nonattainment” areas for each pollutant based on the comparison of measured data with
the CAAQS. The County is a nonattainment area for the state ozone and PMio standard
The County is currently designated as attainment for the state annual PM25s standard, but
1s expected to be designated as nonattainment the next time that CARB finalizes area
designations (SLOAPCD 2014).

3.2.2 Toxic Air Contaminants

The public’s exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs) is a significant public health issue in
California. Diesel-exhaust particulate matter emissions have been established as TACs. In
1983, the California Legislature enacted a program to identify the health effects of TACs
and to reduce exposure to these contaminants to protect the public health (Assembly Bill
[AB] 1807: Health and Safety Code Sections 39650-39674). The Legislature established a
two-step process to address the potential health effects from TACs. The first step is the risk
assessment (or identification) phase. The second step is the risk management (or control)
phase of the process.

The California Air Toxics Program establishes the process for the identification and control
of TACs and includes provisions to make the public aware of significant toxic exposures and
for reducing risk. Additionally, the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment
Act (AB 2588, 1987, Connelly Bill) was enacted in 1987 and requires stationary sources to
report the types and quantities of certain substances routinely released into the air. The
goals of the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Act are to collect emission data, to identify facilities
having localized impacts, to ascertain health risks, to notify nearby residents of significant
risks, and to reduce those significant risks to acceptable levels. The Children's
Environmental Health Protection Act, California Senate Bill 25 (Chapter 731, Escutia,
Statutes of 1999), focuses on children's exposure to air pollutants. The act requires CARB to
review its air quality standards from a children's health perspective, evaluate the statewide
air monitoring network, and develop any additional air toxic control measures needed to
protect children's health. Of particular concern statewide are diesel-exhaust particulate
matter emissions. Diesel-exhaust particulate matter was established as a TAC in 1998, and
1s estimated to represent a majority of the cancer risk from TACs statewide (based on the
statewide average). Diesel exhaust is a complex mixture of gases, vapors, and fine particles.
This complexity makes the evaluation of health effects of diesel exhaust a complex scientific
issue. Some of the chemicals in diesel exhaust, such as benzene and formaldehyde, have
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been previously identified as TACs by the CARB and are listed as carcinogens either under
the state's Proposition 65 or under the federal Hazardous Air Pollutants program.

Following the identification of diesel particulate matter (DPM) as a TAC in 1998, CARB has
worked on developing strategies and regulations aimed at reducing the risk from DPM. The
overall strategy for achieving these reductions is found in the Risk Reduction Plan to
Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles
(CARB 2000). A stated goal of the plan is to reduce the statewide cancer risk arising from
exposure to DPM by 85 percent by 2020.

In April 2005, CARB published the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community
Health Perspective (CARB 2005). The handbook makes recommendations directed at
protecting sensitive land uses from air pollutant emissions while balancing a myriad of
other land use issues (e.g., housing, transportation needs, economics, etc.). It notes that the
handbook is not regulatory or binding on local agencies and recognizes that application
takes a qualitative approach. As reflected in the CARB Handbook, there is currently no
adopted standard for the significance of health effects from mobile sources. Therefore, the
CARB has provided guidelines for the siting of land uses near heavily traveled roadways.
Of pertinence to this study, the CARB guidelines indicate that siting new sensitive land
uses within 500 feet of a freeway or urban roads with 100,000 or more vehicles/day should
be avoided when possible.

As an ongoing process, CARB will continue to establish new programs and regulations for
the control of diesel particulate and other air-toxics emissions as appropriate. The
continued development and implementation of these programs and policies will ensure that
the public’s exposure to DPM will continue to decline.

3.2.3 State Implementation Plan

The State Implementation Plan (SIP) is a collection of documents that set forth the state’s
strategies for achieving the NAAQS. In California, the SIP is a compilation of new and
previously submitted plans, programs (such as monitoring, modeling, permitting, etc.),
district rules, state regulations, and federal controls. The CARB is the lead agency for all
purposes related to the SIP under state law. Local air districts and other agencies, such as
the Department of Pesticide Regulation and the Bureau of Automotive Repair, prepare SIP
elements and submit them to CARB for review and approval. The CARB then forwards SIP
revisions to the U.S. EPA for approval and publication in the Federal Register. All of the
items included in the California SIP are listed in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) at
40 CFR 52.220.

3.2.4 The California Environmental Quality Act

Section 15125(d) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires
discussion of any inconsistencies between the project and applicable general plans and

regional plans, including the applicable air quality attainment or maintenance
plan (or SIP).
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3.3 Local Regulations

The SLOAPCD is the agency that regulates air quality in the County. The SLOAPCD is
responsible for preparing the CAP, which is the attainment plan for the County that
addresses how State standards will be met. The Final 2001 CAP provides the framework for
application of Best Available Control Technology and Best Available Retrofit Control
Technology, implementation of transportation control measures, development of control
programs for area sources and indirect sources of emissions, sufficient control strategies to
achieve reactive organic gas (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions reductions
required by CARB, and preparation of annual progress reports for submittal to CARB.

4.0 Environmental Setting

4.1 Geographic Setting

The unincorporated community of Los Osos is located along the coast in the central portion
of San Luis Obispo County, generally south of and adjacent to Morro Bay and its associated
estuary. Los Osos is approximately 4 miles south of the city of Morro Bay, across the
bay/estuary, and approximately 10 miles west of the city of San Luis Obispo, at the western
end of Los Osos Valley, a broad, relatively flat agricultural area formed by Los Osos Creek.
The county can be divided into three general geographic regions including the Coastal
Plateau, the Upper Salinas River Valley, and the East County Plain (SLOAPCD 2001). The
LOCP area is located with the Coastal Plateau region.

4.2 Climate

The climate of the county can be generally characterized as Mediterranean, with warm, dry
summers and cooler, relatively damp winters. Along the coast, mild temperatures are the
rule throughout the year due to the moderating influence of the Pacific Ocean. The mean
annual temperature for the project area is 63 degrees Fahrenheit (°F). The average annual
precipitation is 17 inches, falling primarily from November to April. Winter low
temperatures in the project area average about 43°F, and summer high temperatures
average about 66°F (Western Regional Climate Center 2016).

The dominant meteorological feature affecting the region is the Pacific High Pressure Zone,
which produces the prevailing westerly to northwesterly winds. These winds tend to blow
pollutants away from the coast toward the inland areas. Consequently, air quality near the
coast is generally better than that which occurs at the base of the coastal mountain range.

Fluctuations in the strength and pattern of winds from the Pacific High Pressure Zone
interacting with the daily local cycle produce periodic temperature inversions that influence
the dispersal or containment of air pollutants in the county.

The prevailing westerly wind pattern is sometimes interrupted by regional “Santa Ana”
conditions. A Santa Ana occurs when a strong high pressure develops over the
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Nevada-Utah area and overcomes the prevailing westerly coastal winds, sending strong,
steady, hot, dry northeasterly winds over the mountains and out to sea.

4.3 Existing Air Quality

Air quality at a particular location is a function of the kinds, amounts, and dispersal rates
of pollutants being emitted into the air locally and throughout the basin. The major factors
affecting pollutant dispersion are wind speed and direction, the vertical dispersion of
pollutants (which is affected by inversions), and the local topography.

Air quality is commonly expressed as the number of days in which air pollution levels
exceed state standards set by the CARB or federal standards set by the U.S. EPA. There
are currently ten air quality monitoring stations located in the county. Eight of these
stations are maintained and operated as a part of the SLOAPCD network, and two stations
are operated by CARB (SLOAPCD 2015). Air pollutant concentrations and meteorological
information are continuously recorded at these stations. Measurements are then used by
scientists to help forecast daily air pollution levels.

The Morro Bay monitoring station located at 899 Morro Bay Boulevard, approximately 2.5
miles north of Los Osos is the nearest monitoring station to the LOCP area. The Morro Bay
monitoring station measures ozone and NOz. Table 3 provides a summary of measurements
collected at the Morro Bay monitoring station for the years 2011 through 2015.

Table 3

Summary of Air Quality Measurements Recorded at the
Morro Bay Monitoring Station

Pollutant/Standard 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015

Ozone

Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.09 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0

Days State 8-hour Standard Exceeded (0.07 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0

Days Federal 8-hour Standard Exceeded (0.075 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0

Max. 1-hr (ppm) 0.067 | 0.059 | 0.067 | 0.070 | 0.064

Max 8-hr (ppm) 0.062 | 0.052 | 0.056 | 0.066 | 0.058
Nitrogen Dioxide

Days State 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.18 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0

Days Federal 1-hour Standard Exceeded (0.100 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0

Max 1-hr (ppm) 0.038 | 0.048 | 0.037 | 0.042 | 0.043

Annual Average (ppm) 0.003 | 0.003 | 0.004 | 0.003 | 0.003
SOURCE: CARB 2016.

4.3.1 Ozone

Nitrogen oxides and hydrocarbons (known in federal parlance as volatile organic
compounds (VOC) and under State parlance as ROGs are known as the chief “precursors” of
ozone. These compounds react in the presence of sunlight to produce ozone, which is the
primary air pollution problem in the County. Because sunlight plays such an important role

Los Osos Community Plan Update
Page 16



RECON Air Quality Analysis

in its formation, ozone pollution—or smog—is mainly a concern during the daytime in
summer months.

A majority of the County, including the LOCP area, has experienced relatively low levels of
ozone. However, ozone levels exceeding state and federal levels have been measured in the
eastern portion of the County. The eastern portion of the County was designated as a
nonattainment area for the federal ozone standard in May 2012.

4.3.2 Carbon Monoxide

CO 1is an odorless, colorless gas. It is produced as a result of incomplete combustion of
carbon containing fuels such as coal, wood, charcoal, natural gas, and fuel oil. The County
is classified as a state attainment area and as a federal unclassified area for CO.

Small-scale, localized concentrations of CO above the state and national standards have the
potential to occur at intersections with stagnation points such as those that occur on major
highways and heavily traveled and congested roadways. Localized high concentrations of
CO are referred to as “CO hot spots” and are a concern at congested intersections, where
automobile engines burn fuel less efficiently and their exhaust contains more CO.

4.3.3 Particulate Matter

Particulate matter is a complex mixture of microscopic solid or liquid particles including
chemicals, soot and dust. Anthropogenic sources of direct particulate emissions include
crushing or grinding operations, dust stirred up by vehicle traffic, and combustion sources
such as motor vehicles, power plants, wood burning, forest fires, agricultural burning and
industrial processes. Additionally, indirect emissions may be formed when aerosols react
with compounds found in the atmosphere.

Health studies have shown a significant association between exposure to particulate matter
and premature death in people with heart or lung diseases. Other important effects include
aggravation of respiratory and cardiovascular disease, lung disease, decreased lung

function, asthma attacks, and certain cardiovascular problems such as heart attacks and
irregular heartbeat (U.S. EPA 2016).

As its properties vary based on the size of suspended particles, particulate matter is
generally categorized as particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or
less (PMio) or particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or
less (PMz.)

4.3.3.1 PMio

PM.o, occasionally referred to as “inhalable coarse particles” has an aerodynamic diameter
of about one-seventh of the diameter of a human hair. High concentrations of PMio are
often found near roadways, construction, mining, or agricultural operations.
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4.3.3.2 PMza;

PMz5, occasionally referred to as “inhalable fine particles” has an aerodynamic diameter of
about one-thirtieth of the diameter of a human hair. PM25 is the main cause of haze in
many parts of the United States. Federal standards applicable to PM25s were first adopted
in 1997.

4.3.4 Other Criteria Pollutants

The national and State standards for NOg, oxides of sulfur (SOx), and the previous standard
for lead are being met in the county, and the latest pollutant trends suggest that these
standards will not be exceeded in the foreseeable future. The county is also in attainment of
the state standards for vinyl chloride, HsS, sulfates, and visibility-reducing particulates.

5.0 Thresholds of Significance

The significance of potential air quality impacts are based on thresholds identified within
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and standards established within the SLOAPCD
CEQA Air Quality Handbook. The specifics of these guidelines are defined below.

5.1 CEQA Guidelines

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides the following thresholds for determining
significance with respect to air quality. Air quality impacts would be considered significant
if the proposed project would:

e Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable clean air plan;

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

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

e Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or,

e C(reate objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

5.2 SLOAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook

The SLOAPCD has established four separate categories of evaluation for determining the
significance of project impacts. Full disclosure of the potential air pollutant and/or toxic air
emissions from a project is needed for these evaluations, as required by CEQA (SLOAPCD
2003):

1) Comparison of calculated project emissions to District emission thresholds;
2) Consistency with the most recent Clean Air Plan (CAP) for San Luis Obispo County;
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3) Comparison of predicted ambient pollutant concentrations resulting from the project
to state and federal health standards, when applicable; and
4) The evaluation of special conditions which apply to certain projects.

According to the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, project impacts may also be considered
significant if one or more of the following special conditions apply:

e The project has the ability to emit hazardous or toxic air pollutants in the close
proximity of sensitive receptors such that an increased cancer risk affects the
population.

e The project has the potential to emit diesel particulate matter in an area of human
exposure, even if overall emissions are low.

¢ Remodeling or demolition operations where asbestos-containing materials will be
encountered.

o Naturally occurring asbestos has been identified in the project area.

e The project has the ability to emit hazardous or toxic air pollutants in the close
proximity of sensitive receptors such as schools, churches, hospitals, etc.

o The project results in a nuisance odor problem to sensitive receptors.

The CEQA Air Quality Handbook also defines specific thresholds for long-term operational
emissions and short-term construction related emissions. Depending on the level of
exceedance of a defined threshold, the SLOAPCD has established varying levels of
mitigation.

5.2.1 Short-term Construction Emissions Thresholds

Use of heavy equipment and earth-moving operations during project construction can
generate fugitive dust and combustion-related emissions that may have substantial
temporary impacts on local air quality. Fugitive dust emissions would result from land
clearing, demolition, ground excavation, cut and fill operations, and equipment traffic over
temporary roads at the project site. Combustion emissions, such as NOx and DPM, are most
significant when using large diesel fueled equipment. The SLOAPCD specifies the level of
construction activity and emissions at which construction mitigation would be required.

Mitigation of construction activities is required when the following emission thresholds are
equaled or exceeded by both fugitive and combustion emissions (SLOAPCD 2003):

ROG or NOx
e Greater than 185 pounds per day requires Construction Best Available Control
Technology (CBACT) for construction equipment.
e 2.51t0 6.0 tons per quarter requires CBACT.
e Over 6.0 tons per quarter requires CBACT plus further mitigation, including
emission offsets.

PMio
e 2.5 tons per quarter requires CBACT.
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Construction emission thresholds are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4
Level of Construction Activity Requiring Mitigation
Thresholds! Amount of Material Moved
Pollutant | Tons/Quarter | Pounds/Day Cubic Yards/Quarter Cubic Yards/Day
ROG 2.5 185 247,000 9,100
6.0 185 593,000 9,100
NO 2.5 185 53,5600 2,000
* 6.0 185 129,000 2,000
Any project with a grading area greater
than 4.0 acres of continuously worked area
PMuo 95 3 will exceed the 2.5 ton PM1o quarterly
) threshold. Combustion emissions should
also be calculated based upon the amount
of cut and fill expected.

Source: SLOAPCD 2003

Note: All calculations assume working conditions of 8 hours per day, 5 days per week, for a total of
65 days per quarter.

1Daily emission thresholds are based upon the level of daily emissions that may result in a short-
term exceedance of the ozone standard.

5.2.2 Long-term Operational Emissions Thresholds

Operational emission thresholds are summarized in Table 5. Emissions that equal or
exceed the designated threshold levels are considered potentially significant and should be
mitigated. For projects requiring air quality mitigation, the SLOAPCD has developed a list
of both standard and discretionary mitigation strategies tailored to the type of project being
proposed: residential, commercial, or industrial. As shown in Table 5, the level of analysis
and mitigation recommended follows a tiered approach, based on the overall amount of
emissions generated by the project.

Table 5
ional Emissions
Pollutant Emission Rate Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3

ROG, NOx, SOz, PM1o <10 pounds/day 10 pounds/day | 25 pounds/day 25 tons/year
CO <550 pounds/day 550 pounds/day

. C P.oter.li.:lally Significant Significant
Significance Insignificant Significant

Impacts Impacts
Impacts

Environmental " Mitigated ND
Document ND Mitigated ND or EIR EIR
ND = Negative Declaration; EIR = Environmental Impact Report
Source: SLOAPCD 2003
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As shown, if a project emits less than 10 pounds per day of ROG, NOx, SOz, and PMio, and
less than 550 pounds per day of CO, impacts would be less than significant and mitigation
measures would not be required.

Tier 1 — Any project which has the potential to exceed the Tier 1 threshold has the potential
to cause significant air quality impacts, and should be submitted to the SLOAPCD for
review. On-site mitigation measures are recommended to reduce air quality impacts to a
level of insignificance.

Tier 2 — If all feasible measures are incorporated into the project and emissions can be
reduced to less than the Tier 2 threshold, impacts would be mitigated to a level less than
significant. If all feasible mitigation measures are incorporated into the project and
emissions are still greater than the Tier 2 threshold, impacts would be potentially
significant. Additional mitigation measures, including off-site mitigation, may be required
depending on the level and scope of air quality impacts identified.

Tier 3 — If emissions from a project would exceed the Tier 3 thresholds, impacts would be
significant. Depending upon the level and scope of air quality impacts, mitigation measures,
including off-site mitigation measures, may be required to reduce the overall air quality
impacts of the project to a level of insignificance.

6.0 Air Quality Assessment

6.1 Consistency with Regional Air Quality
Plans

As described above, the California CAA requires air basins that are designated non-
attainment of State AAQS for criteria pollutants prepare and implement plans to attain the
standards by the earliest practicable date. The two pollutants addressed in the CAP are
ROG and NOy, which are precursors to the formation of ozone. Projected increases in motor
vehicle usage, population, and growth create challenges in controlling emissions and by
extension to maintaining and improving air quality.

According to the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, when determining if a project is consistent
with the CAP, the following should be addressed:

1) Are the population projections used in the plan or project equal to or less than those
used in the most recent CAP for the same area?

2) Is the rate of increase in vehicle trips and miles traveled less than or equal to the rate of
population growth for the same area?

3) Have all applicable land use and transportation control measures and strategies from
the CAP been included in the plan or project to the maximum extent feasible?
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6.1.1 Population Growth Consistency

The current residential population of the LOCP area is 15,044. Buildout of the LOCP would
accommodate an additional 4,429 residents for a total of 19,473 residents. The SLOCOG
estimates that the 2035 population of Los Osos would be 17,919 and assumes an annual
growth rate of 0.71 percent (Economics Research Associates 2010). The LOCP would exceed
the SLOCOG growth projection by 1,824 residents. Additionally, buildout of the LOCP
would result in an average annual growth rate of 1.5 percent. However, the LOCP would
decrease the development potential when compared to the adopted Estero Area Plan.
Buildout of the Estero Area Plan would accommodate an additional 6,681 residents for a
total of 21,725 residents, which is an annual growth rate of 2.2 percent over the same
20-year buildout horizon. In general, the LOCP envisions substantial decreases in land
designated for residential and non-residential development, and corresponding increases in
land designated for Open Space. There would be a net decrease in residential land use
categories of 946 units and a 50,760-square-foot net decrease in non-residential (commercial
and office) land use categories. Overall, this would result in a commensurate decrease in
residential and non-residential development potential compared to the existing land use
designations under the adopted Estero Area Plan. The proposed LOCP would include a
418-acre increase in Open Space within the plan area, which is over twice the amount
currently designated for that purpose. Most of this change comes from decrease in both
residential (single- and multi-family) and non-residential area. Because the LOCP would
decrease residential and commercial land uses and decrease population when compared to
buildout of the adopted Estero Area Plan, future total operational emissions under the
proposed LOCP would be less than future total operational emissions under the adopted
Estero Area Plan (Operational emission calculations for the existing land uses, the LOCP,
and the adopted Estero Area Plan are contained in Attachments 1 through 3, respectively).
However, because development facilitated by the LOCP would exceed SLOCOG growth
forecasts, it would be inconsistent with the CAP population growth assumptions.

6.1.2 Vehicle Trips and Miles Traveled

Project trip generation rates were obtained from the Transportation Impact Analysis
Report prepared for the LOCP (Omni Means 2016). The existing land uses generate 74,836
trips and future buildout of the LOCP would generate 100,648 trips. A comparison of
vehicles miles traveled (VMT) with and without implementation of the LOCP was
completed using average trip lengths in County (CARB 2014) and California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) vehicle calculations. Based on data reported by SLOAPCD,
the existing year 2016 and year 2035 average regional trip length trip lengths in the
County are 5.56 and 5.20 miles, respectively (CARB 2014). Based on CalEEMod
calculations, the existing land uses currently generate 105,487,960 annual VMT and future
buildout of the LOCP would generate 125,576,933 annual VMT. This represents an annual
growth rate of 1.0 percent, which exceeds the growth rate assumed in the CAP. Because the
rate of increase in vehicle trips and mile traveled would exceed the rate of population
growth assumed by the CAP, the LOCP would be inconsistent with the CAP as it relates to
VMT.
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6.1.3 Implementation of Transportation Control

Measures

The following TCM’s contained in the CAP would apply to the LOCP:

T-1C Voluntary Commute Options Program

T-2A  Local Transit System Improvements

T-3  Bicycling and Bikeway Enhancements

T-6  Traffic Flow Improvements

T-8  Telecommuting, Teleconferencing, and Telelearning

The LOCP identifies deficiencies in the circulation network, proposes specific circulation
improvements, and proposes a number of transportation and circulation goals and policies.
Strategy growth goals and circulation policies include the following:

Strategic Growth Goal 4 — Create walkable neighborhoods and towns.

Strategic Growth Goal 5 — Provide a variety of transportation choices.

Policy CIR-1. Maximize public access to and along the coast.

Policy CIR-2. Provide safe, convenient access to multiple transportation modes from
shopping areas, schools, residential areas, and recreation facilities.

Policy CIR-3. Responsibly finance and administer the community circulation system
in Los Osos.

Policy CIR-4. Design the Los Osos community circulation system to be compatible
with the community’s character and responsive to local environmental needs.

In addition to these transportation and circulation goals and policies, the LOCP contains
the following specific circulation improvements.

Los Osos Valley Road

Construct center medians in the downtown corridor intended to slow traffic,
encourage pedestrian activity, attract economic activity, and make the area more
attractive.

Widen Los Osos Valley Road between Doris Avenue and Palisades Avenue to provide
a continuous center left turn lane.

Implement traffic calming measures where feasible to slow traffic and encourage
safe pedestrian travel within the central business district, such as bulb-outs,
medians and raised crosswalks at intersections and mid- block locations.

Construct a multi- use trail on the northerly side of Los Osos Valley Road between
Palisades Avenue and Doris Avenue.

Los Osos Valley Road Corridor Improvements

A Los Osos Valley Road Corridor Study was prepared to define a specific set of
guidelines and serve as an overall master plan that will guide future circulation
improvements within the Los Osos Valley Road right-of-way between the Los Osos
Creek Bridge and Bush Drive. The study includes a number of recommendations
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including raised medians, dedicated right turn lanes, intersection improvements,
pedestrian crossings, new and synchronized signals, and pedestrian improvements.

e The Los Osos Valley Road Corridor Study also provides guidelines for amenities in
the Central Business District. These amenities include on-site parking off of Los
Osos Valley Road, street furnishings, sitting walls, benches, trash receptacles,
pathways, perpendicular streets, bike racks, tree grates, in-ground planters,
container planters, landscaped medians, and street lighting.

These goals, policies, and circulation improvements would be consistent with CAP TCMs.
The CAP also identifies land use strategies that reduce VMT by planning compact
communities, providing for a mix of land uses, creating a job and housing balance, and
implementing circulation management policies. The LOCP would provide three mixed-use
areas that would incorporate these land use strategies. These areas include the Morro
Shores Mixed-Use Area, Midtown Area, and West of South Bay Boulevard Mixed-Use Area.
New development within these areas would include efficient pedestrian, bicycle, and
vehicular connections to other neighborhoods and important activity centers within the
community including open space areas, the Central Business District, and the Baywood
Commercial Area. The LOCP would be consistent with CAP land use strategies.

6.1.4 Summary of Clean Air Plan Consistency

As discussed, although the LOCP would incorporate TCMs and land use strategies that are
consistent with the CAP, because development facilitated by the LOCP would exceed
SLOCOG growth forecasts, the LOCP would be inconsistent with the CAP population
growth assumptions and would be inconsistent with the CAP as it relates to VMT.

Mitigation

AQ-1 Trip Reduction Measures. To reduce overall trip generation and
associated air contaminant emissions, future commercial tenants within the
LOCP area shall establish and maintain employee trip reduction programs
that should include, but are not limited to, the following elements:

o Orient buildings toward streets with automobile parking in the rear to
promote a pedestrian-friendly environment;

e Provide good access to/from developments for pedestrians, bicyclists, and
transit users;

e Implement on-site circulation design elements in parking lots to reduce
vehicle queuing and improve the pedestrian environment;

o Provide employee lockers and showers (one shower and 5 lockers for every
25 employees are recommended);

e Parking space reduction to promote bicycle, walking, and transit use;

e Provide and maintain kiosk displaying transportation information in a
prominent area accessible to employees and patrons;

e If the project is located on an established transit route, provide improved
public transit amenities (i.e., covered transit turnouts, direct pedestrian
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access, covered benches, smart signage, route information displays,
lighting, etc.);

Provide preferential parking/no parking fee for alternative fueled vehicles
or vanpools;

Install bicycle racks and/or bicycle lockers at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking
space for every 10 car parking spaces for customers and employees, or at a
ratio otherwise acceptable the SLOAPCD to be determined prior to
occupancy clearance;

Post carpool, vanpool and transit information in employee break/lunch
areas;

Employ or appoint an Employee Transportation Coordinator;

Implement a Transportation Choices Program. Project applicants should
work with the Transportation Choices Coalition partners for free
consulting services on how to start and maintain a program. Contact SLO
Regional Rideshare at (805) 541-2277;

Provide for shuttle/mini bus service;

Provide incentives to employees to carpool/vanpool, take public
transportation, telecommute, walk, bike, etc.;

Implement compressed work schedules;

Implement telecommuting program,;

Implement a lunchtime shuttle to reduce single occupant vehicle trips;
Include teleconferencing capabilities, such as web cams or satellite
linkage, which will allow employees to attend meetings remotely without
requiring them to travel out of the area;

Provide on-site eating, refrigeration and food vending facilities to reduce
employee lunchtime trips;

Provide preferential carpool and vanpool parking spaces ;

Provide shower and locker facilities to encourage employees to bike and/or
walk to work (typically one shower and three lockers per every 25
employees) ; and

Provide off-site improvements to offset contaminant emissions, including:
retrofitting existing homes and businesses with energy-efficient devices,
replacing transit or school buses, contributing to alternative fueling
infrastructure, and/or improving park and ride lots.

The specific components of a trip reduction program that will be
recommended for a particular commercial development will be at the
discretion of the Planning and Building Department, based on the
recommendations of the SLOAPCD.

Plan Requirements and Timing. Future commercial development shall
incorporate the listed provisions into development plans or shall submit proof
of infeasibility prior to initiation of construction.

Monitoring. The Planning and Building Department shall site inspect to
ensure development is in accordance with approved plans prior to occupancy
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clearance. Planning and Building staff shall verify installation in accordance
with approved building plans.

Residual Impacts. Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce impacts
to the extent feasible. However, population projection inconsistencies from LOCP buildout
would remain and no mitigation measures are feasible to sufficiently reduce VMT below
threshold levels. Therefore, impacts related to consistency with the CAP would remain
significant and unavoidable.

6.2 Temporary Construction Impacts

Construction-related activities are temporary, short-term sources of air emissions. Sources
of construction-related air emissions include:

e Fugitive dust from grading activities;

e Construction equipment exhaust;

¢ Construction-related trips by workers, delivery trucks, and material-hauling trucks;
and

¢ Construction-related power consumption.

Air pollutants generated by the construction of projects within the LOCP area would vary
depending upon the number of projects occurring simultaneously and the size of each
individual project. The exact number and timing of all development projects that could
occur under the LOCP are unknown. The LOCP would accommodate 1,861 residential units
and 364,000 square feet of commercial space over the existing condition. Construction
activities associated with individual projects are not generally considered to have
significant air quality impacts because of their short-term and temporary nature. However,
because the number, type, and size of construction projects that could occur at any given
time i1s unknown and because the LOCP would accommodate additional growth over the
existing condition, it is reasonable to conclude that some major construction activity could
be occurring at any given time over the buildout horizon of the LOCP. Large construction
projects or multiple construction project occurring simultaneously would have the potential
to exceed construction emission thresholds established by the SLOAPCD (see Table 4). In
addition, because the SLOAPCD is in non-attainment with the state standard for PMio, the
amount of fugitive dust generated from construction activities is potentially significant.
Therefore, construction-related impacts associated with development under the LOCP is
significant but mitigable with the following mitigation measures.

Mitigation

Portable equipment, 50 horsepower or greater, will require California statewide portable
equipment registration (issued by the CARB) or an SLOAPCD permit. In addition, the
following mitigation measures are recommended to minimize emissions and to reduce the
amount of dust that drifts onto adjacent properties. These measures apply to future
development projects under the LOCP that would exceed SLOAPCD construction emissions
thresholds (as identified in Table 4).
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AQ-2(a)

Construction Equipment Emissions Controls. Future applicants shall
implement the following measures to mitigate equipment emissions:

e Maintain all construction equipment in proper tune according to
manufacturer’s specifications;

e Fuel all off-road and portable diesel powered equipment with CARB
certified motor vehicle diesel fuel (non-taxed version suitable for use off-
road);

e Use diesel construction equipment meeting CARB’s Tier 2 certified
engines or cleaner off-road heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with
the State Off-Road Regulation;

e Use on-road heavy-duty trucks that meet the CARB’s 2007 or cleaner
certification standard for on-road heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply
with the State On-Road Regulation;

e Construction or trucking companies with fleets that do not have engines
in their fleet that meet the engine standard identified in the above two
measures (e.g., captive or NOx exempt area fleets) may be eligible by
providing alternative compliance;

e All on and off-road diesel equipment shall not idle for more than 5
minutes. Signs shall be posted in the designated queuing areas and or
jobs sites to remind drivers and operators of the 5 minute idling limit;

e Diesel idling within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors is not permitted;

e Staging and queuing areas shall not be located within 1,000 feet of
sensitive receptors;

e Electrify equipment when feasible;

o Substitute gasoline-powered in place of diesel-powered equipment, where
feasible;

e Use alternatively fueled construction equipment on-site where feasible,
such as compressed natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG),
propane, or biodiesel; and

e The applicant shall apply Best Available Control Technology (CBACT) as
determined by the SLOAPCD.

Plan Requirements and Timing. Applicants shall provide the grading
amounts and schedule to the SLOAPCD Planning Division at least three
months prior to the start of construction. All applicable BACT measures shall
be shown on all grading and construction plans prior to issuance of
construction permits. Compliance with these measures shall be included as
bid specifications submitted to contractors.

Monitoring. Applicants shall provide Planning and Building with proof that
the above listed measures, as well as those required by the SLOAPCD upon
review of grading plans, have been implemented prior to the start of the
construction activity. The grading inspector shall perform periodic site
inspections.
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AQ-2(b)

Dust Control. The following measures shall be implemented to reduce PMio
emissions during construction and shall be shown on the development plans:

¢ Reduce the amount of the disturbed area where possible;

e Use water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent
airborne dust from leaving the site. Water shall be applied as soon as
possible whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed
(nonpotable) water should be used whenever possible;

e All dirt-stock-pile areas shall be sprayed daily as needed,;

e Permanent dust control measures shall be identified in the approved
project revegetation and landscape plans and implemented as soon as
possible following completion of any soil disturbing activities;

e Exposed ground areas that are planned to be reworked at dates greater
than one month after initial grading shall be sown with a fast-
germinating native grass seed and watered until vegetation is
established,;

e All disturbed soil areas not subject to revegetation shall be stabilized
using approved chemical soil binders, jute netting, or other methods
approved in advance by the SLOAPCD;

o All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc., to be paved shall be completed
as soon as possible. In addition, building pads shall be laid as soon as
possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used;

e Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles shall not exceed 15 mph on any
unpaved surface at the construction site;

e All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose materials shall be covered
or shall maintain at least two feet of freeboard (minimum vertical
distance between top of load and top of trailer) in accordance with CVC
Section 23114;

e Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto
streets, or wash off trucks and equipment leaving the site; and

e Sweep streets at the end of each day if visible soil material is carried onto
adjacent paved roads. Water sweepers with reclaimed water shall be used
where feasible.

Plan Requirements and Timing. Conditions shall be adhered to
throughout all grading and construction periods for all project components.
Prior to issuance of grading permits, applicants shall include, as a note on a
separate informational sheet to be recorded with any map, the
aforementioned dust control recommendations. All recommendations shall be
shown on grading and building plans.

Monitoring. Planning and Building inspectors shall perform periodic spot
checks during grading and construction. SLOAPCD inspectors shall respond
to nuisance complaints.
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AQ-2(c)

AQ-2(d)

AQ-2(e)

Cover Stockpiled Soils. If importation, exportation, or stockpiling of fill
material is involved, soil stockpiled for more than two days shall be covered,
kept moist, or treated with soil binders to prevent dust generation. Trucks
transporting material shall be tarped from the point of origin.

Plan Requirements and Timing. Conditions shall be adhered to
throughout all grading and construction periods for all project components.

Monitoring. Planning and Building inspectors shall perform periodic spot
checks during grading and construction. SLOAPCD inspectors shall respond
to nuisance complaints.

Dust Control Monitor. The contractor or builder shall designate a person
or persons to monitor the dust emissions and enhance the implementation of
the measures as necessary to minimize dust complaints, reduce visible
emissions below 20 percent opacity, and to prevent transport of dust offsite.
Their duties shall include holidays and weekend periods when work may not
be in progress.

Plan Requirements and Timing. The name and telephone number of dust
monitor(s) shall be provided to the SLOAPCD Compliance Division prior to
the start of any grading, earthwork, or demolition. The dust monitor shall be
designated prior to approval of a Land Use Permit.

Monitoring. Planning and Building shall contact the designated monitor as
necessary to ensure compliance with dust control measures.

Hydrocarbon Contaminated Soil. Should hydrocarbon contaminated soil
be encountered during construction activities, the SLOAPCD shall be notified
as soon as possible and no later than 48 hours after affected material is
discovered to determine if an SLOAPCD Permit will be required. In addition,
the following measures shall be implemented immediately after
contaminated soil is discovered:

e Covers on storage piles shall be maintained in place at all times in areas
not actively involved in soil addition or removal,

e Contaminated soil shall be covered with at least six inches of packed
uncontaminated soil or other Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) — non-
permeable barrier such as a plastic tarp. No headspace shall be allowed
where vapors would accumulate;

o Covered piles shall be designed in such a way to eliminate erosion due to
wind or water. No openings in the covers are permitted;

¢ During soil excavation, odors shall not be evident to such a degree as to
cause a public nuisance; and,

e (Clean soil must be segregated from contaminated soil.
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AQ-2(f)

AQ-2(g)

Plan Requirements and Timing. Conditions shall be adhered to
throughout all grading and construction periods for all project components.

Monitoring. Planning and Building inspectors shall perform periodic spot
checks during grading and construction. SLOAPCD inspectors shall respond
to notification of contamination.

Construction Activity Management Plan. Prior to commencement of
construction for any project for which the estimated construction emissions
from the actual fleet are expected to exceed either of the SLOAPCD
Quarterly Tier 2 thresholds of significance after application of the
construction equipment control measures in Mitigation Measure AQ-2(a), the
project applicant shall develop a Construction Activity Management Plan
(CAMP), designed to minimize the amount of large construction equipment
operating during any given time period. The CAMP shall include, but not be
limited to, the following elements:

e A Dust Control Management Plan that encompasses all, but is not limited
to, dust control measures that were listed under Mitigation Measure AQ-
2(b);

e Tabulation of on-and off-road construction equipment (age, horsepower,
and miles and/or hours of operation;

e Schedule construction truck trips during non-peak hours to reduce peak-
hour emissions;

e Limit the length of the construction work day period, if necessary; and

¢ Phase construction activities, if appropriate.

Plan Requirements and Timing. Conditions shall be adhered to
throughout all grading and construction periods for all project components.

Monitoring. Planning and Building inspectors shall perform periodic spot
checks during grading and construction.

Off-Site Mitigation Fees. For projects where construction-related ozone
precursor emissions exceed SLOAPCD Quarterly Tier 2 thresholds of
significance after application of other mitigation, including a Construction
Activity Management Plan, as described in Mitigation Measure AQ-2(f), off-
site mitigation fees would be recommended. The off-site mitigation fee shall
be calculated in accordance with SLOAPCD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, is
$16,000 per ton of ozone precursor emission (NOx + ROG) over the SLOAPCD
threshold calculated over the length of the expected exceedance (currently it
is $16,000 per ton). Future applicants may use these funds to implement
SLOAPCD approved emission reduction projects near the project site or may
pay that funding level plus an administration fee (2009 rate is 10 percent) to
the SLOAPCD to administer emission reduction projects in close proximity to
the project.
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Plan Requirements and Timing. Off-site mitigation fees shall be assessed
at least two months prior to the start of construction.

Monitoring. Applicants shall provide Planning and Building with proof that
the required fees have been paid upon review of grading plans, and have been
implemented prior to the start of the construction activity.

Residual Impacts. Due to the temporary nature of construction activities and
implementation of the above mitigation measures, construction air quality impacts would
be reduced to a less than significant level.

6.3 Long-term Operational Impacts

Operation emissions are long-term and include mobile and area sources. Sources of
operational emissions associated with future projects developed under the Community Plan
include:

e Traffic generated by the project; and,
e Area source emissions from the use of natural gas, fireplaces, and consumer
products.

The SLOAPCD does not require quantified analysis of operational air contaminant
emissions impacts for program-level evaluations (SLOAPCD 2003). Rather, a qualitative
consistency analysis of air quality impacts is required.

The LOCP does not propose the construction of new housing or other development; rather,
it provides guidelines for future development. Although a quantified analysis is not
required, for informational purposes, emissions due to operation of the existing land uses as
well as buildout of the adopted Estero Area plan and the LOCP were calculated and are
contained in Attachments 1 through 3. Because the LOCP would decrease residential and
commercial land uses and decrease population when compared to buildout of the adopted
Estero Area Plan, future total operational emissions under the proposed LOCP would be
less than future total operational emissions under the adopted Estero Area Plan.

Significant operational impacts are identified by determining whether the LOCP would
exceed the population projections used in the CAP, whether the vehicle trips and miles
traveled generated by the LOCP would exceed the rate of population growth, and whether
all applicable land use and transportation control measures from the CAP have been
included in the LOCP. As discussed in Section 6.1, although the LOCP would incorporate
TCMs and land use strategies that are consistent with the CAP, because development
facilitated by the LOCP would exceed SLOCOG growth forecasts, the LOCP would be
inconsistent with the CAP population growth assumptions and would be inconsistent with
the CAP as it relates to VMT. Implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1 above and AQ-
3(a) and AQ-3(b) below would reduce impacts, but not to a level less than significant.
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Mitigation
AQ-3(a)

On-Site Mitigation Program. Future residential and commercial projects
that exceed screening criteria as listed in Table 1-1 of the SLOAPCD CEQA
Handbook shall conduct an Air Quality study to determine whether
applicable thresholds would be exceeded. On-site emission reduction
measures may include, but would not be limited to:

¢ Commercial Land Use Reduction Measures. Potential reduction
measures applicable to commercial land uses include, but are not limited
to:

0 Provide on-site bicycle parking close to building entrances. One bicycle
parking space for every 10 car parking spaces is considered
appropriate;

0 Provide on-site eating, refrigeration and food vending facilities to

reduce lunchtime trips;

Provide preferential carpool and vanpool parking;

0 Provide shower and locker facilities to encourage employees to bike
and/or walk to work, typically one shower and three lockers for every

25 employees.

0 Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green

waste;

Limit idling time for delivery and other commercial vehicles;

0 Implement on-site circulation design elements in parking lots to
reduce vehicle queuing and improve the pedestrian environment.

o

o

e Shade Trees. Shade trees native to the Shandon area shall be planted to
shade the southern exposure of on-site homes and structures, decreasing
indoor temperatures and reducing energy demand for air conditioning.
County Planning and Building shall review project landscaping plans for
consistency with this mitigation measure. Commercial development shall
include shade trees in parking lots to reduce evaporative emissions from
parked vehicles.

e Outdoor Electrical Outlets. All new homes shall be constructed with
outdoor electrical outlets to encourage the use of electric appliances and
tools.

e Telecommuting. All new homes shall be constructed with internal
wiring/cabling that allows telecommuting, teleconferencing, and
telelearning to occur simultaneously in at least three locations in each
home, unless otherwise demonstrated to be infeasible. This control
measure seeks to reduce emissions by promoting telecommuting for any
employee whose job can accommodate working from home.
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e Residential Wood Combustion. All new homes shall only be permitted
to install SLOAPCD-approved wood burning devices, as applicable and in
accordance with Rule 504. Approved devices include:

o All EPA-certified phase II wood burning devices;

0 Catalytic wood burning devices which emit less than or equal to 4.1
grams per hour of particulate matter which are not EPA-certified but
have been verified by a nationally-recognized testing lab;

0 Non-catalytic wood burning devices which emit less than or equal to
7.5 grams per hour of particulate matter which are not EPA-certified
but have been verified by a nationally-recognized testing lab;

0 Pellet-fueled wood heaters; and

0 Dedicated gas-fired fireplaces.

“Backyard” green waste burning shall be prohibited due to nuisance and
negative health effects.

Plan Requirements and Timing. Applicants for projects in the LOCP area
of a size that exceeds SLOAPCD screening criteria shall coordinate with
Planning and Building to determine the appropriate off-site mitigation
approach. On-site mitigation should be provided prior to occupancy clearance.

Monitoring. Planning and Building shall confirm that all applicable
mitigation measures have been implemented such that emissions would be
reduced to the extent feasible or payment of in-lieu fees has been received
prior to occupancy clearance.

AQ-3(b) Off-Site Mitigation Program. Future residential and commercial projects
that exceed screening criteria as listed in Table 1-1 of the SLOAPCD CEQA
Handbook shall conduct an Air Quality study to determine whether
applicable thresholds would be exceeded. If applicable thresholds are still
exceeded after the implementation of on-site mitigation as listed in
Mitigation Measures AQ-3(a), off-site mitigation measures are required
recommended. The applicant shall fund and/or implement off-site emission
reduction measures to reduce emissions below threshold to the extent
feasible, as demonstrated by a qualified professional. Off-site emission
reduction measures may include, but would not be limited to:

e Payment of in-lieu fees in accordance with SLOAPCD methodology and
the State’s current Carl Moyer Incentive Program Guidelines. Currently
the program requires an in-lieu fee of $16,000/ton in excess of the
established threshold.

e Developing or improving park-and-ride lots;

e Retrofitting existing homes in the project area with SLOAPCD approved
wood combustion devices;

e Retrofitting existing homes in the project area with energy efficient
devices;

e Constructing satellite worksites;
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Funding a program to buy and scrap older, higher emission passenger
and heavy-duty vehicles;

Replacing/repowering transit buses;

Replacing/repowering heavy-duty diesel school vehicles (i.e. bus,
passenger or maintenance vehicles);

Funding an electric lawn and garden equipment exchange program,;
Retrofitting or repowering heavy-duty construction equipment, or on-road
vehicles;

Repowering marine vessels;

Repowering or contributing to funding clean diesel locomotive main or
auxiliary engines;

Installing bicycle racks on transit buses;

Purchasing particulate filters or oxidation catalysts for local school buses,
transit buses or construction fleets;

Installing or contributing to funding alternative fueling infrastructure
(i.e. fueling stations for CNG, LPG, conductive and inductive electric
vehicle charging, etc.);

Funding expansion of existing transit services;

Funding public transit bus shelters;

Subsidizing vanpool programs;

Subsidizing transportation alternative incentive programs;

Contributing to funding of new bike lanes;

Installing bicycle storage facilities; and

Providing assistance in the implementation of projects that are identified
in County Bicycle Master Plan.

Plan Requirements and Timing. Applicants for projects in the LOCP area
of a size that exceeds SLOAPCD screening criteria shall coordinate with
Planning and Building to determine the appropriate off-site mitigation
approach. Off-site mitigation should be provided prior to occupancy clearance.

Monitoring. Planning and Building shall confirm that all applicable
mitigation measures have been implemented such that emissions would be
reduced to the extent feasible or payment of in-lieu fees has been received
prior to occupancy clearance.

Residual Impacts. Implementation of mitigation measures AQ-1, AQ-3(a), and AQ-3(b)

would reduce impacts to the extent feasible. However, population projection inconsistencies
from Community Plan buildout would remain and no mitigation measures are feasible to
sufficiently reduce vehicle miles traveled below threshold levels. In addition, while an off-
site mitigation program as identified in Mitigation Measure AQ-3(b) is feasible in theory,
the cost of an off-site program for proposed projects may be substantial. As such, it may not
be economically feasible, and may not be applied in full by the decision makers, in which
case long term ozone precursor emissions may not be mitigated below the level of
significance. Impacts related to long-term operational emissions would be significant and

unavoidable.
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6.4 Sensitive Receptors

6.4.1 Localized Carbon Monoxide Hot-spot Impacts

Localized CO concentration is a direct function of motor vehicle activity at signalized
intersections (e.g., idling time and traffic flow conditions), particularly during peak
commute hours and meteorological conditions. Under specific meteorological conditions
(e.g., stable conditions that result in poor dispersion), CO concentrations may reach
unhealthy levels with respect to local sensitive land uses. Guidance for the evaluation of CO
hot spots is provided in the Transportation Project-level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (CO
protocol) (University of California, Davis 1997) prepared for the Environmental Program of
the California Department of Transportation by the Institute of Transportation Studies,
University of California Davis. According to the CO Protocol, projects that increase the
percentage of vehicles in cold start modes by 2 percent or more significantly increase traffic
volumes over existing volumes, worsen traffic flow, or have the potential to result in CO
hotspots. The CO Protocol defines a significant increase in traffic as a 5 percent or greater
increase in average daily trips (ADT) from all roadways. Worsening traffic flow is defined
for signalized intersections as increasing average delay at intersections operating at level of
service (LOS) E or F or causing an intersection that would operate at LOS D or better
without the project to operate at LOSE or F with the project. CO hot spots almost
exclusively occur near intersections with LOS E or worse in combination with relatively
high traffic volumes on all roadways (Garza et al. 1997). Unsignalized intersections are not
considered as potential candidates for CO hot spots, as unsignalized intersections do not
experience large traffic volumes and delays, and are typically signalized when significant
delays in traffic are identified.

LOS projections were developed in the Transportation Impacts Analysis Report prepared
for the project (Omni Means 2016). Based on this analysis, the LOCP would not result in
any signalized intersections with LOS E or worse. Therefore, no CO hot spots would occur
as a result of the LOCP and localized air quality impacts would be less than significant.

6.4.2 Toxic Air Emissions

Diesel-fired particulate matter has been identified as a TAC. The health risks associated
with DPM are those related to long-term exposures (i.e., cancer and chronic effects). Long-
term health risk effects are generally evaluated for an exposure period of 70 years (i.e.,
lifetime exposure).

CARB guidelines indicate that siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway or
urban roads with 100,000 or more vehicles/day should be avoided when possible. Based on
the Transportation Impacts Analysis Report, future traffic volumes on all roadways are
projected to be less than 22,000 ADT at buildout of the LOCP. Sensitive receptors sited next
to roadways in the LOCP area would not be exposed to a significant source of DPM.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Los Osos Community Plan Update
Page 35



RECON Air Quality Analysis

6.5 Odors

The potential for an odor impact is dependent on a number of variables including the
nature of the odor source, distance between the receptor and odor source, and local
meteorological conditions. During construction, potential odor sources associated with the
project include diesel exhaust associated with construction equipment. Diesel exhaust may
be noticeable temporarily; however, construction activities would be temporary. Therefore,
the diesel exhaust odors would not result in significant impacts.

The SLOAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook identifies multiple odor-causing sources
including but not limited to; wastewater treatment plants, landfills, composting facilities,
petroleum refineries, and chemical manufacturing. The LOCP proposes single-family
residential, multi-family residential, commercial (office and retail), recreational, and open
space land uses, and would not introduce land uses that would generate substantial odor.
Implementation of the LOCP would not create operational-related objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of people. Program-level impacts associated with odor would
be less than significant.

7.0 Conclusions

7.1 Consistency with Regional Air Quality
Plans

As discussed in Section 6.1, although the LOCP would incorporate TCMs and land use
strategies that are consistent with the CAP, because development facilitated by the LOCP
would exceed SLOCOG growth forecasts, the LOCP would be inconsistent with the CAP
population growth assumptions and would be inconsistent with the CAP as it relates to
VMT. Implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1 would reduce impacts to the extent
feasible. However, population projection inconsistencies from LOCP buildout would remain
and no mitigation measures are feasible to sufficiently reduce VMT to below threshold
levels. Impacts related to consistency with the CAP would remain significant and
unavoidable.

7.2 Temporary Construction Impacts

The exact number and timing of all development projects that could occur under the LOCP
are unknown. Because the number, type, and size of construction projects that could occur
at any given time is unknown, and because the LOCP would accommodate additional
growth over the existing condition, it is reasonable to conclude that some major
construction activity could be occurring at any given time over the buildout horizon of the
LOCP. Large construction projects or multiple construction projects occurring
simultaneously would have the potential to exceed construction emission thresholds
established by the SLOAPCD. Implementation of mitigation measures AQ-2(a) through (g)
would reduce these temporary impacts to a level less than significant.
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7.3 Long-term Operational Impacts

Significant operational impacts are identified by determining whether the LOCP would
exceed the population projections used in the CAP, whether the vehicle trips and miles
traveled generated by the LOCP would exceed the rate of population growth, and whether
all applicable land use and transportation control measures from the CAP have been
included in the LOCP. Although the LOCP would incorporate TCMs and land use strategies
that are consistent with the CAP, because development facilitated by the LOCP would
exceed SLOCOG growth forecasts, the LOCP would be inconsistent with the CAP
population growth assumptions and would be inconsistent with the CAP as it relates to
VMT. Implementation of mitigation measures AQ-1, AQ-3(a), and AQ-3(b) would reduce
impacts, but not to a level less than significant.

7.4 Sensitive Receptors

CO hot spots almost exclusively occur near intersections with LOS E or worse in
combination with relatively high traffic volumes on all roadways. Based on this analysis,
the LOCP would not result in any signalized intersections with LOS E or worse. Therefore,
no CO hot spots would occur as a result of the LOCP and localized air quality impacts
would be less than significant.

CARB guidelines indicate that siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway or
urban roads with 100,000 or more vehicles/day should be avoided when possible. Sensitive
receptors sited next to roadways in the LOCP area would not be exposed to a significant
source of DPM because traffic volumes on all roadways are projected to be less than 22,000
ADT at buildout of the LOCP. Impacts associated with sensitive receptors would be less
than significant.

7.5 Odors

During construction, potential odor sources associated with the project include diesel
exhaust associated with construction equipment. Diesel exhaust may be noticeable
temporarily; however, construction activities would be temporary. Therefore, the diesel
exhaust odors would not result in significant impacts.

The LOCP would not introduce land uses that would generate substantial odor.
Implementation of the LOCP would not create operational-related objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of people. Impacts associated with odor would be less than
significant.
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ATTACHMENT 1

CalEEMod Output — Existing Emissions
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

Page 1 of 14

7773 Los Osos - Existing 2016
San Luis Obispo County APCD Air District, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 5/24/2016 10:37 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
General Office Building . 231.10 . 1000sqft ! 5.31 ! 231,100.00 0
.............................. T T e T LT e L T T
Apartments Low Rise . 895.00 E Dwelling Unit ! 55.94 ' 895,000.00 2560
.............................. T T T e T L S T
Single Family Housing . 5,426.00 E Dwelling Unit ! 1,761.69 ! 9,766,800.00 15518
.............................. . I + : fmmmmmmmmmama-.
Strip Mall . 439.20 . 1000sqft ! 10.08 ! 439,200.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 44
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2016
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 552.2 CH4 Intensity 0.025 N20 Intensity 0.005
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWHhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

Project Characteristics - RPS status - PGE currently at 28.0%
CalEEMod accounts for 14.1%

Additional 13.9% reduction applied

(552.20, 0.025, 0.005)

Land Use - Existing land uses
Construction Phase - Existing uses - no construction

Vehicle Trips - TIA
Existing trip length = 5.56 miles

Woodstoves - No woodstoves
Fireplaces - Statewide average (35%/55%/10%)

Area Coating - SLOAPCD Rule 433
Energy Use - Historical data
Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

Area Mitigation -

Page 2 of 14

Date: 5/24/2016 10:37 AM

Table Name Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblAreaCoating . Area_EF_Nonresidential_Exterior

...........................................................
...........................................................

...........................................................

tblFireplaces . NumberNoFireplace

250

250

250

250

155,000.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

Page 3 of 14

Date: 5/24/2016 10:37 AM

tblFireplaces

tbIWoodstoves

NumberWood

WoodstoveWoodMass

0.029

641.35

0.006

2014

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

13.00

13.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

13.00

13.00

6.59

11.01

9.57

44.32

60.00

60.00

2,016.50

hesduaaduaaduacduacduaaduanduacduacduaaduacduacduaaduacduacduacducaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduaaduaadans

2,016.50

2.0 Emissions Summary




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 4 of 14 Date: 5/24/2016 10:37 AM
2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 E: 24.8090 ! 102.0823 ! 296.5842 ! 0.4620 ! 31.3800 ! 2.7532 ! 34.1332 ! 8.3953 1+ 25654 ' 10.9607 0.0000 :39,911.080:39,911.080: 2.1188 ! 0.0000 ! 39,955.57
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 6 1 6 [} [} L} 62
- 1
Total 24.8090 | 102.0823 | 296.5842 0.4620 31.3800 2.7532 34.1332 8.3953 2.5654 10.9607 0.0000 39,911.08 | 39,911.08 2.1188 0.0000 39,955.57
06 06 62
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total] Bio- CO2 [NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 = 24.8090 ! 102.0823 ! 296.5842 ! 0.4620 ! 31.3800 ! 2.7532 ! 34.1332 ! 8.3953 ' 25654 ' 10.9607 0.0000 '39,911.080:39,911.080: 2.1188 ! 0.0000 ! 39,955.57
- ' ' ' ' ' : : ' : V6 4 B8 : V62
Total 24.8090 | 102.0823 | 296.5842 0.4620 31.3800 2.7532 34.1332 8.3953 2.5654 10.9607 0.0000 39,911.08 | 39,911.08 2.1188 0.0000 39,955.57
06 06 62
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 0,648.725 1 112.0657 1 10,815.66 + 0.0275 + 1 1,416.509 1 1,416.509 1 1 1,416.460 1 1,416.4600 # 138,456.0 * 74,548.55 1 213,004.6 + 2.3682 + 13.5662 ! 217,259.9
R V87 : . 1, 1. Vo0 937 . 76 , 513 , : v 109
----------- H R — : ——————q : ——————q : - S p—— : S T
Energy » 66560 ' 56.9739 ! 24.9005 : 0.3631 ! | 45987 1 45087 | 45987 1 45987 172,611.326172,611.326! 1.3917 ' 13312 !73,053.22
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 8 1 8 1] 1] 1 72
----------- H R — : R — : R — : e : . LT
Mobile = 365.0866 ' 713.0516 1 3,150.199 1 4.2078 1 298.4469 ' 7.9470 1 306.3939 ' 79.8064 ' 7.2932 1 87.0997 1 370,218.2 1 370,218.2 1 18.6732 1 ' 370,610.4
- L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 1
- . v 8 . . . . . . V790 4 790 . v 165
Total 10,020.46 | 882.0912 | 13,990.76 | 4.5984 | 298.4469 | 1,429.054 | 1,727.501 | 79.8064 | 1,428.352 | 1,508.1584 | 138,456.0 | 517,378.1 | 655,834.2 | 22.4331 | 14.8974 | 660,923.5
76 90 8 7 0 937 634 570 545
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 9,648.725 + 112.0657 1 10,815.66 + 0.0275 + 1 1,416.509 1 1,416.509 1 1 1,416.460 » 1,416.4600 % 138,456.0 + 74,548.55 1 213,004.6 1+ 2.3682 1 13.5662 ' 217,259.9
N V87 : . 1. 1. V0 937 . 76 , 513 , : , 109
----------- H R — : ——————q : ——————q : ) S : S TR
Energy " 6.6560 ! 56.9739 ! 24.9005 ' 0.3631 ! | 45987 1 45087 | 45987 ' 4.5087 2,611.326172,611.326: 13917 ' 13312 17305322
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 8 1 8 [} 1] 1] 72
----------- H ———————n : R : . : - . : -
Mobile = 354.3768 + 644.9191 1 2,939.887 1 3.7209 1+ 261.9428 + 7.0828 + 269.0256 + 70.0450 1 6.4996 1 76.5446 1 327,177.31 327,177.3+ 16.8308 1 327,530.7
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
- ' ' 1 ' ' ' ' ' ' ' . 324, 324 ' v 795
- 1
Total 10,009.75 | 813.9586 | 13,780.45 | 4.1115 | 261.9428 | 1,428.190 | 1,690.133 | 70.0450 | 1,427.558 | 1,497.6033 | 138,456.0 | 474,337.2 | 612,793.3 | 20.5907 | 14.8974 | 617,843.9
79 63 6 4 3 937 168 105 175
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ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.11 7.72 1.50 10.59 12.23 0.06 2.16 12.23 0.06 0.70 0.00 8.32 6.56 8.21 0.00 6.52
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week

1 *Building Construction *Building Construction 11/1/2017 11/2/2017 ! 5 1

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Building Construction *Cranes ! 1 7.00: 226, 0.29
Building Construction fordie T TTTTTTTTTTTTTT ""'3 """""" 8.00 Bor TN 0.20
Building Construction fGenerator Sets T " """""""" 1 8.00 gAY 0.74
Building Construction FraciorslLoadersBackhoes ""'3 """""" 7.00 g7 T 0.37
Building Construction ;Welders 1 5.0+ 46; """""" 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class

Building Construction * 9! 2,812.00! 786.00! 0.00: 13.00: 5.00: 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 3.1024 ! 26.4057 ! 18.1291 ! 0.0268 ! v 17812 v 1.7812 v 16730 * 1.6730 ! 2,639.805 ! 2,639.805 ! 0.6497 ! ! 2,653.449
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 3 [} 3 1 [} L] 0
Total 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268 1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 2,639.805 | 2,639.805 0.6497 2,653.449
3 3 0
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n : A
Vendor - 10.2236 : 57.8529 1 123.0597 : 0.1329 + 3.5802 ' 0.7694 : 4.3496 1+ 1.0223 : 0.7073 + 1.7295 1 13,013.23 + 13,013.23 : 0.1085 ! 13,015.51
. ' : ' : : ' : ' : i 80 , 80 : . 64
---------------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} f———————n : roe--aa-
Worker . 11.4830 ! 17.8238 1 155.3953 ! 0.3024 + 27.7998 + 0.2026 ! 28.0024 + 7.3731 ! 0.1852 » 7.5583 v 24,258.03 1 24,258.03 ! 1.3606 ! 24,286.61
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : PR £ I ¢ I : . o8
Total 21.7066 75.6767 | 278.4551 0.4352 31.3800 0.9720 32.3520 8.3953 0.8924 9.2878 37,271.27 | 37,271.27 1.4691 37,302.12
53 53 72
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3.2 Building Construction - 2017
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road = 3.1024 ' 264057 ! 18.1291 ! 0.0268 ! 117812 1 17812 ' 16730 ' 16730 0.0000 :2,639.805 1 2,639.805 ! 0.6497 ! 1 2,653.449
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 3 1] 3 1 1] 1]
Total 3.1024 | 26.4057 | 18.1291 | 0.0268 1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 0.0000 | 2,639.805 | 2,639.805 | 0.6497 2,653.449
3 3 0
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
: ey : R ey : T : ey : rmm---
1+ 57.8529 » 123.0597 v+ 0.1329 1+ 35802 1+ 0.7694 1+ 43496 + 1.0223 1+ 0.7073 + 1.7295 1 13,013.23 » 13,013.23 + 0.1085 ' 13,015.51
1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L} 1 L} L] 80 L} 80 1 L} L} 64
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
: -y : ey ey : ———eeeaaa- : ey : R
Worker 1 17.8238 1 1553953 1 0.3024 ! 27.7998 ' 0.2026 ! 28.0024 ' 7.3731 ! 0.1852 ! 7.5583 124,258,031 24,258.03 1 1.3606 ! ' 24,286.61
' . ' . . ' . ' . V73 738, . .08
Total 21.7066 75.6767 278.4551 0.4352 31.3800 0.9720 32.3520 8.3953 0.8924 9.2878 37,271.27 | 37,271.27 1.4691 37,302.12
53 53 72

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile
Increase Diversity
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated = 354.3768 1 644.9191 12,939.887 1 3.7209 1 261.9428 1 7.0828 1 269.0256 + 70.0450 ' 6.4996 1 76.5446 ' 327,177.3 1 327,177.3 1 16.8308 * ' 327,530.7
- : : ' : : ' : ' . V324, 324 : V795
----------- et A i i i i e e i o b i i e et R et T R
Unmitigated = 365.0866 * 713.0516 * 3,150.199 + 4.2078 1+ 298.4469 + 7.9470 + 306.3939 * 79.8064 & 7.2932 1+ 87.0997 = 1 370,218.2 + 370,218.2 + 18.6732 * ' 370,610.4
- . Vo8 : : : . . . . V790 790 : . 165
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Apartments Low Rise M 5,674.30 i— 6,408.20 5432.65 . 10,324,521 . 9,061,691
EEEsEEEEEEssEEEEAEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE Rl e mmmmm o m e e e mh = m e e mm e aneaeean e Brmrcmmcmeohaila e aaaann
General Office Building 5,856.07 i' 547.71 ] 226.48 . 7,109,814 . 6,240,186
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEESEEEEEEEE AR EEEE R e e R e m e e m e e mm e b m m m s e e e el it e e A
Single Family Housing . 44,438.94 i— 54,694.08 47586.02 ® 83,308,905 . 73,119,087
EEEEEsEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEfemmmmm e e e e mm e e eme e e et
Strip Mall M 18,850.46 ' 18,463.97 8972.86 . 19,445,438 . 17,066,996
Total | 7481978 | 8011396 62,218.00 | 120,188,678 | 105,487,960
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Apartments Low Rise . 5.56 5.56 5.56 = 35.80 ! 21.00 43.20 . 86 11 . 3
T . . —mmmme———f e s m e i e Femmmmmnan- P Femmmmmemmaa -
General Office Building ' 5.56 H 5.56 5.56 * 33.00 1+ 48.00 19.00 . 77 19 . 4
EEsEssEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEpe-mm—————— e . rmmmmmmm e e Femmmmnan- A Fommmmmemmma -
Single Family Housing . 5.56 5.56 5.56 : 3580 ! 2100 43.20 . 86 11 . 3
EEsEEsEEEEsEEEEEEEEEEEEpeem-mna-.- . e Femmmmmman- P Femmmmemmaa -
Strip Mall M 5.56 5.56 5.56 * 1660 64.40 19.00 . 45 40 . 15
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LDA | LDT1 | LDT2 | MDV | LHD1 | LHD2 | MHD | HHD | OBUS | UBUS | MCY | SBUS | MH

0.4559377 0.042338: 0.214948: 0.150714: 0.068093: 0.009944: 0.017510: 0.022507: 0.002330: 0.001401: 0.008743: 0.000855! 0.004680

29 Engrgy,Detail

Historical Energy Use: Y

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5

Category Ib/day Ib/day

. . 68 ., 68

NaturalGas - 6.6560 ' 56.9739 1+ 24,9005 * 0.3631 v 45987 v 45987 v 45987 v 45987 1 72,611.32 72,611.32 1.3917 + 1.3312 1 73,053.22
Mitigated 11 : . . . . . . . . . 68 . 68 . V72
L 1} 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- = = = = e e e e e e e e e = e e e e e e e e e e — e — e m m e e — === = == ===
NaturalGas = 65.6560 : 56.9739 : 24.9005 : 0.3631 : : 4.5987 : 4.5987 : : 4.5987 : 4.5987 1 72,611.32+ 72,611.32 1.3917 : 1.3312 1 73,053.22

Y )

Unmitigated .,
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Page 11 of 14
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Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Single Family * 573079 E' 6.1803 : 52.8132 : 22.4737 : 0.3371 : : 4.2700 : 4.2700 : : 4.2700 : 4.2700 1 67,421.10 : 67,421.10 : 1.2922 : 1.2361 1 67,831.41
Housing . i ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' . 62 ] 62 ' ' ] 98
----------- I : —————— ———————a : ———————a : s i e s : vt
Strip Mall v 35136 & 0.0379 ' 0.3445 ' 0.2894 ' 2.0700e- * v 0.0262 * 0.0262 1 v 0.0262 * 0.0262 ' 413.3647 ' 413.3647 + 7.9200e- * 7.5800e- ' 415.8804
[ h [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
' [ [ ' ' 003 ' ' ' ' [ [ ' [ ' 003 ' 003 [
----------- Feeeeo-m : —————— ———————a : ———————a : ot R : g == - ==
Apartments Low * 27965.6 :' 0.3016 ! 2.5772 ! 1.0967 ! 0.0165 ! ! 0.2084 ! 0.2084 ! ! 0.2084 ! 0.2084 1 3,290.069 ! 3,290.069 ! 0.0631 ! 0.0603 : 3,310.091
Rise : l: [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ : 0 [ 0 [ [ [ 9
----------- Feeeeo-m : —————— ———————a : ———————a : s i ettt : - - -a -
General Office + 12637.7 & 0.1363 * 1.2390 ' 1.0408 ' 7.4300e- * v 0.0942 1+ 0.0942 v 0.0942 1+ 0.0942 1 1,486.786 ' 1,486.786 + 0.0285 '+ 0.0273 1 1,495.835
_ [ i [ [ ] [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ ' ' [
Building i :- ' ' ] 003 ' ] ' ' ] ' i 8 ] 8 ' ' ' 1
Total 6.6560 56.9739 24.9005 0.3631 4.5987 4.5987 4.5987 4.5987 72,611.32| 72,611.32 | 1.3917 1.3312 | 73,053.22
68 68 72
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
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Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Single Family * 573.079 E- 6.1803 ! 52.8132 ! 22.4737 : 0.3371 ! : 4.2700 ! 4.2700 ! : 4.2700 ! 4.2700 1 67,421.10 : 67,421.10 ! 1.2922 ! 1.2361 : 67,831.41
Housing : l: ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' : 62 ] 62 ' ' ' 98
----------- A - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : - D - m——————p e s e
Strip Mall v 35136 & 0.0379 ' 0.3445 ' 0.2894 1 2.0700e- * v 0.0262 + 0.0262 v 0.0262 + 0.0262 v 413.3647 + 413.3647 v+ 7.9200e- ' 7.5800e- ' 415.8804
[ [ [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ [] [ [ []
' 'Y ' ' ] 003 ' ] ' ' [ ' ' ] ' 003 ' 003 ]
----------- - - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———g el ————mg - fm——————p = m e
Apartments Low * 27.9656 :- 0.3016 @ 2.5772 : 1.0967 ! 0.0165 ! ! 02084 : 02084 ! 02084 : 0.2084 ' 3,290.069 1 3,290.069 1 0.0631 ! 0.0603 !3,310.091
Rise : l: [ [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ : 0 ] 0 [ [ ] 9
----------- A - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : el ——— g - fm——————p e ==
General Office + 12.6377 & 0.1363 * 1.2390 * 1.0408 ' 7.4300e- ' v 0.0942 + 0.0942 v 0.0942 1+ 0.0942 + 1,486.786 * 1,486.786 * 0.0285 '+ 0.0273 ' 1,495.835
- [ [ [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ [ ] ] ] ]
Building i :- ' ' ] 003 ' ] ' ' ] ' i 8 ] 8 ' ' '
Total 6.6560 56.9739 | 24.9005 0.3631 4.5987 4.5987 4.5987 4.5987 72,611.32| 72,611.32 | 1.3917 1.3312 | 73,053.22
68 68 72
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated = 0,648.725 1 112.0657 1 10,815.66 + 0.0275 + 1 1,416.509 + 1,416.509 1 ' 1,416.460 + 1,416.4600 # 138,456.0 » 74,548.55 1 213,004.6 + 2.3682 ' 13.5662 ' 217,259.9
- 0 . V87 . . . 1 . 1 . . 0 . 937 + 76 , 513 , . v 109
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- B = = = = e e e e e e e e e e = = = = = E e e e e e e e e e e m e e = = == == ==
Unmitigated = 9,648.725 s 112.0657 * 10,815.66 + 0.0275 + 1,416.509 * 1,416.509 * + 1,416.460 * 1,416.4600 = 138,456.0 * 74,548.55 » 213,004.6 + 2.3682 + 13.5662 » 217,259.9
N .87 . . Vo1 r 1. V0 . 937 . 76 , 513 , . v 109
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Unmitigated
ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 57.3866 1 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' '+ 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Coating - . ' . . : . . : . . : . . :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : - S - m——————— e e
Consumer = 2425069 ! ' ' ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000
Products m : ] : : ] : : ] : : ] : : ]
----------- n f———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g e e ——————g - fm——————p - e
Hearth = 9,332,172 + 105.8785 ' 10,286.84 + 0.0000 v 1,413.656 ' 1,413.656 * 11,413.607 + 1,413.6072 = 138,456.0 * 73,609.41 1 212,065.5+ 1.4109 + 13.5662 ' 216,300.6
a7 V14 : T3 4 3 . Vo2 937 . 18 , 054 , : \ 614
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : R - m——————— e e a -
Landscaping - 16.6588 ! 6.1872 ! 528.8273 ! 0.0275 ! ! 2.8528 ! 2.8528 ! ! 2.8528 ! 2.8528 ! 939.1459 ! 939.1459 ! 0.9573 ! ! 959.2495
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 9,648.725 | 112.0657 | 10,815.66 0.0275 1,416.509 | 1,416.509 1,416.460 | 1,416.4600 | 138,456.0 | 74,548.55 | 213,004.6 2.3682 13.5662 | 217,259.9
0 87 1 1 0 937 76 513 109
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Mitigated
ROG NOXx co sS02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 57.3866 1 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ¢ ' 1 0.0000
Coating - : ' : : ' : : ' : . ' : : '
----------- H ——————— - ——————— - ——————— - ———d e g - ————————— e a
Consumer = 2425069 ' ' ' ' 00000 * 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' ' 00000 ! ' ' 0.0000
Products = : . : : . : : . : . . : : .
----------- H ——————— - ——————— - ——————— - e DR . - ———————p e e a
Hearth = 9,332,172 + 105.8785 1 10,286.84 + 0.0000 * ' 1,413.656 1 1,413.656 1 1 1,413.607 ' 1,413.6072 # 138,456.0 * 73,609.41 1 212,065.5 1 1.4109 1 13.5662 ' 216,300.6
= 7 . V14 : T3 4 3 . Vo2 937 . 18 . 054 , : | 614
----------- H ——————— - ——————— - ——————— - ———d e g - ————————— e a
Landscaping = 16.6588 ' 6.1872 ! 528.8273 + 0.0275 | 28528 ' 28528 ! 1 28528 ' 2.8528 ' 939.1450 1 939.1459 + 0.9573 ! ! 950.2495
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 9,648.725 | 112.0657 | 10,815.66 | 0.0275 1,416.509 | 1,416.509 1,416.460 | 1,416.4600 | 138,456.0 | 74,548.55 | 213,004.6 | 2.3682 | 13.5662 | 217,259.9
0 87 1 1 0 937 76 513 109
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detall
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation




RECON Air Quality Analysis

ATTACHMENT 2

CalEEMod Output — Year 2035 LOCP Emissions

Los Osos Community Plan Update



EXISTING LAND USES - 2016

Nox
Area 9.649 112
Energy 7 57
Mobile 354 645
Total 10,010 814

co
10,816
25
2,940
13,780

ADOPTED ESTERO AREA PLAN - 2035

ROG Nox
Area 13,921 162
Energy 9 76
Mobile 232 317
Total 14,162 555

PROPOSED LOCP - 2035

0G Nox
Area 12,480 145
Energy 8 69
Mobile 216 294
Total 12,704 508

Change -10.3% -8.5%

co
15,604
33
1,752
17,390

co
13,987
30
1,629
15,646

-10.0%

S02

ooio o ~ OO

EIENECRC

-7.8%

PM10
1,417

269
1,690

PM10
2,045

343
2,395

PM10
1,833

317
2,156

-10.0%

PM2.5
1,416

7
1,498

PM2.5
2,045
6
96
2,147

PM2.5
1,833
6
89
1,928

-10.2%

EXISTING LAND USES - 2035

ROG Nox
Area 9,648 112
Energy 7 57
Mobile 164 228
Total 9,818 396

EXISTING LAND USES - 2035

Nox
Area 9,648 112
Energy 7 57
Mobile 164 228
Total 9,818 396

co
10,807

1,250
12,081

co
10,807
25
1,250
12,081

S02

s woo

s woo

PM10
1,417
5
250
1,671

PM2.5
1,416
5
70
1,491

PM2.5
1,416

70
1,491

ADOPTED ESTERO AREA PLAN NET INCREASE OVER EXISTING LAND USES - 2(

ROG Nox co S02 PM10 PM2.5
Area 4,274 50 4,798 0 629 629
Energy 2 19 8 0 2 2
Mobile 68 89 503 1 94 26
Total 4,344 158 5,309 1 724 657

PROPOSED LOCP NET INCREASE OVER EXISTING LAND USES - 2035

0G Nox co S02 PM10 PM2.5
Area 2,832 33 3,180 0 417 417
Energy 1 12 5 0 1 1
Mobile 52 66 379 1 67 19
Total 2,886 111 3,565 1 485 437
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7773 Los Osos - Existing 2035
San Luis Obispo County APCD Air District, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 5/24/2016 10:48 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
General Office Building . 231.10 . 1000sqft ! 5.31 ! 231,100.00 0
.............................. T T e T LT e L T T
Apartments Low Rise . 895.00 E Dwelling Unit ! 55.94 ' 895,000.00 2560
.............................. T T T e T L S T
Single Family Housing . 5,426.00 E Dwelling Unit ! 1,761.69 ! 9,766,800.00 15518
.............................. . I + : fmmmmmmmmmama-.
Strip Mall . 439.20 . 1000sqft ! 10.08 ! 439,200.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 44
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2035
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 287.06 CH4 Intensity 0.013 N20 Intensity 0.003
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWHhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - RPS 2030 50% required
CalEEMod accounts for 14.1%

Additional 35.9% reduction applied

(287.06, 0.013, 0.003)

Land Use - Existing land uses
Construction Phase - Existing uses - no construction

Vehicle Trips - TIA
2035 trip length = 5.20 miles

Woodstoves - No woodstoves
Fireplaces - Statewide average (35%/55%/10%)

Area Coating - SLOAPCD Rule 433
Energy Use - Historical data

Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

Area Mitigation -

Waste Mitigation -

Page 2 of 16

Date: 5/24/2016 10:48 AM

Table Name Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblAreaCoating . Area_EF_Nonresidential_Exterior

...........................................................

...........................................................

...........................................................

tblFireplaces . NumberNoFireplace

250

250

250

250

155,000.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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Date: 5/24/2016 10:48 AM

tblFireplaces

tbIWoodstoves

NumberNoFireplace

WoodstoveWoodMass

0.00

0.029

641.35

0.006

2014

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

13.00

13.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

13.00

13.00

6.59

11.01

9.57

44.32

60.00

60.00

2,016.50

hssduaaduaaduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduacducaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduacdecaduacduacducaduaadans

2,016.50
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2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 E: 24.8090 : 102.0823 : 296.5842 : 0.4620 : 31.3800 : 2.7532 : 34.1332 : 8.3953 1+ 2.5654 1+ 10.9607 0.0000 :39,911.080:39,911.080: 2.1188 : 0.0000 :39,955.57
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 6 1 6 [} [} L} 62
- 1
Total 24.8090 102.0823 | 296.5842 0.4620 31.3800 2.7532 34.1332 8.3953 2.5654 10.9607 0.0000 39,911.08 | 39,911.08 2.1188 0.0000 39,955.57
06 06 62
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total] Bio- cCO2 |NBio- co2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 » 248090 ' 102.0823 ' 2965842 1 0.4620 ' 31.3800 ' 2.7532 ! 341332 ! 83953 ! 25654 ! 10.9607 § 0.0000 :39,911.080!39,911.080' 21188 ! 0.0000 ! 39,9557
- ' ' . . . . . . . .6 . 6 . V62
Total 24.8090 | 102.0823 | 296.5842 | 0.4620 | 31.3800 | 2.7532 | 34.1332 | 83953 | 25654 | 10.9607 | 0.0000 |39,911.0839,911.08| 2.1188 | 0.0000 |[39,955.57
06 06 62
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ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 0,647.610 + 111.8745 1 10,806.56 + 0.0275 + 1 1,416.548 1 1,416.548 1 1 1,416.499 1 1,416.4994  138,456.0 * 74,548.55 1 213,004.6 + 2.3051 * 13.5662 ! 217,258.5
R V69 . V. 5 .+ 5 Vo4 937 . 76 , 512 , : \ 865
----------- H R — : ——————q : ——————q : - S : S T
Energy » 66560 ' 56.9739 ! 24.9005 : 0.3631 ! | 45987 1 45087 | 45987 1 45987 172,611.326172,611.326!  1.3917 ' 13312 !73,053.22
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 8 1 8 1] 1] 1 72
----------- H R — : R — : R — : e —— : . LT
Mobile = 168.2919 ' 247.5509 1 1,328.054 1 3.9515 1 279.2454 1 51062 1 2843517 ' 74.6738 1 47143 1 79.3881 1 285,247.2 1 285247.2 1 7.4426 1 ' 285,403.5
- L] 1 L] L] 1 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 1
- . v 0 . . . . . . Vo284, 284 . V232
Total 9,822,557 | 416.3992 | 12,159.52 | 4.3421 | 279.2454 | 1,426.253 | 1,705.498 | 74.6738 | 1,425.812 | 1,500.4863 | 138,456.0 | 432,407.1 | 570,863.2 | 11.1394 | 14.8974 |575715.3
9 14 4 9 4 937 127 064 368
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 9,647.610 + 111.8745 1 10,806.56 + 0.0275 + 11,416.548 1 1,416.548 1 1 1,416.499 » 1,416.4994 % 138,456.0 + 74,548.55 1 213,004.6 + 2.3051 1 13.5662 ' 217,258.5
N V69 : V5 .+ 5 V4 937 , 76 , 512 , : , 865
----------- H R — : ——————q : ——————q : ) S : S TR
Energy " 6.6560 ! 56.9739 ! 24.9005 ' 0.3631 ! | 45987 1 45087 | 45987 ' 4.5087 2,611.326172,611.3261 1.3917 1 13312 !73,053.22
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 8 1 8 [} 1] 1] 72
----------- H ———————n : . : - : T ) S —— : -
Mobile = 163.9197 + 227.5755 1 1,249.616 1 3.4948 1 2450899 + 4.5988 + 249.6887 + 65.5402 1 4.2463 1 69.7865 1 252,204.31 252,204.3 1 6.6615 1 252,344.2
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
m ' ' 5 ' ' ' ' ' ' ' . 552 , 552 ' 468
- 1
Total 9,818.185 | 396.4238 | 12,081.08 | 3.8854 | 245.0899 | 1,425.746 | 1,670.835 | 65.5402 | 1,425.344 | 1,490.8846 | 138,456.0 | 399,364.2 | 537,820.3 | 10.3583 | 14.8974 | 542,656.0
7 39 0 9 4 937 395 332 605




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 7 of 16 Date: 5/24/2016 10:48 AM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.04 4.80 0.65 10.52 12.23 0.04 2.03 12.23 0.03 0.64 0.00 7.64 5.79 7.01 0.00 5.74
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week

1 *Building Construction *Building Construction 11/1/2017 11/2/2017 ! 5 1

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Building Construction *Cranes ! 1 7.00: 226, 0.29
Building Construction fordie T TTTTTTTTTTTTTT ""'3 """""" 8.00 Bor TN 0.20
Building Construction fGenerator Sets T " """""""" 1 8.00 gAY 0.74
Building Construction FraciorslLoadersBackhoes ""'3 """""" 7.00 g7 T 0.37
Building Construction ;Welders 1 5.0+ 46; """""" 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class

Building Construction * 9! 2,812.00! 786.00! 0.00: 13.00: 5.00: 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 3.1024 ! 26.4057 ! 18.1291 ! 0.0268 ! v 17812 v 1.7812 v 16730 * 1.6730 ! 2,639.805 ! 2,639.805 ! 0.6497 ! ! 2,653.449
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 3 [} 3 1 [} L] 0
Total 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268 1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 2,639.805 | 2,639.805 0.6497 2,653.449
3 3 0
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n : A
Vendor - 10.2236 : 57.8529 1 123.0597 : 0.1329 + 3.5802 ' 0.7694 : 4.3496 1+ 1.0223 : 0.7073 + 1.7295 1 13,013.23 + 13,013.23 : 0.1085 ! 13,015.51
. ' : ' : : ' : ' : i 80 , 80 : . 64
---------------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} f———————n : roe--aa-
Worker . 11.4830 ! 17.8238 1 155.3953 ! 0.3024 + 27.7998 + 0.2026 ! 28.0024 + 7.3731 ! 0.1852 » 7.5583 v 24,258.03 1 24,258.03 ! 1.3606 ! 24,286.61
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : PR £ I ¢ I : . o8
Total 21.7066 75.6767 | 278.4551 0.4352 31.3800 0.9720 32.3520 8.3953 0.8924 9.2878 37,271.27 | 37,271.27 1.4691 37,302.12
53 53 72
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3.2 Building Construction - 2017
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road = 31024 ! 264057 ' 18.1291 ' 0.0268 ! 117812 1 17812 ' 16730 ' 16730 0.0000 :2,639.805 1 2,639.805 ! 0.6497 ! 1 2,653.449
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 3 1] 3 1 1] 1]
Total 3.1024 | 26.4057 | 18.1291 | 0.0268 1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 0.0000 | 2,639.805 | 2,639.805 | 0.6497 2,653.449
3 3 0
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
: ey : R ey : T : ey : rmm---
1+ 57.8529 » 123.0597 v+ 0.1329 1+ 35802 1+ 0.7694 1+ 43496 + 1.0223 1+ 0.7073 + 1.7295 1 13,013.23 » 13,013.23 + 0.1085 ' 13,015.51
1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L} 1 L} L] 80 L} 80 1 L} L} 64
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
: -y : ey ey : ———eeeaaa- : ey : R
Worker 1 17.8238 1 1553953 1 0.3024 ! 27.7998 ' 0.2026 ! 28.0024 ' 7.3731 ! 0.1852 ! 7.5583 124,258,031 24,258.03 1 1.3606 ! ' 24,286.61
' . ' . . ' . ' . V73 738, . .08
Total 21.7066 75.6767 278.4551 0.4352 31.3800 0.9720 32.3520 8.3953 0.8924 9.2878 37,271.27 | 37,271.27 1.4691 37,302.12
53 53 72

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 10 of 16 Date: 5/24/2016 10:48 AM

4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile

Increase Diversity

ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated = 163.9197 1 227.5755 1 1,249.616 ' 3.4948 + 2450899 + 45988 1 249.6887 ' 65.5402 1 4.2463 1 69.7865 1 252,204.3 + 252,204.3 1+ 6.6615 1 252,344.2
- : : ' : : ' : ' . . 552 , 582 : \ 468
----------- e i i it it e e et T T T et R e L L T EE T EET . PR
Unmitigated = 168.2919 + 247.5509  1,328.054 + 3.9515 1 279.2454 + 51062 » 284.3517 * 74.6738 :+ 4.7143 1 79.3881 = 1 285,247.2 + 28524721 7.4426 1 ' 285,403.5
- . P00 : . . . . . . . 284, 284 . Vo232
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Apartments Low Rise . 5,674.30 ' 6,408.20 5432.65 . 9,656,433 . 8,475,319
EEEE E R EE R EAEEEEE R EEEEEE R e b = m mm e A g
General Office Building 5,856.07 ! 547.71 226.48 . 6,649,871 . 5,836,501
E EE E R R R R E R EEEEAEEEEE AR EEEEEE R o o = m mmm o m A A
Single Family Housing . 44,438.94 1 54,694.08 47586.02 ® 77,918,081 . 68,387,634
EEsEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEYeememmmemmem—emefmm e e e seae. e B iiiiccccsmcsedinaaaaaaaaan
Strip Mall M 18,850.46 ' 18,463.97 8972.86 . 18,192,527 . 15,967,332
Total | 7481978 | 80,113.96 62,218.00 | 112,416,911 | 98,666,786
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Apartments Low Rise . 5.20 ! 5.20 ! 5.20 = 35.80 ! 21.00 43.20 . 86 . 11 . 3
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEpe---m———mm ————————— Fommmmmaaan el eeemmmmaaan e Femmmmmeeeeamaaaa
General Office Building ' 5.20 ! 5.20 ! 5.20 * 3300 + 4800 1 19.00 . 77 . 19 . 4
SeassassmEssEEEEEsEEEEEEe————— e m————————— Fmmmm Hmmmmm————pmmm—m——n- femmeeaena Feemmmmmaaan e Fmmmmmmeeeemmaaaa
Single Family Housing . 5.20 ! 5.20 ! 5.20 : 3580 ! 2100 43.20 . 86 . 11 . 3
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp e rmmmmmmaan Fommmmmaaan . Fmmmmmaaan e eeemmmmaaan e Fmmmmmmeecemaaaaa
Strip Mall * 520 * 520 @ 5.20 * 1660 ' 6440 ' 1900 - 45 . 40 . 15
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LDA | LDT1 | LDT2 | MDV | LHD1 | LHD2 | MHD | HHD | OBUS | UBUS | MCY | SBUS | MH

0.4574957  0.042122: 0.213987: 0.146817' 0.067454' 0.009853: 0.017888: 0.026015' 0.002466: 0.001424: 0.009078: 0.000704: 0.004697

29 Engrgy,Detail

Historical Energy Use: Y

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5

Category Ib/day Ib/day

NaturalGas - 6.6560 ' 56.9739 24,9005 * 0.3631 v 45987 v 45987 v 45987 v 45987 172,611.326072,611.326* 1.3917 1+ 1.3312 1 73,053.22
Mitigated 11 : . . . . . . . . .8 . 8 . V72
L 1} 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- = = = = e e e e e e e e e —————— e e e e e e — = ——p === ===
NaturalGas = 65.6560 ! 56.9739 ! 24.9005 ! 0.3631 ! ! 4.5987 ! 4.5987 ! ! 4.5987 ! 4.5987 :72,611.326-72,611.326: 1.3917 ! 1.3312 1 73,053.22

Y )

' 8 . 8 '

Unmitigated .,
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Page 12 of 16

Date: 5/24/2016 10:48 AM

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Single Family * 573079 E' 6.1803 : 52.8132 : 22.4737 : 0.3371 : : 4.2700 : 4.2700 : : 4.2700 : 4.2700 1 67,421.10 : 67,421.10 : 1.2922 : 1.2361 1 67,831.41
Housing . i ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' . 62 ] 62 ' ' ] 98
----------- I : —————— ———————a : ———————a : s i e s : vt
Strip Mall v 35136 & 0.0379 ' 0.3445 ' 0.2894 ' 2.0700e- * v 0.0262 * 0.0262 1 v 0.0262 * 0.0262 ' 413.3647 ' 413.3647 + 7.9200e- * 7.5800e- ' 415.8804
[ h [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
' [ [ ' ' 003 ' ' ' ' [ [ ' [ ' 003 ' 003 [
----------- Feeeeo-m : —————— ———————a : ———————a : ot R : g == - ==
Apartments Low * 27965.6 :' 0.3016 ! 2.5772 ! 1.0967 ! 0.0165 ! ! 0.2084 ! 0.2084 ! ! 0.2084 ! 0.2084 1 3,290.069 ! 3,290.069 ! 0.0631 ! 0.0603 : 3,310.091
Rise : l: [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ : 0 [ 0 [ [ [ 9
----------- Feeeeo-m : —————— ———————a : ———————a : s i ettt : - - -a -
General Office * 12637.7 & 0.1363 * 1.2390 * 1.0408 ' 7.4300e- v 0.0942 1+ 0.0942 v 0.0942 1+ 0.0942 1 1,486.786 ' 1,486.786 + 0.0285 '+ 0.0273 1 1,495.835
oo [ i [ [ ] [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ ' ' [
Building i :- ' ' ] 003 ' ] ' ' ] ' i 8 ] 8 ' ' ' 1
Total 6.6560 56.9739 24.9005 0.3631 4.5987 4.5987 4.5987 4.5987 72,611.32 | 72,611.32 1.3917 1.3312 | 73,053.22
68 68 72




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
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Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Single Family * 573.079 E- 6.1803 ! 52.8132 ! 22.4737 : 0.3371 ! : 4.2700 ! 4.2700 ! : 4.2700 ! 4.2700 1 67,421.10 : 67,421.10 ! 1.2922 ! 1.2361 : 67,831.41
Housing : l: ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' : 62 ] 62 ' ' ' 98
----------- A - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : - D - m——————p e s e
Strip Mall v 35136 & 0.0379 ' 0.3445 ' 0.2894 1 2.0700e- * v 0.0262 + 0.0262 v 0.0262 + 0.0262 v 413.3647 + 413.3647 v+ 7.9200e- ' 7.5800e- ' 415.8804
[ [ [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ [ [] [ [ []
' 'Y ' ' ] 003 ' ] ' ' [ ' ' ] ' 003 ' 003 ]
----------- - - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———g el ————mg - fm——————p = m e
Apartments Low * 27.9656 :- 0.3016 @ 2.5772 : 1.0967 ! 0.0165 ! ! 02084 : 02084 ! 02084 : 0.2084 ' 3,290.069 1 3,290.069 1 0.0631 ! 0.0603 !3,310.091
Rise : l: [ [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ : 0 ] 0 [ [ ] 9
----------- A - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : el ——— g - fm——————p e ==
General Office + 12.6377 & 0.1363 + 1.2390 ' 1.0408 ' 7.4300e- ! v 0.0942 + 0.0942 v 0.0942 1+ 0.0942 + 1,486.786 * 1,486.786 * 0.0285 '+ 0.0273 ' 1,495.835
- [ [ [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ [ ] ] ] ]
Building i :- ' ' ] 003 ' ] ' ' ] ' i 8 ] 8 ' ' '
Total 6.6560 56.9739 | 24.9005 0.3631 4.5987 4.5987 4.5987 4.5987 72,611.32| 72,611.32 | 1.3917 1.3312 | 73,053.22
68 68 72
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated . 9,647.610 * 111.8745 1 10,806.56 + 0.0275 11,416.548 1+ 1,416.548 » 11,416.499 v 1,416.4994 = 138,456.0 * 74,548,551 213,004.6 + 2.3051 * 13.5662 ' 217,258.5
- 0 . V69, . . 5 . 5 . . 4 . 937 .+ 76 , 512 , . \ 865
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- B = = = = e e e e e e e e e e e e = = N E e e e e e e e e m m e e == = = == ==
Unmitigated = 9,647.610 + 111.8745 * 10,806.56 + 0.0275 1 1,416.548 1 1,416.548 1 v 1,416.499 + 1,416.4994 = 138,456.0 * 74,548.55 » 213,004.6 + 2.3051 + 13.5662 » 217,258.5
R .69 : .5 1 5 Vo4 . 937 . 76 . 512 . : . 865
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Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 57.3866 1 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' '+ 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Coating - . ' . . : . . : . . : . . :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : - S - m——————— e e
Consumer = 2425069 ! ' ' ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000
Products m : ] : : ] : : ] : : ] : : ]
----------- n f———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g e jmm————eg - fm——————p - e
Hearth = 9,332,172 + 105.8785 ' 10,286.84 + 0.0000 v 1,413.656 ' 1,413.656 * 11,413.607 + 1,413.6072 = 138,456.0 *73,609.4111 212,065.5+ 1.4109 + 13.5662 ' 216,300.6
w7 . V14 . T3 4 3 . Vo2 937 . 8 . 054 . \ 614
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : R - m——————— - = e e
Landscaping - 15.5438 ! 5.9960 ! 519.7255 ! 0.0275 ! ! 2.8922 ! 2.8922 ! ! 2.8922 ! 2.8922 ! 939.1458 ! 939.1458 ! 0.8943 ! ! 957.9251
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 9,647.610 | 111.8745 | 10,806.56 0.0275 1,416.548 | 1,416.548 1,416.499 | 1,416.4994 | 138,456.0 | 74,548.55 | 213,004.6 2.3051 13.5662 | 217,258.5
0 69 5 5 4 937 75 512 865
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Mitigated
ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 57.3866 1 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ¢ ' 00000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Coating  m : ' : : ' : : ' : . ' : : '
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : - S - m——————— e e
Consumer = 2425069 ' ' ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
Products - . . . . ' : : . : . . : : .
----------- n f———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g e jmm————eg - fm——————p - e
Hearth = 9,332,172 1 105.8785 1 10,286.84 1 0.0000 1 11,413.656 1 1,413.656 11,413.607 1 1,413.6072 # 138,456.0 173,609.4111 212,065.51 1.4109 1 135662 1 216,300.6
w7 . V14 . T3 .3, Vo2 937 . 8 . 054 . \ 614
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : R - m——————— - = e e
Landscaping = 155438 ! 59960 ! 519.7255 1 0.0275 128922 1 28922 128922 1 28922 1 939.1458 1 939.1458 1 0.8943 ! 1 957.9251
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 9,647.610 | 111.8745 [ 10,806.56 | 0.0275 1,416.548 | 1,416.548 1,416.499 | 1,416.4994 | 138,456.0 | 74,548.55 | 213,004.6 | 2.3051 | 135662 | 217,258.5
0 69 5 5 4 937 75 512 865
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
Institute Recycling and Composting Services
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation
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1.0 Project Characteristics

7773 Los Osos - Proposed LOCP Net Increase 2035
San Luis Obispo County APCD Air District, Winter

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
General Office Building . 115.10 . 1000sqft ! 2.64 ! 115,100.00 0
"""""""""""""""" ;"'"""""""""""""'--------------------------------I---------------:---'"---'"---""!F"'""""""
Racquet Club . 20.00 E 1000sqft ! 0.46 ' 20,000.00 0
.............................. T T e L Y T
Apartments Low Rise . 800.00 E Dwelling Unit ! 50.00 ' 800,000.00 2288
.............................. e e e N N N T N N
Single Family Housing . 1,061.00 E Dwelling Unit ! 344.48 ! 1,909,800.00 3034
.............................. . I + : fmmmmmmmmmama-.
Strip Mall . 228.90 . 1000sqft ! 5.25 ! 228,900.00 ! 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 44
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2035
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 287.06 CH4 Intensity 0.013 N20 Intensity 0.003
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWHhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - RPS 2030 50% required

CalEEMod accounts for 14.1%

Additional 35.9% reduction applied

(287.06, 0.013, 0.003)

Land Use - Proposed LOCP net increase over existing land uses

Construction Phase - Construction calculated seperately

Vehicle Trips - TIA
2035 trip length = 5.20 miles

Woodstoves - No woodstoves

Fireplaces - Statewide average (35%/55%/10%)
Area Coating - SLOAPCD Rule 433

Energy Use - 2013 Title 24

Water And Wastewater - CalGreen 20% decrease in indoor water use

Mobile Land Use Mitigation -
Area Mitigation -

Waste Mitigation -

Page 2 of 16

Date: 5/24/2016 11:22 AM

Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblAreaCoating

tblEnergyUse

Area_EF_Nonresidential_Exterior

250

250

250

250

7,750.00

236.91

7.46

181

368.61

3.37

8,283.47

17.16

20.74
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tblEnergyUse

tblVehicleTrips

29,406.10

' 27,494.70

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.029

641.35

0.006

2014

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

13.00

13.00

13.00

hesduaaduaaduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacdaaadans

5.00
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tbIVehicleTrips

tbIWoodstoves

WoodstoveWoodMass

5.00

13.00

13.00

20.87

26.73

6.59

11.01

32.93

9.57

44.32

52,123,220.50

20,457,154.39

1,182,862.88

69,128,421.18

16,955,200.17

60.00

60.00

2,016.50

hssduaadeaaduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduaaduaaduacduacducaduacduacduaadans

2,016.50

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOXx co sS02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 = 10.8651 ' 522893 11181407 ' 0.1863 ' 11.8172 ! 21123 ' 13.9295 : 3.1581 ! 19769 ' 51350 0.0000 :16,210.11116,210.11 ¢ 1.2061 ' 0.0000 ! 16,235.44
- . . . . . . . . . . 87 ., 87 . V67
Total 10.8651 | 52.2893 | 118.1407 | 0.1863 | 11.8172 | 2.1123 | 13.9295 | 3.1581 1.9769 5.1350 0.0000 |16,210.11 | 16,210.11 | 1.2061 0.0000 | 16,235.44
87 87 67
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 10.8651 ! 52.2893 ! 1181407 ' 0.1863 ' 118172 ! 21123 1+ 13.9295 ' 3.1581 ! 19769 ' 5.1350 0.0000 :16,210.11116,210.11 ¢+ 12061 ! 0.0000 ! 16,235.44
- . . . . . . . . . V87 . 87T . . 67
- 1
Total 10.8651 | 52.2893 | 118.1407 | 0.1863 | 11.8172 | 21123 | 13.9295 | 3.1581 1.9769 5.1350 0.0000 |16,210.11 | 16,210.11 | 1.2061 0.0000 | 16,235.44
87 87 67
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOX co SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CcO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 2832176 1 32.9259 1 3,180.488 + 8.1100e- * 1 416.8973 1 416.8973 1 1 416.8829 ' 416.8829 #40,748.15 + 21,961.24 1 62,709.39 1 0.6790 1 3.9930 ' 63,961.47
o0 . V7 . 003 . . . : . 42 \ 14 |, 5 . )
___________ L 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 ____‘________:______ 1 1 1 _____.:________
Energy » 13705 + 11.7531 ' 52011 + 00748 ! ! 09469 ' 09469 ! 1 09469 ' 0.9469 114,950.37 1 14,950.37 +  0.2866 ' 0.2741 ! 15,041.36
- . . . . . . : , : 62 . 62 , V17
___________ L 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 ____‘________:______ 1 1 1 _____.:________
Mobile » 552060 ' 79.2675 ! 420.3634 + 12456 ! 87.7529 ! 16214 ! 89.3743 ' 23.4663 ! 14970 ' 24.9633 1 89,903.30 1 89,903.30 + 2.3573 1 89,952.81
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 73 1 73 1] 1] 1 13
Total 2,888.752 | 123.9465 | 3,615.143 | 1.3284 | 87.7529 | 419.4656 | 507.2185 | 23.4663 | 419.3267 | 442.7930 | 40,748.15 | 126,814.9 | 167,563.0 | 3.3229 4.2671 | 168,955.6
5 2 42 249 790 508
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 2832176 1 32.9259 1 3,180.488 + 8.1100e- * 1 416.8973 1 416.8973 1 1 416.8829 1 416.8829 4 40,748.15 » 21,961.24 1 62,709.39 + 0.6790 * 3.9930 ' 63,961.47
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
- 0 . 7 . 003 . . . . . 42 , 14 , 5 . .78
----------- H ———————n : ———————n : ——————q : - S . : R e
Energy = 13705 + 11.7531 1 52911 1 0.0748 1 0.9469 1 0.9469 1 1 0.9469 1 0.9469 1 14,950.37 1 14,950.37 +  0.2866 * 0.2741 ' 15041.36
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 62 1 62 L} L} L} 17
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- H ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : T - S — : . LT
Mobile 523953 1 66.4260 ! 378.9387 1 0.9520 ! 657955 ! 12952 1 67.0907 ! 17.5946 ! 11961 ! 18.7907 1 68,661.20 1 68,661.20 1 1.8552 ' 68,700.16
- . . . . . . . . . Vo120 12 : .02
- 1
Total 2,885.941 | 111.1050 | 3,564.718 | 1.0348 | 65.7955 | 419.1394 | 484.9349 | 17.5946 | 419.0258 | 436.6204 | 40,748.15 | 105,572.8 | 146,320.9 | 2.8207 42671 | 147,702.9
8 5 42 188 729 997
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ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.10 10.36 1.39 22.10 25.02 0.08 4.39 25.02 0.07 1.39 0.00 16.75 12.68 15.11 0.00 12.58
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week

1 *Building Construction *Building Construction 11/1/2017 11/2/2017 ! 5 1

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Building Construction *Cranes ! 1 7.00: 226, 0.29
Building Construction fordie T TTTTTTTTTTTTTT ""'3 """""" 8.00 Bor TN 0.20
Building Construction fGenerator Sets T " """""""" 1 8.00 gAY 0.74
Building Construction FraciorslLoadersBackhoes ""'3 """""" 7.00 g7 T 0.37
Building Construction ;Welders 1 5.0+ 46; """""" 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Trip Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class

Building Construction * 9! 1,076.00! 259.00! 0.00: 13.00: 5.00: 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 3.1024 ! 26.4057 ! 18.1291 ! 0.0268 ! v 17812 v 1.7812 v 16730 * 1.6730 ! 2,639.805 ! 2,639.805 ! 0.6497 ! ! 2,653.449
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 3 [} 3 1 [} L] 0
Total 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268 1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 2,639.805 | 2,639.805 0.6497 2,653.449
3 3 0
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : R
Vendor : 19.0635 ! 40.5502 : 0.0438 ! 1.1797 ! 0.2535 : 1.4333 ! 0.3369 : 0.2331 ! 0.5699 ! 4,288.077 ! 4,288.077 : 0.0358 ! ! 4,288.827
1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 2 [} 2 1 [} L] 9
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : ro--maan
Worker ! 6.8202 ' 59.4614 ! 0.1157 1 10.6375 * 0.0775 ! 10.7150 » 2.8213 ! 0.0709  2.8921 v 9,282.236 1 9,282.236 ! 0.5206 ! 9,293.169
' : ' : : ' : ' : o2 2 : .7
Total 7.7628 25.8837 100.0116 0.1595 11.8172 0.3311 12.1483 3.1581 0.3039 3.4620 13,570.31 | 13,570.31 0.5564 13,581.99
33 33 76
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3.2 Building Construction - 2017
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road = 31024 ! 264057 ' 18.1291 ' 0.0268 ! 117812 1 17812 ' 16730 ' 16730 0.0000 :2,639.805 1 2,639.805 ! 0.6497 ! 1 2,653.449
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 3 1] 3 1 1] 1]
Total 3.1024 | 26.4057 | 18.1291 | 0.0268 1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 0.0000 | 2,639.805 | 2,639.805 | 0.6497 2,653.449
3 3 0
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : fm———————ny : ey ey : ———— e ey :
: 19.0635 : 40.5502 : 0.0438 : 1.1797 : 0.2535 : 1.4333 : 0.3369 : 0.2331 : 0.5699 : 4,288.077 : 4,288.077 : 0.0358 : ! 4,288.827
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 2 [} 1 [} L] 9
: i ——————y : ey ey : ———eeeaaa- : ey : P
Worker ' 68202 ' 594614 ' 01157 ! 10.6375 ! 00775 ! 107150 ' 28213 ' 00709 @ 28921 19,282.236 1 9,282.236 ! 0.5206 ! 1 9,293.169
1 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} 1 [} 2 [} 1 [} L] 7
Total 7.7628 25.8837 100.0116 0.1595 11.8172 0.3311 12.1483 3.1581 0.3039 3.4620 13,570.31 | 13,570.31 0.5564 13,581.99
33 33 76

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile

Increase Diversity
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ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated = 52.3953 1 66.4260 ! 378.9387 ' 0.9520 ' 657955 * 12952 1+ 67.0907 1 17.5046 1 1.1961 ' 18.7907 * 68,661.20 * 68,661.20 ' 1.8552 * ' 68,700.16
- i ' i ' ' i ' i ' o120, 12, ' V02
----------- L bt st teits s inieiviris At ettt il il sitelebrbs el il el T et b et LT TR
Unmitigated = 55.2060 + 79.2675 1+ 429.3634 + 1.2456 + 87.7529 * 1.6214 1+ 89.3743 1+ 234663 + 1.4970 + 24.9633 = + 89,903.30 * 89,903.30 + 2.3573 ' 89,952.81
u“ . . . . . . . . . . 7313 . .13
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Apartments Low Rise M 5,072.00 v 5,728.00 4856.00 = 8,631,448 . 6,471,701
EEsEssEEaEsEEEEESEEEASEEREESEEEEEEEEElemmm e mm e s m . e e
General Office Building 2,220.28 ' 272.79 112.80 . 2,541,609 . 1,905,652
EEmsEEEEEEEEEEEESEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE e Al m e m mm e mm b mmnmmm e n A g
Racquet Club . 0.00 1 0.00 0.00 . .
EEEEEsEEEEsEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE e mmm e mm e m e LUl . Bemicecceccecccmeeaeaaaaa-
Single Family Housing ; 8,689.59 +10,694.88 9304.97 . 15,236,101 . 11,423,749
Strip Mall M 9,824.39 ! 9,622.96 4676.43 . 9,481,488 . 7,109,045
Total | 2580626 | 2631862 18,950.20 | 35,890,646 | 26,910,147

4.3 Trip Type Information
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Apartments Low Rise 3 520 i 520 : 520 : 3580 ! 2100 4320  : 86 . 11 . 3
s EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEpee----==== rm———————— weseemaaaan e P . e
General Office Building ' 5.20 ! 5.20 ! 5.20 *+ 33.00 E- 48.00 [ 19.00 . 77 . 19 . 4
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp e mm m————————— Fmmmma—aaa ——————— A — e meeeanaa Fommmmmmaaan e Fmmmmmmeeeeamaaaa
Racquet Club * 000 ' 000 ' 000 : 1150 ' 69.50 19.00 = 52 . 39 . 9
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEpe--mm—mmm o m————————— Fommmmmaaan e m e e bl Feeemmmmaaan e e
Single Family Housing ' 5.20 ! 5.20 ! 5.20 : 3580 1 2100 ! 43.20 . 86 . 11 . 3
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp------==== rememmm—a- rmmmmmaaaa . mmmmm——- mmmmmaaan b Foemmmmmaaan e e
Strip Mall * 520 * 520 ' 520 :* 1660 ' 6440 ' 1900  * 45 . 40 . 15
tbA | wr1 | w2 | wov | wo1 | o2 | wep | meD | oBus | uBus | wmcy | seus | MH
0.457495:  0.042122' 0.213987' 0.146817: 0.067454: 0.009853: 0.017888' 0.026015' 0.002466: 0.001424: 0.009078:  0.000704: 0.004697
29 Gngr gy, Oetail
Historical Energy Use: N
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOXx (60) S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas = 1.3705 + 11.7531 *+ 52911 ' 0.0748 1 v 0.9469 v 0.9469 v 0.9469 ' 0.9469 1 14,950.37 + 14,950.37 v 0.2866 ' 0.2741 ' 15,041.36
Mitigated ' : : : : : : : : Vo682, 82, : Y
" NaturalGas = 13705 + 117531 + 52011 + 00748 1 09469 1 09469 1 709469 + 09469 = 11495037 +14950.37+ 0.2866 1 0.2741 11504136
Unmitigated = : : : : : : . . . . . 62, 6 . .17
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Page 12 of 16

Date: 5/24/2016 11:22 AM

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
General Office + 4522.01 E' 0.0488 + 0.4433 '+ 0.3724 ' 2.6600e- * v 0.0337 *+ 0.0337 v 0.0337 1+ 0.0337 1 532.0013 » 532.0013 * 0.0102 ' 9.7500e- ' 535.2390
Building | .: . . \ 003 . . . . : . . : . i 003
----------- I : ey f———————— : f———————— : ———g e el ———— : T P
Racquet Club + 1311.23 :' 0.0141 + 0.1286 * 0.1080 ' 7.7000e- * 1 9.7700e- '+ 9.7700e- 1 9.7700e- * 9.7700e- 1 154.2627 v 154.2627 + 2.9600e- ' 2.8300e- ' 155.2015
. i : . \ 004 . i 003 , 003 , i 003 . 003 . ' i 003 , 003
----------- I : ey f———————— : f———————— : ———g e el ———— : e LI
Single Family ! 97006.1 :: 1.0461 ! 8.9398 ! 3.8042 ! 0.0571 ! ! 0.7228 ! 0.7228 ! ! 0.7228 ! 0.7228 :11,412.481: 11,412.481: 0.2187 ! 0.2092 111,481.936
Housing i ™ ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' i 9 ] 9 ' ' ' 4
----------- I : ey f———————— : f———————— : ———g e el ———— : T LT
Strip Mall 1 1298.15 :' 0.0140 + 0.1273 + 0.1069 ' 7.6000e- * 1 9.6700e- * 9.6700e- 1 9.6700e- * 9.6700e- 1 152.7230 v 152.7230 + 2.9300e- * 2.8000e- ' 153.6524
. i : . i 004 , 003 . o003 . y 003 . 003 . ' V003 1 003
----------- I : ey f———————— : f———————— : ———g e el ———— : fm = =
Apartments Low ' 22940.7 :' 0.2474 ! 2.1141 ! 0.8996 ! 0.0135 ! ! 0.1709 ! 0.1709 ! ! 0.1709 ! 0.1709 1 2,698.907 ! 2,698.907 ! 0.0517 ! 0.0495 : 2,715.332
Rise ' :: ' ' [ ' [ ' ' [ ' : 3 [ 3 ' ' [ 4
Total 1.3705 11.7531 5.2911 0.0747 0.9469 0.9469 0.9469 0.9469 14,950.37 | 14,950.37 0.2866 0.2741 15,041.36
62 62 17
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Date: 5/24/2016 11:22 AM

Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Racquet Club + 1.31123 E' 0.0141 + 0.1286 * 0.1080 ' 7.7000e- * 1 9.7700e- + 9.7700e- 1 9.7700e- *+ 9.7700e- 1 154.2627 v 154.2627 + 2.9600e- ' 2.8300e- ' 155.2015
. i : . i 004 , 003 . o003 . \ 003 . 003 . ' V003 1 003
----------- A - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : ———g el ——————q - fm——————p e e
Single Family ! 97.0061 :: 1.0461 ! 8.9398 ! 3.8042 ! 0.0571 ! ! 0.7228 ! 0.7228 ! ! 0.7228 ! 0.7228 :11,412.481: 11,412.481: 0.2187 ! 0.2092 :11,481.936
Housing ' i ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 9 ' 9 ' ' ] 4
----------- A - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : B - m——————p = ee e
Strip Mall 1 1.29815 :' 0.0140 + 0.1273 + 0.1069 ' 7.6000e- * 1 9.6700e- * 9.6700e- * 1 9.6700e- * 9.6700e- 1 152.7230 v 152.7230 * 2.9300e- * 2.8000e- ' 153.6524
. i : : i 004 { 003 , 003 . i 003 . 003 . ' i 003 , 003
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———g el —————q - fm——————p = e e
Apartments Low * 22.9407 :- 0.2474 ! 2.1141 ! 0.8996 ! 0.0135 ! ! 0.1709 ! 0.1709 ! ! 0.1709 ! 0.1709 1 2,698.907 ! 2,698.907 ! 0.0517 ! 0.0495 ! 2,715.332
Rise : l: ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' : 3 ] 3 ' ' ' 4
----------- A - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : ———g el —————q - m——————p e e
General Office + 4.52201 & 0.0488 ' 0.4433 ' 0.3724 ' 2.6600e- v 0.0337 *+ 0.0337 ' 0.0337 * 0.0337 1 532.0013 * 532.0013 * 0.0102 ' 9.7500e- ' 535.2390
- [ [ [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ ] ] ] ]
Building ' :- ' ' [ 003 ' [ ' ' [ ' ' [ ' ' 003 ]
Total 1.3705 11.7531 5.2911 0.0747 0.9469 0.9469 0.9469 0.9469 14,950.37 | 14,950.37 0.2866 0.2741 15,041.36
62 62 17

6.0 Area Detall

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated . 2,832.176 + 32.9259 1 3,180.488 + 8.1100e- * ' 416.8973 + 416.8973 1 416.8829 + 416.8829 = 40,748.15 1 21,961.24162,709.39+ 0.6790 * 3.9930 ' 63,961.47
e .7 . o003 : : : ' : 42 1 14 ., 55 : VT8
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
semmsmsmesee- y—————— - —————— -, ————— - —————— -, ————— -, ————— -, ————— _—————— -, ————— e —— == === m————— -, —————— - —————— e mm e ——p = ===
Unmitigated = 2,832.176 * 32.9259 r 3,180.488 * 8.1100e- * ' 416.8973 * 416.8973 ' 416.8829 * 416.8829 = 40,748.15 21,961.24 + 62,709.39 + 0.6790 * 3.9930 ' 63,961.47
N .7 1 o003 | : : : : : . 42 . 14 , 55 : .78
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 15.3230 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ¢ ' : 0.0000
Coating  w : ' : : ' : : ' : : ' : : '
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : e - m———————— ==
Consumer = 65.7793 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 - '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 ' '+ 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Products . : . : : : : : : . : : : :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : e T i - fm—————— e - = e
Hearth = 2746.495 + 31.1604 1 3,027.456+ 0.0000 1 416.0458 1+ 416.0458 1 416.0313 *+ 416.0313 = 40,748.15 * 21,684.70 ' 62,432.86* 0.4156 * 3.9930 :63,679.411
- V6 . : ' : : ' . 42y 59 , 00 . : .4
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e —————g - m———————- e a e
Landscaping = 4.5779 1 1.7655 1 153.0321 * 8.1100e- * ' 08516 * 0.8516 ' 08516 * 0.8516 1 276.5355 1 276.5355 + 0.2634 ! 282.0664
- : ' , 003 . : . : ' : : ' : : '
- 1
Total 2,832.176 | 32.9259 | 3,180.488 | 8.1100e- 416.8973 | 416.8973 416.8829 | 416.8829 | 40,748.15| 21,961.24 | 62,709.39 0.6790 3.9930 63,961.47
0 7 003 42 14 55 78
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Mitigated
ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 15.3230 1 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ¢ ' 00000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Coating = : : : : ' : : : : : : : : :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : - S - m——————— e e
Consumer = 657793 1 ' ' ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
Products  m : . : : . : : . : . . : : .
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——g e e —————mq - fm——————p e - =
Hearth = 2,746.495 1 31.1604 13,027.456 1 0.0000 ¢ 1 416.0458 1 416.0458 1 416.0313 + 416.0313 4 40,748.15 + 21,684.70 ' 62,432.86 + 0.4156 ' 3.9930 163,679.411
- L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 1 L] L] 1
- 8 v 6 : ' : : ' : 42 7 59 , 00 : V4
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : B T - m——————— - e e
Landscaping = 45779 + 1.7655 1 153.0321 + 8.1100e- t 1 08516 ' 0.8516 ¢ ' 08516 ' 0.8516 1 276.5355 1 276.5355 1 0.2634 1 282.0664
- : ' . 003 ' : : : : : : : : :
Total 2,832.176 | 32.9259 | 3,180.488 | 8.1100e- 416.8973 | 416.8973 416.8829 | 416.8829 | 40,748.15 | 21,961.24 | 62,700.39 | 0.6790 | 3.9930 |[63,961.47
0 7 003 42 14 55 78
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detall
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
Institute Recycling and Composting Services
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation
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RECON Air Quality Analysis

ATTACHMENT 3

CalEEMod Output — Year 2035
Estero Area Plan Emissions

Los Osos Community Plan Update



EXISTING LAND USES - 2016

Nox
Area 9.649 112
Energy 7 57
Mobile 354 645
Total 10,010 814

co
10,816
25
2,940
13,780

ADOPTED ESTERO AREA PLAN - 2035

ROG Nox
Area 13,921 162
Energy 9 76
Mobile 232 317
Total 14,162 555

PROPOSED LOCP - 2035

0G Nox
Area 12,480 145
Energy 8 69
Mobile 216 294
Total 12,704 508

Change -10.3% -8.5%

co
15,604
33
1,752
17,390

co
13,987
30
1,629
15,646

-10.0%

S02

ooio o ~ OO

EIENECRC

-7.8%

PM10
1,417

269
1,690

PM10
2,045

343
2,395

PM10
1,833

317
2,156

-10.0%

PM2.5
1,416

7
1,498

PM2.5
2,045
6
96
2,147

PM2.5
1,833
6
89
1,928

-10.2%

EXISTING LAND USES - 2035

ROG Nox
Area 9,648 112
Energy 7 57
Mobile 164 228
Total 9,818 396

EXISTING LAND USES - 2035

Nox
Area 9,648 112
Energy 7 57
Mobile 164 228
Total 9,818 396

co
10,807

1,250
12,081

co
10,807
25
1,250
12,081

S02

s woo

s woo

PM10
1,417
5
250
1,671

PM2.5
1,416
5
70
1,491

PM2.5
1,416

70
1,491

ADOPTED ESTERO AREA PLAN NET INCREASE OVER EXISTING LAND USES - 2(

ROG Nox co S02 PM10 PM2.5
Area 4,274 50 4,798 0 629 629
Energy 2 19 8 0 2 2
Mobile 68 89 503 1 94 26
Total 4,344 158 5,309 1 724 657

PROPOSED LOCP NET INCREASE OVER EXISTING LAND USES - 2035

0G Nox co S02 PM10 PM2.5
Area 2,832 33 3,180 0 417 417
Energy 1 12 5 0 1 1
Mobile 52 66 379 1 67 19
Total 2,886 111 3,565 1 485 437
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7773 Los Osos - Existing 2035
San Luis Obispo County APCD Air District, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 5/24/2016 10:48 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
General Office Building . 231.10 . 1000sqft ! 5.31 ! 231,100.00 0
.............................. T T e T LT e L T T
Apartments Low Rise . 895.00 E Dwelling Unit ! 55.94 ' 895,000.00 2560
.............................. T T T e T L S T
Single Family Housing . 5,426.00 E Dwelling Unit ! 1,761.69 ! 9,766,800.00 15518
.............................. . I + : fmmmmmmmmmama-.
Strip Mall . 439.20 . 1000sqft ! 10.08 ! 439,200.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 44
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2035
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 287.06 CH4 Intensity 0.013 N20 Intensity 0.003
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWHhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - RPS 2030 50% required
CalEEMod accounts for 14.1%

Additional 35.9% reduction applied

(287.06, 0.013, 0.003)

Land Use - Existing land uses
Construction Phase - Existing uses - no construction

Vehicle Trips - TIA
2035 trip length = 5.20 miles

Woodstoves - No woodstoves
Fireplaces - Statewide average (35%/55%/10%)

Area Coating - SLOAPCD Rule 433
Energy Use - Historical data

Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

Area Mitigation -

Waste Mitigation -

Page 2 of 16

Date: 5/24/2016 10:48 AM

Table Name Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblAreaCoating . Area_EF_Nonresidential_Exterior

...........................................................

...........................................................

...........................................................

tblFireplaces . NumberNoFireplace

250

250

250

250

155,000.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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Date: 5/24/2016 10:48 AM

tblFireplaces

tbIWoodstoves

NumberNoFireplace

WoodstoveWoodMass

0.00

0.029

641.35

0.006

2014

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

13.00

13.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

13.00

13.00

6.59

11.01

9.57

44.32

60.00

60.00

2,016.50

hssduaaduaaduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduacducaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduacdecaduacduacducaduaadans

2,016.50
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2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 E: 24.8090 : 102.0823 : 296.5842 : 0.4620 : 31.3800 : 2.7532 : 34.1332 : 8.3953 1+ 2.5654 1+ 10.9607 0.0000 :39,911.080:39,911.080: 2.1188 : 0.0000 :39,955.57
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 6 1 6 [} [} L} 62
- 1
Total 24.8090 102.0823 | 296.5842 0.4620 31.3800 2.7532 34.1332 8.3953 2.5654 10.9607 0.0000 39,911.08 | 39,911.08 2.1188 0.0000 39,955.57
06 06 62
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total] Bio- cCO2 |NBio- co2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 » 248090 ' 102.0823 ' 2965842 1 0.4620 ' 31.3800 ' 2.7532 ! 341332 ! 83953 ! 25654 ! 10.9607 § 0.0000 :39,911.080!39,911.080' 21188 ! 0.0000 ! 39,9557
- ' ' . . . . . . . .6 . 6 . V62
Total 24.8090 | 102.0823 | 296.5842 | 0.4620 | 31.3800 | 2.7532 | 34.1332 | 83953 | 25654 | 10.9607 | 0.0000 |39,911.0839,911.08| 2.1188 | 0.0000 |[39,955.57
06 06 62
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ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 0,647.610 + 111.8745 1 10,806.56 + 0.0275 + 1 1,416.548 1 1,416.548 1 1 1,416.499 1 1,416.4994  138,456.0 * 74,548.55 1 213,004.6 + 2.3051 * 13.5662 ! 217,258.5
R V69 . V. 5 .+ 5 Vo4 937 . 76 , 512 , : \ 865
----------- H R — : ——————q : ——————q : - S : S T
Energy » 66560 ' 56.9739 ! 24.9005 : 0.3631 ! | 45987 1 45087 | 45987 1 45987 172,611.326172,611.326!  1.3917 ' 13312 !73,053.22
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 8 1 8 1] 1] 1 72
----------- H R — : R — : R — : e —— : . LT
Mobile = 168.2919 ' 247.5509 1 1,328.054 1 3.9515 1 279.2454 1 51062 1 2843517 ' 74.6738 1 47143 1 79.3881 1 285,247.2 1 285247.2 1 7.4426 1 ' 285,403.5
- L] 1 L] L] 1 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 1
- . v 0 . . . . . . Vo284, 284 . V232
Total 9,822,557 | 416.3992 | 12,159.52 | 4.3421 | 279.2454 | 1,426.253 | 1,705.498 | 74.6738 | 1,425.812 | 1,500.4863 | 138,456.0 | 432,407.1 | 570,863.2 | 11.1394 | 14.8974 |575715.3
9 14 4 9 4 937 127 064 368
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 9,647.610 + 111.8745 1 10,806.56 + 0.0275 + 11,416.548 1 1,416.548 1 1 1,416.499 » 1,416.4994 % 138,456.0 + 74,548.55 1 213,004.6 + 2.3051 1 13.5662 ' 217,258.5
N V69 : V5 .+ 5 V4 937 , 76 , 512 , : , 865
----------- H R — : ——————q : ——————q : ) S : S TR
Energy " 6.6560 ! 56.9739 ! 24.9005 ' 0.3631 ! | 45987 1 45087 | 45987 ' 4.5087 2,611.326172,611.3261 1.3917 1 13312 !73,053.22
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 8 1 8 [} 1] 1] 72
----------- H ———————n : . : - : T ) S —— : -
Mobile = 163.9197 + 227.5755 1 1,249.616 1 3.4948 1 2450899 + 4.5988 + 249.6887 + 65.5402 1 4.2463 1 69.7865 1 252,204.31 252,204.3 1 6.6615 1 252,344.2
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
m ' ' 5 ' ' ' ' ' ' ' . 552 , 552 ' 468
- 1
Total 9,818.185 | 396.4238 | 12,081.08 | 3.8854 | 245.0899 | 1,425.746 | 1,670.835 | 65.5402 | 1,425.344 | 1,490.8846 | 138,456.0 | 399,364.2 | 537,820.3 | 10.3583 | 14.8974 | 542,656.0
7 39 0 9 4 937 395 332 605




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 7 of 16 Date: 5/24/2016 10:48 AM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.04 4.80 0.65 10.52 12.23 0.04 2.03 12.23 0.03 0.64 0.00 7.64 5.79 7.01 0.00 5.74
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week

1 *Building Construction *Building Construction 11/1/2017 11/2/2017 ! 5 1

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Building Construction *Cranes ! 1 7.00: 226, 0.29
Building Construction fordie T TTTTTTTTTTTTTT ""'3 """""" 8.00 Bor TN 0.20
Building Construction fGenerator Sets T " """""""" 1 8.00 gAY 0.74
Building Construction FraciorslLoadersBackhoes ""'3 """""" 7.00 g7 T 0.37
Building Construction ;Welders 1 5.0+ 46; """""" 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class

Building Construction * 9! 2,812.00! 786.00! 0.00: 13.00: 5.00: 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 3.1024 ! 26.4057 ! 18.1291 ! 0.0268 ! v 17812 v 1.7812 v 16730 * 1.6730 ! 2,639.805 ! 2,639.805 ! 0.6497 ! ! 2,653.449
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 3 [} 3 1 [} L] 0
Total 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268 1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 2,639.805 | 2,639.805 0.6497 2,653.449
3 3 0
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n : A
Vendor - 10.2236 : 57.8529 1 123.0597 : 0.1329 + 3.5802 ' 0.7694 : 4.3496 1+ 1.0223 : 0.7073 + 1.7295 1 13,013.23 + 13,013.23 : 0.1085 ! 13,015.51
. ' : ' : : ' : ' : i 80 , 80 : . 64
---------------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} f———————n : roe--aa-
Worker . 11.4830 ! 17.8238 1 155.3953 ! 0.3024 + 27.7998 + 0.2026 ! 28.0024 + 7.3731 ! 0.1852 » 7.5583 v 24,258.03 1 24,258.03 ! 1.3606 ! 24,286.61
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : PR £ I ¢ I : . o8
Total 21.7066 75.6767 | 278.4551 0.4352 31.3800 0.9720 32.3520 8.3953 0.8924 9.2878 37,271.27 | 37,271.27 1.4691 37,302.12
53 53 72
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3.2 Building Construction - 2017
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road = 31024 ! 264057 ' 18.1291 ' 0.0268 ! 117812 1 17812 ' 16730 ' 16730 0.0000 :2,639.805 1 2,639.805 ! 0.6497 ! 1 2,653.449
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 3 1] 3 1 1] 1]
Total 3.1024 | 26.4057 | 18.1291 | 0.0268 1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 0.0000 | 2,639.805 | 2,639.805 | 0.6497 2,653.449
3 3 0
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
: ey : R ey : T : ey : rmm---
1+ 57.8529 » 123.0597 v+ 0.1329 1+ 35802 1+ 0.7694 1+ 43496 + 1.0223 1+ 0.7073 + 1.7295 1 13,013.23 » 13,013.23 + 0.1085 ' 13,015.51
1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L} 1 L} L] 80 L} 80 1 L} L} 64
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
: -y : ey ey : ———eeeaaa- : ey : R
Worker 1 17.8238 1 1553953 1 0.3024 ! 27.7998 ' 0.2026 ! 28.0024 ' 7.3731 ! 0.1852 ! 7.5583 124,258,031 24,258.03 1 1.3606 ! ' 24,286.61
' . ' . . ' . ' . V73 738, . .08
Total 21.7066 75.6767 278.4551 0.4352 31.3800 0.9720 32.3520 8.3953 0.8924 9.2878 37,271.27 | 37,271.27 1.4691 37,302.12
53 53 72

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile

Increase Diversity

ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated = 163.9197 1 227.5755 1 1,249.616 ' 3.4948 + 2450899 + 45988 1 249.6887 ' 65.5402 1 4.2463 1 69.7865 1 252,204.3 + 252,204.3 1+ 6.6615 1 252,344.2
- : : ' : : ' : ' . . 552 , 582 : \ 468
----------- e i i it it e e et T T T et R e L L T EE T EET . PR
Unmitigated = 168.2919 + 247.5509  1,328.054 + 3.9515 1 279.2454 + 51062 » 284.3517 * 74.6738 :+ 4.7143 1 79.3881 = 1 285,247.2 + 28524721 7.4426 1 ' 285,403.5
- . P00 : . . . . . . . 284, 284 . Vo232
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Apartments Low Rise . 5,674.30 ' 6,408.20 5432.65 . 9,656,433 . 8,475,319
EEEE E R EE R EAEEEEE R EEEEEE R e b = m mm e A g
General Office Building 5,856.07 ! 547.71 226.48 . 6,649,871 . 5,836,501
E EE E R R R R E R EEEEAEEEEE AR EEEEEE R o o = m mmm o m A A
Single Family Housing . 44,438.94 1 54,694.08 47586.02 ® 77,918,081 . 68,387,634
EEsEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEYeememmmemmem—emefmm e e e seae. e B iiiiccccsmcsedinaaaaaaaaan
Strip Mall M 18,850.46 ' 18,463.97 8972.86 . 18,192,527 . 15,967,332
Total | 7481978 | 80,113.96 62,218.00 | 112,416,911 | 98,666,786
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Apartments Low Rise . 5.20 ! 5.20 ! 5.20 = 35.80 ! 21.00 43.20 . 86 . 11 . 3
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEpe---m———mm ————————— Fommmmmaaan el eeemmmmaaan e Femmmmmeeeeamaaaa
General Office Building ' 5.20 ! 5.20 ! 5.20 * 3300 + 4800 1 19.00 . 77 . 19 . 4
SeassassmEssEEEEEsEEEEEEe————— e m————————— Fmmmm Hmmmmm————pmmm—m——n- femmeeaena Feemmmmmaaan e Fmmmmmmeeeemmaaaa
Single Family Housing . 5.20 ! 5.20 ! 5.20 : 3580 ! 2100 43.20 . 86 . 11 . 3
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp e rmmmmmmaan Fommmmmaaan . Fmmmmmaaan e eeemmmmaaan e Fmmmmmmeecemaaaaa
Strip Mall * 520 * 520 @ 5.20 * 1660 ' 6440 ' 1900 - 45 . 40 . 15
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LDA | LDT1 | LDT2 | MDV | LHD1 | LHD2 | MHD | HHD | OBUS | UBUS | MCY | SBUS | MH

0.4574957  0.042122: 0.213987: 0.146817' 0.067454' 0.009853: 0.017888: 0.026015' 0.002466: 0.001424: 0.009078: 0.000704: 0.004697

29 Engrgy,Detail

Historical Energy Use: Y

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5

Category Ib/day Ib/day

NaturalGas - 6.6560 ' 56.9739 24,9005 * 0.3631 v 45987 v 45987 v 45987 v 45987 172,611.326072,611.326* 1.3917 1+ 1.3312 1 73,053.22
Mitigated 11 : . . . . . . . . .8 . 8 . V72
L 1} 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- = = = = e e e e e e e e e —————— e e e e e e — = ——p === ===
NaturalGas = 65.6560 ! 56.9739 ! 24.9005 ! 0.3631 ! ! 4.5987 ! 4.5987 ! ! 4.5987 ! 4.5987 :72,611.326-72,611.326: 1.3917 ! 1.3312 1 73,053.22

Y )

' 8 . 8 '

Unmitigated .,
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Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Single Family * 573079 E' 6.1803 : 52.8132 : 22.4737 : 0.3371 : : 4.2700 : 4.2700 : : 4.2700 : 4.2700 1 67,421.10 : 67,421.10 : 1.2922 : 1.2361 1 67,831.41
Housing . i ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' . 62 ] 62 ' ' ] 98
----------- I : —————— ———————a : ———————a : s i e s : vt
Strip Mall v 35136 & 0.0379 ' 0.3445 ' 0.2894 ' 2.0700e- * v 0.0262 * 0.0262 1 v 0.0262 * 0.0262 ' 413.3647 ' 413.3647 + 7.9200e- * 7.5800e- ' 415.8804
[ h [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
' [ [ ' ' 003 ' ' ' ' [ [ ' [ ' 003 ' 003 [
----------- Feeeeo-m : —————— ———————a : ———————a : ot R : g == - ==
Apartments Low * 27965.6 :' 0.3016 ! 2.5772 ! 1.0967 ! 0.0165 ! ! 0.2084 ! 0.2084 ! ! 0.2084 ! 0.2084 1 3,290.069 ! 3,290.069 ! 0.0631 ! 0.0603 : 3,310.091
Rise : l: [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ : 0 [ 0 [ [ [ 9
----------- Feeeeo-m : —————— ———————a : ———————a : s i ettt : - - -a -
General Office * 12637.7 & 0.1363 * 1.2390 * 1.0408 ' 7.4300e- v 0.0942 1+ 0.0942 v 0.0942 1+ 0.0942 1 1,486.786 ' 1,486.786 + 0.0285 '+ 0.0273 1 1,495.835
oo [ i [ [ ] [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ ' ' [
Building i :- ' ' ] 003 ' ] ' ' ] ' i 8 ] 8 ' ' ' 1
Total 6.6560 56.9739 24.9005 0.3631 4.5987 4.5987 4.5987 4.5987 72,611.32 | 72,611.32 1.3917 1.3312 | 73,053.22
68 68 72
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Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Single Family * 573.079 E- 6.1803 ! 52.8132 ! 22.4737 : 0.3371 ! : 4.2700 ! 4.2700 ! : 4.2700 ! 4.2700 1 67,421.10 : 67,421.10 ! 1.2922 ! 1.2361 : 67,831.41
Housing : l: ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' : 62 ] 62 ' ' ' 98
----------- A - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : - D - m——————p e s e
Strip Mall v 35136 & 0.0379 ' 0.3445 ' 0.2894 1 2.0700e- * v 0.0262 + 0.0262 v 0.0262 + 0.0262 v 413.3647 + 413.3647 v+ 7.9200e- ' 7.5800e- ' 415.8804
[ [ [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ [ [] [ [ []
' 'Y ' ' ] 003 ' ] ' ' [ ' ' ] ' 003 ' 003 ]
----------- - - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———g el ————mg - fm——————p = m e
Apartments Low * 27.9656 :- 0.3016 @ 2.5772 : 1.0967 ! 0.0165 ! ! 02084 : 02084 ! 02084 : 0.2084 ' 3,290.069 1 3,290.069 1 0.0631 ! 0.0603 !3,310.091
Rise : l: [ [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ : 0 ] 0 [ [ ] 9
----------- A - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : el ——— g - fm——————p e ==
General Office + 12.6377 & 0.1363 + 1.2390 ' 1.0408 ' 7.4300e- ! v 0.0942 + 0.0942 v 0.0942 1+ 0.0942 + 1,486.786 * 1,486.786 * 0.0285 '+ 0.0273 ' 1,495.835
- [ [ [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ [ ] ] ] ]
Building i :- ' ' ] 003 ' ] ' ' ] ' i 8 ] 8 ' ' '
Total 6.6560 56.9739 | 24.9005 0.3631 4.5987 4.5987 4.5987 4.5987 72,611.32| 72,611.32 | 1.3917 1.3312 | 73,053.22
68 68 72
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated . 9,647.610 * 111.8745 1 10,806.56 + 0.0275 11,416.548 1+ 1,416.548 » 11,416.499 v 1,416.4994 = 138,456.0 * 74,548,551 213,004.6 + 2.3051 * 13.5662 ' 217,258.5
- 0 . V69, . . 5 . 5 . . 4 . 937 .+ 76 , 512 , . \ 865
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- B = = = = e e e e e e e e e e e e = = N E e e e e e e e e m m e e == = = == ==
Unmitigated = 9,647.610 + 111.8745 * 10,806.56 + 0.0275 1 1,416.548 1 1,416.548 1 v 1,416.499 + 1,416.4994 = 138,456.0 * 74,548.55 » 213,004.6 + 2.3051 + 13.5662 » 217,258.5
R .69 : .5 1 5 Vo4 . 937 . 76 . 512 . : . 865
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Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 57.3866 1 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' '+ 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Coating - . ' . . : . . : . . : . . :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : - S - m——————— e e
Consumer = 2425069 ! ' ' ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000
Products m : ] : : ] : : ] : : ] : : ]
----------- n f———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g e jmm————eg - fm——————p - e
Hearth = 9,332,172 + 105.8785 ' 10,286.84 + 0.0000 v 1,413.656 ' 1,413.656 * 11,413.607 + 1,413.6072 = 138,456.0 *73,609.4111 212,065.5+ 1.4109 + 13.5662 ' 216,300.6
w7 . V14 . T3 4 3 . Vo2 937 . 8 . 054 . \ 614
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : R - m——————— - = e e
Landscaping - 15.5438 ! 5.9960 ! 519.7255 ! 0.0275 ! ! 2.8922 ! 2.8922 ! ! 2.8922 ! 2.8922 ! 939.1458 ! 939.1458 ! 0.8943 ! ! 957.9251
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 9,647.610 | 111.8745 | 10,806.56 0.0275 1,416.548 | 1,416.548 1,416.499 | 1,416.4994 | 138,456.0 | 74,548.55 | 213,004.6 2.3051 13.5662 | 217,258.5
0 69 5 5 4 937 75 512 865
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Mitigated
ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 57.3866 1 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ¢ ' 00000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Coating  m : ' : : ' : : ' : . ' : : '
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : - S - m——————— e e
Consumer = 2425069 ' ' ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
Products - . . . . ' : : . : . . : : .
----------- n f———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g e jmm————eg - fm——————p - e
Hearth = 9,332,172 1 105.8785 1 10,286.84 1 0.0000 1 11,413.656 1 1,413.656 11,413.607 1 1,413.6072 # 138,456.0 173,609.4111 212,065.51 1.4109 1 135662 1 216,300.6
w7 . V14 . T3 .3, Vo2 937 . 8 . 054 . \ 614
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : R - m——————— - = e e
Landscaping = 155438 ! 59960 ! 519.7255 1 0.0275 128922 1 28922 128922 1 28922 1 939.1458 1 939.1458 1 0.8943 ! 1 957.9251
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 9,647.610 | 111.8745 [ 10,806.56 | 0.0275 1,416.548 | 1,416.548 1,416.499 | 1,416.4994 | 138,456.0 | 74,548.55 | 213,004.6 | 2.3051 | 135662 | 217,258.5
0 69 5 5 4 937 75 512 865
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
Institute Recycling and Composting Services
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation
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7773 Los Osos - Adopted Net Increase 2035
San Luis Obispo County APCD Air District, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
General Office Building . 159.94 . 1000sqft ! 3.67 ! 159,940.00 0
"""""""""""""""" ;"'"""""""""""""'--------------------------------I---------------:---'"---'"---""!F"'""""""
Racquet Club . 24.98 E 1000sqft ! 0.57 ' 24,975.00 0
.............................. T T Y T
Apartments Low Rise . 969.00 E Dwelling Unit ! 60.56 ' 969,000.00 2771
.............................. T T e Y T
Single Family Housing . 1,838.00 E Dwelling Unit ! 596.75 ! 3,308,400.00 5257
.............................. . I + : fmmmmmmmmmama-.
Strip Mall . 229.84 . 1000sqft ! 5.28 ! 229,845.00 ! 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 44
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2035
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 287.06 CH4 Intensity 0.013 N20 Intensity 0.003
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWHhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - RPS 2030 50% required
CalEEMod accounts for 14.1%

Additional 35.9% reduction applied

(287.06, 0.013, 0.003)

Land Use - Adopted Estero Area Plan net increase over existing land uses
Construction Phase - Construction calculated seperately

Vehicle Trips - TIA
2035 trip length = 5.20 miles

Woodstoves - No woodstoves
Fireplaces - Statewide average (35%/55%/10%)

Area Coating - SLOAPCD Rule 433

Energy Use - 2013 Title 24

Water And Wastewater - CalGreen 20% decrease in indoor water use
Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

Area Mitigation -

Waste Mitigation -

Date: 5/24/2016 1:36 PM

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblAreaCoating . Area_EF_Nonresidential_Exterior . 250 150
""""" iAreacoatng % Area EF Nonresidential Interior - 250 :150
""""" biAreacoatng % Area EF. Residental Exterior | - 250 :150
""""" iAreacoatng % " Avea.EF Residential Interior - 250 :150
"""" iConstrucionPhase & T Numbays T 10,850.00 :100
""""" tBI'E'n:a?des'e"""""?"'"""""T'2'4'E""'""""§ 236.91 ilSl?l
""""" tiEnergyUse TR g T 7.46 :583
""""" tiEnergyUse TR g T 181 :142
""""" tiEnergyUse TR g T 368.61 =23444
""""" tiEnergyUse TR g T 3.37 :264
""""" tiEnergyUse T NG 8,283.47 :796870
""""" tiEnergyUse TR e T 17.16 :1428
""""" tiEnergyUse TR e T 2074 2 A
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tblEnergyUse

tblVehicleTrips

29,406.10

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

24,980.00

229,840.00

0.029

641.35

0.006

2014

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

13.00

hesduaaduaaduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacdaaadans

13.00

27,494.70
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tbIVehicleTrips

tbIWoodstoves

WoodstoveWoodMass

5.00

5.00

13.00

13.00

20.87

26.73

6.59

11.01

32.93

9.57

44.32

63,134,250.83

28,426,735.65

1,477,395.74

119,753,099.09

17,024,828.34

60.00

60.00

2,016.50

hesduaaduaaduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduacducaduacduacduaaduacduacduacdecaduaadans

2,016.50

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total' Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 = 13.9939 ' 629680 ! 158.3608 ' 0.2498 ' 16.4560 ' 22492 ' 187051 : 4.3985 ! 21026 ' 6.5011 0.0000 :21,629.30!21,629.30 ¢ 14239 ' 0.0000 !21,659.20
- . . . . . . . . . V45 45 . v 61
Total 13.9939 | 62.9680 | 158.3608 | 0.2498 | 16.4560 | 22492 | 18.7051 | 4.3985 2.1026 6.5011 0.0000 |21,629.30 | 21,629.30 | 1.4239 0.0000 | 21,659.20
45 45 61
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 & 13.9939 : 62.9680 :1583608: 0.2498 : 16.4560 : 2.2492 : 18.7051 : 43985 1+ 21026 + 6.5011 0.0000 :2L62930: 2L62930: 1.4239 : 0.0000 :2165920
- . . . . . . . . . V45 45 . v 61
- 1
Total 13.9939 62.9680 158.3608 0.2498 16.4560 2.2492 18.7051 4.3985 2.1026 6.5011 0.0000 21,629.30 | 21,629.30 1.4239 0.0000 21,659.20
45 45 61
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Reduction
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2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area . 4,273.840 v 49.6667 ' 4,797.571+ 0.0122 ' 628.8671 + 628.8671 1 628.8453 + 628.8453 =* 61,466.49 » 33,113.54 1 94,580.04 + 1.0239 + 6.0230 ' 96,468.65
7 V6 : : : : : . 37 77 . 13 . . V68
___________ L 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 ____‘________:______ 1 1 1 _____.:________
Energy - 2.2114 ! 18.9518 ! 8.4394 ! 0.1206 ! ! 1.5279 ! 1.5279 ! ! 1.5279 ! 1.5279 ! 24,124.45 ! 24,124.45 ! 0.4624 ! 0.4423 v 24,271.27
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 77 1 77 1] 1] 1 52
----------- H ———————n - f———————n - ———————n : - S e - m——————— e e
Mobile = 71.1740 » 103.8538 ' 558.9344 + 16492 ' 116.4293 ' 2.1363 ' 118.5655 ' 31.1347 ' 1.9723 ' 33.1070 1119,046.21 119,046.2+ 31112 ' 119,1115
- L] 1 L] L] 1 1 L] L] 461 1 461 L] L] 804
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 4,347.226 | 172.4722 | 5,364.945 1.7820 116.4293 | 632.5313 | 748.9605 | 31.1347 | 632.3455 | 663.4802 [ 61,466.49 | 176,284.2 | 237,750.7 4.5974 6.4652 239,851.5
1 4 37 515 452 124
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area - 4,273.840 v 49.6667 ' 4,797.571+ 0.0122 ' 628.8671 + 628.8671 1 628.8453 + 628.8453 = 61,466.49 » 33,113.54 1 94,580.04 + 1.0239 + 6.0230 ' 96,468.65
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
L 1] 7 1] 1 6 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 37 1] 77 1 13 1] 1] L} 68
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ——— : : e L
Energy = 22114 » 18.9518 + 8.4394 1+ 0.1206 v 15279 v 15279 v 15279 1+ 1.5279 12412445 0.4624 v 0.4423 v 24,271.27
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 77 1 77 L} L} L} 52
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————n - ———————n : ——— e e ———— : e ————
Mobile b 68.0297 ' 89.4881 ! 502.5246 + 1.3207 ' 91.8656 ! 1.7713 1+ 93.6370 ' 24.5661 ! 1.6357 1+ 26.2018 v 95,282.82 ! 95,282.82 1+ 2.5494 ! 95,336.36
- : ' : : ' : : ' : R £ R £ T : . 54
- 1
Total 4,344.081 | 158.1065 | 5,308.535 1.4536 91.8656 | 632.1664 | 724.0320 | 24.5661 | 632.0089 | 656.5750 J 61,466.49 | 152,520.8 | 213,987.3 4.0357 6.4652 216,076.2
8 6 37 332 268 973
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ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.07 8.33 1.05 18.43 21.10 0.06 3.33 21.10 0.05 1.04 0.00 13.48 10.00 12.22 0.00 9.91
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Building Construction *Building Construction 11/1/2017 11/2/2017 ! 5! 1
Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0
Acres of Paving: 0
Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sqft)
OffRoad Equipment
Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Building Construction *Cranes ! 1 7.00: 226, 0.29
............................ T TRy ey ey ey Ry gy bFereccanenaaana
Building Construction EForinfts ! 3 8.00: 89 0.20
............................ - T T T Ty S PR JRpUpRpERpp R | bFereccacenanana
Building Construction EGenerator Sets ! 1 8.00: 84 0.74
............................ T T bFereccacenaaana
Building Construction ETractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 3 7.00: 97 0.37
Building Construction “Welders : 1 8.00" a6t T 0.45
Trips and VMT
Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Trip Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class

Building Construction * 9! 1,495.00! 368.00! 0.00: 13.00: 5.00: 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 3.1024 ! 26.4057 ! 18.1291 ! 0.0268 ! v 17812 v 1.7812 v 16730 * 1.6730 ! 2,639.805 ! 2,639.805 ! 0.6497 ! ! 2,653.449
L 1] 1 L} 1 ] [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 3 [} 3 1 [} L] 0
Total 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268 1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 2,639.805 | 2,639.805 0.6497 2,653.449
3 3 0
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : A
Vendor : 27.0863 ! 57.6158 : 0.0622 ! 1.6762 ! 0.3602 : 2.0364 ! 0.4786 : 0.3311 ! 0.8098 ! 6,092.711 ! 6,092.711 : 0.0508 ! ! 6,093.778
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] 9 [} 9 1 [} L] 7
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e f———————n : e
Worker ! 9.4760 ' 82.6159 ! 0.1608 ' 14.7798 + 0.1077 ! 14.8875 + 3.9199 ! 0.0985 ' 4.0184 v 12,896.78 1 12,896.78 ! 0.7234 ! 12,911.97
' : ' : : ' : ' : .73, T3, : . 84
Total 10.8916 36.5624 | 140.2317 0.2230 16.4560 0.4679 16.9239 4.3985 0.4296 4.8281 18,989.49 | 18,989.49 0.7742 19,005.75
92 92 70




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 9 of 16 Date: 5/24/2016 1:36 PM

3.2 Building Construction - 2017
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Off-Road 5: 3.1024 1 26.4057 @ 18.1291 ! 0.0268 ! ¢ 17812 1 17812 1t ! 16730 ' 16730 0.0000 :2,639.805!2,639.805! 0.6497 !2,653.449
- 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 1] 1 1] L] 3 1] 3 1 1] 1]
Total 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268 1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 0.0000 | 2,639.805 | 2,639.805| 0.6497 2,653.449
3 3 0
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 ] 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n :
! 27.0863 ! 57.6158 ! 0.0622 ! 1.6762 ! 0.3602 ! 2.0364 ! 0.4786 ! 0.3311 ! 0.8098 ! 6,092.711 ! 6,092.711 ! 0.0508 ! ! 6,093.778
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 ] 1 [} L] 9 [} 9 1 [} L] 7
: ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - : ———————n : R
Worker b 6.1049 ! 9.4760 ! 82.6159 ! 0.1608 ! 14.7798 ! 0.1077 ! 14.8875 ! 3.9199 ! 0.0985 ! 4.0184 ! 12,896.78 ! 12,896.78 ! 0.7234 ! ! 12,911.97
" ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 73 ' 73 ' ' ' 84
Total 10.8916 36.5624 | 140.2317 0.2230 16.4560 0.4679 16.9239 4.3985 0.4296 4.8281 18,989.49 | 18,989.49 0.7742 19,005.75
92 92 70

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated = 68.0297 + 89.4881 1 502.5246 + 1.3207 + 91.8656 1 1.7713 + 93.6370 + 24.5661 ' 1.6357 + 26.2018 1 05282.82 1 95,282.82 1 25494 1 1 95,336.36
. ' : ' : : ' : ' : .78 4 T8 . . 54
----------- e T I I N T T T T S L T e e e LT
Unmitigated = 71.1740 + 103.8538 * 558.9344 + 1.6492 » 116.4293 * 21363 : 118.5655 + 31.1347 + 19723 + 33.1070 = 1 119,046.2 + 119,046.2+ 3.1112 + ' 119,111.5
. . . . . . . . . . : Vo461 | 461 . . 804
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Apartments Low Rise ' 6,143.46 ' 6,938.04 5881.83  ® 10,454,842 . 8,249,136
N T Tt E T T T LR L LT (MU ook PN Lol S R A A s e e il
General Office Building 1,098.79 ' 379.06 156.74  * 1,334,140 . 1,052,670
A R S Y SRt SR SO it i
Racquet Club . 0.00 1 0.00 0.00 . .
e gty PPV Ao R g B e e eeaeaeeeaaaaaan B e e eeeceeaeaaaaaan
Single Family Housing 11508322 1 18527.04 16119.26 = 26,393,924 . 20,825,478
Strip Malll ' 9,864.73 ' 9,662.47 4695.63 = 9,520,424 . 7,511,857
Total | 3216020 | 35506.61 26,853.46 | 47,703,330 | 37,639,141

4.3 Trip Type Information
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Apartments Low Rise 3 520 i 520 : 520 : 3580 ! 2100 4320  : 86 . 11 . 3
s EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEpee----==== rm———————— weseemaaaan e P . e
General Office Building ' 5.20 ! 5.20 ! 5.20 *+ 33.00 E- 48.00 [ 19.00 . 77 . 19 . 4
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp e mm m————————— Fmmmma—aaa ——————— A — e meeeanaa Fommmmmmaaan e Fmmmmmmeeeeamaaaa
Racquet Club * 000 ' 000 ' 000 : 1150 ' 69.50 19.00 = 52 . 39 . 9
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEpe--mm—mmm o m————————— Fommmmmaaan e m e e bl Feeemmmmaaan e e
Single Family Housing ' 5.20 ! 5.20 ! 5.20 : 3580 1 2100 ! 43.20 . 86 . 11 . 3
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp------==== rememmm—a- rmmmmmaaaa . mmmmm——- mmmmmaaan b Foemmmmmaaan e e
Strip Mall * 520 * 520 ' 520 :* 1660 ' 6440 ' 1900  * 45 . 40 . 15
tbA | wr1 | w2 | wov | wo1 | o2 | wep | meD | oBus | uBus | wmcy | seus | MH
0.457495:  0.042122' 0.213987' 0.146817: 0.067454: 0.009853: 0.017888' 0.026015' 0.002466: 0.001424: 0.009078:  0.000704: 0.004697
29 Gngr gy, Oetail
Historical Energy Use: N
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOXx (60) S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas = 22114 + 189518 + 8.4394 1 0.1206 ! v 15279 v 15279 v 15279 v 1.5279 1 24,124.45 v 24,124,451  0.4624 v 0.4423 1 24,271.27
Mitigated ' : : : : : : : : A : .52
“NaturalGas = 22114 + 18.9518 + 84394 + 01206 1 T is279 1 1s279 1 TU15279 1 15279 = 1 241044512412445+ 04624 1 04423 12427127
Unmitigated = : : : : : : . . . . P O . P 7
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Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
General Office + 6283.67 E- 0.0678 '+ 0.6161 ' 0.5175 1 3.7000e- ! v 0.0468 1+ 0.0468 ' 0.0468 '+ 0.0468 v 739.2553 v 739.2553 + 0.0142 ' 0.0136 ' 743.7543
Building . i : : i 003 : : : ' : . ' : : '
----------- A - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : - S e - m——————p s e e
RacquetClub + 1637.4 & 0.0177 * 0.1605 * 0.1348 1 9.6000e- * '+ 0.0122 + 0.0122 ¢ '+ 0.0122 + 0.0122 1 192.6355 1 192.6355 ' 3.6900e- ' 3.5300e- ' 193.8079
[ [ [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ [] [ [ []
' 'Y ' ' ] 004 ' ] ' ' [ ' ] [ ' 003 ' 003 ]
----------- A - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : ———g el ——— g - fm——————p == e
Single Family ! 168046 :: 1.8123 ! 15.4866 ! 6.5901 ! 0.0989 ! ! 1.2521 ! 1.2521 ! ! 1.2521 ! 1.2521 ! 19,770.16 ! 19,770.16 ! 0.3789 ! 0.3625 ! 19,890.47
Housing ' ™ ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' ' 19 ] 19 ' ' ' 98
----------- A - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : ———g el ————mg - m——————p = e e
Strip Mall + 1303.5 :- 0.0141 1+ 0.1278 1+ 0.1074 1 7.7000e- * ' 9.7100e- * 9.7100e- ! ' 9.7100e- * 9.7100e- + 153.3535 + 153.3535 + 2.9400e- ' 2.8100e- ' 154.2868
: i : . i 004 , 003 . o003 . \ 003 . 003 . ' V003 1 003
----------- Fe-----m - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : el ——— g - m——————p ==
Apartments Low * 27786.9 :- 0.2997 ! 2.5608 ! 1.0897 ! 0.0164 ! ! 0.2070 ! 0.2070 ! ! 0.2070 ! 0.2070 1 3,269.051 ! 3,269.051 ! 0.0627 ! 0.0599 ! 3,288.946
Rise ' :: [ ' [ ' [ ' ' [ ' : 5 [ 5 ' ' [ 4
Total 2.2114 18.9518 8.4394 0.1206 1.5279 1.5279 1.5279 1.5279 24,124.45 | 24,124.45 | 0.4624 0.4423 | 24,271.27
77 77 52
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Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Racquet Club + 1.6374 & 00177 + 0.1605 + 0.1348 1 9.6000e- * v 0.0122 + 0.0122 v 0.0122 + 0.0122 + 192.6355 * 192.6355 + 3.6900e- ' 3.5300e- ' 193.8079
[ [ [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ [ [] [ [ []
' 'Y [ [ [] 004 [ ] [ [ ] [ ' ] [ 003 [ 003 [
----------- A - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : ———g el ——— g - fm——————p ==
Single Family ' 168.046 :: 1.8123 + 154866 ! 6.5901 ! 0.0989 ! 12521 v 12521 ¢ !o12521 b+ 1.2521 119,770.16 1 19,770.16 1 0.3789 ! 0.3625 ! 19,890.47
HOUSing ' h ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' ' 19 ] 19 ' ' ] 98
----------- A - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : ———g el ————mg - m——————p = e e
Strip Mall v 1.3035 :- 0.0141 1+ 0.1278 ' 0.1074 1 7.7000e- ! ' 9.7100e- * 9.7100e- ! ' 9.7100e- '+ 9.7100e- + 153.3535 + 153.3535 + 2.9400e- ' 2.8100e- ' 154.2868
: i : : i 004 { 003 , 003 . i 003 . 003 . ' i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———g el ——— g - fm——————p == e
Apartments Low * 27.7869 :- 0.2097 + 2.5608 @ 1.0897 ! 0.0164 ! 02070 @ 02070 ! 02070 @ 0.2070 ' 3,269.051 1 3,269.051 1 0.0627 ! 0.0599 ! 3,288.946
Rise i l: ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' : 5 ] 5 ' ' ' 4
----------- N - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : - - fm——————p s - m e
General Office + 6.28367 :- 0.0678 : 0.6161 @ 0.5175 ! 3.7000e- ! ! 00468 @ 00468 ! 00468 ' 0.0468 ' 739.2553 1 739.2553 1 0.0142 ' 0.0136 |} 743.7543
Building ' :: ' ' ] 003 ' ] ' ' ] ' ' ] ' ' ]
Total 2.2114 18.9518 8.4394 0.1206 1.5279 1.5279 1.5279 1.5279 24,124.45 | 24,124.45 | 0.4624 0.4423 | 24,271.27
77 77 52

6.0 Area Detall

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated - 4,273.840 ' 49.6667 ! 4,797.571+ 0.0122 ! 628.8671  628.8671 ! 628.8453 + 628.8453 = 61,466.49 » 33,113.54 ! 94,580.04 + 1.0239 * 6.0230 ! 96,468.65
7 V6 : ' : : ' : 37 . 77 . 13 . . \ 68
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
semmsmsmesee- y—————— - —————— -, ————— -, ————— -, ————— -, ————— -, ————— _—————— -, ————— = === == m————— -, ————— -, —————— b i i
Unmitigated = 4,273.840 * 49.6667 ' 4,797.571* 0.0122 ' 628.8671 ' 628.8671 ' 628.8453  628.8453 = 61,466.49 » 33,113.54 » 94,580.04 + 1.0239 * 6.0230 ' 96,468.65
- 7 .6 . : : : : : . . 3% . 7T, 13, : . 68
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural E: 23.5785 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! : 0.0000
Coating = ' ] ' ' ] ' ' ] ' ' ] ' ' '
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : e - m———————— ==
Consumer - 100.4122 ! : ! ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
Products n ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : e S et - fm—————— ==
Hearth " 4,142.946 + 47.0039 ! 4,566.762 * 0.0000 ! 627.5827 1+ 627.5827 1 ! 627.5609 * 627.5609 = 61,466.49 » 32,696.47 ! 94,162.96 + 0.6267 * 6.0230 ! 96,043.23
- 3 . V4 : ' : : ' : 37 . 06 , 43 | : v 89
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e m——— g - m——————— - e e
Landscaping - 6.9037 ! 2.6628 : 230.8092 ! 0.0122 ! : 1.2844 ! 1.2844 ! : 1.2844 ! 1.2844 ! 417.0771 : 417.0771 ! 0.3972 ! : 425.4179
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 4,273.840 | 49.6667 | 4,797.571 0.0122 628.8671 | 628.8671 628.8453 | 628.8453 | 61,466.49 | 33,113.54 | 94,580.04 1.0239 6.0230 96,468.65
7 6 37 77 13 68
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Mitigated
ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 23.5785 1 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Coating - : . : : . : : . : . . : : .
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : - S - m——————— e e
Consumer = 100.4122 ' ' ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
Products - : ' : : ] : : ] : : ] : : ]
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : - T - fm——————p e ==
Hearth = 4,142.946 1 47.0039 1 4,566.762 1 0.0000 ¢ 1 627.5827 1 627.5827 1 627.5609 ' 627.5609 % 61,466.49 * 32,696.47 1 94,162.96 1 0.6267 1 6.0230 1 96,043.23
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-« 3 V4 : ' : : ' : 37 .+ 06 4 43 : V89
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g el ——— g - m——————— e ==
Landscaping = 6.9037 ! 2.6628 : 230.8092 ! 0.0122 ! : 1.2844 ! 1.2844 ! : 1.2844 ! 1.2844 1 417.0771 : 417.0771 ! 0.3972 ! : 425.4179
:: 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] : 1 1] 1] 1
Total 4,273.840 | 49.6667 |4,797.571 | 0.0122 628.8671 | 628.8671 628.8453 | 628.8453 | 61,466.49 | 33,113.54 | 94,580.04 | 1.0239 | 6.0230 | 96,468.65
7 6 37 77 13 68
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detall
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
Institute Recycling and Composting Services
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation
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Executive Summary

The Los Osos Community Plan (LOCP) functions as a General Plan and Local Coastal Plan
guiding future development within the Los Osos community in San Luis Obispo County.
The LOCP is part of the Estero Area Plan and located within the Estero Planning Area.
The primary objective the Los Osos Community Plan is to establish a framework for the
orderly growth and development of Los Osos. Additionally, the plan is intended to be
consistent with strategic growth principles and other land use policies established in the
County General Plan.

In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act and County of San Luis Obispo
(County) guidance, this analysis evaluates the significance of the project in terms of (1) its
contribution of greenhouse gases (GHGs) to cumulative statewide emissions, and
(2) whether the project would conflict with local and/or state regulations, plans, and policies
adopted to reduce GHG emissions. The County uses guidance from the San Luis Obispo Air
Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD) for assessing the significant of GHG impacts. This
analysis uses the recommended efficiency threshold of 4.9 metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent (MT CO:zE) per service population for determining significance of GHG impacts.
This threshold was developed by the SLOAPCD and is based on comprehensive policy and
regulatory analysis, as well as technical evaluation of development trends in the County.

The emission sources include construction (off-road vehicles); mobile (on-road vehicles);
area sources (landscape maintenance equipment); water and wastewater; and solid waste.
Emissions estimates in this report incorporate project compliance with applicable
regulations, including the 2013 and 2016 Title 24 Part 6 (California Energy Code) and Part
11 (California Green Building Standards) requirements. Year 2020 GHG emissions
associated with implementation of the LOCP would be 94,731 MT CO:zE. Buildout of the
LOCP would have a service population of 21,942. The LOCP would result in GHG emissions
of 4.3 MT CO:zE per service population. By emitting less than 4.9 MT CO:z:E per service
population, the project’s contribution of GHGs to cumulative statewide emissions would be
less than cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the project’s direct and indirect GHG
emissions would have a less than significant impact on the environment. In addition, the
project would not conflict with the goals and strategies of local and state plans, policies, and
regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions. Thus, impacts associated with applicable
policies, plans, and regulations would be less than significant.

Los Osos Community Plan Update
Page 1
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1.0 Introduction

This report evaluates the significance of the proposed Los Osos Community Plan (LOCP)
located within the County of San Luis Obispo (County) and its contribution of greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions to statewide GHG emissions and GHG reduction targets. To evaluate
the incremental effect of project development on statewide emissions and global climate
change, it is important to have a basic understanding of the nature of the global climate
change problem.

2.0 Project Description

The LOCP would function as a General Plan and Local Coastal Plan guiding future
development within the Los Osos community. The planning area is part of the Estero Area
Plan and located within the Estero Planning Area. The LOCP establishes a vision for the
future of Los Osos and defines the nature of future development in the Los Osos planning
area, and provides development standards that in many cases are site-specific.

The unincorporated community of Los Osos is located along the coast in the central portion
of San Luis Obispo County, generally south of and adjacent to Morro Bay and its associated
estuary (Figure 1). Los Osos is approximately 4 miles south of the city of Morro Bay, across
the bay/estuary, and approximately 10 miles west of the city of San Luis Obispo, at the
western end of Los Osos Valley, a broad, relatively flat agricultural area formed by Los
Osos Creek. However, the LOCP does not include all land or development within the U.S.
Census-defined Los Osos, but only encompasses the land within the identified Urban
Reserve Line (URL) (Figure 2). The area within the existing URL includes about 3,087
acres (4.8 square miles). The proposed project envisions minor changes to the URL
boundary, including 17 acres added along Turri Road beyond the end of the eastern
terminus of Santa Ysabel Avenue, but another 65-acre area adjacent to Montana de Oro
State Park removed, resulting in a net decrease of about 48 acres overall.

The existing Urban Services Line (USL) is smaller than, and completely within the URL
and, with some exceptions, is generally focused on the urbanized portions of the community
west of South Bay Boulevard. Under the LOCP, the USL will be contracted to some extent
in certain areas, so the proposed USL will be smaller than the existing boundary.

Los Osos Community Plan Update
Page 2
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Los Osos is primarily residential in nature. There are two primary commercial areas, the
downtown area or Central Business District centered around Los Osos Valley Road and the
Baywood Commercial Area centered along Second Street. These areas are focused either on
local community-servicing businesses and office space or on supporting the regional tourist
economy. The downtown area is more locally focused, with grocery stores, restaurants,
banks, and offices, while the Baywood community is more tourist-oriented, with some
hotels, and recreational businesses along with other businesses that serve the local
neighborhoods.

The primary objective the LOCP is to establish a framework for the orderly growth and
development of Los Osos. Additionally, the plan is intended to be consistent with strategic
growth principles and other land use policies established in the County General Plan.

Table 1 summarizes the existing, adopted, and proposed land use distribution and
development potential within each land use category under the proposed LOCP. Figure 3
shows the LOCP proposed changes. Development under the LOCP could result in an
additional 1,861 residential units and up to 364,000 square feet of commercial space, for a
total of 8,182 residential units and 1,034,300 square feet of non-residential space (floor
area) within the LOCP study area within the 20-year plan horizon (by 2035). Buildout of
the LOCP would accommodate an additional 4,429 residents over existing conditions for a
total of 19,473 residents.

Table 1
Existing and Proposed Land Use Distributio
Adopted LOCP Proposed LOCP
Net Net
Land Use Existing Buildout | Increase | Buildout | Increase
Residential (dwelling units)
Single Family 5,426 7,264 1,838 6,487 1,061
Multi-Family 895 1,864 969 1,695 800
TOTAL 6,321 9,128 2,807 8,182 1,861
Non-Residential (square feet)
Retail 439,200 669,045 229,845 668,100 228,900
Commercial/Service 221,000 176,779 -44,221 284,600 63,600
Office 10,100 214,261 204,161 61,600 51,500
Recreation 0 24,975 24,975 10,000 10,000
Public Facilities/Recreation 0 0 0 10,000 10,000
TOTAL 670,300 | 1,085,060 414,760 | 1,034,300 364,000

Los Osos Community Plan Update
Page 5
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3.0 Understanding Global Climate Change

To evaluate the incremental effect of the project on statewide GHG emissions and global
climate change, it is important to have a basic understanding of the nature of the global
climate change problem. Global climate change is a change in the average weather of the
earth, which can be measured by wind patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature.
The earth’s climate is in a state of constant flux with periodic warming and cooling cycles.
Extreme periods of cooling are termed “ice ages,” which may then be followed by extended
periods of warmth. For most of the earth’s geologic history, these periods of warming and
cooling have been the result of many complicated interacting natural factors that include
volcanic eruptions that spew gases and particles (dust) into the atmosphere; the amount of
water, vegetation, and ice covering the earth’s surface; subtle changes in the earth’s orbit;
and the amount of energy released by the sun (sun cycles). However, since the beginning of
the Industrial Revolution around 1750, the average temperature of the earth has been
increasing at a rate that is faster than can be explained by natural climate cycles alone.

With the Industrial Revolution came an increase in the combustion of carbon-based fuels
such as wood, coal, oil, natural gas, and biomass. Industrial processes have also created
emissions of substances not found in nature. This in turn has led to a marked increase in
the emissions of gases shown to influence the world’s climate. These gases, termed
“greenhouse” gases, influence the amount of heat trapped in the earth’s atmosphere.
Recently observed increased concentrations of GHGs in the atmosphere appear to be
related to increases in human activity. Therefore, the current cycle of “global warming” is
believed to be largely due to human activity. Of late, the issue of global warming or global
climate change has arguably become the most important and widely debated environmental
issue in the United States and the world. Because it is believed that the increased GHG
concentrations around the world are related to human activity and the collective of human
actions taking place throughout the world, it is quintessentially a global or cumulative
issue.

There are numerous GHGs, both naturally occurring and manmade. Each GHG has
variable atmospheric lifetime and global warming potential (GWP). The atmospheric
lifetime of the gas is the average time a molecule stays stable in the atmosphere. Most
GHGs have long atmospheric lifetimes, staying in the atmosphere hundreds or thousands of
years. GWP is a measure of the potential for a gas to trap heat and warm the atmosphere.
Although GWP is related to its atmospheric lifetime, many other factors including chemical
reactivity of the gas also influence GWP. GWP is reported as a unitless factor representing
the potential for the gas to affect global climate relative to the potential of carbon
dioxide (COz2). Because COz1s the reference gas for establishing GWP, by definition its GWP
is 1. Although methane (CH4) has a shorter atmospheric lifetime than COs, it has a
100-year GWP of 25; this means that CH4 has 25 times more effect on global warming than
COzon a molecule-by-molecule basis.

Los Osos Community Plan Update
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The GWP is officially defined as (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [U.S. EPA] 2010):

The cumulative radiative forcing—both direct and indirect effects—
integrated over a period of time from the emission of a unit mass of gas
relative to some reference gas.

GHG emissions estimates are typically represented in terms of equivalent metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO:2E). COz2E emissions are the product of the amount of
each gas by its GWP. The effects of several GHGs may be discussed in terms of MT CO:E
and can be summed to represent the total potential of these gases to warm the global
climate. Table 2 summarizes some of the most common GHGs.

Table 2
Global Warming Potentials and Atmospheric Lifetimes
(years)
Atmospheric
Lifetime
Gas (years) 100-year GWP | 20-year GWP

Carbon dioxide (CO2) 50-200 1 1
Methane (CH4)* 12.4 28 84
Nitrous oxide (N20) 121 265 264
HFC-23 222 12,400 10,800
HFC-32 5.2 677 2,430
HFC-125 28.2 3,170 6,090
HFC-134a 13.4 1,300 3,710
HFC-143a 47.1 4,800 6,940
HFC-152a 1.5 138 506
HFC-227ea 38.9 3,350 5,360
HFC-236fa 242 8,060 6,940
HFC-43-10mee 16.1 1,650 4,310
CF4 50,000 6,630 4,880
C2Fs 10,000 11,100 8,210
CsFs 2,600 8,900 6,640
C4F10 2,600 9,200 6,870
c-C4Fs 3,200 9,540 7,110
CsF12 4,100 8,550 6,350
CeF14 3,100 7,910 5,890
SFs 3,200 23,500 17,500
SOURCE: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2013.

It should be noted that the U.S. EPA and other organizations will update the GWP values
they use occasionally. This change can be due to updated scientific estimates of the energy
absorption or lifetime of the gases or to changing atmospheric concentrations of GHGs that
result in a change in the energy absorption of one additional ton of a gas relative to
another. The GWPs shown in Table 1 are the most current. However, it should be noted
that in California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) CHs has a GWP of 21 and
nitrous oxide (N20) has a GWP of 310, and these values were used for this analysis.

Los Osos Community Plan Update
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All of the gases in Table 1 are produced by both biogenic (natural) and
anthropogenic (human) sources. These are the GHGs of primary concern in this analysis.
CO2 would be emitted by the project due to the combustion of fossil fuels in vehicles
(including construction), from electricity generation and natural gas consumption, water
use, and from solid waste disposal. Smaller amounts of CHs and N2O would be emitted from
the same project operations.

4.0 Existing Conditions

4.1
4.1.1 State and Regional GHG Inventories

Environmental Setting

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) performs statewide GHG inventories. The
inventory is divided into nine broad sectors of economic activity: agriculture, commercial,
electricity generation, forestry, high GWP emitters, industrial, recycling and waste,
residential, and transportation. Emissions are quantified in million metric tons of CO:2
equivalent (MMT CO:zE). Table 3 shows the estimated statewide GHG emissions for the
years 1990, 2008, and 2012.

Table 3
California GHG Emissions by Sector in 1990, 2008, and 2012

1990! Emissions
in MMT CO:z:E

20083 Emissions
in MMT CO:zE

20123 Emissions
in MMT CO:z:E

Sector (% total)? (% total)? (% total)?

Sources
Agriculture 23.4 (5%) 37.99 (7%) 37.86 (7%)
Commercial 14.4 (3%) 13.37 (3%) 14.20 (3%)

Electricity Generation

110.6 (26%)

120.15 (25%)

95.09 (19%)

High GWP

12.87 (2%)

18.41 (3%)

Industrial

103.0 (24%)

87.54 (18%)

89.16 (21%)

Recycling and Waste

8.09 (1%)

8.49 (2%)

29.7 (7%)

Residential 29.07 (6%) 28.09 (7%)
Transportation 150.7 (35%) 178.02 (37%) 167.38 (38%)
Forestry (Net COz flux)4 —6.69 - --
Not Specified* 1.27 -- --
TOTALS 426.6 487.10 458.68

CO2E.

SOURCE: CARB 2007 and 2014a.
11990 data was retrieved from the CARB 2007 source and are based on Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) second assessment report GWPs. The revised calculation,
which uses the scientifically updated IPCC fourth assessment report GWPs, is 431 MMT

2Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.
32008 and 2012 data was retrieved from the CARB 2014a source.
4Reported emissions for key sectors. The inventory totals for 2008 and 2012 did not include
Forestry or Not Specified sources.

5Totals may vary due to independent rounding.

Los Osos Community Plan Update
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As shown in Table 2, statewide GHG source emissions totaled about 427 MMT CO:zE in
1990, 487 MMT CO:zE in 2008, and 459 MMT CO:zE in 2012. Many factors affect year-to-
year changes in GHG emissions, including economic activity, demographic influences,
environmental conditions such as drought, and the impact of regulatory efforts to control
GHG emissions. CARB has adopted multiple GHG emission reduction measures, the effect
of those which will be seen over the following years. According to CARB, substantial
reductions since 2008 have been driven by economic factors (recession), previous energy
efficiency actions, and the renewable portfolio standard (CARB 2014a). Transportation-
related emissions consistently contribute the most GHG emissions, followed by electricity
generation and industrial emissions.

A 2006 baseline GHG inventory for the County was prepared as part of the County’s update
of the Conservation and Open Space Element of the General Plan. The inventory identifies
the major sources of GHG emissions within the unincorporated county and from County
government operations. Table 4 summarizes the 2006 County inventory. As shown,
transportation is the greatest source of community-wide and government operation
emissions.

Table 4
San Luis Obispo County GHG Emissions in 2006
2006 GHG
Emissions
Sector MT CO:2E) Percent of Total
Unincorporated San Luis Obispo County

Residential 136,360 15%
Commercial/Industrial 215,970 24%
Transportation 365,260 40%
Waste 30,540 3%
Other — Crops 22,630 2%
Other — Livestock 83,420 9%
Other — Off-Road Equipment 63,280 7%
Other — Aircraft 240 <0.1%

TOTAL 917,710 100%

San Luis Obispo County Operations

Buildings 4,970 30%

Vehicle Fleet 3,360 20%

Employee Commute 7,800 46%

Streetlights 60 0.4%

Water/Sewage 410 2%

Waste 270 2%

Other <10 <0.1%

TOTAL 16,870 100%

SOURCE: County of San Luis Obispo 2011.

Note: Totals may vary due to independent rounding.
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4.1.2 Existing GHG Emissions

The LOCP area is a current source of GHG emissions. Table 1 summarizes the existing
land uses. Current sources of GHG emissions are associated with the vehicle use, energy
use, water use, area sources (landscaping and other equipment use), and waste disposal
practices with these existing land uses. Existing GHG emissions associated with the
existing uses were calculated using the CalEEMod version 2013.2.2 released in September
2013 by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA 2013), and the
results are summarized in Table 5. The CalEEMod output is contained in Attachment 1.

Table 5
Existing (2016) Annual GHG Emissions
(MT CO:2E)

Emission Source Existing GHG Emissions
Vehicles 46,494
Energy Use 25,281
Area Sources 8,189
Water Use 1,530
Solid Waste Disposal 3,389
TOTAL 84,883
Service Population 16,676
GHG Emissions  per
Service Population 5.0
NOTE: Totals may vary due to independent rounding.

4.2 Regulatory Background

In response to rising concern associated with increasing GHG emissions and global climate
change impacts, several plans and regulations have been adopted at the international,
national, and state levels with the aim of reducing GHG emissions. The following is a
discussion of the federal, state, and local plans and regulations most applicable to the
project.

4.2.1 Federal

The federal government, U.S. EPA, and other federal agencies have many federal level
programs and projects to reduce GHG emissions.

4.2.1.1 Environmental Protection Agency

The U.S. EPA has many federal level programs and projects to reduce GHG emissions. The
U.S. EPA provides technical expertise and encourages voluntary reductions from the
private sector. One of the voluntary programs applicable to the proposed project is the
Energy Star program.

Los Osos Community Plan Update
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Energy Star is a joint program of U.S. EPA and the U.S. Department of Energy, which
promotes energy efficient products and practices. Tools and initiatives include the Energy
Star Portfolio Manager, which helps track and assess energy and water consumption across
an entire portfolio of buildings, and the Energy Star Most Efficient 2013, which provides
information on exceptional products which represent the leading edge in energy efficient
products in the year 2013 (U.S. EPA 2013).

The U.S. EPA also collaborates with the public sector, including states, tribes, localities,
and resource managers, to encourage smart growth, sustainability preparation, and
renewable energy and climate change preparation. These initiatives include the Clean
Energy-Environment State Partnership Program, the Climate Ready Water Utilities
Initiative, the Climate Ready Estuaries Program, and the Sustainable Communities
Partnership (U.S. EPA 2014).

4.2.1.2 Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards

The federal Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards determine the fuel
efficiency of certain vehicle classes in the U.S. Current CAFE standards require vehicle
manufacturers of passenger cars and light-duty trucks to achieve an average fuel economy
of 35.5 miles per gallon by 2016 and an average fuel economy of 54.5 miles per gallon by
2025. With improved gas mileage, fewer gallons of transportation fuel would be combusted
to travel the same distance, thereby reducing nationwide GHG emissions associated with
vehicle travel.

4.2.2 State

The State of California has adopted a number of plans and regulations aimed at identifying
statewide and regional GHG emissions caps, GHG emissions reduction targets, and actions
and timelines to achieve the target GHG reductions.

4.2.2.1 Executive Orders and Statewide GHG Emission Targets

a. S-3-05—Statewide GHG Emission Targets

This executive order (EO) established the following GHG emission reduction targets for the
State of California:

e by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;
o by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels;
o by 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

This EO also directs the secretary of the California EPA to oversee the efforts made to
reach these targets, and to prepare biannual reports on the progress made toward meeting
the targets and on the impacts to California related to global warming, including impacts to
water supply, public health, agriculture, the coastline, and forestry. With regard to impacts,
the report shall also prepare and report on mitigation and adaptation plans to combat the
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impacts. The first Climate Action Team Assessment Report was produced in March 2006,
and has been updated every two years.

b. B-30-15—2030 Statewide GHG Emission Goal

This EO, issued on April 29, 2015, establishes an interim GHG emission reduction goal for
the State of California to reduce GHG emissions 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. This
EO also directed all state agencies with jurisdiction over GHG-emitting sources to
implement measures designed to achieve the new interim 2030 goal, as well as the pre-
existing, long-term 2050 goal identified in EO S-3-05. Additionally, this EO directed CARB
to update its Climate Change Scoping Plan to address the 2030 goal. CARB is expected to
develop statewide inventory projection data for 2030, as well as commence its efforts to
identify reduction strategies capable of securing emission reductions that allow for
achievement of the EO’s new interim goal.

4.2.2.2 Assembly Bill 32—California Global Warming Solutions
Act

In response to EO S-3-05, the California Legislature passed Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, and thereby enacted Sections 38500—
38599 of the California Health and Safety Code. AB 32 requires that CARB establish an
emissions cap and adopt rules and regulations that would reduce GHG emissions to 1990
levels by 2020. AB 32 also required CARB to adopt a plan by January 1, 2009 indicating
how emission reductions would be achieved from significant GHG sources via regulations,
market mechanisms, and other actions.

4.2.2.3 Climate Change Scoping Plan

As directed by the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, in 2008, CARB
adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change (2008 Scoping Plan).
The 2008 Scoping Plan identifies the main strategies the State of California will implement
to achieve the GHG reductions necessary to reduce statewide forecasted business as
usual (BAU) GHG emissions in 2020 to the state’s historic 1990 emissions level.

In 2008, as part of its adoption of the 2008 Scoping Plan, CARB estimated that annual
statewide GHG emissions were 427 MMT CO:zE in 1990 and would reach 596 MMT CO:E
by 2020 under a BAU condition (CARB 2008). To achieve the mandate of AB 32, CARB
determined that a 169 MMT CO:E (or approximate 28.3 percent) reduction in BAU
emissions was needed by 2020. The 2020 emissions estimate used in the 2008 Scoping Plan
was developed using pre-recession data and reflects GHG emissions expected to occur in the
absence of any reduction measures in 2010 (CARB 2011a). The majority of reductions are
directed at the sectors with the largest GHG emissions contributions—transportation and
electricity generation—and involve statutory mandates affecting vehicle or fuel
manufacture, public transit, and public utilities.
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In 2014, CARB adopted the First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan: Building on
the Framework (2014 Scoping Pan) (CARB 2014b). The 2014 Scoping Plan “highlights
California’s success to date in reducing its GHG emissions and lays the foundation for
establishing a broad framework for continued emission reductions beyond 2020, on the path
to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050” (CARB 2014b). The 2014 Scoping Plan found that
California is on track to meet the 2020 emissions reduction mandate established by AB 32
and noted that California could reduce emissions further by 2030 to levels squarely in line
with those needed to stay on track to reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by
2050 if the State realizes the expected benefits of existing policy goals (CARB 2014b).

In conjunction with the 2014 Scoping Plan, CARB identified “six key focus areas comprising
major components of the State’s economy to evaluate and describe the larger
transformative actions that will be needed to meet the State’s more expansive emission
reduction needs by 2050” (CARB 2014b). Those six areas are: (1) energy; (2) transportation
(vehicles/equipment, sustainable communities, housing, fuels, and infrastructure);
(3) agriculture; (4) water; (5) waste management; and (6) natural and working lands. The
2014 Scoping Plan identifies key recommended actions for each sector that will facilitate
achievement of the 2050 reduction target.

Based on CARB’s research efforts, it has a “strong sense of the mix of technologies needed
to reduce emissions through 2050” (CARB 2014b). Those technologies include energy
demand reduction through efficiency and activity changes; large-scale electrification of on-
road vehicles, buildings, and industrial machinery; decarbonizing electricity and fuel
supplies; and, the rapid market penetration of efficient and clean energy technologies.

As part of the 2014 Scoping Plan, CARB recalculated statewide 1990 emissions level using
updated GWPs identified by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).
Using the recalculated 1990 emissions level and the revised 2020 emissions level projection
identified in the 2011 Final Supplement, CARB determined that achieving the 1990
emissions level by 2020 would require a reduction in GHG emissions of approximately 15
percent (instead of 28.5 percent or 16 percent) from the BAU conditions.

The 2014 Scoping Plan included a strong recommendation from CARB for setting a mid-
term statewide GHG emissions reduction target. CARB specifically recommended that the
mid-term target be consistent with: (1) the United States’ pledge to reduce emissions
42 percent below 2005 levels (which translates to a 35 percent reduction from 1990 levels in
California); and (i1) the long-term policy goal of reducing emissions to 80 percent below 1990
levels by 2050. However, to date, there is no legislative authorization for a post-2020 GHG
reduction target, and CARB has not established such a target.

The 2014 Scoping Plan discusses new residential and commercial building energy efficiency
improvements, specifically identifying progress towards net zero energy buildings by 2020
for residential buildings and 2030 for commercial buildings, as an element of meeting
mid-term and long-term GHG reduction goals. The 2014 Scoping Plan expresses CARB’s
commitment to working with the California Public Utilities Commission and California
Energy Commission (CEC) to facilitate further achievements in building energy efficiency.
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The 2008 Scoping Plan and the 2014 Scoping Plan represent important milestones in
California’s efforts to reduce GHG emissions statewide. The law also requires the Scoping
Plan to be updated every five years. The Scoping Plan process, as stated, is also thorough
and encourages public input and participation.

4.2.2.4 California Advanced Clean Car Program

The Advanced Clean Cars program, adopted January 2012, combines the control of smog,
soot-causing pollutants, and GHG emissions into a single coordinated package of
requirements for model years 2015 through 2025. Accordingly, the Advanced Clean Cars
program coordinates the goals of the Pavley, low-emissions vehicle (LEV), zero-emission
vehicle (ZEV), and Clean Fuels Outlet (CFO) programs in order to lay the foundation for
the commercialization and support of these ultra-clean vehicles.

AB 1493 (Pavley) directed CARB to adopt vehicle standards that lowered GHG emissions
from passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks to the maximum extent technologically
feasible, beginning with the 2009 model year. CARB has adopted amendments to its
regulations that would enforce AB 1493, but provide vehicle manufacturers with new
compliance flexibility.

CARB has also adopted a second phase of the Pavley regulations, originally termed “Pavley
IT” but now called the Low Emission Vehicle IIT” (LEV III) Standards or Advanced Clean
Cars Program, that covers model years 2017 to 2025. CARB estimates that LEV III will
reduce vehicle GHGs by an additional 4.0 MMT CO:E for a 2.4 percent reduction over
Pavley 1. These reductions come from improved vehicle technologies such as smaller
engines with superchargers, continuously variable transmissions, and hybrid electric
drives. On August 7, 2012, the final regulation for the adoption of LEV III became effective.

The ZEV regulation, which affects passenger cars and light-duty trucks, is a critical
regulation to achieving California’s air quality goals and GHG reduction requirements. ZEV
was originally part of the LEV program, however, CARB established the ZEV program as a
stand-alone regulation in 1999. The ZEV program will act as the focused technology of the
Advanced Clean Cars program by requiring manufacturers to produce increasing numbers
of ZEVs and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles in the 2018-2025 model years.

On December 8, 2011 CARB proposed an update to the CFO regulation to facilitate
hydrogen-fueling stations. The CFO is part of CARB’s overall program of promoting clean
cars and advanced technology zero-emission vehicles.

4.2.2.5 Low Carbon Fuel Standard

EO S-01-07 directed that a statewide goal be established to reduce the carbon intensity of

California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020 through a Low Carbon Fuel
Standard (LCFS).

CARB adopted the LCFS as a discrete early action measure pursuant to AB 32 in April
2009. The LCFS is a performance standard with flexible compliance mechanisms intended
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to incentivize the development of a diverse set of clean low-carbon transportation fuel
options. Its aim is to accelerate the availability and diversity of low-carbon fuels such as
biofuels, electricity, and hydrogen by taking into consideration the full life cycle of GHG
emissions.

4.2.2.6 Regional Emissions Targets — Senate Bill 375

Senate Bill (SB) 375, the 2008 Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, was
signed into law in September 2008 and requires CARB to set regional targets for reducing
passenger vehicle GHG emissions in accordance with the Scoping Plan. The purpose of
SB 375 is to align regional transportation planning efforts, regional GHG reduction targets,
and fair-share housing allocations under state housing law. SB 375 requires Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPOs) to adopt a Sustainable Communities Strategy or
Alternative Planning Strategy to address GHG reduction targets from cars and light-duty
trucks in the context of that MPO’s Regional Transportation Plan. The San Luis Obispo
Council of Governments (SLOCOG) is the San Luis Obispo region’s MPO. The CARB
targets for the SLOCOG region require a 8 percent reduction in GHG emissions per capita
from automobiles and light-duty trucks compared to 2005 levels by 2020, and an 8 percent
reduction by 2035 (SLOCOG 2014).

4.2.2.7 Renewables Portfolio Standard

The Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) promotes diversification of the state’s electricity
supply and decreased reliance on fossil fuel energy sources. Originally adopted in 2002 with
a goal to achieve a 20 percent renewable energy mix by 2020 (referred to as the “Initial
RPS”), the goal has been accelerated and increased by EOs S-14-08 and S-21-09 to a goal of
33 percent by 2020. In April 2011, SB 2 (1X) codified California’s 33 percent RPS goal. In
September 2015, the California Legislature passed SB 350, which increases California’s
renewable energy mix goal to 50 percent by year 2030. Renewable energy includes (but is
not limited to) wind, solar, geothermal, small hydroelectric, biomass, anaerobic digestion,
and landfill gas.

4.2.2.8 Assembly Bill 341 — Solid Waste Diversion

The Commercial Recycling Requirements mandate that businesses (including public
entities) that generate 4 cubic yards or more of commercial solid waste per week and multi-
family residential with five units or more arrange for recycling services. Businesses can
take one or any combination of the following in order to reuse, recycle, compost, or
otherwise divert solid waste from disposal.

Additionally, AB 341 mandates that 75 percent of the solid waste generated be reduced,
recycled, or composted by 2020.
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4.2.2.9 California Code of Regulations, Title 24 — California
Building Code

The California Code of Regulations, Title 24, is referred to as the California Building Code
(CBC). It consists of a compilation of several distinct standards and codes related to
building construction including plumbing, electrical, interior acoustics, energy efficiency,
handicap accessibility, and so on. Of particular relevance to GHG reductions are the CBC’s
energy efficiency and green building standards.

Part 6 - Energy Efficiency Standards

The California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6 is the Energy Efficiency Standards or
California Energy Code. This code, originally enacted in 1978, establishes energy efficiency
standards for residential and non-residential buildings in order to reduce California’s
energy consumption. The Energy Code is updated periodically to incorporate and consider
new energy efficiency technologies and methodologies as they become available. New
construction and major renovations must demonstrate their compliance with the current
Energy Code through submission and approval of a Title 24 Compliance Report to the local
building permit review authority and the CEC. By reducing California’s energy
consumption, emissions of statewide GHGs may also be reduced. The previous Energy
Code, known as the 2008 Energy Code, became effective January 1, 2010. The 2008 Energy
Code required energy savings of 15 to 35 percent above the former 2005 Energy Code,
which is relevant as the original GHG inventory for the state was based on the 2005 Energy
Code.

The current version of the Energy Code, known as the 2013 Energy Code, became effective
July 1, 2014. The 2013 Energy Code provides mandatory energy-efficiency measures as well
as voluntary tiers for increased energy efficiency. Based on an impact analysis prepared by
the CEC for single-family residences, the 2013 Energy Code has been estimated to achieve
a 36.4 percent increase in electricity efficiencies and a 6.5 percent increase in natural gas
efficiencies over the 2008 Energy Code (CEC 2013). The same report estimates increased
efficiencies for multi-family residences of 23.3 percent for electricity use and 3.8 percent for
natural gas use. Non-residential structures are estimated to achieve a 21.8 and
16.8 percent increase in electricity and natural gas efficiencies, respectively. The 2016
Energy Code, which becomes effective January 1, 2017, would increase energy efficiency by
approximately 28 percent over the 2013 Energy Code (CEC 2016)

Part 11 — California Green Building Standards

The California Green Building Standards Code, referred to as CalGreen, was added to Title
24 as Part 11 first in 2009 as a voluntary code, which then became mandatory effective
January 1, 2011 (as part of the 2010 CBC). The 2013 CalGreen institutes mandatory
minimum environmental performance standards for all ground-up new construction of
non-residential and residential structures. It also includes voluntary tiers (I and II) with
stricter environmental performance standards for these same categories of residential and
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non-residential buildings. Local jurisdictions must enforce the minimum mandatory Green
Building Standards and may adopt additional amendments for stricter requirements.

The mandatory standards require:
e 20 percent reduction in indoor water use relative to specified baseline levels;
e 50 percent construction/demolition waste diverted from landfills;
¢ Inspections of energy systems to ensure optimal working efficiency;

e Low-pollutant emitting exterior and interior finish materials such as paints, carpets,
vinyl flooring, and particleboards;

e Dedicated circuitry to facilitate installation of electric vehicle charging stations in
newly constructed attached garages for single family and duplex dwellings; and

e Installation of electric vehicle charging stations at least three percent of the parking
spaces for all new multi-family developments with 17 or more units.

Similar to the compliance reporting procedure for demonstrating Energy Code compliance
in new buildings and major renovations, compliance with the CalGreen water reduction
requirements must be demonstrated through completion of water use reporting forms for
new low-rise residential and non-residential buildings. The water use compliance form
must demonstrate a 20 percent reduction in indoor water use by either showing a
20 percent reduction in the overall baseline water use as identified in CalGreen or a
reduced per-plumbing-fixture water use rate.

4.2.3 Local

The County of San Luis Obispo General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element Goal 4
sets forth a countywide GHG emissions reduction target to reduce emissions to 15 percent
below 2006 levels by the year 2020. In addition, Implementation Strategy AQ 4.2.5 required
that the County develop and implement a Climate Action Plan in order to achieve the
reduction target. The Board of Supervisors adopted a Climate Action Plan called the
EnergyWise Plan on November 22, 2011. The EnergyWise Plan outlines the County’s
approach to reducing GHG emissions through a number of goals, measures, and actions
that provide a road map to achieving the County’s GHG reduction target of 15 percent
below baseline levels by 2020 (County of San Luis Obispo 2011). The EnergyWise Plan
includes reduction measures associated with energy conservation, renewable energy, solid
waste, land wuse and transportation, water conservation, and agriculture. The
Implementation Program of the EnergyWise Plan provides a strategy for action with
specific measures and steps to achieve the identified reduction targets.
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5.0 Significance Criteria and Analysis
Methodologies

5.1 Determining Significance

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Appendix G Environmental
Checklist, includes the following two questions regarding assessment of GHG emissions:

1) Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment?

2) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emission of GHGs?

As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, these questions are “intended to encourage thoughtful
assessment of impacts and do not necessarily represent thresholds of significance” (Title 14,
Division 6, Chapter 3 Guidelines for Implementation of the CEQA, Appendix G,
Environmental Checklist Form).

The CEQA Guidelines require Lead Agencies to adopt GHG thresholds of significance.
When adopting these thresholds, the amended Guidelines allow Lead Agencies to develop
their own significance thresholds and/or to consider thresholds of significance adopted or
recommended by other public agencies, or recommended by experts, provided that the
thresholds are supported by substantial evidence.

The County uses guidance from the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District
(SLOAPCD) for assessing the significant of GHG impacts. The SLOAPCD’s document GHG
Thresholds and Supporting Evidence (SLOAPCD 2012) describes the SLOAPCD’s approach
to developing a threshold of significance for GHG emissions to identify the emissions level
for which a project would not be expected to substantially conflict with existing legislation
adopted to reduce statewide GHG emissions.

Different thresholds have been developed to accommodate various development types and
patterns. Three options are recommended for residential/commercial development.
Residential and commercial projects may use any of the three options above to determine
the significance of a projects GHG emission impact to a level of certainty for lead agencies

(SLOAPCD 2012).

1) Qualitative Reduction Strategies (e.g., Climate Action Plans): a qualitative threshold
that is consistent with AB 32 Scoping Plan measures and goals.

If a project is consistent with an adopted Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy
that addresses the project’s GHG emissions, it can be presumed that the project would
not have significant GHG emission impacts and the project would be considered less
than significant. A Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy (or similar adopted
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policies, ordinances and programs) is one that is consistent with all of the AB 32
Scoping Plan measures and goals.

2) Bright-Line Threshold: numerical value to determine the significance of a project’s
annual GHG emissions.

This “gap-based approach” is a conservative method that focuses on a limited set of
state mandates that are currently expected to have the greatest potential to reduce land
use development-related GHG emissions. Based on the results of SLOAPCD
calculations, a GHG emissions significance threshold of 1,150 MT CO:zE per year would
achieve the aggregate emission reductions needed in the County by 2020 to meet AB 32
reduction targets

3) Efficiency-Based Threshold: assesses the GHG efficiency of a project on a per capita
basis.

This method allows highly efficient projects (e.g. compact and mixed use development)
with higher mass emissions to meet the overall GHG reduction goals of AB 32. This
approach allows the threshold to be applied evenly to all project types (residential,
commercial/retail and mixed use) and uses an emissions inventory comprised only of
emission sources from land-use related sectors. The efficiency-based threshold
encourages infill and transit-oriented development and puts highly auto-dependent
suburban and rural development at a severe disadvantage. GHG efficiency thresholds
are determined by dividing the statewide GHG emissions inventory goal (allowable
emissions) by the estimated statewide 2020 population and employment (i.e., service
population). The SLOAPCD recommends an efficiency threshold of 4.9 MT CO:zE per
service population (SLOAPCD 2012).

In addition to the residential/commercial threshold, SLOAPCD also recommends a
stationary source (industrial) project threshold of 10,000 MT CO:zE per year.

This analysis uses the recommended efficiency threshold of 4.9 MT CO:E per service
population for determining significance of GHG impacts.

5.2 Methodology and Assumptions

GHG emissions were estimated using CalEEMod (CAPCOA 2013). In brief, the model
estimates criteria air pollutants and GHG emissions by multiplying emission source
intensity factors by estimated quantities of emission sources based on the land use
information. All CalEEMod estimates are in terms of total MT CO:E.

Emission estimates were calculated for the three GHGs of primary concern (CO2, CHa4, and
N:20) that would be emitted from the five primary operational sources that would be
associated with LOCP buildout: mobile sources, area sources, energy use, water use, and
solid waste disposal.
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GHG emissions were quantified and projected to year 2020. This is because the AB 32,
CARB BAU Forecast, associated Scoping Plan, and EnergyWise Plan’s GHG reduction
targets are projected to a year 2020 horizon. GHG emissions were also quantified for the
LOCP buildout horizon year 2035. The following is a discussion of the assumptions used to
calculated GHG emissions.

5.2.1 Construction Emissions

Construction activities emit GHGs primarily though combustion of fuels (mostly diesel) in
the engines of off-road construction equipment and through combustion of diesel and
gasoline in on-road construction vehicles and in the commute vehicles of the construction
workers. Smaller amounts of GHGs are also emitted indirectly through the energy use
embodied in any water use (for fugitive dust control) and lighting for the construction
activity. Every phase of the construction process, including demolition, grading, paving, and
building, emits GHG emissions, in volumes proportional to the quantity and type of
construction equipment used. Heavier equipment typically emits more GHGs per hour of
use than the lighter equipment because of their greater fuel consumption and engine
design.

CalEEMod estimates construction emissions by multiplying the amount of time equipment
1s in operation by emission factors. At a program level, it would be speculative to estimate
the schedule and construction requirements of individual projects included in the LOCP.
Thus, this analysis relies on the SLOAPCD which forecasts that 2020 construction
emissions would comprise 1.96 percent of total GHG emissions within the county
(SLOAPCD 2012). Therefore, construction emissions are estimated at 1.96 percent of the
total operational GHG emissions associated with the LOCP area.

5.2.2 Vehicle Emissions

GHG emissions from vehicles come from the combustion of fossil fuels in vehicle engines.
The vehicle emissions are calculated based on the vehicle type and the trip rate for each
land use. The vehicle emission factors and fleet mix used in CalEEMod are derived from
CARB’s Emission Factors 2011 model, which includes GHG reducing effects from the
implementation of Pavley I (Clean Car Standards) and the LCFS, and are thus considered
in the calculation of standards for project emissions. The emissions from mobile sources
were reduced by an additional 3 percent to account for implementation of Low Emission
Vehicles III and the Tire Pressure Program.

Project trip generation rates were obtained from the Transportation Impact Analysis
Report prepared for the LOCP (Omni Means 2016). Trip generation for the existing land
uses and buildout of the LOCP are summarized in Table 6. As shown, buildout of the LOCP
would increase trips by 25,812 over existing conditions.

Los Osos Community Plan Update
Page 21



RECON

Greenhouse Gas Analysis

Table 6

Existing and Proposed Vehicle Trips

Proposed Los Osos Community Plan Trips
Land Use Existing Trips Buildout | Net Increase

Residential

Single Family 44,450 53,142 8,692

Multi-Family 5,678 10,753 5,075
Residential Total 50,128 63,895 13,767
Non-Residential

Retail 18,850 28,675 9,824

Commercial/Service 5,746 7,400 1,654

Office 111 678 567

Recreation 0 0 0

Public Facilities/Recreation 0 0 0
Non-Residential Total 24,708 36,753 12,045
TOTAL 74,836 100,648 25,812

Trip lengths were based on the average trip length in County. Based on data reported by
SLOAPCD, the existing, year 2020, and year 2035 average regional trip length trip lengths
in the County are 5.56, 5.67, and 5.20, respectively (CARB 2014c).

5.2.3 Energy Use Emissions

GHGs are emitted as a result of activities in buildings for which electricity and natural gas
are used as energy sources. GHGs are emitted during the generation of electricity from
fossil fuels off-site in power plants. These emissions are considered indirect but are
calculated in association with a building’s operation. Electric power generation accounts for
the second largest sector contributing to both inventoried and projected statewide GHG
emissions. Combustion of fossil fuel emits criteria pollutants and GHGs directly into the
atmosphere. When this occurs in a building, this is considered a direct emissions source
associated with that building. CalEEMod estimates emissions from the direct combustion of
natural gas for space and water heating.

CalEEMod estimates GHG emissions from energy use by multiplying average rates of
residential and non-residential energy consumption by the quantities of residential units
and non-residential square footage entered in the land use module to obtain total projected
energy use. This value is then multiplied by electricity and natural gas GHG emission
factors applicable to the project location and utility provider.

Building energy use is typically divided into energy consumed by the built environment and
energy consumed by uses that are independent of the construction of the building such as
plug-in appliances. In California, Title 24 governs energy consumed by the built
environment, mechanical systems, and some types of fixed lighting. Non-building energy
use, or “plug-in energy use,” can be further subdivided by specific end-use (refrigeration,
cooking, office equipment, etc.).

Energy consumption values are based on the CEC-sponsored California Commercial End
Use Survey and Residential Appliance Saturation Survey studies, which identify energy
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use by building type and climate zone. Because these studies are based on older buildings,
adjustments have been made in CalEEMod to account for changes to Title 24 Building
Codes. CalEEMod can calculate emissions based historical energy use data and on the 2008
Title 24 energy code (Part 6 of the Building Code). For existing uses, historic energy use
data was used. For new land uses, adjustment were made to the 2008 Title 24 data.

As identified by the CEC, the Energy Code requires various improvements in the built
environment that would achieve a 36.4 percent increase in electricity efficiencies and a 6.5
percent increase in natural gas efficiencies in single family residential buildings, a 23.3
percent increase in electricity efficiencies and a 3.8 percent increase in natural gas
efficiencies in multi-family residential buildings, and a 21.8 percent increase in electricity
efficiency and a 16.8 percent increase in natural gas efficiency in non-residential buildings
(CEC 2013). Additionally, the 2016 Energy Code, which becomes effective January 1, 2017,
would increase energy efficiency by an additional 28 percent over the 2013 Energy Code
(CEC 2016). To account for the effects of the 2016 Energy Code, energy emissions
associated with new land uses were reduced by an additional 28 percent.

The project would be served by Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E). Therefore, PG&FE’s specific
energy-intensity factors (i.e., the amount of CO2, CH4, and N20 per kilowatt-hour) are used
in the calculations of GHG emissions. PG&E currently has renewable energy procurement
of 28.0 percent. As discussed, the state mandate for renewable energy is 33 percent by 2020
and 50 percent by 2030. However, the energy-intensity factors included in CalEEMod are
based on 2009 data by default at which time PG&E had only achieved a 14.1 percent
procurement of renewable energy (CPUC 2011). To account for the continuing effects of
RPS, the energy-intensity factors included in CalEEMod were reduced based on the
percentage of renewables reported by PG&E. PG&E energy intensity factors that include
this reduction are shown in Table 7.

Table 7
Pacific Gas & Electric Energy Intensity Factors

2009 2016 2020 2035
GHG (Ibs/MWh) (Ibs/MWh) (Ibs/MWh) (Ibs/MWh)
Percent Procurement 14.1% 28.0% 33.0% 50.0%
Carbon dioxide (COz2) 641.35 552.20 447.84 287.06
Methane (CHy) 0.029 0.025 0.020 0.013
Nitrous oxide (N20) 0.006 0.005 0.004 0.003
SOURCE: CPUC 2011.

5.2.4 Area Source Emissions

Area sources include GHG emissions that would occur from the use of landscaping
equipment. The use of landscape equipment emits GHGs associated with the equipment’s
fuel combustion. The landscaping equipment emission values were derived from the 2011
In-Use Off-Road Equipment Inventory Model (CARB 2011b).
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5.2.5 Water and Wastewater Emissions

The amount of water used and wastewater generated by a project has indirect GHG
emissions associated with it. These emissions are a result of the energy used to supply,
distribute, and treat the water and wastewater. In addition to the indirect GHG emissions
associated with energy use, wastewater treatment can directly emit both CH4 and N:0.

The indoor and outdoor water use consumption data for each land use subtype comes from
the Pacific Institute’s Waste Not, Want Not: The Potential for Urban Water Conservation in
California 2003 (as cited in CAPCOA 2013). Based on that report, a percentage of total
water consumption was dedicated to landscape irrigation, which is used to determine
outdoor water use. Wastewater generation was similarly based on a reported percentage of
total indoor water use.

New development would be subject to CalGreen, which requires a 20 percent increase in
indoor water use efficiency. Thus, in order to demonstrate compliance with CalGreen, a
20 percent reduction in indoor water use was included in the water consumption
calculations for new development.

In addition to water reductions under CalGreen, the GHG emissions from the energy used
to transport the water for both existing and new development are affected by RPS. As
discussed previously, to account for the effects of RPS, the energy intensity factors included
in CalEEMod were reduced by the values shown in Table 7.

5.2.6 Solid Waste Emissions

The disposal of solid waste produces GHG emissions from anaerobic decomposition in
landfills, incineration, and transportation of waste. To calculate the GHG emissions
generated by disposing of solid waste for the project, the total volume of solid waste was
calculated using waste disposal rates identified by California Department of Resources
Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). The methods for quantifying GHG emissions from
solid waste are based on the IPCC method, using the degradable organic content of waste.
GHG emissions associated with the LOCP’s waste disposal were calculated using these
parameters. According to a CalRecyle report to the Legislature, as of 2013 California has
achieved a statewide 50 percent diversion of solid waste from landfills through
“reduce/recycle/compost” programs (CalRecycle 2015). However, AB 341 mandates that 75
percent of the solid waste generated be reduced, recycled, or composted by 2020. Therefore,
to account for the continuing actions of recycling requirements under state law (i.e. AB
341), a 25 percent solid waste diversion rate was included in the modeled.
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6.0 GHG Impact Analysis

In accordance with CEQA and County guidance, this analysis evaluates the significance of
the project in terms of (1) its contribution of GHGs to cumulative statewide emissions and
(2) whether the project would conflict with local and state regulations, plans, and policies
aimed at reducing GHG emissions.

6.1 GHG Emissions
6.1.1 Impacts

As discussed in Section 4.1, Determining Significance, a significant GHG impact would
occur if implementation of the proposed LOCP would result in GHG emissions that exceed
an annual efficiency threshold of 4.9 MT CO:zE per service population.

Based on the methodology summarized in Section 4.2, Methodology and Assumptions, the
year 2020 primary sources of direct and indirect GHG emissions have been calculated.
Additionally, for informational purposes, the buildout year 2035 GHG emissions have been
calculated. Table 8 summarizes the LOCP emissions. The complete model outputs for year
2020 and year 2035 GHG emission calculations are included in Attachments 2 and 3,
respectively.

Table 8
Year 2020 and Year 2035 Annual GHG Emissions
(MT CO:2E)
Year 2020 GHG | Year 2035 GHG

Emission Source Emissions Emissions
Vehicles 51,965 44,364
Energy Use 26,787 22,160
Area Sources 10,599 10,599
Water Use 1,726 1,380
Solid Waste Disposal 3,249 3,249
Construction 405 349
TOTAL 94,731 82,100
Service Population 21,942 21,942
GHG  Emissions per
Service Population 4.3 3.7
NOTE: Totals may vary due to independent rounding.

As shown, year 2020 GHG emissions associated with implementation of the LOCP would be
94,731 MT CO:zE and year 2035 GHG emissions would be 82,100 MT CO:zE. This decrease is
a result of federal, state, and local implementation measures such as increased vehicle

efficiency standards and PG&E’s increase in renewable sources of energy in accordance
with RPS goals.
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The service population for the LOCP was determined using the average household size for
Los Osos and employment densities provided by SLOCOG. In Los Osos, there is an average
of 2.38 persons per occupied dwelling unit. Retail uses have on average 2.39 employees per
1,000 square feet and office uses have on average 2.52 employees per 1,000 square feet
(SLOAPCD 2012). Using this data, it was calculated that buildout of the LOCP would have
a service population of 21,942, As shown in Table 8, in year 2020, the LOCP would result in
GHG emissions of 4.3 MT CO:E per service population annually. By year 2035, GHG
emissions would decrease to 3.7 MT CO:zE per service population annually.

6.1.2 Significance of Impacts

As demonstrated, the LOCP would result in year 2020 emissions of 4.3 MT CO:zE per
service population annually. By emitting less than 4.9 MT CO:zE per service population, the
project’s contribution of GHGs to cumulative statewide emissions would be less than
cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the project’s direct and indirect GHG emissions
would have a less than significant impact on the environment.

6.2 Applicable Adopted Plans, Policies, and
Regulations Intended to Reduce GHG
Emissions

6.2.1 Impacts

The following analysis is based on the whether the proposed LOCP and subsequent
development would conflict with policies, plans, or regulations. Thus, the question is not
whether the GHG emissions from future development would be controlled by regulations to
the extent they are not considered significant, but rather would the LOCP result in a
conflict with a policy, plans, or regulations that would result in the policy, plan, or
regulation not be implemented or creating a situation where the goals of the plan, policy, or
regulation could not be achieved.

EO S-3-05 established GHG emission reduction targets for the state, and AB 32 codified the
2020 goal of EO S-3-05 and launched the Climate Change Scoping Plan that outlined the
reduction measures needed to reach these targets. The project would not exceed the
efficiency threshold of 4.9 MT CO:zE per service population. This threshold was developed
by the SLOAPCD and is based on comprehensive policy and regulatory analysis, as well as
technical evaluation of development trends in the County. As the project is below the
efficiency threshold, it would not conflict with the AB 32 mandate for reducing GHG
emissions at the state level nor would it conflict with the County’s EnergyWise Plan for
reducing GHG emissions at the local level (SLOAPCD 2012).

As discussed in Section 4.2.2.1, EO S-3-05 establishes an executive policy of reducing GHG
emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. Additionally, EO B-30-15 establishes an
interim GHG emission reduction policy by the executive branch for the state of California to
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reduce GHG emissions 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The 2020 GHG emission
policy of EO S-3-05, to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, was codified by the
Legislature’s adoption of AB 32. As discussed above, the project would be consistent with
the reduction goals of AB 32. The 2050 goal of EO S-3-05 was not codified by the
Legislature. Similarly, EO B-30-15’s goal to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 40 percent
below 1990 levels by 2030 has not been codified by the Legislature. Nonetheless, because
these two EOs represent a GHG reduction policy in the context of CEQA and the strong
interest in California’s post-2020 climate policy, this analysis renders a determination as to
whether the project would conflict with or impede substantial progress towards the
statewide reduction policies established by EO B-30-15 for 2030 and by EO S-3-05 for 2050.

As illustrated above, the project would emit less than 4.9 MT CO:2E per service population
annually and would not interfere with the County’s ability to achieve the GHG reduction
goals outlined in the EnergyWise Plan. Further, the project’s 2020 emissions represent the
maximum emissions inventory for the project; as project emissions would continue to
decline from 2020 through at least 2050 based on regulatory forecasting. Given the
reasonably anticipated decline in project emissions, due to existing regulatory programs,
once the project is fully constructed and operational, the project emissions would continue
to decline in line with the GHG reductions needed to achieve the EOs’ interim (2030) and
horizon-year (2050) goals. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the long-term GHG
policy goals of the state. As such, the project’s impacts with respect to the state’s post-2020
GHG emissions goals under EO B-30-15 and EO S-3-05 would be less than significant.

6.2.2 Significance of Impacts

The LOCP would not conflict with any local or state plan, policy, or regulation aimed at
reducing GHG emissions from land use and development. Thus, impacts would be less than
significant.

7.0 Conclusions

As summarized in Table 8, in year 2020, the LOCP would result in GHG emissions of
4.3 MT COz2E per service population annually. By year 2035, GHG emissions would
decrease to 3.7 MT CO:E per service population annually. By emitting less than
4.9 MT CO:z2E per service population, the project’s contribution of GHGs to cumulative
statewide emissions would be less than cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the project’s
direct and indirect GHG emissions would have a less than significant impact on the
environment. In addition, the project would not conflict with the goals and strategies of
local and state plans, policies, and regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions. Thus,
impacts associated with applicable policies, plans, and regulations would be less than
significant.
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ATTACHMENT 1

CalEEMod Output — Existing Emissions
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 21

7773 Los Osos - Existing 2016
San Luis Obispo County APCD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 5/24/2016 10:36 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
General Office Building . 231.10 . 1000sqft ! 5.31 ! 231,100.00 0
T Apartments Low Rise T  ees00 T Y T T Dweling Unit 1 5594 i 89500000 1 2560
.............................. N N e e N N N I T TN
Single Family Housing . 5,426.00 E Dwelling Unit ! 1,761.69 ! 9,766,800.00 15518
.............................. . I + : fmmmmmmmmmama-.
Strip Mall . 439.20 . 1000sqft ! 10.08 ! 439,200.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 44
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2016
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 552.2 CH4 Intensity 0.025 N20 Intensity 0.005
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

Project Characteristics - RPS status - PGE currently at 28.0%
CalEEMod accounts for 14.1%

Additional 13.9% reduction applied

(552.20, 0.025, 0.005)

Land Use - Existing land uses
Construction Phase - Existing uses - no construction

Vehicle Trips - TIA
Existing trip length = 5.56 miles

Woodstoves - No woodstoves
Fireplaces - Statewide average (35%/55%/10%)

Area Coating - SLOAPCD Rule 433
Energy Use - Historical data
Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

Area Mitigation -

Page 2 of 21

Date: 5/24/2016 10:36 AM

Table Name Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblAreaCoating . Area_EF_Nonresidential_Exterior

...........................................................
...........................................................

...........................................................

tblFireplaces . NumberNoFireplace

250

250

250

250

155,000.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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Page 3 of 21

Date: 5/24/2016 10:36 AM

tblFireplaces

tbIWoodstoves

NumberWood

WoodstoveWoodMass

0.029

641.35

0.006

2014

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

13.00

13.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

13.00

13.00

6.59

11.01

9.57

44.32

60.00

60.00

2,016.50

hesduaaduaaduacduacduaaduanduacduacduaaduacduacduaaduacduacduacducaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduaaduaadans

2,016.50

2.0 Emissions Summary




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 4 of 21 Date: 5/24/2016 10:36 AM
2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2017 = 00116 + 0.0512 & 0.1396 + 2.3000e- + 0.0153 + 1.3700e- + 0.0167 1 4.1000e- + 1.2800e- + 5.3800e- 0.0000 + 18.2296 ' 18.2296 ' 9.6000e- * 0.0000 '+ 18.2498
o : ' » o004 . \ 003 . » 003 , 003 . 003 . ' \ o004 :
- 1
Total 0.0116 0.0512 0.1396 2.3000e- 0.0153 1.3700e- 0.0167 4.1000e- | 1.2800e- 5.3800e- 0.0000 18.2296 18.2296 9.6000e- 0.0000 18.2498
004 003 003 003 003 004
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total] Bio- CO2 [NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tonsl/yr MTlyr
2017 = 00116 ' 0.0512 '+ 0.1396 * 2.3000e- * 0.0153 ' 1.3700e- * 0.0167 * 4.1000e- ' 1.2800e- * 5.3800e- 0.0000 + 18.2296 ' 18.2296 ' 9.6000e- * 0.0000 ' 18.2498
- : ' . 004 i 003 . 003 , 003 , 003 . ' \ o004 . H
Total 0.0116 0.0512 0.1396 2.3000e- 0.0153 1.3700e- 0.0167 4.1000e- | 1.2800e- 5.3800e- 0.0000 18.2296 18.2296 9.6000e- 0.0000 18.2498
004 003 003 003 003 004
ROG NOXx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 5 of 21 Date: 5/24/2016 10:36 AM
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Area = 440.0984 1 53619 1 509.0170 + 4.5400e- * ' 584306 ' 58.4306 ! ' 584286 ' 58.4286 #5,149.815  2,878.447 1 8,028.262 1 0.1958 1 0.5046 ' 8,188.796
- : : 1 003 i : : : : . 5 . 2 4 1 . : i 8
----------- H f———————ny : f———————— : f———————— : ———g e el ———— : e ST
Energy ~ = 12147 ! 10.3977 ! 45443 1 00663 ! ' 08393 ' 0.8393 ! 108393 ' 0.8393 0.0000 :25,158.01!25,158.01 ' 0.8251 ! 0.3393 ! 2528054
- ' ' . . . . . . . . 66 . 66 : Vo7
----------- H ey : fm———————ny : f———————n : ———g e el ———— : e N
Mobile » 529779 11107324 ' 464.0889 1 06580 ' 452350 ' 12293 ! 464643 ! 121224 ! 11281 ' 13.2505 § 0.0000 :52,547.21152547.21 1 26338 ! 0.0000 !52,60252
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 01 1 01 [ 1 1 02
----------- H f———————— : f———————— : f———————— : ———g e el ———— : e ST
Waste " ' ' ' ' ' 00000 ' 0.0000 ! ' 00000 ' 00000 §1512315: 00000 !1512.315+ 89.3753 ! 0.0000 !3,389.195
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 2 L] 1 2 1] 1] 1 7
----------- H f———————— : f———————— : f———————— : ———g e el ———— : fm e
Water " ' ' ' ' ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! ! 00000 ! 00000 } 154.0095 @ 925.0934 ! 1,079.102+ 15.8601 ' 0.3819 ! 1530.548
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 9 1] 1 3
Total 494.2910 | 126.4921 | 977.6502 | 0.7288 | 45.2350 | 60.4992 | 105.7342 | 12.1224 | 60.3960 | 72.5184 | 6,816.140 | 81,508.76 | 88,324.90 | 108.8901 | 1.2258 | 90,991.60
1 73 74 16
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2.2 Overall Operational
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Area = 440.0984 ! 5.3619 ! 509.0170 ! 4.5400e- 1 ' 58.4306 ' 58.4306 v 584286 ' 58.4286 =5,149.81512,878.44718,028.262+ 0.1958 + 0.5046 ' 8,188.796
- ' : . 003 : : : : : 5 . 2 a7 : i 8
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et : ———————p = m -
Energy - 1.2147 ! 10.3977 ! 4.5443 ! 0.0663 ! ! 0.8393 ! 0.8393 ! ! 0.8393 ! 0.8393 0.0000 ! 25,158.01 ! 25,158.01 ! 0.8251 ! 0.3393 ! 25,280.54
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 66 1 66 1] 1] 1 07
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ——— e ——— gy : = m e
Mobile - 51.3236 ! 100.1383 ! 431.5315 ! 0.5819 ! 39.7022 ! 1.0950 ! 40.7972 ! 10.6397 ! 1.0048 ! 11.6445 0.0000 1 46,444.58 ! 46,444.58 ! 2.3741 ! 0.0000 ! 46,494.44
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 62 1 62 [ ] 1 20
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et DR et P : ————— == e
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 1,512.315* 0.0000 ! 1,512.315 ! 89.3753 ! 0.0000 ! 3,389.195
- L} 1 L} 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 2 L] 1 2 1] 1] 1 7
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et DL et : ———————p e m e
Water - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 154.0095 ! 925.0934 ! 1,079.102 ! 15.8576 ! 0.3814 : 1,530.341
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 L} 1] 1 9 1] 1 8
Total 492.6366 | 115.8979 | 945.0929 0.6527 39.7022 60.3649 | 100.0671 | 10.6397 60.2727 70.9124 | 6,816.140 | 75,406.14 | 82,222.28 | 108.6279 1.2253 84,883.31
1 34 35 70
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.33 8.38 3.33 10.44 12.23 0.22 5.36 12.23 0.20 2.21 0.00 7.49 6.91 0.24 0.04 6.71
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Building Construction *Building Construction 11/1/2017 11/2/12017 5! 1

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0
Acres of Paving: 0
Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Building Construction *Cranes ! 1 7.00: 226, 0.29
Building Construction Sordie T TTTTTTTTTTTTTT ""'3 """""" 8.00 Bor TN 0.20
Building Construction fGenerator Sets T " """""""" 1 8.00 gAY 0.74
Building Construction FraciorslLoadersBackhoes ""'3 """""" 7.00 g7 T 0.37
Building Construction ;Welders 1 5.0+ 46; """""" 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Trip Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Building Construction * 9! 2,812.00! 786.00! 0.00: 13.00: 5.00! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitve | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Totalco2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 1.5500e- + 0.0132 + 9.0600e- ' 1.0000e- * ' 8.9000e- 1 8.9000e- * ' 8.4000e- ' 8.4000e- # 0.0000 :* 1.1974 + 1.1974 1 2.9000e- + 0.0000 * 1.2036
%003 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 004 \ 004 . 004 . . \ o004 ,
Total 1.5500e- | 0.0132 | 9.0600e- | 1.0000e- 8.9000e- | 8.9000e- 8.4000e- | 8.4000e- | 0.0000 1.1974 1.1974 | 2.9000e- | 0.0000 1.2036
003 003 005 004 004 004 004 004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 00000 ' 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 @ 0.0000 * 00000 ' 0.0000 ! 00000 : 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- ——————— ey : R iy : ——— e s ey : T
Vendor 4.6900e- 1 0.0292 1 0.0540 + 7.0000e- + 1.7500e- + 3.8000e- 1 2.1300e- 1 5.0000e- + 3.5000e- + 8.5000e- # 0.0000 *+ 5.9399 + 59399 + 5.0000e- + 0.0000 ' 5.9409
003 : 1 005 . 003 . 004 , 003 , 004 ) 004 . 004 . : \ 005 :
---------------- : o : ey fm——————y : ———— e f———————y : rm----
Worker = 53800e- ' 8.7600e- ' 0.0765 ' 1.5000e- *+ 0.0135 + 1.0000e- ' 0.0136 1+ 3.6000e- ' 9.0000e- *+ 3.6900e- & 0.0000 + 11.0923 + 11.0923 1 6.2000e- * 0.0000 + 11.1053
o003 . 003 | \ 004 y o004, , 003 , 005 , 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 0.0101 0.0380 0.1305 | 2.2000e- | 0.0153 | 4.8000e- | 0.0158 | 4.1000e- | 4.4000e- | 4.5400e- | 0.0000 | 17.0322 | 17.0322 | 6.7000e- | 0.0000 | 17.0462
004 004 003 004 003 004
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3.2 Building Construction - 2017
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Totalco2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 1.5500e- + 0.0132 + 9.0600e- ' 1.0000e- * ' 8.9000e- 1 8.9000e- * ' 8.4000e- ' 8.4000e- & 0.0000 :* 1.1974 + 1.1974 1 2.9000e- + 0.0000 * 1.2036
%003 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 004 \ 004 , 004 . . \ o004 ,
Total 1.5500e- | 0.0132 | 9.0600e- | 1.0000e- 8.9000e- | 8.9000e- 8.4000e- | 8.4000e- | 0.0000 1.1974 1.1974 | 2.9000e- | 0.0000 1.2036
003 003 005 004 004 004 004 004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 00000 ' 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 @ 0.0000 * 00000 ' 0.0000 ! 00000 : 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- ——————— ey : R iy : ——— e s ey : T
Vendor 4.6900e- * 0.0292 + 0.0540 1 7.0000e- + 1.7500e- + 3.8000e- ' 2.1300e- * 5.0000e- 1 3.5000e- + 8.5000e- # 0.0000 ' 5.9399 + 59399 + 50000e- + 0.0000 ' 5.9409
003 : 1 005 . 003 . 004 , 003 , 004 ) 004 . 004 . : \ 005 :
---------------- : o : ey fm——————y : ———— e f———————y : rm----
Worker = 53800e- ' 8.7600e- + 0.0765 + 1.5000e- *+ 0.0135 + 1.0000e- * 0.0136 ' 3.6000e- 1 9.0000e- + 3.6900e- & 0.0000 & 11.0923 & 11.0923 * 6.2000e- *+ 0.0000 * 11.1053
o003 . 003 | \ 004 y o004, , 003 , 005 , 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 0.0101 0.0380 | 01305 | 2.2000e- | 0.0153 | 4.8000e- | 0.0158 | 4.1000e- | 4.4000e- | 4.5400e- | 0.0000 | 17.0322 | 17.0322 | 6.7000e- | 0.0000 | 17.0462
004 004 003 004 003 004

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile
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ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Mitigated = 51.3236 ' 100.1383 : 431.5315 ¢ 05819 ! 39.7022 ' 1.0950 ! 40.7972 ' 10.6397 ! 1.0048 ! 11.6445 0.0000 ' 46,444.58 ! 46,444.58 1 2.3741 '+ 0.0000 ! 46,494.44
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : . 62, 82 : .20
----------- i A i e i it e e et e T e e B D Ty e L R
Unmitigated = 52.9779 1+ 110.7324 + 464.0889 + 0.6580 + 452350 * 1.2293  46.4643 » 12,1224 + 11281 1+ 13.2505 = 0.0000 :52,547.2152,547.21+ 2.6338 : 0.0000 r52,602.52
- . . . . . . . . . . .01 ¢ o1, . .02
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Apartments Low Rise . 5,674.30 i— 6,408.20 5432.65 . 10,324,521 . 9,061,691
EEEE E R E RN R EE A EEEEE R EEEEE R m e m = e e b = m m = m o h o mm e b memeemmamaee .- A
General Office Building 5,856.07 i— 547.71 ] 226.48 . 7,109,814 . 6,240,186
R R R R R E R EEEE AR E R AR EEEEEEEE Rl o o o o = m m m m o m m mmm b e e el eeeene .- A g
Single Family Housing . 44,438.94 i— 54,694.08 47586.02 ® 83,308,905 . 73,119,087
EEsEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEYeememmmemmem—emefmm e e e seae. e gl g
Strip Mall M 18,850.46 ' 18,463.97 8972.86 . 19,445,438 . 17,066,996
Total | 7481978 | 8011396 62,218.00 | 120,188,678 | 105,487,960
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Apartments Low Rise M 5.56 5.56 ! 5.56 = 35.80 ! 21.00 43.20 . 86 11 . 3
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEpe---m——mmm m————————— Fommmmmaaan el o Femmmmmeeeeamaaaa
General Office Building ' 5.56 5.56 ! 5.56 * 3300 + 4800 1 19.00 . 77 19 . 4
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp e m m————————— e e e ————— rmmmmmmm e e e e
Single Family Housing . 5.56 5.56 ! 5.56 : 3580 ! 2100 43.20 . 86 11 . 3
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp e rmmmmmm—an . e o Fmmmmmmeecemaaaaa
Strip Mall * 556 556 5.56 * 1660 ' 64.40 19.00 - 45 40 . 15
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LDA | LDT1 | LDT2 | MDV | LHD1 | LHD2 | MHD | HHD | OBUS | UBUS | MCY | SBUS | MH
0.455937:  0.042338' 0.214948' 0.150714' 0.068093: 0.009944' 0.017510' 0.022507* 0.002330* 0.001401: 0.008743!  0.000855" 0.004680
2.9 Engr gy, Detail
Historical Energy Use: Y
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Electricity - ' ' ' ' v 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 1 13,136.39 » 13,136.39* 0.5947 + 0.1190 1+ 13,185.75
Mitigated 11 : . . . . . . . . S & R AR . V97
e LT —— ———————g ] ———————g ———————g - ——— e H ———————q ] Femmm--
Electricity = ' ' ' ' v 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 0.0000 1 13,136.39 » 13,136.39* 0.5947  0.1190 1+ 13,185.75
Unmitigated & : . . . . . . . . S & R A . V97
L T e rayyy—— ———————g ] ———————g ———————g - ——— e H ———————g ] F e
NaturalGas m 12147 v 10.3977 v 45443 1+ 0.0663 v 0.8393 ' 0.8393 ' 0.8393 '+ 0.8393 0.0000 12,021.61+12,021.61+ 0.2304 * 0.2204 1+12,094.781
Mitigated 11 : . . . . . . . . V95 4 95 . Vo1
----------- - T T R R T e R T e LT
NaturalGas m 12147 v 10.3977 + 45443 1+ 0.0663 v 0.8393  0.8393 '+ 0.8393 + 0.8393 = 0.0000 12,021.61+12,021.61+ 0.2304 + 0.2204 112,094.781
Unmitigated ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; : s 1 o5 : D1
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Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr tonsl/yr MTl/yr
General Office 1+ 4.61276e E' 0.0249 1+ 0.2261 + 0.1899 ' 1.3600e- * v 0.0172 + 0.0172 v 0.0172 + 0.0172 0.0000 1 246.1542 v 246.1542 v 4.7200e- * 4.5100e- * 247.6523
Building . +006 4 : : i 003 : : : ' : . ' i 003 , 003 ,
----------- Fe-e---b : ey f———————— : f———————— : ———g e el ———— : e L
Single Family » 2.09174e & 1.1279 ' 9.6384 ' 4.1015 ! 0.0615 ! 0.7793 + 0.7793 ! 0.7793 + 0.7793 0.0000 '11,162.320:11,162.320' 0.2139 + 0.2046 111,230.252
Housing . +008 & . : ' : ' : : ' : V3 03 : T3
----------- I : oy f———————— : f———————— : ———g e el ————— : fm e
Strip Mall v 1.28246e & 6.9200e- * 0.0629 * 0.0528 ! 3.8000e- ! 4.7800e- * 4.7800e- ! 4.7800e- * 4.7800e- 0.0000 * 68.4372 ! 68.4372 1+ 1.3100e- * 1.2500e- ! 68.8537
. +006 u 003 . \ 004 v 003 , 003 i 003 . 003 . ' i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-e---b : ey f———————— : f———————— : ———g e el ———— : T
Apartments Low * 1.02074e & 0.0550 * 0.4703 ' 0.2002 ' 3.0000e- * '+ 0.0380 * 0.0380 '+ 0.0380 * 0.0380 0.0000 * 544.7078 ' 544.7078 + 0.0104 ' 9.9900e- ' 548.0228
. [ [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ [ ] ] ] ]
Rise . +007 4, ' ' ] 003 ' ] ' ' ] ' i ] ' ' 003 '
M
Total 1.2147 10.3977 45444 0.0663 0.8393 0.8393 0.8393 0.8393 0.0000 12,021.61 | 12,021.61 0.2304 0.2204 12,094.78
95 95 11




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
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Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tonsl/yr MTl/yr
Single Family » 2.09174e EI 1.1279 : 9.6384 : 4.,1015 : 0.0615 : : 0.7793 : 0.7793 : : 0.7793 : 0.7793 0.0000 I11,162.320:11,162.320: 0.2139 : 0.2046 :11,230.252
Housing . +008 l: ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' : 3 ] 3 ' ' ' 3
----------- I : ey f———————— : f———————— : ———g e el ————— : fm e
Strip Mall v 1.28246e & 6.9200e- * 0.0629 * 0.0528 ! 3.8000e- ! 4.7800e- * 4.7800e- ! 4.7800e- * 4.7800e- 0.0000 +* 68.4372 ! 68.4372 1+ 1.3100e- * 1.2500e- ! 68.8537
. +006 u 003 . \ 004 v 003 , 003 i 003 . 003 . ' i 003 § 003
----------- Fe-e---b : ey f———————— : f———————— : ———g e el ———— : fm e ———— e
Apartments Low * 1.02074e & 0.0550 * 0.4703 ' 0.2002 ! 3.0000e- ! 0.0380 * 0.0380 ! 0.0380 * 0.0380 0.0000 + 544.7078 ! 5447078 + 0.0104 1 9.9900e- ! 548.0228
Rise v +007 : : ¢ 003 ' . : ' : . ' : v 003
----------- I : ey f———————— : f———————— : gl ———— : T
General Office 1+ 4.61276e :' 0.0249 1+ 0.2261 + 0.1899 1 1.3600e- * v 0.0172 + 0.0172 v 0.0172 + 0.0172 0.0000 1 246.1542 v 246.1542 v 4.7200e- * 4.5100e- * 247.6523
Building . +006 4 : : i 003 : : : ' : . ' i 003 , 003 ,
M
Total 1.2147 10.3977 45444 0.0663 0.8393 0.8393 0.8393 0.8393 0.0000 12,021.61 | 12,021.61 0.2304 0.2204 12,094.78
95 95 11
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MTlyr
Apartments Low * 3.34715e & 838.3725 + 0.0380 '+ 7.5900e- ' 841.5229
Rise ! +006 & . V003
----------- R : o Ty
General Office 1 4.75373¢ & 1,190.683 ' 0.0539 ' 0.0108 !1,195.157
Building \ 4006 a 6 . . . 9
----------- Fe-e---b : o R e
Single Family + 3.89651e & 9,750.742 + 0.4419 + 0.0884 !9,796.416
Housing V4007 w3, : v 4
----------- R : b e m e a
StripMall  : 53802e & 1,347.598 1 0.0610 ' 00122 !1,352662
V4006 4 6 , , . 5
[N
Total 13,136.39 | 0.5947 0.1189 | 13,185.75
71 97

Page 14 of 21
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
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Mitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MTlyr
Apartments Low ' 3.34715e :- 838.3725 + 0.0380 '+ 7.5900e- ' 841.5229
Rise 14006 . . 003
----------- I - fm——————p e ==
General Office * 4.75373e & 1,190.683 * 0.0539 ' 0.0108 ! 1,195.157
Building \ 4006 a 6 . . . 9
----------- I - fm——————— e ==
Single Family » 3.89651e & 9,759.742+ 0.4419 + 0.0884 : 9,796.416
Housing =+ +007 & 3 . : v 4
----------- R : b e m e a
Strip Mall 1 5.3802e :- 1,347.598 + 0.0610 * 0.0122 1 1,352.662
v 4006 6 . . . 5
M
Total 13,136.39 0.5947 0.1189 13,185.75
71 97
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MTl/yr
Mitigated E: 440.0984 ! 5.3619 ! 509.0170 ! 4.5400e- ! ! 58.4306 ! 58.4306 ! ! 58.4286 ! 58.4286 = 5,149.815 ! 2,878.447 ! 8,028.262: 0.1958 ! 0.5046 :8,188.796
- 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 5 L] 2 1 7 1] 1] 1 8
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- B = = = = e e e e - e e e e e e e = e e e e g  m o m e A e e e e e = e e e = = == ==
Unmitigated = 440.0984 * 5.3619 '+ 509.0170 * 4.5400e- * v 58.4306 ' 58.4306 v 584286 * 58.4286 =5,149.8152,878.447 » 8,028.262 + 0.1958 + 0.5046 ' 8,188.796
:: ; ; D003 | ; ; ; ; ; s 2 T ; s
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6.2 Area by SubCategory
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Unmitigated
ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tonsl/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 10.4731 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coating . ' : : ' : : ' : . ' : : '
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : - o - fm——————p e
Consumer m 44,2575 v ! ' ' ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Products :: : ] : : ] : : ] : ' ] : : ]
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———g e e ————mg - fm——————p e e
Hearth - 382.6191 ! 4.3410 ! 421.7605 ! 0.0000 ! ! 57.9599 ! 57.9599 ! ! 57.9579 ! 57.9579 =5,149.815 ! 2,737.870 ! 7,887.686 ! 0.0525 ! 0.5046 :8,045.2110
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 5 1] 7 1 2 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———g el m—————g - fm——————p e - m e
Landscaping - 2.7487 ! 1.0209 ! 87.2565 ! 4.5400e- ! ! 0.4707 ! 0.4707 ! ! 0.4707 ! 0.4707 0.0000 ' 140.5765 ! 140.5765 ! 0.1433 ! 0.0000 ! 143.5857
- 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 440.0984 5.3619 509.0170 | 4.5400e- 58.4306 58.4306 58.4286 58.4286 | 5,149.815 | 2,878.447 | 8,028.262 | 0.1958 0.5046 | 8,188.796
003 5 2 7 8
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Mitigated
ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tonsl/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 10.4731 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coating  m : : : : ' : : ' : . ' : : :
----------- H ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : - o - fm——————p e
Consumer m 442575 ! ' ' ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Products = : . . . . . . . . . . . . .
----------- H ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———g e e ————mg - fm——————p e e
Hearth = 382.6191 ! 4.3410 ! 421.7605 ! 0.0000 ! ! 57.9599 ! 57.9599 ! ! 57.9579 ! 57.9579 ¥ 5,149.815 1 2,737.870 ! 7,887.686 ! 0.0525 ! 0.5046 :8,045.2110
:: L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 5 : 7 1 2 1] 1] 1
----------- H ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———g el m—————g - fm——————p e - m e
Landscaping - 2.7487 ! 1.0209 ! 87.2565 ! 4.5400e- ! ! 0.4707 ! 0.4707 ! ! 0.4707 ! 0.4707 0.0000 ! 140.5765 ! 140.5765 ! 0.1433 ! 0.0000 ! 143.5857
- 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 440.0984 5.3619 509.0170 | 4.5400e- 58.4306 58.4306 58.4286 58.4286 [ 5,149.815 | 2,878.447 | 8,028.262 0.1958 0.5046 8,188.796
003 5 2 7 8
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
Total CO2 |  CH4 N20 CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated = 1,079.102 + 15.8576 + 0.3814  1,530.341
- 9 . . o8
L 1] 1] 1

- - -
Unmitigated = 1,079.102 * 15.8601 0.3819 ' 1,530.548
- 9 . . 3




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2

7.2 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated
Indoor/Out}| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Apartments Low +58.3129/ & 129.7603 * 1.9052 ! 0.0459 ' 183.9895
Rise ' 36.7625 & . : .
----------- I fm e
General Office 141.0743/ & 90.7689 ' 13419 ! 00323 ' 128.9644
Buildng | 25.1746 i . . .
----------- I—— fm——————y s
Single Family +353.526/ & 786.6806 ' 115502 ' 0.2781 11,115.4489
Housing i 222.875 i . . .
1] 1] 1 1 1
Strip Mall  +32.5327/ b 718931 * 10629 ! 00256 ! 1021456
! 19.9394 § . . .
[N
Total 1,079.102 | 15.8601 | 0.3819 | 1,530.548
8 3
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Outj| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low +58.3129/ & 129.7603 * 1.9049 ! 0.0458 ! 183.9646
Rise ' 36.7625 & . . .
----------- R — ———————g Femmmm--
General Office +41.0743/ & 907689 ' 1.3417 ! 0.0323 ' 128.9469
Buildng | 25.1746 i . . .
----------- I — ———————g F e
Single Family +353526/ & 786.6806 ! 115484 ! 02778 11,115.2985
Housing | 222.875 & . . .
----------- I ———————g Femmmm--
StripMall 32,5327/ & 718931 ' 10627 ' 00256 ! 102.1317
! 19.9394 4 . . .
[
Total 1,079.102 | 15.8576 | 0.3814 | 1,530.341
8 8

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
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Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
MT/yr

Unmitigated = 1,512.315 89.3753 *+ 0.0000 ' 3,389.195

.- 2 : V7

- 1 1 1

----------- B = == = = e = === = = = ===
Mitigated = 1512315+ 89.3753 * 0.0000 - 3,389.195

n 5 ' ' ' 7

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Apartments Low ' 411.7 & 835714 ' 4.9389 ! 0.0000 @ 187.2889
Rise . i : . .
----------- A ———————n
General Office + 214.92 :- 43.6268 + 25783 1 0.0000 * 97.7705
Building i . . .
----------- Fe-----m ———————n
Single Family * 6362.38 & 1,291.505 76.3258 ! 0.0000 ' 2,894.347
Housing . i 6 : . . 4
----------- A ———————n
Strip Mall ' 461.16 :: 93.6113 : 5.5323 ! 0.0000 ! 209.7890
; ; - - ;
Total 1,512.315 | 89.3753 0.0000 3,389.195
2 7
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Apartments Low *+ 411.7 :- 83.5714 + 4.9389 1+ 0.0000 ' 187.2889
Rise . i . : .
___________ :_______l- 2 D ee.
General Office + 214.92 :- 43.6268 + 25783 ' 0.0000 * 97.7705
Building i : : :
___________ :_______l- 2 D ee.
Single Family * 6362.38 :' 1,291.505 + 76.3258 ! 0.0000 '+ 2,894.347
Housing . i 6 . ' : 4
----------- Fe-----h ———————n G
Strip Mall ! 461.16 :: 93.6113 ! 5.5323 ! 0.0000 ! 209.7890
' 'Y [ ] '
[N
Total 1,512.315 | 89.3753 0.0000 | 3,389.195
2 7
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation




RECON Greenhouse Gas Analysis

ATTACHMENT 2

CalEEMod Output — Year 2020 LOCP Emissions

Los Osos Community Plan Update



EXISTING LAND USES - 2016
Vehicles 46,494
Energy 25,281
Area 8,189
Water 1,530
Waste 3,389
Total 84,883
Per Service Pop.
(16,676) 5
PROPOSED LOCP - 2020

CalEEMod Output
Vehicles 53,572
Energy 28,342
Area 10,599
Water 1,726
Waste 3,249
Construction 405
Total 97,893

Per Service Pop. (21,942)

PROPOSED LOCP - 2035
CalEEMod Output

Vehicles 45,736
Energy 23,407
Area 10,599
Water 1,380
Waste 3,249
Construction 349
Total 84,720

Per Service Pop. (21,942)

Additional Reductions
51,965

26,787

10,599

1,726

3,249

405

94,731

4.32

Additional Reductions
44,364

22,160

10,599

1,380

3,249

349

82,100

3.74

EXISTING LAND USES - 2020
CalEEMod Output Additional Reductions*

Vehicles 41,971 40,712
Energy 22,788 22,788
Area 8,189 8,189
Water 1,355 1,355
Waste 2,542 2,542
Construction 0 0
Total 76,845 75,586
Per Service Pop. (16,676) 4.58

*LEV III and Tire Pressure Program (3%)

EXISTING LAND USES - 2035
CalEEMod Output Additional Reductions*

Vehicles 35,823 34,748
Energy 18,952 18,952
Area 8,189 8,189
Water 1,085 1,085
Waste 2,542 2,542
Construction 0 0
Total 66,591 65,516
Per Service Pop. (16,676) 8.98

*LEV III and Tire Pressure Program (3%)

PROPOSED LOCP NET INCREASE OVER EXISTING LAND USES - 2020

CalEEMod Output Additional Reductions*

Vehicles 11,601 11,253
Energy 5,654 3,999
Area 2,411 2,411
Water 371 371
Waste 707 707
Construction 405 405
Total 21,048 19,145
Per Service Pop. (5,266) 3.64

*LEV III and Tire Pressure Program (3%), and 2016 Title 24 (28%)

PROPOSED LOCP NET INCREASE OVER EXISTING LAND USES - 2035

CalEEMod Output Additional Reductions*

Vehicles 9,913 9,615
Energy 4,455 3,208
Area 2,411 2,411
Water 295 295
Waste 707 707
Construction 349 349
Total 18,129 16,584
Per Service Pop. (5,266) 3.15

*LEV III and Tire Pressure Program (3%), and 2016 Title 24 (28%)
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7773 Los Osos - Existing 2020
San Luis Obispo County APCD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 5/24/2016 10:40 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
General Office Building . 231.10 . 1000sqft ! 5.31 ! 231,100.00 0
T Apartments Low Rise T  ees00 T Y T T Dweling Unit 1 5594 i 89500000 1 2560
.............................. N N e e N N N I T TN
Single Family Housing . 5,426.00 E Dwelling Unit ! 1,761.69 ! 9,766,800.00 15518
.............................. . I + : fmmmmmmmmmama-.
Strip Mall . 439.20 . 1000sqft ! 10.08 ! 439,200.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 44
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2020
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 447.84 CH4 Intensity 0.02 N20 Intensity 0.004
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - RPS 2020 33% required
CalEEMod accounts for 14.1%

Additional 18.9% reduction applied

(447.84, 0.020, 0.004)

Land Use - Existing land uses
Construction Phase - Existing uses - no construction

Vehicle Trips - TIA
2020 trip length = 5.67 miles

Woodstoves - No woodstoves
Fireplaces - Statewide average (35%/55%/10%)

Area Coating - SLOAPCD Rule 433
Energy Use - Historical data

Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

Area Mitigation -

Waste Mitigation -
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Table Name Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblAreaCoating . Area_EF_Nonresidential_Exterior

...........................................................

...........................................................

...........................................................

tblFireplaces . NumberNoFireplace

250

250

250

250

155,000.00

0.00

0.00

0.0