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1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project - November 1, 2022 PLUM hearing questions

5 messages

Sheila M. Sannadan <ssannadan@adamsbroadwell.com> Thu, Oct 27, 2022 at 2:09 PM
To: "oliver.netburn@]acity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>, Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@]lacity.org>

Cc: "clerk.plumcommittee@]acity.org" <clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org>, "Aidan P. Marshall"
<amarshall@adamsbroadwell.com>

Good Afternoon Oliver and Heather,

We received notice that a PLUM hearing on the 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project is scheduled for 2:00 P.M on Tuesday,
November 1, 2022. We have a couple of questions regarding this hearing. Please see below.

1. Is the November 15 PLUM hearing for the 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project decisional, or is it just soliciting public
comment?

2. Will there be subsequent hearings on this Project? If so, are any scheduled?

3. Will the City be issuing Responses to Comments received on the SCEA?

Thank you.

Regards,

Sheila

Sheila Sannadan
Legal Assistant

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
601 Gateway Boulevard, Suite 1000
South San Francisco, CA 94080
Phone (650) 589-1660

Fax (650) 589-5062

ssannadan@adamsbroadwell.com
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@]lacity.org> Thu, Oct 27, 2022 at 9:23 PM
To: "Sheila M. Sannadan" <ssannadan@adamsbroadwell.com>

Cc: Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@]acity.org>, "clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org" <clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org>,
"Aidan P. Marshall" <amarshall@adamsbroadwell.com>

Hello Sheila,

The hearing on Tuesday is for the City Council's PLUM Committee to consider the SCEA and make a recommendation to
the full Council for their consideration and action. In answering your second question, yes there will be another hearing
held by the full Council, but no date is set that I'm aware of.

But to be clear, the notice you received and the upcoming hearings by PLUM and the full Council are related only to the
SCEA (the project's environmental clearance). The project's requested actions related to the TOC and SPR will have
public hearings at a future date.

Lastly, we do provide some response to the comments on the SCEA which would be uploaded to the City Clerk webpage
under Council File No. 22-1098.
[Quoted text hidden]

Oliver Netburn

City Planner

Los Angeles City Planning
200 N. Spring St., Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Planning4LA.org

T: (213) 978-1382

W L L L |

Sheila M. Sannadan <ssannadan@adamsbroadwell.com> Fri, Oct 28, 2022 at 3:27 PM
To: Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Cc: Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org>, "clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org" <clerk.plumcommittee@]acity.org>,
"Aidan P. Marshall" <amarshall@adamsbroadwell.com>

Hello Oliver,

Thank you for the information. We see that the agenda for the November 1st PLUM hearing is posted online on the City’s
website. However, we don’t see the Response to Comments on the SCEA for the 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project.
Also, we see a 2 page report from the Planning Department from September. Is there a more detailed report that will be
released? Also, can you please provide us with a copy of the Response to Comments, or direct us to where they are
posted online?

[Quoted text hidden]
Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org> Fri, Oct 28, 2022 at 3:49 PM
To: "Sheila M. Sannadan" <ssannadan@adamsbroadwell.com>

Cc: "Aidan P. Marshall" <amarshall@adamsbroadwell.com>, Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org>,
"clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org" <clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org>

We have not written any response to comments. | can send to you once we have.
[Quoted text hidden]

Sheila M. Sannadan <ssannadan@adamsbroadwell.com> Fri, Oct 28, 2022 at 4:18 PM
To: Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>
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Cc: "Aidan P. Marshall" <amarshall@adamsbroadwell.com>, Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@lacity.org>,
"clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org" <clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org>

Thank you Oliver.

Also, we see this 2 page report from the Planning Department dated September 16, 2022 (Council File # 22-1098):
https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2022/22-1098_rpt. PLAN_09-16-22.pdf

Is there a more detailed report that will be released?

Thank you.

[Quoted text hidden]
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1050 La Cienega Plan at 11-1-22 PLUM

1 message

Mark <mark.davis84@gmail.com> Sun, Oct 30, 2022 at 11:41 AM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org
Cc: dylan.sittig@lacity.org

Oliver and PLUM Members:

Please put me down as a supporter for the 1050 South La Cienega Project. | know this site well having worked in the
neighborhood for years. It's been a fenced off unwelcoming eyesore for as long as | can remember, which is crazy given
it's across the street from beautiful Temple Beth Am, immediately adjacent to multi-million-dollar duplexes, and a block
away from Beverly Hills. It's simply too big a property to remain completely unutilized for this long.

The proposal before you is exactly what is needed and what the City has requested of this TOC Tier 3 site. | see no
reason why we shouldn’t be moving this project forward expeditiously given the current housing shortage and homeless
crisis.

Best,

Mark
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 La Cienega Project

1 message
Adam Aschinger <aschiu51@yahoo.com> Sun, Oct 30, 2022 at 3:32 PM
Reply-To: Adam Aschinger <aschiu51@yahoo.com>

To: "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>
Cc: "dylan.sittig@Iacity.org" <dylan.sittig@Ilacity.org>

Dear Mr. Netburn,

RE: Support for Case# ENV-2022-2280-SCEA

I moved to LA with my family 4 years ago from Colorado and immediately learned firsthand how
difficult it is to find quality affordable housing here. I also learned that LA's public transit system is

light-years behind other major metropolitan cities. In a City with so much wealth and some of the
smartest people in the world, how is this possible?

In my time here, I have seen some improvement and at least an acknowledgment by elected
officials that we arein a housing crisis, and finding solutions to increasing supply is now a top
priority. With that sentiment, I am writing to you today in support of the proposed plan for 1050 S.
La Cienega (between Pico and Olympic); currently a giant unused piece of dirt. The plans

offer lots of housing including 29 units for low income families, and it's being constructed down
the road from the new Wilshire-La Cienega Line in Beverly Hills. This should be a no-brainer!
Housing + Transit = Solutions

Sincerely,

Adam Aschinger

Adam E. Aschinger

Managing Member

A&B Holdings Group, LLC

A&B Property Management, LLC

763.218.2909

adam@abpropertymanagementlic.com
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 La Cienega Project

1 message

Corey Smith <corey@housingactioncoalition.org> Thu, Oct 27, 2022 at 2:05 PM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org
Cc: dylan.sittig@lacity.org

Hey there,
I'm reaching out on behalf of the Housing Action Coalition (HAC) regarding next week's PLUM Committee hearing.

The Housing Action Coalition (HAC) supports the proposed Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment
(SCEA) for the mixed-use housing project proposed for 1050 La Cienega by Carmel Partners.

HAC supports the findings in the SCEA that concludes the following:

¢ The Project is consistent with the general use designation, density, and building intensity and applicable policies
specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning strategy.

* The Project meets the criteria for a Transit Priority Project in that the project contains at least 50 percent residential
use, provides a minimum net density of at least 20 units per acre, and is located within one-half mile of a major
transit stop or high-quality transit corridor included in a regional transportation plan/sustainable communities
strategy. We respectfully request the honorable PLUM Committee approve the SCEA when it comes before you on
November 1, 2022.

I've also attached our Letter of Support for your reference.
Respectfully,

Corey Smith
Executive Director, HAC

Corey Smith [&$% | Pronouns: He/Him

Executive Director | Housing Action Coalition
50 Otis Street, San Francisco, CA 94103
Office: (415) 541-9001 | Cell: (925) 360-5290

HOUSING

COALITION

Email: corey@housingactioncoalition.org | Web: housingactioncoalition.org
Please note the new email and website.

To opt out of all HAC emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe all".

-E 1050 La Cienega Letter of Support (3).pdf
254K
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1050 La Cienega SCEA

1 message

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Chance Earnest <chanceearnest1@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 29, 2022 at 10:59 AM

To: oliver.netburn@]lacity.org

To Oliver Netburn:

My name is Chance Earnest. | have lived in West Los Angeles/Council District 5 my entire life. As a young
professional in my late 20s, | know firsthand how difficult it is to find affordable housing options in the City;
especially in this District. The only solution to making housing more affordable is increasing SUPPLY. Right
now, we are losing the battle. We can’t let the loud voices of a few kill opportunities for the masses. |
support the 1050 La Cienega plan. | support building housing density near transit. It's the right thing to do.

Best,
Chance

2712 Malcolm Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90064

Sent from my iPhone

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1748045803655535838&simpl=msg-f%3A1748045803...
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 La Cienega support

1 message

Brandon Cane <brandoncane@gmail.com> Fri, Oct 28, 2022 at 9:43 AM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org
Cc: dylan.sittig@lacity.org

To Oliver,

As a lifelong Angeleno, please count me in as a supporter of the 1050 La Cienega Project.

The reason why we find ourselves in a housing crisis is because it simply takes too long to get housing approved and
built in Los Angeles. The 1050 La Cienega plan, which has 290 units including 29 for extremely low income, is adhering
to the property’s TOC Tier 3 zoning designation. Most developers ask for more than what'’s allowable---this project is
actually following the rules. This should be an easy decision for City decision-makers!

Please approve the project's SCEA document on Nov 1 and let’s get this project built!

Brandon Cane

Los Angeles, CA

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747950441798315424&simpl=msg-f%3A1747950441... 11
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 La Cienega, Los Angeles

1 message

Iveth Estrada Reyes <ivether@g.ucla.edu> Fri, Oct 28, 2022 at 3:31 PM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org
Cc: dylan.sittig@lacity.org

To whom it may concern:

My name is Iveth. | am 25 years old, and | am currently a Research Associate at the UCLA Semel Institute for
Neuroscience and Human Behavior. | commute from Alhambra, and as you can imagine my daily commute is brutal. I'd
love to live closer to work but finding quality housing in this area of the city that’s affordable is extremely challenging.

Having said that, if there were more projects built like 1050 La Cienega, there would be far more opportunities for people
like me to live closer to job centers like UCLA. When people live close to their jobs and close to public transit, it takes cars
off the street, reducing traffic and pollution, and just makes life a little easier.

Thanks for taking the time to read this. | really hope the city moves the 1050 La Cienega project along as fast as possible
and other dense housing projects like it. It will make a big difference!

Kind regards,

Iveth Estrada Reyes
She/Her/They
LinkedIn
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 La Cienega

1 message

Denise H Gold <denise.halpin@gmail.com> Fri, Oct 28, 2022 at 11:08 AM
To: oliver.netburn@]lacity.org
Cc: dylan.sittig@lacity.org

Honorable PLUM Committee:

Please support the 1050 La Cienega Project that is proposing nearly 300 new housing units, including units earmarked
for low-income residents. My family and | are blessed to own a home in CD5, but there are far too many who are not as
fortunate. | urge you to help make a difference and approve projects like this so everyone can have a safe place to call
home.

Kindest regards,

Denise Halpin
1910 Manning Ave
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 La Cienega/ENV-2022-2280-SCEA

1 message

Spencer Villasenor <spencer.villasenor@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 29, 2022 at 11:15 AM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org
Cc: dylan.sittig@lacity.org

Dear Oliver,

| am writing you in support of the proposed TOC project at 1050 S. La Cienega Blvd. | was born and raised in the
adjacent Carthay Circle neighborhood. While | can understand some of the sensitivity and concern coming from our
friends in South Carthay, | also recognize that Los Angeles is experiencing a housing crisis, and to help combat the
chronic shortage of units, the City has specifically incentivized developers to build tall, dense housing projects in
certain areas adjacent to transit lines. The 1050 La Cienega site is in one of those areas, and the City has accurately
identified it as a Tier 3 TOC project. Given the amount of housing provided by this project, including very low-income
affordable housing, and the half-mile proximity to the future Wilshire-La Cienega Purple Line station, the project
easily fits the criteria outlined by the Planning Department.

| urge the PLUM Committee to approve the Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment for this project. The
developer, Carmel Partners, is simply following the City’s own playbook and direction for the property.

Thank you
Spencer
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 S. La Cienega

1 message

Alexis @ Break The Floor <alexis@breakthefloor.com> Mon, Oct 31, 2022 at 1:10 PM
To: "oliver.netburn@]acity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>
Cc: "dylan.sittig@lacity.org" <dylan.sittig@lacity.org>

To whom it may concern:

As a new resident to Los Angeles---currently living in Council District 5, | support the 1050 La Cienega mixed-use
development. | live around the corner from a tragic homeless encampment under the 405 freeway. Building more housing
is not the only way to help the growing homeless problem, but it's a BIG piece of the puzzle. 290 units of mixed-income
housing won't solve the problem, but it's a small piece of the puzzle.

Please move this project forward and let's solve this puzzle together!

Alexis Holtz

3641 Tilden Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90034
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Carmel Partner’s 1050 La Cienega Mixed-Use Project
1 message

camden lambertson <camdenlambertson@yahoo.com> Fri, Oct 28, 2022 at 1:43 PM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org
Cc: dylan.sittig@lacity.org

Mr. Netburn,
Re: Carmel Partner’s 1050 La Cienega Mixed-Use Project

The Los Angeles PLUM Committee shouldn’t have to deliberate long when the 1050 La Cienega proposal’s
environmental document comes before them next week. The City has correctly designated this property as a Tier 3
TOC project and Carmel’s proposed plan checks all the necessary boxes. This should be an easy decision...

Camden

310.995.1983
camdenlambertson@yahoo.com
Los Angeles, CA
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SUPPORT for 1050 La Cienega SCEA

1 message

Ryan Lawrence <rrlawrence@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 26, 2022 at 9:42 PM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org
Cc: dylan.sittig@lacity.org

Dear Mr. Netburn:

I support Carmel’s 1050 La Cienega development and the associated Sustainable Communities Environmental
Assessment currently under consideration. I have lived in Council District 5 my entire life and believe the only way our
city will solve the housing crisis is by approving TOC projects like this. The existing property has been a vacant eye-sore
for decades----completely unutilized. We should be embracing this kind of dense infill housing development; especially on
major corridors like this stretch of La Cienega and only a stone’s throw away from the future Wilshire-La Cienega Purple
Line Station.

Best regards,
Ryan Lawrence
10974 Ayres Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90064
Council District 5
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(no subject)
1 message

Roger Leib <roger@rogerleib.com> Tue, Oct 18, 2022 at 2:33 PM

To: oliver.netburn@]lacity.org
Cc: Dylan Sittig <dylan.sittig@lacity.org>, Chuck Marquardt <chuck@barrentinegroup.com>, Brad Kane
<bkane@kanelaw.la>, "Ms. Bonita Bonnie Claire Taff Leib" <bonnietaff@leibfamily.net>

Dear Mr. Netburn,

Please include me on communications re: the proposed development at 1050 S. La Cienega Blvd. and list me among the
interested parties.

| am a Fellow in the American Institute of Architects and an urban planner. | have been responsible for instigating and
setting the guidelines for one of the major entertainment venues in Southern California, and for writing development
guidelines preserving the character of some of the most scenic cities in California.

| want to go on record as strongly opposing the development, as currently planned, of the development at 1050 S. La
Cienega Blvd. | understand the need for increased density. | understand the need for its proximity to mass transit. But
rubber-stamping a 28-story development at La Cienega and Jefferson within a largely industrial area into an entirely

different setting is no way to plan a city. Planning must be contextual, and this development, as planned, is wholly out of
context.

There are many reasons why. Please advise an appropriate means of outlining them.

Roger Leib, FAIA, ACHA

Powered by Mailbutler - still your inbox, but smarter.
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

(no subject)
1 message

Allan Brooks <alsnews2@gmail.com> Tue, Oct 18, 2022 at 9:42 AM
To: "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Dear Mr. Netburn,

My name is Allan Brooks, and | am the property owner and a resident of 1057/1059 S Alfred St. This letter is concerning
the proposed 28-story building at 1050 S La Cienega Blvd.

| am 81 years old and have lived in this neighborhood all my life. | purchased this property in 2008. The reason for
purchasing the property was the wonderful, secure location and the historical ambience and “neighborhood feeling.” |
was quite surprised when | was notified about the proposed building directly behind me, which is neither historical nor
neighborly.

This project will deprive me of air and direct sunshine. | was planning to install solar panels, but now this will be
impossible. The shade may also inhibit the growth of my fruit trees. Even worse, my many plants which attract
hummingbirds and butterflies will no longer be able to thrive.

The on-street parking will be severely impacted because of the additional cars from both new residents and business
clientele.

| am visually impaired and | must cross both Olympic and La Cienega to reach public transportation, as | am no longer
able to drive. The additional traffic, both on La Cienega and cutting through South Carthay, will make me and all other
Seniors and pedestrians less safe.

The extended construction time necessary to build such a large tower will definitely impact my quality of life. The dirt and
the noise cannot possibly be mitigated when it is 15 feet from my back yard.

I am also concerned that this project could damage the foundation and structural integrity of my 1930s historical home.
In summation, | ask you to please consider my concerns and those of my fellow neighbors regarding this project.

Thank you for your consideration,
Allan Brooks
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28-story apartment tower at 1050 S. La Cienega Blvd.

1 message

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Michelle Wolf <michellekwolfla@gmail.com> Tue, Oct 18, 2022 at 5:31 PM

To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

Dear Mr Netburn,
| am the owner of a home at 1117 S Alfred St, Los Angeles, CA 90035, and | live with
my adult son, Daniel Wolf, 27, who has severe physical and developmental disabilities.

| am very concerned about the construction and operation of a 28-story tower one street

over from our home, as the project will result in much more traffic being pushed onto
Alfred Street, which can already be hazardous with traffic trying to save a few minutes.
It can be very difficult to safely load Daniel in and out of the car with traffic whizzing by,
especially as many neighbors have installed landscaping which makes it impossible to
enter the vehicle on the sidewalk side. | am also very concerned about disabled access
during the multiple-year construction, as it is already very difficult to negotiate La
Cienega with a Wheelchair ( | would be delighted to take any staff or elected officials on
a walk with us to experience this first-hand).

Also, there needs to be dedicated parking for the ground-floor retail, otherwise the
customer will park in front of our homes on Alfred and block our driveway access. As
much as we want everyone to walk, bike or take public transit, there will still be a
majority of retail-users with cars for the foreseeable future.

Please address the concerns of people with disabilities living close to this

proposed gargantuan building.

Thank you
Michelle K. Wolf

Michelle Krotinger Wolf
Executive Director Jewish LA Special Needs Trust www.jlatrust.org

michellekwolfla@gmail.com
Cell (213) 445-0584
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1050 La Cienega Blvd

1 message

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Peter Merlin <plmerlin1118@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 19, 2022 at 6:30 PM

To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

1118 S Point View Street
Los Angeles, CA 90035
Carthay Square Neighborhood
October 19, 2022
Oliver Netburn, City Planner
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Netburn:

As | read about the City Beautiful Movement and the Garden City that was
developed back in 1917 by the Frenchman, Tony Garnier, | am struck by how much
his rendering for “An Industrial City, Study for the Building of Cities” resembles a
view of my own neighborhood of Carthay Square, where streets of two-story
duplexes in the Spanish Eclectic style sit side by side on tree-lined streets, and
form a part of the Three Carthays Historic Preservation Overlay Zone.

The adjacent planned community of Carthay Center, (now Carthay Circle,) dates
from 1922, and anti-dates Radburn, New Jersey, 1928, in the United States. It
exceeds by far Radburn’s goals of a garden city. There is no doubt of its historic
importance which gained us inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places
just this year.

As a member of the HPOZ architectural Board, | view our neighborhood plan
contextually. | refer to our individual community Preservation Plans for guidelines
that will help me to make decisions that will help residents to make decisions
effecting the direction our neighborhood will take. When a “character-defining
feature” is lost, our whole neighborhood loses in terms of its sense of place.

In this context, | view a twenty-eight-story proposed apartment building adjacent to
the border line of the South Carthay HPOZ neighborhood as a harsh imposition on
our aspiration.

At the beginning, when we formed the HPOZ, we were encouraged to follow “The
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Rehabilitation of Historic Buildings.”
There were only ten standards to follow, and | quote to you verbatim from #9:
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New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy
historic materials, features and spatial relationships that characterize the
property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and will be
compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and
massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment.

How does a twenty-eight-story apartment building conform to a standard which we
must follow, and which we want others to follow as well?

Has the Office of Historic Preservation in the Planning Department even weighed in
on the ill-considered decision to fast-track approval for this project which your office
is in the process of affirming?

Sincerely yours,
Peter Merlin

plmerlin1118@gmail.com
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1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project SCEA

1 message

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

mprumhess@ca.rr.com <mprumhess@ca.rr.com> Thu, Oct 20, 2022 at 11:16 PM

To: "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>
Cc: "mlhess7@yahoo.com" <mlhess7@yahoo.com>

Dear Mr. Netburn,
We are writing with comments on the 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project and its SCEA.

We are homeowners and residents of the South Carthay Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) and the Carthay
Neighborhoods Historic District located just east of the project site. We are very concerned about the detrimental effect
this project will have on the South Carthay neighborhood, specifically, in the following areas:

1) The impact of a 28-story building which will tower over the entire neighborhood, casting, glare, shadows and
seriously impacting the solar panels (existing and in the future) on the homes on Alfred to the east of the building. As
stated in the SCEA 2.4.2 The tower would almost be entirely glazed with an aluminum frame supporting a curtain wall.
Balconies would be inserted within the acute angles of the plane. It goes on to state in that section that “The overall scale
of the building would be compatible with the surrounding high-density built environment, which includes the following
buildings within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site.” Of the 7 buildings listed, none are as tall as the proposed project,
they are all located on Wilshire Blvd. which is known for its tall buildings and the average height of the 7 buildings is just
over 15 stories, significantly lower than the proposed building. Outside of Wilshire Blvd., the buildings in the surrounding
neighborhood have an even lower profile.

Furthermore, we do not believe that the SCEA adequately addresses Table 4-1, Cultural Resources specifically AES-2, 3
or 4 and takes a very limited view on the necessary mitigations. It does not acknowledge that the project itself would, as
referred to in Impact 3.5-1, "Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to §
15064.5".

AES 2 discusses mitigation measures to address potential aesthetic impacts that substantially degrade visual character,
as applicable and feasible. Such measures may include minimizing contrasts in scale and massing between the projects
and surrounding natural forms and development, minimize their intrusion into important viewsheds... The proposed
building does not take this into consideration

AES 3 project can and should consider mitigation measures to address potential aesthetic impacts that substantially
degrade visual character. While the proposed project is not within the HPOZ, its mass and height will definitely impact
the visual character of the neighborhood.

AES-4 discusses the creation of a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area, a 28 story window clad glazed aluminum frame, will definitely create a substantial new source of light
an glare on the neighborhood.

2) Noise levels both during the lengthy construction process and once built, emanating from the units facing Alfred and
the amenity area on level 4 facing the homes on Alfred and including a swimming pool, spa, outdoor dining, outdoor
fithess area and co-working areas. As many more people currently work from home, the anticipated noise caused by the
construction, during work hours will be significantly impact the surrounding neighborhood. Furthermore, there is no
discussion whatsoever of the noise that will be generated on the terrace of level 4 by the amenities facing Alfred, just

above the level of those homes.

The SCEA discusses “Impact NOISE-1 Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or

applicable standards of other agencies and recommends that where feasible, improve the acoustical insulation of dwelling

units where setbacks and sound barriers do not provide sufficient noise reduction. It further states that the project’s
construction activities could result in noise levels in excess of the City’s significance.”

3) Parking in the South Carthay and adjoining neighborhoods is already difficult. We are extremely concerned about
overflow parking during the construction. In addition, while the building proposes a grater ratio of resident parking than
required, it will be unbundled from the rental and require an additional fee. It is very possible that residents who want to
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save the additional fee will look to park in the already impacted neighborhoods. Lastly, the Applicant is requesting a TOC
Base Incentive Per Tier 3 to reduce non-residential parking by up to 30 percent. This will result in employees and clients
of the 7,500 sq. ft. commercial area needing to park in the adjacent neighborhoods.

4) Severe traffic during and after construction as drivers seek to by-pass an already heavily congested La Cienega
Boulevard and use neighborhood streets to be able to more easily enter building parking on La Cienega. Beyond the filing
of a construction plan to address traffic during that phase, there is no discussion of any traffic mitigation or calming to
reduce cut-through traffic through the adjoining neighborhoods not the impact of the Project on the traffic volume or
circulation within South Carthay or on La Cienega Boulevard.

5) Per the SCEA, “the Project Site is located adjacent to the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District, which is a historical
resource under CEQA, and is located adjacent to the locally designated South Carthay Historic Preservation Overlay
Zone (HPOZ), which is presumed to be a historical resource under CEQA.” The only mitigation measures addressed
monitoring potential construction-related vibration which might cause structural damage to any historical resources.

As stated in the geology section, the neighborhood sits on liquefaction thus adding to potential of serious damage to the
homes on Alfred Street during the construction process given the heavy equipment and drilling required in an area of
liquefaction.

Lastly, the SCEA does not acknowledge that the project itself would, as referred to in Impact 3.5-1, "Cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to § 15064.5”.

6) Finally, we are concerned about the ethics of the builder. It is known that the project developer, Carmel Partners,
agreed to pay a $1.2 million fine to avoid prosecution in connection with the pay-to-play scandal centered on former Los
Angeles Councilman Jose Huizar. Such unethical dealings raise concerns about the quality of the project and the
company’s credibility in addressing the required mitigations and concerns of the neighborhood.

In summary, we believe that the impact of this Project on the South Carthay HPOZ, either has not been adequately
addressed, minimized or in some cases addressed at all.

Thank you for your consideration.
Miriam Prum Hess and Mark L. Hess
1131 S. Orlando Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90035

mprumhess@ca.rr.com
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project SCEA

1 message

Mayer Brenner <mayer@brennerfam.com> Wed, Oct 19, 2022 at 3:49 PM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

Dear Mr. Netburn,
| am writing with comments on the 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project and its SCEA.

| am a homeowner and resident of the South Carthay Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) and the Carthay
Neighborhoods Historic District located just east of the project site. | am very concerned about the detrimental effect this
project will have on the South Carthay neighborhood.

- The impact of the 28-story height and mass of the Project on the adjacent neighborhood is not seriously addressed. In
fact, the SCEA claims this would be a benefit to this Historic District:

While the SCEA acknowledges (Table 4-1, Cultural Resources) that "Compliance with SCAG mitigation applies,”
the proposed plan takes a very limited view of what mitigations could be applied, and claims that any mitigations
would only be applied during the construction phase. It does not acknowledge that the project itself would, as
referred to in Impact 3.5-1, "Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical

resource pursuant to § 15064.5”.

SCEA Section 5.V. Cultural Resources, acknowledges . However, the analysis in this section takes the position
that as long as buildings in the Carthay HPOZ or the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District are not being
physically demolished any impact will not be taken into account. The analysis goes on to state (page 5-41):

As a comparison, seven tall towers (over 10-stories) were constructed on the south side of Wilshire
Boulevard between San Vicente Boulevard and Fairfax Avenue in the 1960s through 1980s.

Visible throughout the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District, these towers are most visible near the
intersection of Schumacher Drive and along Warner Drive. Despite these seven tall towers, Carthay Circle
was adopted as an HPOZ in 1998. While distinct in size, mass, scale and proportion, the towers do not
detract from the setting of either the Carthay Circle HPOZ or the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District
such that they were not eligible for designation. Rather, Carthay Circle HPOZ and the Carthay
Neighborhoods Historic District have such a distinct setting and feeling that the tall towers on Wilshire
Boulevard, adjacent to the historic district and Carthay Circle HPOZ, add to the sense of the neighborhood
as a cohesive enclave, distinct from its surroundings. In the same way, the proposed project may also add
to the distinct and special feeling of South Carthay HPOZ.

The Wilshire buildings referenced here are significantly further away from South Carthay than the project, are not
as tall as the 28-story Project, and accordingly have much less of an impact on South Carthay. This analysis states
that the Wilshire buildings " add to the sense of the neighborhood as a cohesive enclave” and thus "the proposed
project may also add to the distinct and special feeling of South Carthay HPOZ”. Does the developer really claim
that constructing tall structures around the historic area will benefit the area? The developer appears to be
acknowledging that the Project will help turn South Carthay into a ghetto surrounded by high walls, and calls this a
benefit.

- SCEA Section 5.XVII. Transportation does not address impact of the Project on the traffic volume or circulation within
South Carthay or on La Cienega Boulevard. The impact of vehicles using South Carthay streets to avoid construction
backups on La Cienega, or using South Carthay streets for access to the Project once occupied, are not adequately
addressed.

- The SCEA fails to address how overflow parking from the Project will impact South Carthay.

- The Project may have an impact on existing or future solar energy installations within South Carthay, but the SCEA does
not address this at all. The SCEA does claim, in 5.1 Aesthetics, line d. (Page 5-2), that the Project would create a Less
Than Significant Impact through the introduction of glare, presumably due to reflections off the building’s east-facing glass
surfaces. Anyone looking westward from South Carthay toward the Project during morning hours may see significant
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glare, as will those houses in the path of reflection from the Project, but the SCEA does not analyze this impact at all.
Similarly, the shade cast by the Project, which could have a significant effect on solar energy installations, is not treated at
all.

In summary, | have serious concerns about the impact of this Project on the South Carthay HPOZ, and these are either
not addressed or are inappropriately minimized by the SCEA.

Thank you for your consideration.
Mayer Brenner
6522 Whitworth Drive

Los Angeles, CA 90035 USA
mayer@brennerfam.com
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project

1 message
Andrew Marton <ajmarton@childmarton.com> Mon, Oct 17, 2022 at 11:58 AM

To: "oliver.netburn@]acity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Hi Mr. Netburn,

| own a duplex at 1079 S. Alfred St. (at the corner of Whitworth). My adult children live in the lower unit (1077). We had
also lived at the property for a number of years.

| wanted to express our concern over the 1050 La Cienega Blvd. project as being completely out of character for the
residential community that is located immediately adjacent to it (South Carthay Historic Preservation Overlay (HPOZ)).

| have also been in contact with the LADOT (Central Area) as | am concerned about what a commercial/residential
complex of this size will do to traffic/parking on La Cienega as well as on Alfred and neighboring streets (cut thru
traffic/overburden permit parking for residents).

Also, we are concerned about the disruption/noise caused during construction to adjacent properties (such as ours) and
the residential neighborhood adjacent to the project.

Much like the LA City Council should not be involved in redistricting due to conflict of interests — Carmel Partners should
not be picking the firm to prepare an environmental assessment or be directly involved in the assessment report. |
believe the assessment report should be prepared by a firm that is mutually acceptable to all parties involved. Otherwise,
the environmental assessment is subject to undue influence and bias and is not fulfilling its intended purpose but rather
just a rubberstamp for the developer.

Lastly, the project should be delayed until a new City Council representative is elected for CD5, as | am sure our local
representative will weigh in on this important community matter.

I hope you will take these concerns into consideration when deciding on the next steps regarding this project.

Andrew Marton

Andrew J]. Marton

CHILD & MARTON LLP

1055 West 7TH Street

33" Floor Penthouse
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MAIN 213-627-3113
FAX 213-623-9237

www.childmarton.com
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project

1 message
Andrew Marton <ajmarton@childmarton.com> Mon, Oct 17, 2022 at 11:58 AM

To: "oliver.netburn@]acity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Hi Mr. Netburn,

| own a duplex at 1079 S. Alfred St. (at the corner of Whitworth). My adult children live in the lower unit (1077). We had
also lived at the property for a number of years.

| wanted to express our concern over the 1050 La Cienega Blvd. project as being completely out of character for the
residential community that is located immediately adjacent to it (South Carthay Historic Preservation Overlay (HPOZ)).

| have also been in contact with the LADOT (Central Area) as | am concerned about what a commercial/residential
complex of this size will do to traffic/parking on La Cienega as well as on Alfred and neighboring streets (cut thru
traffic/overburden permit parking for residents).

Also, we are concerned about the disruption/noise caused during construction to adjacent properties (such as ours) and
the residential neighborhood adjacent to the project.

Much like the LA City Council should not be involved in redistricting due to conflict of interests — Carmel Partners should
not be picking the firm to prepare an environmental assessment or be directly involved in the assessment report. |
believe the assessment report should be prepared by a firm that is mutually acceptable to all parties involved. Otherwise,
the environmental assessment is subject to undue influence and bias and is not fulfilling its intended purpose but rather
just a rubberstamp for the developer.

Lastly, the project should be delayed until a new City Council representative is elected for CD5, as | am sure our local
representative will weigh in on this important community matter.

I hope you will take these concerns into consideration when deciding on the next steps regarding this project.

Andrew Marton

Andrew J]. Marton

CHILD & MARTON LLP

1055 West 7TH Street

33" Floor Penthouse

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1746962334002100540&simpl=msg-f%3A1746962334...  1/2



10/26/22, 3:25 PM City of Los Angeles Mail - 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project
Los Angeles, CA 90017

MAIN 213-627-3113
FAX 213-623-9237

www.childmarton.com

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1746962334002100540&simpl=msg-f%3A1746962334...  2/2



10/26/22, 3:25 PM City of Los Angeles Mail - 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project

1 message

Joe Pica <joe@picasullivan.com> Mon, Oct 17, 2022 at 10:41 AM
To: "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>
Cc: Ron Sokoloff <ronsokoloff@gmail.com>, Maureen Sullivan <maureen@picasullivan.com>

Oliver,

This email is in reference to 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project Case Number: ENV-2022-2280-SCEA Related Case
Number: DIR-2022-2279-TOC-SPR-VHCA.

This is, without question, the most egregious and outrageous project ever proposed in the City of Los Angeles. Under the
Transit Oriented Communities Affordable Housing Incentive Program Guidelines this project has disregarded all aspects
of respectful urban design development. The TOC is a defacto plan amendment — overwriting density (and height
limitations) as it relates to reasonably conceived development. It is nothing more than a huge pay day for the developer
at the expense of the neighbors. To achieve 29 units (10% of entire proposed manifest) of affordable housing, the South
Carthay HPOZ (now on the National Register) will have a 332 ft tower that blocks sunlight (disallowing neighbors on
Alfred from having solar panels), blocks views and be subjected to constant southbound traffic to the Freeway. All of this
is deemed to be ‘No Impact’ in the Report! (as it cannot be considered as such under the guidelines!).

There will be substantial impact to the South Carthay neighborhood — especially Alfred Street. The noise and dirt and
dust of construction and the constant construction traffic by trucks and workers will be significant. For months we have
already experienced 24-7 noise from the DWP power upgrade for this project on La Cienega. There are nights when the
temporary plates over the excavation on the street echo like we are being “carpet bombed.” | am sure that is just a
precursor to what is coming when this project starts.

When this project is complete — and our house at 1038 South Alfred no longer receives sunlight in the afternoon — we will
be subject to losing our privacy to residents of a towering residential building AND, be subject to numerous cars exiting
their driveway north on La Cienega, jamming up the La Cienega/Olympic corner (already an “F” intersection) and
speeding down Alfred and/or Orlando to go south to the 10 freeway.

The report includes a table (2-8) of “related” projects. All of which are on Wilshire Boulevard (office buildings built mostly
in the 1960s and 1970s) and all of which are substantially lower and less dense than the proposed 332 feet (28 stories) of
the La Cienega Project.

Lastly, Carmel Partners, owner of this project, is the same group that constructed and operates the Cumulus Apt building
on La Cienega just south of Jefferson. This project has rents between $4000 and $16,000 PER MONTH. Affordable? |
think not! And though that project is not anywhere near residential neighbors that would be impacted, it is an eyesore at
best and obviously poor urban design.

This project highly impacts the South Carthay neighborhood and will create a traffic nightmare (more so than now) on La
Cienega and Olympic. It is a travesty and should be completely redesigned. It is unfortunate that Koretz office would be
in support of this in any way. We can only hope our next councilperson is actually attentive to their constituents.

Sincerely,
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Joe Pica
1038 South Alfred Street

Los Angeles, CA 90035
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1050 La Cienega SCEA

1 message

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Jeffrey Gold <jeffreydgold@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 26, 2022 at 9:05 AM

To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org
Cc: dylan.sittig@lacity.org

Hi Oliver,

Case Number: ENV-2022-2280-SCEA
Related Case Number: DIR-2022-2279-TOC-SPR-VHCA

My name is Jeffrey Gold. | am writing you today in support of the proposed 1050 La Cienega mixed-use
project’s Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA) coming before the Los Angeles PLUM
Committee on Tuesday, November 1.

As a longtime CD5 resident and voter, | support building dense housing near public transit hubs and major
job centers. 1050 La Cienega is zoned “TOC: Tier 3” and the developer’s proposal is well-within the
planning envelope for this critical location.

| urge the PLUM Committee to support this project’s SCEA----moving it closer to final approval.

Thank you.

Jeff

1910 Manning Ave
Los Angeles, 90025

Sent from my iPhone
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 S La Cienega Blvd projecy

1 message

Allan Brooks <alsnews2@gmail.com> Tue, Oct 18, 2022 at 9:45 AM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

Dear Mr. Netburn,

My name is Allan Brooks, and | am the property owner and a resident of 1057/1059 S Alfred St. This letter is concerning
the proposed 28-story building at 1050 S La Cienega Blvd.

| am 81 years old and have lived in this neighborhood all my life. | purchased this property in 2008. The reason for
purchasing the property was the wonderful, secure location and the historical ambience and “neighborhood feeling.” |
was quite surprised when | was notified about the proposed building directly behind me, which is neither historical nor
neighborly.

This project will deprive me of air and direct sunshine. | was planning to install solar panels, but now this will be
impossible. The shade may also inhibit the growth of my fruit trees. Even worse, my many plants which attract
hummingbirds and butterflies will no longer be able to thrive.

The on-street parking will be severely impacted because of the additional cars from both new residents and business
clientele.

| am visually impaired and | must cross both Olympic and La Cienega to reach public transportation, as | am no longer
able to drive. The additional traffic, both on La Cienega and cutting through South Carthay, will make me and all other
Seniors and pedestrians less safe.

The extended construction time necessary to build such a large tower will definitely impact my quality of life. The dirt and
the noise cannot possibly be mitigated when it is 15 feet from my back yard.

I am also concerned that this project could damage the foundation and structural integrity of my 1930s historical home.
In summation, | ask you to please consider my concerns and those of my fellow neighbors regarding this project.

Thank you for your consideration,
Allan Brooks
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 S La Cienega project

1 message

Andrea Harley <ajkharley@yahoo.com> Fri, Oct 21, 2022 at 2:42 PM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

Dear Mr Netburn,

I am one of the South Carthay neighbors more strongly impacted by the above referenced project, and therefore wanted
to address this correspondence to you in order to express my tremendous concerns regarding the potential green light to
it by your office.

| am the owner and -partial- occupier of one of the duplexes immediately to the east of the lot where the proposed
development is - 1021 S. Alfred St LA CA 90035. | have lived here for 27 years, raised a beautiful family, and have felt
safe and supported, even after becoming a widow 10 years ago.

| realize we nowadays live in a very polarized society, where the most prominent attributes of human kind are power,
greed and corruption. These characteristics are strongly exemplified in this project, in which one can't find the slightest
interest, compassion, or respect for the surrounding historic neighborhood.

There are a number of deeply concerning factors, of which | will only point out a few that are most damaging to daily life in
our community.

*** Completely out of proportion height of the development. Even in our greedy society, as a person with a background in
architecture, i cannot fathom the idea that these developers would design such a horrific monster tower. There is nothing
that comes even close to It's magnitude for quite a few blocks radius. Nothing at all. Not even along the Miracle Mile
corridor.

Of course, this factor not only has strongly adverse aesthetic repercussions, but the humongous shadow it will project on
our whole neighborhood will negatively impact our daily lives forever. Many of our backyards won't have sunshine
anymore. Among the several consequences this will have is that it will impede the proper functioning of green energy
systems, that our State is so keen on boosting. It will also act as a barrier to west facing windows. If this is not an adverse
"environmental impact," i don't know what is!

*** Noise/Dust/Debris pollution. A building of this magnitude will take a very long time to prep, build and finish. It will
subject our neighborhood to an environmental nightmare. Literally. Even with closed windows -which can become
unbearable during the extreme heat we now endure in our area- we will receive loads of acoustic and toxic pollution.
There's no manner for them to prevent this from happening. Anything they claim they'll do to mitigate noise and
debris/dust, insults my intelligence! We have been living through hell already, 24 hours a day, all this year, thanks to the
metal plates on La Cienega, and this is nothing compared to the noise pollution the project construction would generate.
Again, if this is not an adverse "environmental impact," i don't know what is!

*** Potential serious damage to our properties, directly aligned along the lot line. And here again, unfortunately, one
cannot expect these powerful corporations to care the least for the damage they cause on their path to wealth. But, I've
lived here for over 25 years, and with great effort have raised two sons who still live with me because they cannot afford
otherwise, simply to see my property suddenly be bumped and bullied, decrease in value due to the proximity of this
project, most likely endure the cost of repairs to my potentially cracked pool, and be forced to suck it up because I'm a
simple home owner. The vibration they will cause in order to excavate for the construction of a building of such magnitude
cannot be mitigated in any way to avoid negative repercussions on our adjoining structures.

*** Traffic! - The 1000 block of S. Alfred already sees an overflow of traffic from drivers looking to avoid La Cienega.
During construction | don't see how drivers would avoid this. After the building is operational, people who can't turn left or
right into the building parking entrances will use Whitworth/S. Alfred St as a drive through to get to the building or after
exiting. No way out of this, no matter how many "solutions" they claim they'll consider to reroute traffic. So... Yet again, if
this is not an adverse "environmental impact," i don't know what is!

*** Last, but not least - Parking! - Parking on the 1000 block of S. Alfred is already awful because of our densely
populated block and proximity to La Cienega. Used to be worse especially on trash/recycle/green waste pick up day. Now,
just like traffic, it's terrible any day of the week. We already know there won't be sufficient parking in the complex. So, the
direct resource will be to use our neighborhood, and their first choice will be Alfred Street. Our town has turned extremely
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dirty and unsafe in the last few years. The parking situation already forces us to park far from our homes when we get
back after a certain time in the evening. This project will force us to park even further, probably blocks away, risking being
assaulted. | strongly believe this is also an "environmental impact” to think about.

And these are just a few of the concerns i have right now. But i trust there will be a lot more once construction gets under
way. In my opinion, the assessment does NOT adequately address any of the issues i have pointed out.

Thank you for your time. | hope the L.A. City Department of Planning does not disappoint me and our neighbors, and
shows that they really care for the well being of their constituents.

Andrea Harley
1021 S. Alfred St.
Los Angeles, CA 90035

Sent from my iPad
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 S La Cienega Proposed Development Feedback

1 message

Eddie Devall <devall@aol.com> Tue, Oct 18, 2022 at 12:10 PM
Reply-To: Eddie Devall <devall@aol.com>
To: "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Good morning, Mr Netburn -
| am writing to share my comments on the proposed development at 1050 S La Cienega.

| live in one of the duplexes immediately to the east of the shared lot line with the proposed development - 1023 S.
Alfred St LA CA 90035.

My concerns include the following:

- Height of development. It's completely out of proportion for any development in the immediate 1/2 mile - 1 mile radius
(Miracle Mile near LACMA or even the mid-rise buildings on Wilshire and La Cienega). It will also block any afternoon
sun coming to our duplex and my landlord's backyard (ground level). It could impact any breeze that comes in to west
facing windows.

- Noise & Dust/Debris. A building this tall will take a very long time to prep, build and finish. It will require those homes
without AC to keep windows closed for a very long period of time to avoid dirt/dust from coming into nearby homes,
and for those of us who work from home make for uncomfortable days inside our homes with closed windows and no
breeze to avoid long periods of daily noise during construction.

- Traffic - The 1000 block of S. Alfred already sees frequent traffic from drivers looking to avoid La Cienega. During
construction | don't see how drivers would avoid this. After the building is open, people who can't turn left or right into
the building parking entrances could use Whitworth/S. Alfred St as a drive through to get back to the building or back
to where they drive after visiting.

- Parking - Parking on the 1000 block of S. Alfred is already awful, especially on trash/recycle/green waste pick up day.
If there isn't sufficient parking in the complex, they will park in the neighborhood, taking valuable neighbor spots.

Thank you for your time.
Eddie DeVall

1023 S. Alfred St.
Los Angeles, CA 90035
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 S La Cienega Response

1 message

Lisa Kaye <lk@lisakaye.com> Mon, Oct 17, 2022 at 2:03 PM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

Dear Mr Netburn,

| am a local resident of South Carthay residing in the 1100 block of S. La Jolla less than 1000 feet from the proposed
1050 La Cienega tower.

| am concerned about the traffic mitigation in our surrounding National Historic and HPOZ neighborhoods including
increase in environmental impact on the residential community. There is an abundance of projects in and around the Pico
and La Cienega corridor, nothing to the size and scope of this project that adds the the environmental, traffic, noice
impact on our community.

The community held a Town Hall in September and we had nearly 100 people in attendance and the majority of people
had expressed similar concerns and the impact this project will have on the existing neighborhood. | respectfully request
the planning commission consider subjecting the applicant to complete an EIR report on this project and to present it to
the community. Based on recent analysis provided to the community for review, we do not believe that they should be
exempt from CEQUA review based on the SCEA filed by Carmel Partners.

Thank you for your consideration.
Lisa Kaye
1137 South La Jolla Ave

Los Angeles, CA 90035
South Carthay Resident for over 22 years.
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 S LaCienega
1 message

Wayne Moore <wmoore2476@ca.rr.com> Tue, Oct 25, 2022 at 12:00 PM

To: oliver.netburn@]lacity.org

If the main tower or structure is on the south end of the parcel it will block evening sun for more single family homes than
if the the tallest structure is on the north end. The north end location will block sun over apartment buildings on Olympic
Blvd and the boulevard itself. This important consideration for sole roof tops

Sent from my iPhone
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 S. La Cienega. Overpriced eyesore. Traffic magnet
1 message

SUSAN G GOLDSTEIN <sgold4949@aol.com> Mon, Oct 17, 2022 at 5:28 PM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org
Cc: SUSAN G GOLDSTEIN <sgold4949@aol.com>, Walter Dominguez <weavingthepast@yahoo.com>

Mr. Netburn,

The neighborhood and | are horrified by the 1050 idea.

This is not the first attempt to put profit over quality of life issues.
But, to be more specific, what is being proposed will add an
egregious amount of traffic to an already congested area.

Has anyone done a Transportation Assessment to see the
amount of traffic accidents there are already?

The noise levels during the construction period (28!!! stories)
ALONE is a deal-breaker. The developers are developing Urban
Torture ... and the construction would go on for HOW LONG?

The alternative routes drivers will potentially be forced and / or
encouraged to take [Waze, (sp?) a few years ago nearly ruined the
neighborhood - when it suggested alternate streets to La Cienega]
will wreak even more havoc ... because La Cienega traffic continues
to increase.

The neighborhood is exactly that ... a quiet place in a busy city.

Your project would take a sledgehammer (literally and figuratively)
to our beloved homes, both apartments + houses.

| don'’t think a private citizen has the right to do this. Do you?

Aesthetically and health-wise this also is a bad idea. The 28 floors

will cause shadows where sunshine used to be, adversely affecting
present + future Solar Panels and generally reducing access to Sunlight,
which has proven to have positive effects both physically and emotionally.

Also, there is the issue of the potential physical damage to all structures on
Alfred Street (1 block east) from vibrations emanating from construction.

I've only touched on the numerous issues that would be catastrophic
for our much loved and respected Historic neighborhood as well as
the hundreds of thousands of cars going North/South (+ East/West)
whose travel time / anxiety + stress levels will increase immediately
during the entire building (and pre-building) phase!

Please consider history / aesthetics / quality of life. The proposed building
will not only be an eyesore (the other residential structures are deco or
deco-inspired) but because of its height it will look like a space station
with windows.

Thank you for reading this and for doing the right thing.

Susan
South Carthay
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 S. La Cienega 28 Story Project: RESIDENT OBJECTION

1 message

suite-a@earthlink.net <suite-a@earthlink.net> Mon, Oct 17, 2022 at 4:59 PM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org
Cc: ronsokoloff@gmail.com

OLIVER NETBURN, CITY PLANNER

CITY OF LOS ANGELES, DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

Em: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

RE: 1050 S. La Cienega 28 Story Project:

RESIDENT OBJECTION

Dear Mr. Netburn:

We are 30 year residents of South Carthay and we

Strenuously Object to this grossly oversized Project.

| served for 8 years as a Publicly Elected Board Member

of the South Carthay Historical Preservation Overlay Zone,

recommended by COUNCILMEMBER PAUL KORETZ (CD5),

and for 6 years as a Publicly Elected Board Member on the

PICO Neighborhood Council, recommended by

COUNCILMEMBER HERB WESSON (CD10). | am a supporter

of our recently approved Three Carthay Areas to the National

Historic Register.

On the South Carthay border with Pico Blvd. South Carthay and

Carthay Square are experiencing a density explosion as result of

the State Transportation Corridor designation for 6 to 8 story mixed use.
On the North border of Carthay Circle, Wilshire Blvd is experiencing
similar grow of multi-story buildings.

Nothing however compares with a 28 Story Residential Tower Proposed
Project Set for 1050 S. Olympic. This Project, if approved, will overwhelm
all of South Carthay by: creating a visible light obstruction, casting an afternoon
shadow, altering traffic and parking patterns throughout the neighborhood,
and by noise and vibration destroying the preservation of our entire neighborhood.

Currently the south side of La Cienega between Olympic and Pico is
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essentially low rise to a maximum of 4 stories. This Project would in

and of itself destroy the sanctity of our Historic Neighborhood, the

second oldest HPOZ in the City of Los Angeles.

PLEASE STOP THIS PROJECT by limiting it to no more than FOUR STORY MIXED USE.
You are authorized to add this email to the Project Folder.

LLOYD & MARGARETROSE ROBINSON

1122 S. La Jolla Ave., Los Angeles, CA 90035

Cl: 310 666 4333 (text) Em: suite-a@earthlink.net
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1050 S. La Cienega Blvd. Project

2 messages

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

kennethlandon@sbcglobal.net <kennethlandon@sbcglobal.net> Thu, Oct 20, 2022 at 6:28 PM

To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

Kenneth Landon

1034 S Orlando Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90035
213-448-7989

October 19, 2022
Subj: 1050 S La Cienega Project
Case Number: ENV-2022-2280-SCEA

Oliver Netburn, City Planner, LACity.org.

To Oliver Netburn:
| am Kenneth Landon and | live in the South Carthay 2 blocks east of the “1050 S La Cienega

Project” (1050 Project). | took a picture from my balcony facing west where the 1050 project site is

expected to be. Please see attachment.

| cannot imagine seeing a 28-story building towering over one- and two-story buildings in a

historical zone. Why 28 stories? It would be, by far, the tallest structure in the area north

and south of Wilshire Blvd. It would not only be an eyesore, but the 1050 project would also be

out of place for the surrounding_areas and neighborhoods. It would impact all

neighborhood properties nearby, East and West and South. especially South Carthay HPOZ

and the project’s potential effects on the historic South Carthay neighborhood, separated
by just a property line on the east side of the project site, listed on the National Register of
Historic Places, and protected by an Historic Preservation Overlay Zone.

The Historical Society mission is to Facilitate the vitality of the district as a livable and
sustainable neighborhood through the restoration, preservation and

enhancement of structures, landscaping_and natural features, The developer of the 1050
project will not only destroy the character of the neighborhood, but all of the sacrifice
and effort of the South Carthay Historical Society and homeowners made to preserve
the Historical character of the Community.

The 1050 Project has the potential to decimate home prices in the area, especially
homeowners on Alfred where they will no longer have privacy in their backyards and potential
damage on Alfred Street from vibration during construction, and for several blocks where the
towering structure will block sunlight to various residential neighborhoods east and west of the
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structure during various times of the day. This will also impact homeowners with solar panels
and those wanting_to purchase them to take advantage of the Federal Credit recently enacted.

The 1050 project is right on the border of Beverly Hills that is North of Olympic. | always
thought that these types of towering structure projects would be more appropriate for Wilshire Blvd,
like the Wilshire Corridor.

There are no significant high rises along La Cienega Blvd. The closest high rise was a recently
built 22 story office towers, 5850 W Jefferson Project, right_next to the Exp Line’s La
CienegalJefferson Station. The 5850 project is in a commercial area between West Adams
and West Jefferson Blvd, where there is not a lot of residential homes that are in close
proximity to the 5850 project, and thus does not impact residential neighborhoods, (Please
see images 7-12)._unlike the 1050 project. (Please see images 1-6).

| understand that the developers of the 1050 project are trying to justify its 28-story height,
under the city’s Transit Oriented communities (TOC) guidelines, using Tier 3 incentives,
requesting relief from a transitional height requirement, because of its close proximity to the Metro
Purple (D Line) Extension transit Project on Wilshire Blvd. What is the current height
requirement limit on the number of stories along La Cienega Blvd, without the TOC?

However, the 5850 projects had a lot more wide-open space for purposes of construction
(see images 7-12), unlike the 1050 Project (see images 1-6), where the lot size is
substantially smaller and more compact, lacking the space for construction equipment and
materials, that will result in a much longer construction process and nuisance to
homeowners right on the property line next to the 1050 project..

The depth of the lot square footage alone should had been a disqualifier. The problem with
the 1050 project,_is that there is not sufficient open space in the area for a construction
project of this magnitude. The construction process would be horrendous for
neighborhood residents and drivers not only along La Cienega, but also Olympic Blvd, with
angry and frustrated drivers on LA Cienega Blvd blocking the intersection, due to lane
closures and traffic stoppage to frequently allow trucks to enter and exit the construction
site. This would affect traffic flow in both directions.

- It would become even more intolerable if the city ever allowed the developer to close
one to two lanes along the construction site to accommodate construction,_

What about the noise factor? The maximum exterior noise should not exceed 67 db (Ldn),
for residential uses. The U.S. Environmental protection Agency (EPA) recommend
maintaining environmental noises below 70 dBA over 24 hours to prevent noise-induced
hearing loss. How will the 1050 project be monitored to ensure compliance with the EPA?

Did the planning commission ever perform an environmental traffic assessment along La
Cienega, and Olympic Blvd. especially during rush hour traffic, from 7 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 4 p.m.
to 7 p.m. and later? (Please note that there is currently no stopping along the East side of La
Cienega between the hours of 7am to 9am and 4pm to 7pm). The area is already completely
congested.

What is the estimated construction timeframe, 3 years or longer? What considerations was
factored in for construction delays due to weather, equipment failures, labor shortages,
inadequate planning, inappropriate sequential scheduling errors, missing or incorrect data, poor
scope definition resulting in project mistakes and conflicts, change in project scope modifications,,
various B&S, DWP, SoCal gas inspection delays and postponements, changes and modifications
on construction items not in accordance with LA code guidelines, supply shortages, , time delays
due to project complexity, cost overruns, material price change due to inflation, labor strikes,
electrical grid brown outs, act of god (last major earthquake was 1994).

Any additional delays will take a toll on the neighboring residents and drivers, and there will
be repercussions to those legislators who incorporated this ridiculous ordinance, to
provide relief from a transitional height requirement if the project is in close proximity to a
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transit system. Was this the only criteria that they considered? This is a gross abuse of the

TOC requirements intent and it needs to be changed ASAP to stop this kind of abuse all
over the city.

- How many 1050 project construction workers are anticipated, and where are they
going to park. It should not be on residential streets. FYI, apartment buildings on
Olympic have insufficient parking spaces, 1 parking space for 2 cars, resulting in a
significant number of tenants occupying Off-street parking on Alfred, Orlando, S La
Jolla Ave, Alvira St., Whitworth Dr., Packard St., Olympic Place, etc. Otherwise,
tenants will be forced to move, creating a financial hardship to landlords trying to find
new tenants where they cannot guarantee available off-street parking. What about
homeowners who use off street parking?

In addition, there is street cleaning twice a week, each side of the street, with no parking for
3 hours, with 2-hour parking restrictions._There should be No parking permits given to 1050
project construction workers since it would have a tremendous impact on homeowners and
tenants already parking on residential streets. The best solution is for the developer to
shuttle in workers in and out from a nearby parking facility..

The Project would construct a mixed-use development with 290 residential units, with 10%
or 29 units allocated to Extremely Low-Income (ELI) tenants. There will be a total of 426
vehicle parking spaces, with 184 bicycle parking spaces. There is 7,500 square feet of retail
space and 4,500 square foot pocket park, open to the public.

- Will the 184 bicycle parking space be outside in front of the building or inside? Up
to 20 bikes can usually fit into the total space typically required to park one vehicle.
This is the equivalent of 9 parking space

- Calculating the number of vehicle parking spaces per 1,000 SF is a parking ratio of
between 4 to 5. So, the 4,500 sq.ft. pocket park adds about 18-22 vehicle parking
spaces for retail employees and customers.

1. How many of the 29 Extremely Low-income (ELI units) will be studios, 1 and 2
bedrooms?

2. How many of the projected 426 parking spaces are assigned to the following:
a. The 29 Extremely Low-income ELI units, studios, 1 and 2 BR’s.
b. The 397 Non-ELI regular priced units, studios, 1 and 2 BR’s.
c. Tenant guests.

B. 1050 Project employees, i.e., office staff and permanent on-site maintenance workers?
C. Retail store employees and customers?
D. Outside vendors hired by Buidling management and tenants for short-term duration.

The whole point of this exercise and questions is that with 290 units, a substantial number
of prospective tenants may have 2 vehicles, yet only be assigned zero or 1 parking_space,
forcing these tenants to use off-street parking. What in the environmental impact on the
adjoining neighborhoods.

ANTICIPATED SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS:

Pursuant to PRC Section 21155.2 a Project evaluated as a SCEA shall not have significant and
unavoidable impacts. Based on the analysis included in the SCEA, the Project would not result
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in significant and unavoidable impacts.

All potential impacts would be less than significant or mitigated to less-than-significant levels.
Further, pursuant to PRC Section 21155.2(b), the SCEA has considered all possible impacts
and incorporated Mitigation Measures for the following impact areas: Cultural Resources,
Geology and Soils, Hazardous Materials, and Noise.

Based on the foregoing and the questions that | had raised, 1 believe that the environmental

assessment does not adequately addresses the issues that | had mentioned.

» Please Note — | was unable to send all 12 images. The remaining 5 images will follow.

Sincerely,

Kenneth Landon

7 attachments
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kennethlandon@sbcglobal.net <kennethlandon@sbcglobal.net> Thu, Oct 20, 2022 at 6:36 PM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

To Oliver Netburn,

Attached are the remaining 5 images that | was unable to send to you in my first email pertaining to the 5850 W
Jefferson Project

Sincerely,
Kenneth Landon
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 S. La Cienega Blvd. - Comments to SCEA

1 message

Edward Friedman <efriedman@quantumlawgroup.com> Thu, Oct 20, 2022 at 2:04 PM
To: "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Dear Mr. Netburn,

| have attached written comments (the “Attachment”) prepared by an interested party that address Carmel Partners’
environmental assessment (the “SCEA”). Those comments should be included in the record concerning this project,
especially for the reasons set forth below.

When parties who are seeking development rights from the City submit reports and other documents in connection with
that process, the City should be able to assume that the statements of fact (as opposed to opinions or arguments)
contained therein are accurate and truthful. If instead the statements made by the developer are false and misleading,
the entire credibility and merit of the proposed project should be questioned. With regard to the proposed project at 1050
La Cienega (the “Project”), Carmel Partners (“Carmel”) argues that the Project will not have any significant impact on the
environment. In order to persuade the City of that proposition, Carmel, at pages 5-3, 5-4 and 5-5 of the SCEA, states
unequivocally not once, not twice but three times that “[Public Resources Code] Section 21099, enacted by Senate Bill
743, provides that ‘aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on
an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment™”. Clearly Carmel
believes that repetition implies truthfulness and is less likely to be challenged. Unfortunately for Carmel, that assertion
about PRC Section 21099 is misleading. As pointed out in the Attachment (under Section 1), Public Resources Code
Section 21099(d)(2)(B) goes on to state: “For the purposes of this subdivision, aesthetic impacts do not include impacts
on historical or cultural resources.” In other words, California law requires that the City consider such aesthetic impacts in
its overall evaluation of environmental impacts.

Why did Carmel choose to mislead the City as to whether aesthetic impacts should be considered in evaluating the
Project? The Project is immediately adjacent to the South Carthay HPOZ, one of the first such zones created in Los
Angeles, and recently listed with its two Carthay neighbors on the National Register of Historic Places. South Carthay is
a beautiful residential neighborhood, with its unique historic character evident to anyone looking from outside or from
within its boundaries. The Project would change all of that. The historic value and appeal of the neighborhood would be
diminished by a huge tower, out of proportion to anything in its surroundings, that would be distractingly visible to anyone
looking to the west from within the South Carthay neighborhood and that would cast shadows over numerous historic
properties. Carmel knows full well how significant the Project will impact the historic resources of South Carthay, but
chose to make incomplete and misleading statements in the SCEA to avoid the consideration of those impacts. To
address that misconduct, and to restore credibility to the entitlement process required by state and local law,
Carmel should be required to resubmit a new SCEA that will be truthful and accurate and properly address the
aesthetic impacts of its project.

Thank you.

Edward Friedman
1047 Alvira Street
Los Angeles, CA 90035

323-630-6637
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Comments re SCEA.pdf
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able Communities Environmental Assessment
for the 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project, a proposed 28-story residential high-rise.

httgs:[[glanning.Iacity.org[deveIgpment—services/environmentaI-review/scea/lOSO-fg-cienega-

boulevard-grgiect

Planning determined that the project qualifi
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessme
Negative Decla ration, but for transit-oriented proj

Please direct your comments to;

Mail: Oliver Netburn, City Planner

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room. 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

E-mail: oliver.ne1burn@|acity,org

the vacant parcel along La Cienega Bivd., just south of Olympic and within % mile of the new MTA rail

station on Wilshire. Carmel intends to develop a 28-story, residential high-rise with ground floor retail

utilizing the Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) height and density bonus in exchange for 29 affordable
units.

httgs:g(la.urbanize.citv/nosthS»storv-agartment—tower-glanned-emth-lob!a-cienega

The proposed project is immediately adjacent to the South Carthay HPOZ, listed on the National
Register of Historic Places, The Carthay District is comprised of three single-family neighborhoods

https: www.larchmontbuzz.com featured-stories-iarchmont-villa e/three-
celebrate—nationai-register~of~historic—niacgs-designation[

On July 14", the communi
project for the first time.

httns:f/www.Iarchmontbuzz.com/featured-stories~larchmont-vilIage[cnline-communiy-town-hall-on-
290—unit-mixed-use-aQartment-tower-at-1056-s~la~cienega—blvd[

“In a Q&A session following the main presentation at the
ctivists expressed enth usiastic support for the amo unt of

ty held a virtual town hall meeting with the developer to review the

Quoting from the Larchmont Buzz:
town hall meeting, a handful of housing a



provided, the value of the pocket park, traffic impacts on the neighborhood (especial
cut-through traffic in adjacent residential areas), and - most importantly

project site. (The neighborhood is part of the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District, li
National Register of Historic Places, and is also protected by an Historic Preservation 0

verlay Zone.) The
project representatives said, however, that all of these will be studied during the upcoming
environmental review,”

https://www.Iarchmontbuzz.com,’featured»stories-larch mont-village/2
deveIopment-nronosed-for-1050-s-la~cienesza-blvdl

8-storv-residential-and-retail-

A few weeks later, the Planning Department released a 380-page environmental assessment,
finding that the project will not result in significant and unavoidable environmental impacts and has
incorporated all feasible mitigation measures and performance standards. It’s not clear from the town
hall meeting that Planning ever reached out to the community for input on the SCEA.

are lucky enough to live in a single-family home, if you asked them if building a 28
over their backyard fence would diminish their quality of life, most people would
What is disclosed in the SCEA is limited to what is required by CEQA.

-story high-rise just
probably say “yes.”

The group with the most at stake is the residents of the historic Carthay neighborhood, because
the developer got expedited CEQA review and bonus density without having to change the project. As
you review the environmental assessment, here are five points to consider about whether the SCEA

fulfills its objective to provide a balanced and impartial evaluation in order to inform decision makers
and the public about the potential environmental impacts of the project.

1) State law does not prohibit Planning from considering aesthetic impacts to cultural resources.
SCEA page 5-3 states: “As discussed in response to Checklist Issue V(a) (Cultural Resources —
Historical Resources), the Project would not result in g significant adverse change in the
significance of a historic resource. Furthermore, PRC Section 21099, enacted by Senate Bill 743,
provides that “aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or

employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered
significant impacts on the environment.”



The environmental assessment is misleading because State law actually created an exception for
historical and cultural resources, California Public Resources Code § 21099 also states:

PRC § 21099(d)(2)(B) states: “For the purposes of this subdivision, aesthetic impacts do not
include impacts on historical or cultural resources.”

The Los Angeles Conservancy advocated for the language to be added to the legislation.

“We requested amendments to the proposed legislation to clarify that this exemption does not
apply to projects that may adversely affect historic resources. This allows impacts on historic
resources to be avoided or mitigated, as nhecessary to protect them from damage.

Without this type of revision, we strongly believe
detrimental impact on historic and cultural res
landscapes.”

d this legislation would have had a potentially
ources, including buildings, sites, Structures, and

You can read about the Conservancy’s support for changes to SB 743
and historic resources. https: wWww.laconservancy.o

why the environmental assessment does not include th
21099, which does not apply to historic resources.

that would protect cultural
issues/senate-bill-743. Planning does not explain

€ complete regulatory language of PRC Section

The environmental assessment is misleadi

ng because Planning does not say why the project
would not be subject to an evaluation of potential

aesthetic impacts to historic resources.

SCEA page 5-1 states: “Any aesthetic impact analysis in this SCEA is included to discuss what
aesthetic impacts would occur from the Project if PRC Section 21099(d) was not in effect. As

such, nothing in the aesthetic impact discussion in this SCEA shall trigger the need for any CEQA
findings, CEQA analysis, or CEQA mitigation measures.”

“The related City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Zoning Information File (z1) No.
2452 provides further instruction concerning the definition of transit priority projects and that
“visual resources, aesthetic character, shade and shadow, light and glare, and scenic vistas or

any other aesthetic impact as defined in the City’s CEQA Threshold Guide shall not be considered
an impact for infill projects within TPAs pursuant to CEQA.”

It's confusing for Planning to rely on its own zoning information bulletins as the basis for not
fully complying with Public Resource Code Section 21099.

2) Planning ignored its own CEQA Guide.

SCEA page 5-1 states: “PRC Section 21099 defines an “infill site” as a lot located within an urban
area that has been previously developed, or on a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the
perimeter of the site adjoins or is separated only by an improved public right-of-way from,
parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. This state law supersedes the aesthetic
impact thresholds in the 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, including those established for
aesthetics, obstruction of views, shading, and nighttime illumination.”



Guide, including

those established for aesthetics, obstruction of views, shading, and nighttime illumination.”

CEQA requires that public agencies adopt implementing procedures for administering their
responsibilities under CEQA. The City adopted the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide in 2006. Section D-3 of the
Thresholds Guide establishes the Thresholds of Significance for historic resources.

The Thresholds Guide states in relevant part: “Construction that reduces the integrity or
significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity.”

The Thresholds Guide provides a me

thodology to determine significance when new construction
is involved “on the site or in the vicinity.”

Guide page D.3-5 states: “If new construction is propose
with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features of the historical resource (s). Determine
the impacts to the setting and character of the area as well as whether the new construction
might indirectly reduce the viability of a district or grouping of historical resources, ”

The environmental assessment is insufficient because Planning does not provide an adequate
evaluation of aesthetic impacts, including, “massing, size, scale, and architectural features of the
historical resource(s),” as they relate to the project.

SCEA page 5-41 states: “Although the Project will introduce a new building visible throughout
both South Carthay HPOZ and the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District, the setting of the
historic districts would be retained. None of the identified character-deﬁning features of the
setting, including the street pattern, setbacks, mature street trees, arrangement of single-family

and multi-family residences, and period revival architectural styles would be materially impaired.”

Does Planning’s evaluation of impacts on the setting of the historic Carthay district due to the
mass and scale of the project honestly describe the massing comparison below?

s 0 = —




I'm not a planner, but mass and scale are not difficult concepts, we teach these concepts to first graders.

3) Planning refers to the Secretary of Interior Standards, but does not apply them.



Or separately listed properties.

SCEA page 5-38 states: “New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not
destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shail be differentiated
Jfrom the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to
protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.”

The SCEA is misleading because it does not evaluate

why introducing a new high-rise into the
Carthay neighborhood setting will not destroy the historic s

patial relationships that characterize the

Does this view along Warner Drive, one block south of Wilshire Blvd., evoke a “feeling of an
enclosed enclave” with “little immediate sense of the larger city surrounding it?” How does Planning
“demonstrate” to the public and decision makers that the Wilshire corridor high rises do not “change
the serenity or compromise the setting of the HPOZ?” How does the existence of the high-rise corridor
along Wilshire Blvd., more than half-mile away from the project, actually relate to the project or justify
the potential degradation of the views and spatial relationship of the South Carthay HPOZ, when today
there are no high-rise buildings along this section of the La Cienega corridor? How does the construction
of a 300-foot high-rise looming over Alfred Street change the perception of views and spatial
relationships?



SCEA page 5-41 states: “With its considerable height, the proposed project will certainly

uth Carthay HPOZ and throughout the Carthay Neighborhoods
Historic District, but, as demonstrated along a couple of streets in the Carthay

Neighborhoods Historic District that are directly south of Wilshire Boulevard, visibility
will not change the serenity or compromise the setting of the HPOZ.”

“The Project will not result in the loss of historic
resources. South Carthay HPOZ has the
grid of the HPOZ, there is little immedii

features or spaces surrounding the historical
feeling of an enclosed enclave. Within the serene Street
ate sense of the larger city surrounding it.”

The environmental assessment is confusin
Secretary’s Standard to evaluate potential im
National Trust for Historic Preservation,
Standard 9 is a three-part test:

g because Planning does not actually apply the
pacts to the integrity of the HPOZ. Accroding to the
“Regulating New Construction in Historic Districts,” Secretary’s

1) Characteristics of the property,
2) Differentiation of new work from old, and
3) Compatibility with existing fabric in terms of materials, features, size, scale, and
proportion and massing.

The environmental assessment is confusin
rises were reviewed under the Secretary’s Standa
and massing to the HPOZ.

g because it implies that the Wilshire Corridor high-
rds 9 to demonstrate that they are compatible in scale

SCEA page 5-41 states: “As g comparison, seven tall towers (over 10-stories) were constructed on

ire Boulevard between San Vicente Boulevard and Fairfax Avenue in the
1960s through 1980s.”

“Visible throughout the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District, these towers are most visible
near the intersection of Schumacher Drive and alo

ng Warner Drive. Despite these seven tall
towers, Carthay Circle was adopted as an HPOZ in 1998, While distinct in size, mass, scale and

tting of either the Carthay Circle HPOZ or the

The environmental assessment does not provide any historical resource reports that show any
of the Wilshire corridor high-rise buildings were evaluated under the Secretary’s Standards to
demonstrate that,”Carthay Circle HPOZ and the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District have such a
distinct setting and feeling that the tall towers on Wilshire Boulevard, adjacent to the historic district
and Carthay Circle HPOZ, add to the sense of the neighborhood as a cohesive enclave.”

While it may sound compelling to find another example of a high-rise next to a single-family
neighborhood, the evaluation should be based on actually applying the Secretary’s Standard to the



project. It’s like saying that someone replaced half the windows on a historic building without a historic
assessment and the building is still eligible for nomination, so changing the remai
not cause a significant impact because the building would still b

cultural monuments. https- lanning.lacity.or; rogram-overview. The OHR
serves as the professional staff for the City’s historic preservation commission, the Cultural Heritage
Commission. httgs:((www.Iarchmontbuzz.com{featured-stories-larchmont-viIlage(cultural-heritage~
comrnission-celebrates-so-vears-of—preserving-la[. The OHR also oversees the City’s 35 historic districts
or HPOZs and serves as an expert resource on preservation within City Planning and for other City
departments. Planning does not say why the OHR did not participate in the preparation of the SCEA.

4) The environmental assessment is incomplete because it does not identify or evaluate one of
the most important character-deﬁning features of the Carthay District’s setting.

SCEA page 5-41 states: “None of the identified character-defining features of the setting,

S, arrangement of single-family and
styles would be materially impaired,”
I'm not a historian, but it didn’t take much effort to understand why the Carthay District is

historically significant to LA. The State Historical Resources Commission posted this about the Carthay
neighborhood, https://ohn.narks.ca.gow’?nage id=24479:

Qgﬂhgy_ﬂﬂghhgﬂm; includes three subdivisions established between 1922 and 1933,
including Carthay Center, Fairfax Park, and Olympic-Beverly Plaza. They tangibly express the
practical application of key City Beautiful ideas to residential developments during a period of

Intense growth in Los Angeles, and constitute an excellent collection of Period Revival residential
architecture, including both single-family and muiti-fami y residences.

The volunteer group that spearheaded the nomination of the Carthay District to the National
Register discussed the City Beautiful movement in this article,

https://beverlvpress.com!ZUZZ/01/carthay~receives-national-designation(.

“Back east and in the Midwest, there was q lot of industrialization at the time and a lot of people lived in

tenements in cities overcome by pollution from factories,” Dominguez said. “The City Beautiful

Movement was a reaction to 19* century city development. The idea was to create open spaces and
parks, and to make cities more livable. Obvious

ly, it was an idealistic concept, but out West, they were
able to build some of these things.”

While there are certainly more authoritative historical sources than Wikipedia for what
constitutes the character-deﬁning features of the City Beautiful planning movement, the basic concepts
can clearly be seen in this 1927 photograph of Carthay Circle and explained in layperson’s terms on
Wikipedia. https://en.wikipedia.orgiwikifCitv Beautiful movement.




United States Department of the interior
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NP8 Form 10-900 OMB Controd No. 1024-0018
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Figure 7. ca. 1927 aerial photograph showing the central part of the district, with Carthay
Circle and Fairfax Park partially built out, view to south. Source:
waterandpower.org.

, Washington D.C. was the first organized expression
of the City Beautiful movement as a means of beautification and social control. There are other

examples of City Beautiful planning in LA, such as the 1920s plan for Palos Verdes Estates, designed as a
master planned community by noted American landscape architect Frederick Law Olmsted Jr. Among its

early structures were the buildings comprising Malaga Cove Plaza, designed in a Mediterranean Revival
style popular with the City Beautiful movement,

These examples are important for the decision m
provide the proper context of the proposed project as it relates the historical context of the South
Carthay neighborhood, or in historian jargon its “character-defining features.” While no one expects
that a suburban neighborhood in west LA has retained all of its original 1930’s “City Beautiful” charm,
CEQA requires an environmental review process intended to identify and disclose to decision makers
and the public the significant environmental impacts of a proposed project prior to its consideration and
approval. The question is whether the proposed roject’s mass and scale are compatible h th

rinciples and concepts of City Beautiful lanning, such that its construction will not create

significant impact to the historic character of the South Carthay neighborhood?

aker and public to know about because they



adjacent one-story office building, which is essentially the same relationship in t
between the Proposed project and the Ca rthay neighborhood. Stand in the alle

backyard. walk up and down the public sidewalks, past the retail, and decide for yourself if it is designed

to a human scale that would be appropriate for the area of La Cienega just south of Olympic. (Note one
important difference -- it’s not built next to a City HPOZ and National Register historic district.)

5) Planning did not incorporate its own mitigation measures regarding construction vibration.

SCEA page 5-164 states: “For South Alfred Residences,
corresponding with the FTA’s Category IV designation
vibration damage” was conservatively applied.”

@ 0.12 inches per second PPV threshold
for “Buildings extremely susceptible to

MM-NQI-8



The mitigation measure requires that large earthmoving vehicles that are the “vibrational

0 feet from South Alfred Street
me vibration as “large

equivalent” of the FTA’s “large bulldozer” maintain a setback of at least 2
Residences. According to the FTA, “caisson drilling” equipment has the sa
bulldozer.” Federal Transit Administration Report 0123 can be found her

Table 7-4 Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment

PPV at 25 Approximate
Equipment fe,infsec | Ly’ a 25 fe
) Upper range 1.518 (]
| P T B N
Pile Driver (sonic) %Pﬁla_"_[@ﬂgﬁ_ E —%1%5 —f— —-—19035 ——
Clam shovel drop (slurry wally 0.202 94
Hydromill (sturry in soil 0.008 66
wall) in rock 0017 75
Vibratory Roller 0.21 94
Hoe Ram o ) 0.089 87
Largebulldozer | —goes—— e
L I
Loaded trucks 0.076 86
Jackhammer 0.035 79
Small bulldozer 0.003 58

velocity in dacibels, VB re 1 micra-infsec

The project includes a request to reduce the rear yard to 15 feet. The “caisson drilling”

g for the basement is not permitted to operate within
g did not incorporate the mitigation measure to require

that no part of the basement temporary shoring can be installed any closer than 20 feet from the Alfred

after the scheduled update of the larger Wilshire Community Plan update begins in 2022.
httns:ﬂwww.Iarchmontbuzz.comffeatured~st0ries-|archmont-vilf

e/purple-line-transit-nej hborhood-
begins/. Plan updates include extensive community
nesses) to guide future neighborhood growth,

It would be a mistake for Planning to chalk this all up to NIMBYism
active, relatively well-to-do homeowners whose chief interest in local
preservation of their property values and existing neighborhood chara
world-class cities like LA grow, through incremental evolution
historic preservation that produces a well-cared for place that is widely consi

outreach and stakeholder input (residents and busi

by a group of politically
planning is nothing more than the

or institution exerts outsized power or control.

Sincerely,

Friends of South Carthay
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 S. La Cienega ENV-2022-2280-SCEA

1 message

Karen Smalley <karen.smalley@gmail.com> Fri, Oct 21, 2022 at 9:05 PM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

Dear Mr. Netburn,

| am a resident of the South Carthay neighborhood and am opposed to the current 28-story development proposed for
1050 S. La Cienega.

| do not believe there will be appropriate mitigation of the effects of construction. | am three blocks from the project yet the
steel plates currently in place for electrical upgrades cause our building to shake night and day.

The amount of traffic this building will bring to an already overcrowded intersection (Olympic & La Cienega will have a
significant impact on all who live in or travel through the area.

Please pause construction until these and other issues are resolved. It is completely out of scale with the neighborhood
and will tax aging infrastructure that is already at its limit. | am greatly aware of the need for affordable housing in our city
and our community but this project in its current form is entirely inappropriate.

Thank you.

Karen Smalley

1212 S. Orlando Ave

Los Angeles, CA 90035
karen.smalley@gmail.com
310-994-2515

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747359179304351712&simpl=msg-f%3A1747359179... 11
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 S. La Cienega Project

1 message

Rob Kutner <robzkutner@gmail.com> Thu, Oct 20, 2022 at 11:19 AM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

Dear Mr. Netburn,
| am a resident of 1057 S. Alfred St, directly behind the proposed building project.
I am writing to express my strong opposition to this project proceeding as announced.

The very notion of a 28-story building smack in the middle of a neighborhood where even the
commercial buildings don’t exceed 3 stories is ridiculous. The construction noises, parking

removal, and general inconvenience of such a long and complex build willl have a direct and

harmful impact on my family with school-age children. | work out of home and my son is homeschooled,
so this would cause an extreme hardship for us — likely necessitating us moving away.

Likewise, the toxicity of building materials will be extremely damaging to our highly green
outdoor space, part of which is used to support local landscapers and gardeners. | have looked
at the environmental assessment and can tell you from lived experience here that it does

not adequately address any of these issues.

| am not opposed to higher-density residential buildings being built in the area; of course | am
aware of LA’s dire need for housing stock. But a building of this magnitude simply does not
make any sense in a neighborhood not directly adjacent to a subway station or where other
such buildings already exist.

It would, literally and figuratively, be a giant middle finger to our neighborhood!

Please refuse permission to this project, or at the very least require that it be drastically
downscaled.

Thank you for your time and attention
Rob Kutner

1057 S. Alfred St
Los Angeles, CA 90035

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747231512960230845&simpl=msg-f%3A1747231512... 11
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1050 S. La Cienega Boulevard project

1 message

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

craig lewis lipsey <craig@lipseyappraisal.com> Wed, Oct 19, 2022 at 9:06 PM

To: "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Mr. Netburn — I have reviewed the SCEA report prepared by Carmel Partners; it does not adequately address
the issues cited below.

This is a terrible project for the South Carthay HPOZ. A 28-story building towering over the 27 5] dest
HPOZ in the city, that recently obtained National Register Status, is a slap in the face of all homeowners in
our neighborhood. This building will take away our sunlight, and be visible everywhere from miles away;
negatively impacting property values and quality of life for vested homeowners. Have you seen how far the
Cumulus project is visible? The scale of the 1050 La Cienega project needs to be significantly lowered!!!.
Any building cited in their report is located on Wilshire Boulevard, an established high-rise location. There
are NO buildings this tall between Century City and Downtown Los Angeles. This project will cause

significant noise pollution, air pollution, and future light pollution. We are going to be tortured for 3 years of

construction, and end up with a building that ruins our quality of life. This building will tower above my
house and every other house in the area; my wife already wants to move from our forever home.

The developers (Carmel Partners) are from San Francisco, with no connection to the local community. The
recently paid a $1,200,000 fine for bribing former councilman Jose Huizar, who has been indicted on federal
corruption charges. How could the city in good conscience sacrifice the sanctity of a beautiful residential
neighborhood for a transient rental community, all for the benefit of 29 low income units, while 270 luxury
units are at high income rental rates. Especially considering how many luxury units in this city are currently
vacant. How many people paying 5K or more in rent per month are really utilizing public transit, and are
going to walk nearly %2 mile to a transit station. This is Los Angeles, not New York; lets be realistic!!! Why
is an apartment building being given favor over actual homeowners? If there was a threat to an animal
habitat they would not be able to build; how about preserving a human habitat?

Doesn’t the city have any consideration for a historic community that has been developed for over 80 years,
over a bribing developer who could care less about our city and neighborhood, only to maximize their profit

$$388?

Let’s try to do better than this proposal.

Thank you.

Craig Lipsey
1043 South Orlando Avenue

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747178004151613465&simpl=msg-f%3A1747178004...
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 S. La Cienega Boulevard

1 message

Cary Berman <carydberman@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 19, 2022 at 4:04 PM
To: "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Dear Mr. Netburn:
My name is Cary Berman and | live at 1053 S. Orlando Avenue, 90035 in the South Carthay neighborhood.
| am aware that there is a plan to erect a 28 story apartment tower at 1050 S. LaCienega Boulevard.

| wanted to let you know that | am very concerned about this project and want you to know | am highly against it for
various reasons | will mention below.

| live approximately two short blocks from the project and would very much be impacted by the tower overshadowing my
house aesthetically in a negative way, where | will be looking at the building from my backyard if erected. It will
completely change the view of the sky | see now into a towering building which in my opinion is much too high for this
neighborhood. | have a solar system which | spent thousands of dollars on. The tower will cut the light the system uses
dramatically. | hope the city will be open to reimbursing me for the offset of electricity produced by my system on a
monthly basis if you choose to approve this project. The neighborhood is already overwhelmed with traffic. | know that
erecting this massive apartment building will cause a great deal more traffic which will impact the street | live on and the
surrounding streets, let alone La Cienega itself which is already a traffic nightmare. There is already very limited parking
in the neighborhood and this will further exacerbate the parking problem. The potential damage to structures on Alfred
Street and my street, Orlando will also cause a great deal of harm to these homes in South Carthay which the city has
deemed historic. | received a formal letter earlier this year letting me know my house is now officially historic. If the city
has deemed these homes in this neighborhood historic which has a lot of rules and regulations around them, |

cant understand how and why a 28 story apartment building would be allowed here based on the impact it will have. |
have read portions of the environmental assessment report and this report does not address the issues mentioned above
adequately.

Please do not approve the 1050 S. LaCienega project to move forward at this time based on the current plans.
Thank you for reading my opinion and taking it into consideration.
Best regards,

Cary Berman
323-816-3363

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747159021294313779&simpl=msg-f%3A1747159021...  1/1
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

1050 South La Cienega

1 message

craig lewis lipsey <craig@lipseyappraisal.com> Thu, Oct 13, 2022 at 11:38 AM
To: "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

This is a terrible project for the South Carthay HPOZ. A 28-story building towering over the 21d oldest
HPOZ in the city, that recently obtained National Register Status, is a slap in the face of all our

homeowners. This building will take away our sunlight, and be visible everywhere from miles away;
negatively impact property values and quality of life for vested homeowner’s. Have you seen how far the
Cumulus project is visible? The scale of this project needs to be lowered significantly. Any building cited in
their report is located on Wilshire Boulevard, an established high-rise location. This building will tower
above my house and every other house in the area; my wife already wants to move from our forever home.

The developers (Carmel Partners) are from San Francisco, with no connection to the local community. The
recently paid a $1,200,000 fine for bribing former councilman Jose Huizar, who has been indicted on federal
corruption charges. How could the city in good conscience sacrifice the sanctity of a beautiful residential
neighborhood for a transient rental community, all for the benefit of 29 low income units, while 270 units are
at high income rental rates. Especially considering how many luxury units are vacant. Why is an apartment
building given favor over actual homeowner’s? If there was a threat to an animal habitat they would not be
able to build; how about preserving a human habitat?

Don’t the city have consideration for a historic community that has been developed over 80 years, over a
bribing developer who could care less about our city and neighborhood, only to maximize their $$$$8$.

Los Angeles can do better.
Thank you for reading.

Craig Lipsey

1043 South Orlando Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90035
310-770-6383

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1746598675445111702&simpl=msg-f%3A17465986754... 1/1
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1500 S La Cienega Bivd.

1 message

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Sheryl Zohn <sheryl@sherylzohn.com> Mon, Oct 17, 2022 at 1:01 PM

To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org
Dear Mr. Netburn,
| live on the 1000 block of S Alfred St., directly behind the proposed 28-story apartment at 1050 S. La Cienega Blvd. |

have attended several meetings about this project, as well as looked at the environmental assessment, and | still have
serious concerns about it.

Specifically, | am wary of the noise and dirt from the lengthy construction period. My husband and | both work from home,

and my child is homeschooled. We spend most of our waking hours in our home, and the disruption will be barely
mitigated by the developer’s proposal. As itis, we've already lost sleep and suffered distractions from the noise created
by the developer’s electrical upgrades. We don’t find promises of fencing to be reassuring.

| am also concerned about the additional parking demands that will result from this project. As renters, we have only one
off-street parking spot and we depend on street parking for our second car. Although there is already permit parking on
our block, it is rarely enforced by the traffic department. What assurances do we have that it will be at all enforced in the
future, when there are greater demands for parking?

Finally, | am scared to think what will happen to traffic on our street. There are many children on this block who like to
play outside, as well as walk to school and to synagogue. With hundreds of additional cars taking shortcuts through
South Carthay to bypass an even more clogged-up La Cienega, our children will no longer be safe crossing the street.

I hope you will take these concerns into consideration. Thank you for your time and attention.

Sincerely,
Sheryl K. Zohn

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1746966299648998802&simpl=msg-f%3A1746966299...

7



10/26/22, 3:26 PM City of Los Angeles Mail - Building 1050 S La Cienega

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Building 1050 S La Cienega

1 message

Sarah Benor <sbenor.huc@gmail.com> Sun, Oct 16, 2022 at 9:17 PM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

I’'m a homeowner at 1041 S Alfred St LA 90035. The proposed building will be right behind my backyard. I'm shocked that
the city is allowing such a tall building. It will completely change the look of the neighborhood. | know we need more
housing, but this building will have very expensive units. Will it really help with the housing crisis? | support the creation of
affordable housing, and | want to request that 50% of the units in this building be affordable rather than just 10%. I'm also
concerned about the shadow on my building and the fact that my solar panels will be blocked. | hope and expect that | will
be compensated for that loss of solar power. Also, I'm worried about the risk of shifting land. The environmental impact
report didn’'t address that issue. | feel the ground shake when there is roadwork on La Cienega. I'm sure I'll feel it when
they dig the foundation for this monstrous building. I'm worried that my building’s foundation will become unstable. Will |
be compensated for that? I’'m also concerned about the noise from construction. | already hear the noise from the
roadwork they’ve been doing to upgrade the electricity. It bothers me most at night when vehicles drive over the plates in
the street. The developers have not done enough to mitigate that problem, so how can we trust that they will do enough
to mitigate any future issues that arise? Finally, I'm concerned about parking. The building needs to have more guest
parking so our streets - where it's already difficult to find parking, especially on garbage and street cleaning days - won'’t
get even more congested.

Thanks for considering my concerns.

Sarah

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1746906932359668622&simpl=msg-f%3A1746906932....
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Case Number: ENV-2022-2280-SCEA

1 message

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Irene R. Lipsey <irene@ricepaddies.net> Wed, Oct 19, 2022 at 1:26 PM

To: "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Case Number: ENV-2022-2280-SCEA
Related Case Number: DIR-2022-2279-TOC-SPR-VHCA

Council District: 5 - Koretz
Community Plan Areas: Wilshire

Project Location: 1022, 1024, 1028, 1034, 1036, 1038, 1044, 1048, 1054, 1056, 1060, 1066 S. La
Cienega Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90035

Dear Mr. Netburn,

I would like to express my objection and concerns about this impending development at 1050 La Cienega
Blvd. I live in South Carthay and I find the sheer size/height of this project offensive, overwhelming and
insensitive to us, the homeowners in the neighborhood. The fact that “TOC” is being used to justify the
application for approval to build this behemoth is just so off target and a joke. The project “giving” the city
29 low income housing units to get approval is very misguided. The majority of these units are going to be
built as luxury apartment units. How many renters do you think will use mass transit where they have to
walk 2 mile to get to a station. Let’s be clear here, renters who pay $5000 ++ per month usually DO NOT
take mass transit and will be driving their OWN CARS. That'’s just the reality of our city.

1. There are NO buildings (aside from Cumulus —same developer) on La Cienega that is higher than 6-8
stories from Venice Blvd to Dayton Way. This will stand out LIKE A SORE THUMB and just doesn’t
belong to the aesthetic of the surrounding neighborhood.

2. The developers are touting their retail spaces as high-end retailers. Look at La Cienega, again from
Venice to Dayton Way, NO retailer on the street would be considered high end. As far as | know NO
high-end retailer will want to be on a street surrounded by low to mid type businesses.

3. We are in an HPOZ and this project will have such a negative impact on our property values as it will
now tower over our neighborhood, causing loss of Sunlight (there goes the solar panels), traffic and
parking congestion around our streets and overwhelming the neighborhood infrastructure which is
already at its breaking point since nothing has been upgraded in decades.

4. The developer has no connection to the city and has been known to bribe a city council member to
get their projects approved.

5. If we really care about the city and people of LA then build affordable housing, NOT another 28-story
luxury apartment building. There are so many vacant luxury apartments around LA and we do not
need more.

6. | have reviewed the environmental assessment posted on SCEA and | feel that this assessment does
not adequately address the issues | have stated in my email.

PLEASE we beg you to have some consideration for us long time homeowners and our beautiful historic
neighborhood which we love and is now listed in the National Registry.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747149073107034804&simpl=msg-f%3A1747149073...
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Thank you for taking the time to listening to our concerns.

Respectfully yours.

Irene Lipsey

(310) 402-6383

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747149073107034804&simpl=msg-f%3A1747149073...  2/2



10/26/22, 3:29 PM City of Los Angeles Mail - Case Number: ENV-2022-2280-SCEA

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Case Number: ENV-2022-2280-SCEA

Roger Leib <roger@rogerleib.com> Sat, Oct 15, 2022 at 8:37 PM
To: oliver.netburn@]lacity.org

Cc: "Ms. Bonita Bonnie Claire Taff Leib" <bonnietaff@leibfamily.net>, Dale Bodenstein <bodensw@gmail.com>, "Stephanie
H. Eglin" <stephanieeglin@gmail.com>, paul.koretz@lacity.org

Dear Mr. Netburn,

Please email me at your very earliest convenience a copy of the impact report for 1050 S. La Cienega Blvd., Case

Number: ENV-2022-2280-SCEA. It does not seem to be available through the website.

If it doesn’t include this information, please give me the names and titles of its authors as
well.

Thanks.

Roger Leib, FAIA

Powered by Mailbutler - still your inbox, but smarter.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1746813826447026657 &simpl=msg-f%3A1746813826...  1/1
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Comment on Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment, 1050 La
Cienega Boulevard Mixed Use Project (DIR-2022-2279- TOC-SPR-VHCA; ENV-2022-
2280-EAF; SCH 2022090143)

1 message

Toyer Grear <toyer@lozeaudrury.com> Thu, Oct 20, 2022 at 3:05 PM
To: Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>
Cc: "Drury, Richard" <richard@lozeaudrury.com>, "Colby D. Gonzalez" <colby@lozeaudrury.com>

Dear Mr. Netburn,

Attached please find correspondence written on behalf of Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility regarding
the Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment prepared for the 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Mixed Use
Project. Please note a hard copy will follow by overnight mail.

Thanks,

Toyer Grear

Office Manager / Paralegal

Lozeau Drury, LLP

1939 Harrison Street, Suite 150

Oakland, CA 94612

email: toyer@lozeaudrury.com

phone: 510-836-4200 / fax: 510-836-4205

-E 2022.10.20.1050 LaCienega ComLtr.pdf
169K
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Comment Period of 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project
3 messages

Aidan P. Marshall <amarshall@adamsbroadwell.com> Thu, Sep 22, 2022 at 10:04 AM
To: Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Hi Oliver,

Can you please confirm what the comment period is for the 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project? One page on the City
website has an October 21, 4 PM deadline, but another states that the “ENV Action Date” is October 11.

Thank you,
Aidan

Aidan P. Marshall

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
601 Gateway Boulevard, Suite 1000
South San Francisco, CA 94080
(650) 589-1660

amarshall@adamsbroadwell.com

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@]lacity.org> Thu, Sep 22, 2022 at 10:12 AM
To: "Aidan P. Marshall" <amarshall@adamsbroadwell.com>

October 21 is the last day.
[Quoted text hidden]

Oliver Netburn

City Planner

Los Angeles City Planning
200 N. Spring St., Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Planning4LA.org

T: (213) 978-1382

| L il:j il:j L il:j

Aidan P. Marshall <amarshall@adamsbroadwell.com> Thu, Sep 22, 2022 at 10:15 AM
To: Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1744690251834795794&simpl=msg-f%3A1744690251...  1/3
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Thank you, Oliver.

From: Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Sent: Thursday, September 22, 2022 10:12 AM

To: Aidan P. Marshall <amarshall@adamsbroadwell.com>

Subject: Re: Comment Period of 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project

October 21 is the last day.

On Thu, Sep 22, 2022 at 10:04 AM Aidan P. Marshall <amarshall@adamsbroadwell.com> wrote:
Hi Oliver,

Can you please confirm what the comment period is for the 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project? One page on the City
website has an October 21, 4 PM deadline, but another states that the “ENV Action Date” is October 11.

Thank you,

Aidan

Aidan P. Marshall

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
601 Gateway Boulevard, Suite 1000
South San Francisco, CA 94080
(650) 589-1660

amarshall@adamsbroadwell.com

Oliver Netburn

City Planner
Los Angeles City Planning

200 N. Spring St., Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Planning4LA.org

T: (213) 978-1382

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1744690251834795794&simpl=msg-f%3A1744690251...  2/3
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https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1744690251834795794&simpl=msg-f%3A1744690251...  3/3
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Comments on the Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA) for
1050 La Cienega Boulevard (ENV-2022-2280-SCEA, DIR-2022-2279-TOC-SPR-VHCA)

1 message

Jamie Hall <jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com> Fri, Oct 21, 2022 at 4:04 PM
To: Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Dear Mr. Netburn:

This firm represents the Friends of South Carthay and its supporting organizations and individuals.
Please add my firm to the official notice list for the Project. The City is processing the proposed 1050 La
Cienega Boulevard project (“Project”) using a Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment
(“SCEA”). As detailed in the attached comment letter, the proposed Project is not eligible for an SCEA. In
addition, substantial evidence demonstrates that the proposed Project will have significant environmental
impacts which have not been mitigated to a level which is less than significant. An Environmental Impact
Report (“EIR”) is therefore required for the proposed Project.

Jamie T. Hall

Channel Law Group, LLP
8383 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 750

Beverly Hills, CA 90211

Main Number: (310) 347-0050

Direct: (310) 982-1760

Fax: (323) 723-3960
Email:jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com
Website: www.channellawgroup.com

****CONFIDENTIAL & PRIVILEGED TRANSMISSION****

The information contained within this e-mail and any attached document(s) is confidential and/or privileged. Itis
intended solely for the use of the addressee(s) named above. Unauthorized disclosure, photocopying, distribution or
use of the information contained herein is prohibited. If you believe that you have received this e-mail in error, please
notify the sender by reply transmission and delete the message without copying or disclosing it.

b% Please consider the environment before printing this email

1050 La Cienega - final comments - 102122-compressed.pdf
862K
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Channel Law Group, LLP

8383 Wilshire Blvd.
Suite 750
Beverly Hills, CA 90211

Phone: (310) 347-0050
Fax: (323) 723-3960
www.channellawgroup.com
JULIAN K. QUATTLEBAUM, III Writer’s Direct Line: (310) 982-1760

JAMIE T. HALL* jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com
CHARLES J. McLURKIN

*ALSO Admitted in Texas

October 21, 2022

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Oliver Netburn, City Planner

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room. 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012
oliver.netburn@lacity.org

RE: Comments on the Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment
(SCEA) for 1050 La Cienega Boulevard (ENV-2022-2280-SCEA, DIR-2022-
2279-TOC-SPR-VHCA)

Dear Mr. Netburn:

This firm represents the Friends of South Carthay and its supporting organizations
and individuals. Please add my firm to the official notice list for the Project. The City is
processing the proposed 1050 La Cienega Boulevard project (“Project”) using a
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment (“SCEA”). As detailed in this
comment letter, the proposed Project is not eligible for an SCEA. In addition, substantial
evidence demonstrates that the proposed Project will have significant environmental
impacts which have not been mitigated to a level which is less than significant. An
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is therefore required for the proposed Project.

1. THE PROPOSED PROJECT
According to page 2-1 to 2-2 of the SCEA:

The Project entails the removal of a vacant lot and the construction
of a new 332-foot in height, 28-story, 297,690-square-foot, mixed-
use building with 290 dwelling units, including 29 Extremely Low
Income affordable housing units, and approximately 7,500 square
feet of new commercial restaurant use. The Project includes 426
vehicle parking spaces, 184 bicycle parking spaces, and 54,540
square feet of open space. . .



The Project Site is located on the east side of La Cienega
Boulevard, between Olympic Boulevard and Whitworth Drive.
The Site consists of 10 parcels zoned C2-1-0O, located in the
Wilshire Community Plan. . .

The designated historic resource closest to the City is the South
Carthay Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ), located
directly east of the Site with the nearest contributors consisting of
the residential buildings along Alfred Street. The Project Site is not
in the HPOZ. (sic)

The Project site is considered to be in both a High Quality Transit Area
(“HQTA”) and a Transit Priority Area (“TPA”). The Project site is subject to Z1-2498 —
Local Emergency Temporary Regulations — Time Limits and Parking Relief. It is also
located in a Methane Zone.

The Project Site is zoned C2-1-O (Commercial zone in Height District 1, Oil
Drilling District) with a General Plan designation of General Commercial. The C2 zone
allows for Retail w/ Limited Manufacturing, Service Stations and Garages, Retail Contr.
Business, Churches, Schools, Auto Sales, and R4 Uses. Height District 1 allows for a
Floor Area Ratio (“FAR”) of 1.5:1. Therefore, in order to develop the Project as
proposed, the Project Applicant is seeking Base and Additional Incentives from the
City’s adopted Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) Guidelines with the provision of
affordable housing, including:

e A request for additional density from the base density of 200 residential units to
290 residential units. Thus, only 29 of the extra 90 residential units (or 290 total
units) would be affordable units.

e A request for additional FAR from the maximum allowable in the C2 zone and
height district of 1.5:1 (119,435 sf) to 3.75:1 (297,690 sf). This results in
approximately 2.5 times the square footage allowed by code.

e Reduced setbacks as detailed in SCEA table 2-4 as follows:

Table 24

Setbacks
Locatlon Allowable Provided
Front yard | 0 feet per C2 zone 0 feet

0 feet for commercal uses (ground floor), 5 feet
for residential (levels 2-28) on south side with
TOC Incentive, 30 feet to 46 feet for residential
(levels 2-28) on north side

0 feet for commercial uses (ground
Side yard | floor), 16 feet for residential (levels 2-
28)

O feet for commercial uses {ground
Rear yard | floor), 20 feet for residential (levels 2-
28)

Site nole: One addiional incantive (RAS3 zone sethacks) per the TOC Guidelines faken,
Source: Plans, SCB, August 16, 2022.

0 feet for commercial uses {ground floor), 15 feet
for residential (levels 2-28) with TOC Incantve

Although there is no height limit for uses on the site, clearly the additional FAR
requested has resulted in a building which is likely to be approximately 2.5 times higher
than allowed by code based on FAR, without the TOC bonuses. Without the bonuses, the
building would be closer in height to 12 stories.



The Project building includes a 3-story podium to house vehicle parking,
commercial restaurant space, residential amenities, and an open space roof deck. The
podium would have a 15-foot setback from the east property line, a 30-foot setback from
the north property line, a 13-foot setback from the sidewalk to the west, and a 5-foot
setback from the south property line. The requested incentives would thus allow for the
podium to be constructed 5 feet closer to the HPOZ which abuts the east property line.

The Project’s 3-story podium would thus be constructed just 15 feet from its
property line with the adjacent National Register-listed Carthay Neighborhoods Historic
District and City-adopted South Carthay Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (“HPOZ”),
as shown in the following figure from the Historic Resources Report for the proposed
Project.! The roof deck on the fourth floor would be landscaped and include a swimming
pool and would thus overlook the yards of houses along S. Alfred Street in the Historic
District and HPOZ.

I Available at: https:/files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/281441-
1/attachment/wOyEil30Be6a7cAP056x5Y VIyxDQCXZ0fP30a dGBBhic0eJwVccQHEXIXhE1ULCbWib
205rgLrVEAuQO




Figure 3: Carthay Neighbochoods Histaric District outlined, Carthay Circle HPOZ highlighted green, South Carthay
HPOZ highlighted purple, and Carthay Square HPOZ highlighted yellow, subject propesties highlighted 1ed (source.
Google, 2022)

The subject properties are located adjacent to the California Register-listed Carthay Neighborhoods
Historic District. Listed in the California Register in January 2002 and in the Nadonal Register in
March 2022, the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District consists of three, locally designated
HPOZs: Carthay Circle HPOZ (adopted 1998), South Carthay HPOZ (adopted 1984), and Carthay
Square HPOZ (adopted 2017).

FIGURE 1 — Location of HPOZs and Historic District in Relation to the

Project
Source: SCEA Appendix D

THE PROJECT IS NOT ELIGIBLE FOR AN SCEA

In order to be eligible for use of an SCEA, a residential or mixed-use residential
project must be consistent with the general use designation, density, building
intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in either an approved
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) or Alternative Planning Strategy (APS).
The existing SCS for the area is the Southern California Association of Government’s



(“SCAG’s”) Connect SoCal (2020-2024 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (“RTP/SCS”).2

The Project is Not Consistent with the RTP/SCS

Given that the City’s adopted Housing Element will result in growth in excess of
that analyzed in the RTP/SCS, no project which results in additional density within the
City of Los Angeles is consistent with the RTP/SCS. Table 1 shows the jurisdiction-
level growth anticipated and planned for in the RTP/SCS:

TABLE 1
SCAG JURISDICTION-LEVEL GROWTH FORECAST
Connect SoCal 2020
Population Housing Persons Per Housing Unit
(Population/Housing Units)

2016 2045 2016 2045 2016 2045

3,933,800 4,771,300 1,367,000 1,793,000 2.88 2.66
Source: https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/0903fconnectsocal demographics-and-
growth-forecast.pdf?1606001579

As shown in the Table 2, the Housing Element results in an additional 486,379
housing units, and an estimated 1,293,768 additional people being added to the City
between 2021 and 2029, without consideration of the impact of recent housing laws such
as SB9, SB10 and SB35 which post-date the 2020 RTP/SCS. The Housing Element will
thus result in rezoning to allow for 228,985 more housing units by 2029 than the SCAG
year 2045 forecast used in developing RTP/SCS. Conservatively using the 2045
population per housing unit rate of 2.66, this means a population of 445,809 more
persons by 2029, than forecast by SCAG for 2045. By 2045, the proposed Housing
Element would result in 486,379 more housing units and 1,293,768 more people in the
City than forecast by SCAG. Therefore, it cannot be assumed that any housing project in
the City is consistent with the RTP/SCS. Until a new RTP/SCS is adopted which
considers all of the Housing Element’s required up-zoning and additional housing
development likely to result from SB9, SB10 and SB35 and similar new housing laws, no
housing project that results in increased density beyond that allowed by existing zoning
should be eligible for an SCS, since the additional density is not consistent with the
assumptions in the RTP/SCS.

Page 3-2 of the SCEA states:

As shown in the figures, the Project Site is located adjacent to a
Job Center; within the boundaries of a TPA, an HQTA, a
Neighborhood Mobility Area; and along a Livable Corridor.
Accordingly, the Project would be consistent with the general use

2 The current RTP/SCS is available at: https://scag.ca.gov/read-plan-adopted-final-connect-socal-2020
The PEIR for the current RTP/SCS is available at: https://scag.ca.gov/certified-2020-peir




designation, density, and building intensity set forth in the 2020-
2045 RTP/SCS for each of these types of PGA.”?

However, the SCEA fails to provide any specifics regarding the density and
building intensity included in the RTP/SCS for these three PGAs. Consistency with the
density and intensity assumed in the RTP/SCS for the Project area has therefore not been
demonstrated or supported by substantial evidence.

As quoted on page 3-9 of the SCEA, the RTP/SCS specifies that in High Quality
Transit Areas (HQTAs):*

Active transportation and new developments should be context-
sensitive, responding to the existing physical conditions of the
surrounding area. Sensitively designed TODs can preserve existing
development patterns and neighborhood character while providing
a balance of modal and housing choices.

The height and density of the proposed Project is not context-sensitive to the
adjacent National Register Historic District and HPOZ. The proposed Project would
result in construction within 15-feet of historic structures and a 28-story high density
building adjacent to a low-density historic neighborhood. The proposed Project is thus
not consistent with the development objectives for HQTA’s in the RTP/SCS.

Similarly, the RTP/SCS specifies that Livable Corridors development result in
context sensitive density stating: “The Livable Corridors strategy is comprised of three
components that will encourage context sensitive density. . . In failing to provide
context sensitive density, the proposed Project is inconsistent with both the RTP/SCS’s
HQTA and Livable Corridors strategies.

RTP/SCS Goal 2 — “Improve mobility, accessibility, reliability, and travel safety
for people and goods.” As detailed in Section 4 of this letter, the proposed Project
would increase bicycle use in an area with insufficient bicycle infrastructure,
exacerbating existing bicycle safety issues. In addition, the Project fails to provide a 15-
foot sidewalk along the Project frontage as required in the City’s Mobility Element and
will not result in the target level of pedestrian safety. The Project is therefore not
consistent with RTP/SCS Goal 2.

RTP/SCS Goal 6 — “Support healthy and equitable communities.” The proposed
Project would introduce a 28-story building immediately adjacent to an Historic District
and HPOZ. The Project would introduce a new source of light and glare and shade and
shadows and would be visible from within the Historic District and adjacent HPOZ. The
Project will therefore have an aesthetic impact on the historic community as detailed in
Section 4 of this letter. The Project is therefore not consistent with RTP/SCS Goal 6.

3 PGA = Priority Growth Areas.
4 RTP/SCS page 51.
5 RTP/SCS page 52.



Similarly, the Project is not consistent with RTP/SCS Guiding Principal 3 — “Assure that
land use and growth strategies recognize local input, promote sustainable transportation
options, and support equitable and adaptable communities.”

The proposed Project is inconsistent with the RTP/SCS strategy of preserving and
rehabilitating affordable housing and preventing displacement. The proposed Project
may result in the displacement of residents of the Historic District and HPOZ who are
bothered by the aesthetic and light and glare impacts of the project. To the degree that
the Project makes the HPOZ area less desirable, it may hinder the rehabilitation and
maintenance of these historic residences.

The Project is inconsistent with the RTP/SCS strategy of identifying ways to
improve access to public park space. Project open space and landscaped areas are
primarily for use by the tenants. Little public open space is provided and what is
provided may not be readily apparent to non-residents of the Project.

Failure to Comply with Public Resources Code (“PRC”) Section 21155.2(a)

Section 4 of the SCEA identifies all of the mitigation measures contained in the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for SCAG’s 2020-2045
RTP/SCS Program EIR and provides a discussion of the applicability of the mitigation
measures to the Project. However, this is not sufficient to meet the requirements for use
of an SCEA. PRC Section 211552(a) provides for use of a SCEA for:

(a) A transit priority project that has incorporated all feasible

mitigation measures, performance standards, or criteria set forth in
the prior applicable environmental impact reports and adopted
in findings made pursuant to Section 21081 . . . (Emphasis added).

The SCEA fails to demonstrate that the project has incorporated all feasible
mitigation measures, performance standards, or criteria set forth in all of the prior
applicable environmental impact reports including but not limited to the EIR’s for
the:

e Wilshire Community Plan Update (SCH # 1997081033)

e Mobility Plan 2035 (SCH#2013041012) — the City’s Mobility
Element Update

e Housing Element 2021-2029 Update/Safety Element Update
(SCH#20211010130)

In the absence of such a showing, the Project is not eligible for use of an
SCEA. (See also discussion under Land Use Impacts, below).



The Project Fails to Incorporate All of the Applicable Mitigation Measures
from the RTP/SCS EIR

As discussed more fully in Section 4 of this letter, the Project will result in
aesthetic impacts on historic resources, and the City is required to consider
aesthetic impacts to historic resources. The SCEA has failed to require
compliance with RTP/SCS EIR Mitigation PMM AES-1, AES-2 and AES-3. The
scale of the Project is clearly inconsistent with PMM AES-2 which requires
minimizing the contrasts in scale and massing between projects and the
surrounding development. In addition, given the Project’s height and residential
nature, it will result in light impacts on the adjacent Historic District and HPOZ,
yet the SCEA does not require compliance with AES-3. The Project is thus not
eligible for an SCEA.

There are a number of feasible mitigation measures from the RTP/SCS EIR which
the SCEA says do not apply to the Project due to a lack of Project-specific impacts for
those issue areas, however, that is not what is required by PRC Section 211552(a), which
requires incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures, performance standards, or
criteria set forth in the prior applicable environmental impact reports. The SCEA’s
failure to require compliance with all feasible RTP/SCS mitigation measures invalidates
the SCEA. This includes failure to require demonstrated compliance with PMM AQ-1,
BIO-1 to BIO-6, GEO-1, GHG-1, HAZ-1 to HAZ-7, HYD-1 to HYD-5, LU-2, MIN-1,
Noise-1 to Noise-2, PSP-1, PSS-1, PSL-1, TRA-2, USWW-1, USWS-1, etc., without
demonstrating that the Project will be required to comply with an equal or more effective
measure that addresses all of the components of the RTP/SCS mitigation measure. In the
case of measures such as biological resource mitigation measures where the resource of
concern is not present on the Project site, compliance should be demonstrated by
documenting the lack of the resource as part of the mitigation monitoring process, but the
mitigation must still apply.

Conditions Which Must Be Met for Use of an SCEA Have Not Been Met

Furthermore, in order to be eligible for use of a SCEA, the all of the following
conditions must be met:®

1. The lead agency shall prepare an initial study for an SCEA that
identifies all significant impacts except for the following:

a. growth inducing impacts, and

b. project specific or cumulative impacts from cars and light
trucks on global warming or the regional transportation
network.

¢ See: Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment requirements (PRC Section 21155.2(b))
available at:

https://codes.findlaw.com/ca/public-resources-code/pre-sect-21155-2.html

Or:

https://opr.ca.gov/docs/SB375-Intro-Charts.pdf




2. The initial study shall also identify any cumulative impacts that
have been adequately addressed and mitigated in a prior
applicable certified EIR. Where the lead agency determines the
impact has been adequately mitigated, the impact shall be not
be cumulatively considerable.

3. The SCEA shall contain mitigation measures to avoid or
mitigate to a level of insignificance all significant effects
identified in the initial study.

4. The draft SCEA shall be circulated for a 30 day public
comment period, and the lead agency shall consider all
comments received.

Cumulative Impacts Other than From Vehicles on Global Warming and the
Transportation System Have Not Been Adequately Addressed

As detailed more fully in Section 4, the SCEA fails to analyze the potential
cumulative aesthetic impacts of the proposed Project and related Projects on the Historic
District and the HPOZs.

Failure to Mitigate Impacts to a Level of Insignificance

As detailed in Section 4 of the letter, the SCEA fails to mitigate all impacts to a
level of insignificance. The City has therefore failed to comply with the requirements for
use of an SCEA and an EIR is therefore required for the Project. For example:

According to page 5-112 of the SCEA:

Engineering Controls for Possible Methane Mitigation and
other Building Department Requirements: The Site is located
within a City of Los Angeles Methane Zone. Methane could pose a
risk to the structure and building inhabitants, as build-up inside of
structures can result in adverse conditions, including potential low-
oxygen or explosive conditions, separate from what would be
classified as a BER.

According to a 2017 Phase I ESA report (EFI, 2017), the Site is
planned to have a subterranean parking structure that will require
dewatering and the proposed building will have a vapor barrier. An
approval letter from the City of Los Angeles Department of
Building and Safety (LADBS) had a list of requirements for the
proposed redevelopment. These findings and features may
require additional evaluations, inspections, mitigation, and
maintenance, and are considered a BER. (Emphasis added).



This statement is evidence of improperly deferred analysis and mitigation
and indicates that the SCEA does not fully address the Project’s potential to result
in hazards impacts and that impacts are likely to not be fully mitigated by
measures contained in the SCEA.

SCEA page 5-113 summarizes the recommendations of the Phase II site
assessment for this proposed Project, this includes the following recommendation
which has not been incorporated into any of the required mitigation measures:

On-Site Well Abandonment: Existing onsite monitoring wells and soil
vapor probes should be properly destroyed prior to construction activities
at the Site. Permits will need to be obtained from the Los Angeles
Department of Public Health (LADPH) for the existing onsite wells MW-
25, MW-25D, MW-25U, W-2, and W-5.

SCEA page 5-113 states that:

Based on the detected concentrations of TPH-gasoline and VOCs
in groundwater at the Site, if dewatering is contemplated for the
project a dewatering treatment system will need to be designed to
manage hydrocarbons and VOCs to meet limits for discharge (i.e.,
surface water or sanitary sewer). (See Mitigation Measure MM-
HAZ-2, below.)

However, MM-HAZ-2 does not address the TPH and VOC groundwater
issues, requiring only that:

MM-HAZ-2 Dewatering System

Since building construction at the Site requires dewatering, a
dewatering contractor shall be retained to design a treatment
system to discharge to groundwater during construction pursuant to
applicable Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
requirements.

As written MM-HAZ-2 is insufficient to reduce impacts to a level of insignificance since
it provides no requirement that TPH and VOC issues be properly addressed and

constitutes improper deferment of TPH and VOC groundwater mitigation.

Failure to Properly Circulate the SCEA for Public Comment

The City has failed to properly circulate the SCEA for a 30 day public comment
period. Although the City did issue a notice for a public comments period starting

10



on September 8, 2022 and ending on October 21, 2022 (see Attachment A)’, the
City failed to make the full document available on the City’s website.

A member of the public seeking to access the SCEA on the City’s website
at the link provided in the notice or from the City’s SCEA webpage cannot access
the actual SCEA and is instead taken in a loop. A member of the public starting
with the City’s website for all the City SCEAs,® would find a link to what appears
to be the SCEA document for the project, as shown in the following screenshot.
However, if one clicks on the link to the SCEA document, as late as October 18,
2022, one is taken back to the notice for the SCEA.°

And, the Notice for the SCEA contains a link taking one back to the City’s page
listing all of the City’s SCEAs shown in the proceeding screenshot. Here is the link that
the Notice sends members of the public to, to access the SCEA — it is the general SCEA
list page shown above:

The SCEA is available online at Los Angeles City Planning’s website at
https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/environmental-review/scea. Pursuant
to PRC Section 21155.2(b), comments on the SCEA are not required to be responded to
by the City. If written comments are received, they will be provided to the decision-maker
for consideration, The comment period starts on September 8, 2022 and ends on
October 21, 2022.

7 Attachment A is a print of the notice available on the City’s website as of October 18, 2022. This is the
link to the notice: https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/environmental-review/scea/1050-1a-
cienega-boulevard-project

8 The SCEA website is located at: https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/environmental-
review/scea

° https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/environmental-review/scea/1050-la-cienega-
boulevard-project
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Therefore, a member of the public seeking to read the SCEA cannot access it via
the instructions provided in the Notice of Availability. The City has, therefore, failed to
properly Notice and circulate the SCEA.

Furthermore, even if a member of the public is savvy enough to try to access the
SCEA via a search of the City’s project records using the environmental case number,
what they will ultimately find is the body of the SCEA without any of the appendices.!°
Thus, accessing the full SCEA requires contacting planning staff and requesting that the
document be sent specially to the desirous reader.

Public Resources Code (“PRC”) Section 21155.2(3) requires the City to provide
Notice of an SCEA in a manner consistent with the requirements of PRC Section 21092.
PRC Section 21092(b)(1) requires that the notice:

... shall specify the period during which comments will be
received on the draft environmental impact report or negative
declaration, and shall include the date, time, and place of any
public meetings or hearings on the proposed project, a brief
description of the proposed project and its location, the significant
effects on the environment, if any, anticipated as a result of the
project, the address where copies of the draft environmental
impact report or negative declaration, and all documents
referenced in the draft environmental impact report or
negative declaration, are available for review, and a
description of how the draft environmental impact report or
negative declaration can be provided in an electronic format.
(Emphasis added)

The City has therefore failed to comply with the Noticing requirements required
by CEQA for an SCEA, as the Notice fails to direct the public to an actual electronic
copy of the document and the full document is not available to the public anywhere on
the City’s website, even when members of the public look on parts of the system not
referenced in the Notice. The City has therefore failed to comply with a requirement for
use of an SCEA.

19 Going to the City’s page for the environmental case number gets you to the body of the SEA, but not to
the appendices, see: https://planning.lacity.org/pdiscaseinfo/document/MjgxNTQO0/1823a02¢-5d95-4003-
95¢4-258347¢32f18/pdd
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3.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Project Description

The Project Description needs to include a full description of the nature and
design of the Project’s foundation system as this will affect noise and vibration
impacts during construction and the feasibility of the recommended mitigation
measures. Similarly, the SCEA needs to disclose the nature and design of the
methane mitigation system for the Project. Additionally, the Project Description
needs to include full disclosure of dewatering requirements for the Project and
whether dewatering is only required during construction or if it is required
throughout the life of the Project. Without this information the accuracy of the
impact assessments can not be adequately judged.

Required on-site well abandonment-related permits required for the
Project need to be specified on SCEA page 2-19

Figure 2-3 in the SCEA needs to be corrected. As drawn, it appears to show the
garages for properties along Alfred Street abutting the project site as set back
from the shared property line. As shown in the following Figures 2 and 3, this is
not the case. Failure to accurately show the proximity of historic structures to the
proposed Project has resulted in a failure to identify significant unmitigated
Project impacts, as detailed in Section 4 and has provided inaccurate information
regarding proximity to historic resources.
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Figure 2 — Proximity of Historic Garages and Homes to Project Site

Source: Los Angeles County Assessor’s Portal:
https://portal.assessor.lacounty.gov/mapsearch?ain=5087001012&address=1051%20S%20ALFRED%20S
T,%20LOS%20ANGELES%20CA &c=-118.3752802954453,34.05784809973502,20
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Flgure 3 Google Earth Vlew Showmg Pr0x1m1ty of Historic Garages to Pr0]ect
Site

SCEA Page 2-12 creates the false impression that there are similar tall buildings
in close proximity to the historic district and HPOZ abutting the Project site,

stating:

The overall scale of the building would be compatible with the
surrounding high-density built environment, which includes the
following buildings within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site:

The SCEA needs to include a map showing the location of these cited buildings in
proximity to the Historic District and the three HPOZs. All of these buildings are located
on Wilshire Boulevard. As shown in Figure 1, Wilshire Boulevard abuts only a very

12-story office building at 8484 Wilshire Boulevard, 2,100
feet north of the Site

11-story office building at 8500 Wilshire Boulevard, 2,150
feet north of the Site

23-story office building at 6500 Wilshire Boulevard, 2,300
feet northeast of the Site

12-story office building at 6505 Wilshire Boulevard, 2,500
feet northeast of the Site

19-story office building at 6420 Wilshire Boulevard, 2,550
feet northeast of the Site

12-story office building at 6404 Wilshire Boulevard, 2,650
feet northeast of the Site

18-story office building at 6380 Wilshire Boulevard, 2,700
feet northeast of the Site
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small portion of the Cathay Circle HPOZ. None of these taller buildings are located
anywhere near the South Carthay HPOZ which abuts the Project site. They are therefore
irrelevant to an analysis of the impact of the proposed Project on the South Carthay

HPOZ.

Furthermore, the statement that all of these buildings are within 0.5-mile radius of

the site is false. Two of the cited buildings are located further than 2,640 feet (0.5 miles)
of the Project site.

In addition, the SCEA needs to make clear that at 28 stories, the proposed Project

would be five stories taller than the tallest building in the area, 6500 Wilshire Boulevard.

4.

Page 2-17 describes Project lighting. However, the discussion fails to
characterize anticipated light spillage from all of the apartments in the tower.
The SCEA needs to fully disclose the likely light visibility of the Project.

The cumulative impacts analysis is inadequate. As explained in SCEA Section
2.5, the analysis only addresses “reasonably foreseeable related projects within a
0.5-mile radius of the Project Site.” The SCEA fails to provide a rationale for
limiting the analysis to only projects within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site,
particularly given that one of the issues is potential cumulative impacts to an
Historic District. This does not comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130
(b)(2) and (3) which specifies:

(2) When utilizing a list, as suggested in paragraph (1) of
subdivision (b), factors to consider when determining whether to
include a related project should include the nature of each
environmental resource being examined, the location of the project
and its type. Location may be important, for example, when water
quality impacts are at issue since projects outside the watershed
would probably not contribute to a cumulative effect. Project type
may be important, for example, when the impact is specialized,
such as a particular air pollutant or mode of traffic.

(3) Lead agencies should define the geographic scope of the area
affected by the cumulative effect and provide a reasonable
explanation for the geographic limitation used.

THE PROJECT WILL RESULT IN UNMITIGATED IMPACTS

Aesthetic Impacts

The environmental document for the Project needs to include before and after

views toward the project site from S. Alfred Street and any other streets within the HPOZ
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from which the Project could be viewed. As explained by City guidance, when it comes
to projects in a Transit Priority Zone:!!

Visual resources, aesthetic character, shade and shadow, light and
glare, and scenic vistas or any other aesthetic impact as defined in
the City’s CEQA Threshold Guide shall not be considered an
impact for infill projects within TPAs (shown in the attached map)
pursuant to CEQA. However, this law did not limit the ability of
the City to regulate, or study aesthetic related impacts pursuant to
other land use regulations found in the Los Angeles Municipal
Code (LAMC), or the City’s General Plan, including specific
plans. For example, DCP staff would still need to address a
project’s shade and shadow impacts if it is expressly required
in a specific plan, Community Design Overlays (CDOs), or
Historic Preservation Overlay Zones (HPOZs). Also note that
the limitation of aesthetic impacts pursuant to Section 21099 of
the PRC does not include impacts to historic or cultural
resources. Impacts to historic or cultural resources will need to
be evaluated pursuant to CEQA regardless of project location.

Section (d and e) of PRC 21099 specifically states:

(d)(1) Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use
residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a
transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on
the environment.

(2)(A) This subdivision does not affect, change, or modify the
authority of a lead agency to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to
local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers
provided by other laws or policies.

(B) For the purposes of this subdivision, aesthetic impacts do not
include impacts on historical or cultural resources.

(e) This section does not affect the authority of a public agency to
establish or adopt thresholds of significance that are more
protective of the environment.

The SCEA therefore needed to address the potential aesthetic impacts of the
proposed Project on the Historic District and it’s contributing resources and adjacent
HPOZ, including shade and shadows, and light and glare impacts. As shown in Figures
1 and 4, the proposed Project is located immediately adjacent to the South Carthay
portion of the Historic District and the South Carthay HPOZ.

1 See: http://zimas.lacity.org/documents/zoneinfo/Z12452.pdf
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South Carthay Historic Preservation Overlay Zone =
Architectural Survey: Structure Designation

FIGURE 4 - Project’s Proximity to Contributing Resources in the
South Carthay HPOZ and This Portion of the Historic District!?
South Carthay survey map - https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/91b7a4fa-1949-41a5-
9e38-179ead329dd3/South%20Carthay%20Survey%20Map.pdf

And https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/2a3d5332-cb78-4fbb-ae51-
4b2983a04de/South%20Carthay%20PP.pdf

As explained by the City:!3

South Carthay HPOZ is located on the site of the former
vegetable fields for Ralph’s Market. Residential development
in the area began during the early 1930s. Almost half of the
single-family dwellings in South Carthay were designed and
built by Greek developer Spyros George Ponty, who built
homes throughout Los Angeles and Beverly Hills. Ponty and

12 Similar maps of contributors for the other two HPOZs are available in the Preservation Plans for:
Carthay Circle HPOZ — available at: https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/d1549d8d-058b-468b-a3ad-
€235e944573b/Carthay%20Circle%20PP.pdf

And Carthay Square HPOZ — available at:
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/0644ba2e-b79¢c-45e5-8957-

d66e505ae5b7/Adopted Preservation Plan_0.pdf

13 https://planning.lacity.org/preservation-design/overlays/south-carthay
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other contractors constructed homes in the Spanish Colonial
Revival style. The characteristic use of low-pitched red tile
roofs, arched doors and windows, and smooth stucco exterior
finishes provides visual continuity and cohesiveness to the
neighborhood. South Carthay residences are exceptional for
their quality construction, skilled craftsmanship, decorative
detailing, and individuality — no two homes are exactly alike.
The South Carthay HPOZ was adopted by City Council in
1985.

Existing views in the direction of the Project site along S. Alfred Street are
provided in Figure 5. As shown in Figure 5, no buildings along La Cienega Boulevard
are visible from the street and the key views are of the sky.

Source: GoogleEarth

The proposed Project would introduce a 28-story tall building abutting this
residential neighborhood that “would detract from the existing valued aesthetic quality of
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a neighborhood, community, or localized area by conflicting with important aesthetic
elements or the quality of the area (such as theme, style, setbacks, density, massing,
etc.).” The proposed Project thus meets one of the screening criteria in the City of Los
Angeles’ CEQA Thresholds Guide'* for when an analysis of aesthetic impacts should
occur. Page A.1-3 of the Thresholds Guide explains:

Features that contribute to a valued aesthetic image may include,
but are not limited to: structures of architectural or historical
significance or visual prominence; public plazas, art, or gardens;
heritage oaks or other trees protected by the City; or other features
of recognized value to the aesthetic or visual character of an area.
Projects that detract from the existing aesthetic quality of an
area may include, but are not limited to, major contrasts in
building height and bulk (e.g., buildings "too big" for a street),
excessive vegetation loss or grading of slopes in natural areas,
introduction of high rise structures in low density areas, etc.
Compare the project features with the existing characteristics of
the project site and the surrounding area. Compare this information
to the Screening Criteria. (Emphasis added)

The proposed Project would add a 332-foot 28-story building, the tallest building
in the area, within 15-feet of a National Register listed Historic District and City adopted
HPOZ. Principal #1 in the Preservation Plan for the South Carthay HPOZ is:!?

Principle 1:

The historic appearance of the HPOZ should be preserved. This
appearance includes both the structures and their setting.

Although the Preservation Plan does not specifically address new construction
outside of the HPOZ, page 64 of the Preservation Plan notes that: “The purpose of this is
to provide guidelines that ensure that new construction visible from the street respects
and complements the existing historic streetscape.” Construction of a 28-story building
abutting and within 15 feet of the HPOZ which will be clearly visible from a number of
the streets within the HPOZ neither respects nor complements the existing historic
streetscape and would thus constitute an aesthetic resource impact.

Views

One of the thresholds of significance in the City’s Thresholds Guidelines is: “The
degree of contrast between proposed features and existing features that represent the
area's valued aesthetic image”. The degree of contrast between the 28-story proposed
Project and the existing residential structures in the HPOZ is significant. Based on the

14 Available at: https://planning.lacity.org/eir/CrossroadsHwd/deir/files/references/A07.pdf
15 South Carthay HPOZ, Preservation Plan, page 42 available at:
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/2a3d5332-cb78-4fbb-ae51-
4b21983a04de/South%20Carthay%20PP.pdf

20



guidance in the City’s Thresholds Guide an analysis should have been performed of the
extent to which the project would affect views available from the public roadways in the
HPOZ, and from fixed vantage points in the HPOZ.!® Given the lack of analysis in the
SCEA, the height of the proposed Project and its proximity to the Historic District and
HPOZ, the SCEA fails to provide substantial evidence that view impacts from the HPOZ
will not be significant. Rather, common sense provides substantial evidence that the
proposed Project will significantly impact views from S. Alfred Street and other
roadways and streetscapes in the HPOZ.

Shade and Shadows

According to the City’s CEQA Thresholds Guide, uses sensitive to the effects of
shading include routinely useable outdoor spaces associated with residential uses. The
screening criteria in the Thresholds Guide for determining when a shade and shadow
analysis is required is “would the project include light-blocking structures in excess of 60
feet in height above the ground elevation that would be located within a distance of three
times the height of the proposed structure to a shadow-sensitive use on the north,
northwest or northeast?”!” As shown in Figure 1, there are a number of contributors to
the HPOZs and Historic District located within three times the height of the proposed
Project (or within 996 feet) northeast of the Project site.

According to the Thresholds Guide:'® “A project impact would normally be
considered significant if shadow-sensitive uses would be shaded by project-related
structures for more than three hours between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. Pacific
Standard Time (between late October and early April), or for more than four hours
between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Pacific Daylight Time (between early April
and late October).” Given the height of the proposed Project and the area potentially
affected by Project-generated shadows based on the shadow length multipliers provided
in the Thresholds Guide as shown in Figure 6, in the absence of an analysis to the
contrary, substantial evidence supports the Project’s potential to result in significant
shadow impacts on the Historic District and HPOZs as shadows move from north to east.
Shadows would extend up to 1,005 feet to the east by 3 p.m. during the winter solstice,
723 feet by 4 p.m. during the spring/fall equinox, and 440 feet by 5 p.m. during the
summer solstice based on the information in the City’s CEQA Thresholds Guide.

16 See Section A of the City’s CEQA Thresholds Guide.

17 CEQA Thresholds Guide, page A.3-1:
https://planning.lacity.org/eir/CrossroadsHwd/deir/files/references/AQ7.pdf
13 Page A.3-2.
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SHADOW LENGTH MULTIPLIERS AND BEARINGS
FOR 34° LATITUDE - LOS ANGELES

Time Shadow Length Shadow Bearing"
Multiplier*
Winter Solstice
(December 22)
9am. 3.03 45/West
NOON 1.60 0/North
3 pm. 3.03 45/East

Spring/Fall Equinox
(March 22/September 22)

8 a.m. 2,18 73/West
NOON 0.72 O/North
4 p.m. 2.18 73/East
Summer Solstice
(June 22)
9am. 218 85/West
1 p.m. (solar noon) 0.16 0/North
S p.m. 2.18 85/East

FIGURE 6 — Shadow Length Multipliers (for building height) From the
City’s CEQA Thresholds Guide
Source: Page A.3-5: https://planning.lacity.org/eir/CrossroadsHwd/deir/files/references/A07.pdf

Nighttime Illumination

The proposed Project is a residential tower. In addition to standard outside
building lighting, a key source of light visible off-site is the interior lighting spilling out
from the residential windows in the tower, which would be visible from roadways, yards
and residences in the Historic District and HPOZ. The SCEA fails to include an analysis
of nighttime illumination impacts on the Historic District and HPOZ. In the absence of
information to the contrary, the potential for significant aesthetic impacts from nighttime
illumination on the HPOZ and Historic District remains.

Cumulative Aesthetic Impacts to the Historic District and HPOZs

Similarly, by failing to recognize the requirement to address aesthetic impacts to
historic resources, the SCEA fails to address the potential for the Project to contribute to
significant cumulative aesthetic impacts associated with related projects and the potential
intensification of uses along La Cienega Boulevard. This evidenced by the statement on
SCEA page 5-5:
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Additionally, as with the Project, all of the sites of the related
projects are located within the boundaries of Z1-2452 Transit
Priority Area in the City of Los Angeles. As such, PRC Section
21099 is applicable to the related projects, and aesthetics impacts
of the related projects would not be significant. Therefore,
cumulative aesthetics impacts would be less than significant.

The SCEA therefore fails to contain a required cumulative analysis of aesthetic impacts.
The SCEA has failed to both identify or mitigate significant aesthetic, view,
shadow and nighttime illumination impacts on the HPOZ and Historic District. Given the

potential for significant unmitigated impacts, an EIR is required for the proposed Project.

Cultural Resources

The SCEA relies on noise/vibration mitigation measures when concluding that
impacts to historic resources would be less than significant, stating at SCEA page 5-40:

Mitigation Measures MM-NOI-8 through MM-NOI-10, as
described in the noise and vibration technical report prepared by
NTEC and under Checklist Topic XIII (Noise) of this SCEA,
would ensure the Project’s construction activities would not result
in building vibration related damage to the contributing structures
that abut the Project Site. These measures mandate setbacks from
the property line for certain construction activities as well as
equipment and require preconstruction surveys, a vibration
monitoring program during the Project’s excavation phase and
adherence to specified structural performance standards. Therefore,
potential direct impacts from construction and excavation would be
less than significant.

However, as detailed under Noise/Vibration below, these mitigation measures are
not sufficient to ensure that vibration-related damage to contributors to the Historic
District and HPOZ will not occur. The SCEA’s conclusion that direct impacts from
construction and excavation would be less than significant are therefore not supported by
substantial evidence. An EIR is therefore required for the proposed Project.

The SCEA discounts the impact of the construction of the 28-story tower on the
HPOZ and Historic District by comparing it’s effects to that of seven approximately 10-
story towers constructed on the south side of Wilshire Boulevard in the 1960’s through
1980s. The height of the proposed Project is more than double that of the cited buildings
and is located adjacent to a portion of the Historic District and HPOZ between Pico and
Olympic Boulevards which has not experienced this type of high-rise development, as
shown in Figure 7.
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View from Whitworth
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View from Packard Street
North

View from Pico Boulevard
North

=

FIGURE 7 - Views Along La Cienega Boulevard Between Pico and Olympic
Boulevards Showing Low Height Nature of Development Adjacent to the South
Cathay HPOZ and West Side of the Historic District
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The proposed Project as the first Transit Priority Area development adjacent to
the west edge of the Historic District and HPOZ has the potential to set the stage for the
height of future TPAs along La Cienega. This future development is reasonably
foreseeable. The SCEA fails to adequately address the cumulative aesthetic and cultural
resource impacts of such reasonably foreseeable change.

Energy

As detailed under Aesthetic Impacts above, the proposed Project will result in
new shadows in the Project area. The SCEA has failed to address the potential impact of
Project shadows on the operation of existing and reasonably foreseeable solar panels for
energy generation in the Project area. To the degree that the Project reduces the
generation of energy from solar sources, it will impact energy demands from the grid in
the Project area. The SCEA needs to address the Project’s full impact on energy demand
from non-solar sources in the Project area and the effect of the proposed Project on the
effectiveness of any solar systems installed within the Project’s shadow area.

In addition, the energy analysis fails to address the energy required for on-going
dewatering of the Project. The energy analysis must be corrected to address and detail
this energy requirement. The SCEA has therefore failed to accurately assess the potential
energy impacts of the proposed Project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The analysis of the proposed Project’s potential for significant impacts related to
the routine use, transport or disposal of hazardous materials is inadequate. As detailed on
page 5-114 of the SCEA (see discussion under Hydrology below), the groundwater at the
site contains TPHs and the site requires dewatering. Mitigation Measure MM-HAZ-2
fails to adequately address hazardous materials impacts associated with groundwater
contamination. The SCEA has thus failed to identify a significant unmitigated impact
associated with the routine disposal of hazardous materials or the handling of hazardous
materials within ono-quarter mile of an existing school. An EIR is therefore required for
the proposed Project.

Hvdrology and Water Quality

SCEA page 5-114 states that:

Based on the groundwater data, the groundwater at the Site is
impacted with constituents associated with gas stations (TPH-
gasoline, benzene, ethylbenzene). It appears the groundwater
contamination is attributable to the ongoing remediation at the gas
station hydraulically upgradient and north of the Site. Since
building construction at the Site requires dewatering (groundwater
was encountered “as shallow as 8 ft below the surface”
Geotechnical Investigation, page 18), a dewatering contractor
should be retained to design a treatment system to discharge to
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groundwater during construction. (See Mitigation Measure MM-
HAZ-2, below.)

Given the shallow (8 ft below surface) nature of groundwater at the site, the fact
that parking will extend to 10 feet below the surface per plan sheet A3.04 in SCEA
Appendix A, and the need to protect the methane mitigation system, there is the potential
need for ongoing dewatering of the subterranean level. As explained by Geoforward:!®

De-watering and Waterproofing in Methane Mitigation

Groundwater levels fluctuate throughout time. And variations are
based on local environmental impacts, climatology, and nearby
human activity. When the bottom of the subterranean structure
supersedes the depths of groundwater, the methane mitigation
system process and overall lowest occupied space of a building are
at risk of flooding and failure. As a result, the infiltration of
groundwater, as well as hazardous methane soil gas, compromises
the structure. Moreover, the hydro-static pressures of surrounding
groundwater can also compromise the structural integrity of the
foundation. Thus, design adjustments need to be made. When
applicable, a de-watering system is in place to prevent groundwater
intrusion to the methane mitigation system.

Lowering the Water Table

When an impervious membrane and sub-slab ventilation piping
network are within proximate depths to historically highest
groundwater levels, there becomes a strict requirement for a de-
watering system. A de-watering system lowers the groundwater
table to a safer elevation with respect to a subterranean space and
methane mitigation system. Additionally, special waterproofing
applications prevent groundwater from passing through a methane
vapor barrier. Ultimately, de-watering and waterproofing

systems are designed in accordance with methane mitigation
systems when necessary.

The need for ongoing dewatering has not been properly identified in the SCEA
for the Project and the impacts of any ongoing dewatering properly addressed. The
potential for significant dewatering-related impacts remains. (See also comment earlier in
this letter regarding the inadequacy of MM-HAZ-2). An EIR is therefore required for the
proposed Project.

The following statement on page 5-123 of the SCEA is contradicted by the
statement on SCEA page 5-114 quoted above and must be corrected:

19 https://www.geoforward.com/methane-mitigation/
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While no dewatering is anticipated to be required either during
construction or operation, should dewatering be subsequently
deemed necessary, all such dewatering would be performed in
pursuant to applicable Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board requirements (see Mitigation Measure MM-HAZ-
2).

Land Use

As detailed below, the proposed Project would conflict with a number of policies
in current land use plans for the area adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environment effect.

Lack of Consistency with Mobility Element

The proposed Project does not provide Mobility Element compliant sidewalks.
La Cienega is a designated Avenue I which requires a 15-foot sidewalk. The Project
plans do not show a widening of the sidewalk along La Cienega Boulevard either through
dedication or encroachment into the existing travel lane used for off-street curbside
parking. Provision of a dedication necessary to meet Mobility Element standards would
result in a setback which fails to meet standard zoning code requirements. Encroachment
into or removal of a vehicle lane is inconsistent with the Mobility Element which
explicitly says implementation of the VEN network on La Cienega would result in
conversion of the off-peak parking lane to a vehicle lane (p. 4.1-38). Any removal of a
vehicle lane is inconsistent with the Mobility Element’s proposed treatments for the VEN
in Table 4.1-16 which provides for adding vehicle lanes. Therefore, the Project must
either (i) request a Waiver of Improvement, or (ii) propose a two-foot dedication to
provide a 15-foot sidewalk consistent with the Mobility Element. However, the request
for a Waiver of Improvement would disqualify the Project from a SCEA as it would not
meet the standards of the Mobility Element. As currently proposed the Project is not
consistent with the Mobility Element, which is a land use impact that the SCEA has
failed to identify. An EIR is thus required for the Project.

The proposed Project includes tandem parking which is not permitted.
Government Code 65915(p) permits the use of tandem only for developments seeking
and receiving a density bonus pursuant to Section 65915. The project is not seeking to
receive a density bonus pursuant to Section 65915, but rather from the local Transit
Oriented Communities program. The Los Angeles Municipal Code (“LAMC”) does not
permit tandem parking for residential uses in a public garage, defined as any garage
permitting both residential and commercial parking. Furthermore, the LAMC requires
each parking space to be “accessible” with tandem parking permitted in limited cases.
LADBS has interpreted this in Bulletin P/ZC 2002-001 to permit tandem parking for
dwelling units only when there is one standard stall per dwelling unit. LAMC Section
12.22-A.31 only provides for “parking reductions” consistent with Section 65915(p), but
the use of tandem parking is a parking design standard which is separate from a reduction
in the number of required spaces. The Project has no mechanism to request relief from
this standard. The Project therefore does not provide the required parking spaces and is
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inconsistent with the Zoning Code adopted to ensure consistency with the General Plan.
This is a is a land use impact that the SCEA has failed to identify. An EIR is thus
required for the Project

Lack of Consistency with Wilshire Community Plan

The proposed Project is not consistent with the overall intent of the Wilshire
Community Plan?® and would preclude attainment of several of the primary goals. The
proposed Project would work against the Plan’s attempts to address the following key
residential issues detailed in the Plan:

? Need to maintain low density character of single family
neighborhoods, avoiding encroachment from other uses,
commercial off-street parking, and “spillover” traffic from
adjacent development.

? Improved land use transitions in scale, density and character
are needed between multiple family and adjacent single family
neighborhoods.

? Improved land use transitions are needed between commercial
uses and single family and multiple family areas.

? Increased off-street parking areas and facilities, open space,
and recreational facilities are needed, particularly in multiple
family residential areas.

? New development needs to be coordinated with the availability
of public infrastructure.

The proposed Project is inconsistent with the following Community Plan policies,
in part because it exceeds the densities specified for General Commercial uses which
were specified in order to avoid impacts to residential neighborhood, does not include a
Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation Plan, and does not provide adequate vibration impact
mitigation:

1-1.1 Protect existing stable single family and low density
residential neighborhoods from encroachment by higher density
residential uses and other uses that are incompatible as to scale and
character, or would otherwise diminish quality of life.

Program: The Community Plan Map identifies lands where only
single family residential development is permitted. These areas are
protected by designating appropriate densities for each land use

20 The Plan is available at: https:/planning.lacity.org/plans-policies/community-plan-area/wilshire

28



category designation and for each corresponding zone, to minimize
incompatible uses.

1-1.2 Promote neighborhood preservation in all stable residential
neighborhoods.

Program: With the implementation of the Wilshire Community
Plan, all discretionary actions, Specific Plans, and any community
and neighborhood residential projects must be consistent with
Wilshire Community Plan recommendations.

1-3.4 Monitor the impact of new development on residential
streets. Locate access to major development projects so as not to
encourage spillover traffic on local residential streets.

Program: Incorporate Neighborhood Traffic Mitigation Plans
(NTMP) for major development and provide LADOT assistance to
neighborhoods in design of NTMP’s.

2-2.2 Encourage large mixed use projects to incorporate facilities
beneficial to the community such as libraries, child care facilities,
community meeting rooms, senior centers, police sub-stations,
and/or other appropriate human service facilities as part of the
project.

16-1.2 Streets should be developed in accordance with standards
and criteria contained in the Transportation Element of the General
Plan and consistent with the City’s Standard Street Dimensions.

Objective 17-1 Ensure that the Wilshire Community’s historically
significant resources are protected, preserved, and/or enhanced.

Framework Element

The Project results in a taller and more dense development than envisioned in the
Wilshire Community Plan for sites designated General Commercial. It is thus
inconsistent with Framework Element Policies related to consistency with a community
plan, such as Policy 3.1.1 and 3.2.2. The fact that the sidewalk adjacent to the Project
site is narrower than specified in the Mobility Plan means that the Project is not
consistent with Framework Element Policy 3.2.3. In addition, the project would
introduce additional bicycle use in an area lacking adequate safe bicycle facilities which
is inconsistent with Policy 3.2.3 as detailed later in the letter.
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The Project would introduce a high-density 28-foot-tall use immediately adjacent
to an existing stable residential neighborhood and in a lower-intensity commercial district
which is not consistent with Policy 3.4.1. The proposed Project would introduce a high
density 28-foot-tall structure abutting an important residential neighborhood which is not
consistent with Objective 4.3 — conserving the scale and character of residential
neighborhoods.

The environmental document needs to specify the ways that the proposed Project
is inconsistent with existing land use plans and identify this lack of consistency as a land

use impact, largely resulting from the density and scale of the proposed Project.

Noise and Vibration Impacts

The proposed Project is located in a liquefaction and methane hazards zone.
Based on the geotechnical calculations, the recommendation is for a building foundation
system consisting of either ground improvement or use of deep foundations to address the
liquefaction hazard. The SCEA and noise/vibration analysis needs to disclose the details
of the proposed building foundation system and the location, nature and depth of any
deep foundation system. It is important that the SCEA disclose the limits of excavation
and construction activity and its proximity to the property line shared with the historic
resources.

Noise

The noise mitigation measures provided for the construction noise impacts of the
Project are not adequate to ensure that impacts would be less than significant. While
MM-NOI-1, 2, 4 specify the required sound attenuation rating of sound barriers and
equipment shielding, this is no guarantee that the needed level of attenuation will actually
be achieved. An additional mitigation measure is required that specifies required
monitoring of actual sound levels at the key receptor sites and requires that all work be
stopped if the specified level of sound attenuation at the receptor sites is not achieved. In
the absence of such a mitigation, the potential for significant sound impacts remains,
given the more than 15 dBA Leq increases in noise expected at the South Alfred Street
Residences as a result of Project construction activity and the thresholds of significance.

Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-2 is central to achieving adequate noise mitigation,
yet the measure provides no mechanism for ensuring compliance with the mitigation
measure or penalty for non-compliance. The mitigation must be augmented to require an
on-site monitor and a substantial penalty for non-compliance. In addition, residents must
be provided with a realistic mechanism for reporting failure to comply with the
mitigations, given the City’s acknowledged failure to conduct mitigation monitoring.

Even with successful implementation of the mitigation measures, project
construction will result in an increase in ambient noise levels of as much as 4 dBA per
SCEA tables XIII-8 through XIII-10. The environmental document therefore needs to
discuss the potential health and annoyance impacts of on-going construction activity in
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close proximity to sensitive uses. It is widely acknowledged that: “(e)xposure to noise
constitutes a health risk. There is sufficient scientific evidence that noise exposure can
induce hearing impairment, hypertension and ischemic heart disease, annoyance, sleep
disturbance, and decreased school performance.”! The environmental document needs
to identify the potential noise-related health impacts of Project construction. For example,
SCEA Tables XIII-9 and 10 show mitigated sounds levels of 70 dBA or higher at
Pressman Academy and Temple Beth Am. These levels can result in hearing loss and
increased risk of hypertension.?? Project construction thus has the potential to result in
significant health impacts due to construction noise which have not been addressed or
mitigated in the SCEA. An EIR is therefore required for the Project.

Vibration

In assessing the potential vibration impacts of the proposed Project, the SCEA
uses the FTAs 2018 Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual for the
South Alfred Residences of 0.12 inches per second PPV as the threshold of significance.
Similar guidance is provided by the California Department of Transportation in its 2020
Update of the Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual (“Vibration
Manual”).?® As detailed in that publication several studies have identified vibration
damage criteria for historic and sensitive buildings, including (Konan (1985), Whiffen
(1971), Siskind (1980), Dowding (1996) and the American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials (“AASHTO”) based on Peak Particle Velocity (“PPV”) in
inches per second (“in/sec”).2* The following table shows the AASHTO thresholds.

Table 15. AASHTO Maximum Vibration Levels for Preventing Damage

Type of Situation Limiting Velocity (in'sec)
Historic sites or other critical locations 0.1
Residential buildings, plastered walls 02403

Residential buildings in good repair with gypsum board walls ~ 0.4-0.5
Engincered structures, without plaster LO-1.5

Source: Vibration Manual, page 25

In assessing the potential for impacts to a National Register listed Historic District
and City designated HPOZ the more protective AASHTO standard of 0.1 should be used
to accurately assess and avoid impacts.

As acknowledged in the SCEA at page 5-165, “Project’s construction activities by
earthmoving vehicles and vibratory rollers could expose South Alfred Street Residences
and a commercial building at 1080 La Cienega Boulevard to groundborne vibration levels
in excess of their respective thresholds of significance.” Mitigation Measures NOI-8 and

21 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1637786/

22 Table 1, Noise Exposure and Public Health, Will Passchier-Vermeer and Wim F. Passchier,
Environmental Health Perspectives, Vol 108, Supplement 1, March 2000, available at:
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1637786/pdf/envhper00310-0128.pdf

232020 Update of the Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, California Department
of Transportation, April 2020, available at: https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-
analysis/documents/env/tcvegm-apr2020-al 1y.pdf

24 Ibid. Section 6.2 pages 23-26).
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NOI-9 establish setback requirements for large earthmoving vehicles (at least 20 feet) and
vibratory rollers (at least 45 feet) respectively from the residences on South Alfred
residences. This is based on the fact that large earthmoving vehicles such as excavators
which will “be utilized extensively to dig for the Project’s foundation and one
subterranean level” can produce groundborne vibration levels up to 0.089 inches per
second PPV at a reference distance of 25 feet and vibratory rollers, used to compact soils
and/or asphalt, can produce groundborne vibration levels up to 0.210 inches per second
PPV at a reference distance of 25 feet.

There are several problems with these mitigation measures which render them
ineffective in avoiding impacts. First, the calculated setback is based on the 1.2 inches
per second threshold, rather than the more protective threshold of 1.0. As shown in
SCEA Table XIII-13, even with successful implementation of the specified mitigation
measures vibration levels at the South Alfred Street Residences (0.114 post mitigation)
would still exceed the more protective threshold of significance. Second, large earth
moving vehicles (NOI-8) and vibratory rollers are not the only types of construction
equipment that generate vibration at the levels of concern, as shown in Table 18 from the
Vibration Manual.?

Table 18. Vibration Source Amplitudes for Construction Equipment

Equipment Reference PPV at 25 ft. (in/sec)
Vibratory roller 0210

Large bulldozer 0.089

Caisson drilling 0.089

Loaded trucks 0.076

Jackhammer 0.035

Small bulldozer 0.003

Crack-and-scat operations 24

Sources: Federal Transit Administration 2018 (except Hanson 2001 for vibratory rollers) and Caltrans
2000 for crack-and seat-operations.

Additional information on vibration due to pile driver and clam shovel operations
is provided in Table 7.4 of the Federal Transit Administration’s (“FTA) Transit Noise
and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual dated September 2018.26

% Ibid. Chapter 7.
26 Available at: https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/research-innovation/1 1813 1 /transit-
noise-and-vibration-impact-assessment-manual-fta-report-no-0123 0.pdf
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Table 7-4 Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment

PPV at 25 Approximate

Favipmset  finksec  Lvat25fe
Pile Driver (impact) :y’:::;l ange (l):z ::}i
: > . upper range 0.734 105
Pile Driver (sonic) typical 0.17 93
Clam shovel drop (slurry wall) 0.202 94
Hydromill (slurry in soil 0.008 66
wall) in rock 0017 75
Vibratory Roller 0.21 94
Hoe Ram 0.089 87
Large bulldozer 0.089 87
Caisson drilling 0.089 87
Loaded trucks 0.076 86
Jackhammer 0.035 79
Small bulldozer 0003 58

* RMS velocity in decibels, VdB re | micro-infsec

The mitigation measures must therefore provide setback requirements for all of
the possible construction equipment which may be used on the site if damage is to be
avoided. Third, these mitigation measure do not address the potential vibration impacts
of multiple equipment operating at the same time.

Fourth, although Mitigation Measure NOI-10 provides for pre-construction
surveys, a vibration monitoring system and a work stoppage if the threshold velocity is
reached, NOI-10 fails to specify the qualifications required for the person(s) who would
do the specified work, or to provide for real-time monitoring by an on-site person. In
addition, the measure fails to require post-construction surveys to assess if any damage
has occurred, to require a compensation trust fund for repairs should damage occur, or to
provide a mechanism for homeowners to receive compensation and repairs should
damage occur.

Fifth, the SCEA has not demonstrated that such setbacks are feasible, given that
the Project podium will be constructed within 15 feet of the property line abutting the
HPOZ and its garages, as shown in Figure 8. Given that the SCEA lacks any kind of
enforcement mechanism for Mitigations NOI-8 and NOI-9 and no substantial penalties
for non-compliance, the potential for significant unmitigated vibration impacts remains.

Mitigation Measures NOI-8 to NOI-10 are thus insufficient to ensure that

vibration impacts to homes in the HPOZ will not occur. Given that impacts are not
mitigated to a level considered less than significant, an EIR is required.
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The Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual also provides
information on the human response to vibration. As detailed in Tables 4 from the
manual, Project construction-related vibration levels above the level that is strongly
perceptible would be felt by adjacent residents along South Alfred Street abutting the
Project site. The impact of these vibrations on residents needs to be addressed in the
environmental document for the Project.

Table 4. Human Response to Steady State Vibration

PPV (in/sec) Human Response
3.6 (at 2 Hz)-0.4 (at 20 Hz) Very disturbing

0.7 (at 2 Hz)-0.17 (at 20 Hz) Disturbing

0.10 Strongly perceptible

0.035 Distinctly perceptible
0.012 Slightly perceptible

Source: Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, page 21

Transportation — Increased Bicycle Safety Hazards

The Project would include a total of 184 bicycle parking spaces (164 long term
and 20 short term), 14 more than required. As noted on page 2-5 of the SCEA, the only
bicycle-friendly streets in close proximity to the Project site are:

e Schumacher Drive, 330 feet northeast of the Site
e Whitworth Drive, 100 feet south of the Site
e Pico Boulevard, 1,450 feet south of the Site

The Project would encourage additional bicycle use in an area of the City with
limited bicycle-friendly streets, and in an area with substantial vehicular traffic and
demonstrated safety issues. As shown in Figure 9, portions of La Cienega Boulevard
south of the Project site are on the City’s High Injury Network and there have been a
large number of bicycle accidents in the Project area as shown in Figure 10.

Neighborhoods, Networks, and Zones ]l' | L

FIGURE 9 — Segments of the City’s High Injury Network Located in
Proximity to the Project Site
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The SCEA fails to include any real analysis of the potential of the proposed
Project to result in significant additional bicycle accidents as a result of the additional
bicycle parking provided as part of the Project and the introduction of additional bicycle
use in an area of the City which is not bicycle-friendly. The conclusion on SCEA page 5-
206 that “the Project is not anticipated to result in significant vehicle-pedestrian or
vehicle-bicycle conflicts” is therefore not supported by substantial evidence.

5. CONCLUSION

There is substantial evidence in this letter and the administrative record for the
Project that the project will result in significant project and cumulative impacts that have
not been identified in the SCEA. As detailed in this comment letter, the environmental
documents for the project fails to provide substantial evidence that impacts can clearly be
reduced to a level considered less than significant. Furthermore, as detailed in this letter,
the Project does not qualify for the use of an SCEA. An EIR is thus required.

Regards,
~ il
W77
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Concerns about 1050 S La Cienaga Project
1 message

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Qihui Liu <qihuiliu@usc.edu> Wed, Oct 19, 2022 at 5:58 PM

To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org
Hello Mr. Oliver Netburn,

Hope my email finds you well. My name is Qihui Liu. | am a resident of South Carthay. | am writing to express my
concerns and objection to the 1050 S La Cienega project. The project would have a severe negative impact on the
historic South Carthay neighborhood and the residents.

My first and most pressing concern is the height of the building. There is no such height building in the radius. The
proposed 28-floor building will no doubt be an obtrusive foreign object to the neighborhood. Function-wise, it's going to
shadow over numerous properties, which will severely limit our and our neighbor's ability to get proper sunshine,
especially when we plan to convert to solar energy. Green energy is a trend the city has been advocating for years and
this building will make it impossible or at least much harder for us to follow. Another important risk is the damage to
mental health incurred by living in a property without proper sunshine, which is something that’s always being neglected.
I’'m sure you know that since Covid we all spend a lot more time at home and with a building towering over us, it will be
damming. Moreover historic-wise, the building simply doesn't fit in. City planning should consider the coherence of the
surrounding area to create harmonious flow. Such discretion should be given especially to a historic neighborhood like
South Carthay. There shouldn’t be a building of such height like this.

My second concern is that the project will worsen the parking situation in the neighborhood even more. Our neighborhood

was built in 1930s, when all cars are smaller. Some properties have a garage deep inside the backyard but too narrow of
a driveway for an SUV too pull in. That being said, we rely heavily on street parking. We are bordered by the Crescent
Height and Olympic where all the duplexes are, so our current parking situation is already tough. It's challenging to find a
street parking on a regular day, let alone street cleaning day. With this new building that have almost 300 units, | can’t
imagine how the already overflow parking situation will be. It's a huge problem that’s not fair to the existing residents.

South Carthay has always been a hidden gem in Los Angeles and I've been so proud and pleased to call this area my
home. It has been protected so well with many efforts from the city officials like you. Looking out from my backyard, I'm

grateful for the view everyday and now imagine if a 28-story building right in front of it. Please save South Carthay. Please

don’t ruin it.

Thank you,

Qihui Liu

Resident at 1133 Alvira
Sent from my iPhone

image0.jpeg
1033K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747166187972709952&simpl=msg-f%3A1747166187 ...
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Concerns- Proposed Project 1050 S. La Cienegal 28 Stories!

1 message

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

kevin.monroe89@gmail.com <kevin.monroe89@gmail.com> Mon, Oct 17, 2022 at 7:53 AM

To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org
Good morning Oliver:
| am writing to express my opposition to the aforementioned project.
| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment and can not find my concerns addressed: increased traffic flow; stress
on power supply; potential structural damage during construction; shadow creation on buildings due to height; and
residential solar panel systems diluted as a result.

Can you kindly let the community know how these issues will be addressed and during what forum?

| understand that others in our community/ South Carthay may have similar concerns. Please allow this storied
community to have a voice to allow for proper development / right sized.

I am a homeowner in South Carthay for nearly 20 years. | expect and welcome the right and proper city growth to address
housing concerns.

This project in its current dimensions, simply does not fit within the community it attempts to populate.
Please rightsize it.

Best,

Kevin Garrett Monroe
Attorney at Law
1249 Alvira Street

Sent from my iPhone

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1746946901793042925&simpl=msg-f%3A1746946901 ...
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ENV-2022-2280-SCEA

1 message

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Ann Rubin <emailamr@aol.com> Fri, Oct 21, 2022 at 3:55 PM

To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org
October 21, 2022

Oliver Netburn

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

E-mail:

oliver.netburn@lacity.org

Case Number: ENV-2022-2280-SCEA
Dear Oliver Netburn,

As a resident of the nearby Carthy Circle neighborhood and with deep concern for the quality of life in our area — for
current and future generations — | am responding to the SCEA for the proposed 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project, a
28-story residential high-rise apartment building.

First and foremost, this proposed development is the poster-child for the problems and hypocrisy of the TOC program.
TOC is a real estate boondoggle for private developers and investors who are creating great wealth and income streams
for themselves at the expense of communities and neighborhoods and the health, wealth, and stability of Los Angelenos.
TOC generates insufficient affordable and low-income rentals and no opportunity for home ownership for the Los
Angelenos who deserve the security and health of housing and accompanying wealth-building and generational wealth
transfer. Neighborhoods and communities are being destroyed as TOC is creating displacement and gentrification. The
share of low-income units is paltry and a sell-out.

In the case of 1050 La Cienega, this TOC development is even more egregious because Carmel Partners should be
prohibited from doing business in Los Angeles based on their corrupt business history here.

This SCEA does not provide a balanced and impartial evaluation for informing decision makers and the public about
potential environmental impacts. State law does not prohibit City Planning from considering aesthetic impacts to cultural
and historical resources — the South Carthay HPOZ and the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District on the National
Register of Historic Places. City Planning needs to adequately evaluate aesthetic impacts, including massing, size, scale,
and architectural features of the historical resources that relate to the project.

The height and overall size of the proposed building is not appropriate for these lots and the block, with detrimental
impacts especially to the residents and property owners of Alfred Street in South Carthay that will render their homes
much less desirable. | am concerned about shadows and stealing the sun from residential properties that will reduce the
wellness of people and decrease property values. This is certainly the case for residential properties on the north side of
Warner Drive in Carthay Circle HPOZ that have the high-rises of Wilshire up against that backyards with no transitional
zoning. The stretch of La Cienega is not Wilshire Blvd. Wilshire Blvd. here doesn’t have buildings as high as 28 stories!
That’s for downtown and Century City!

The SCEA absolutely twists the visual reality in stating that the high-rises of Wilshire Blvd do not change the serenity or
compromise the integrity of the HPOZ setting. |1 live in this neighborhood, and | dispute that preposterous claim. You can
see for yourselves in photos, or | welcome you to meet me for a walk here. What an absurd, upside-down assertion that
“the proposed project may also add to the distinct and special feeling of South Carthay HPOZ.” | urge City Planning to
consult with the Office of Historic Resources for a better understanding and application of standards and constraints.

This project proposes a parking garage. This violates the City’s and State's intent and policies to reduce VMTs. We do
not need another parking lot that will add more cars to the streets, increasing danger, pollution, and stress, just when we
thought VMTs would be reduced as drivers abandon their cars for the new subway. Residents who want to rely on public
transit could self-select for renting the units. La Cienega is already a dangerous. free-way like street.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747339647808173911&simpl=msg-f%3A17473396478...
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If the building is developed under TOC under the assumption that residents will use the new Purple Line, shouldn’t the
developer be required to help fund First/Last Mile improvements as part of mitigations? For example, improving the safety
of crossing at the corner of La Cienega and Olympic and adding calming islands — planted with trees — on Olympic.

Any development in this area needs to be part of larger redesign improvements for La Cienega and Olympic and their
intersection to ensure pedestrian safety and comfort while walking to and from the subway stop and the neighborhoods.
We must have safe and hospitable pedestrian pathways.

| am concerned about reflective sun-glare and heat, from the building into HPOZ residential areas, where we have small
houses, duplexes, and multi-tenants — with period-era windows — and where we enjoy walking our residential streets, as
do many office workers on Wilshire and elsewhere and visitors from adjacent neighborhoods. We are the de factor open
space for this densifying area, and this proposed monstrously over-sized building will degrade the use of our streetscapes
and the enjoyment of our homes.

This proposed development needs to offer more mitigations for the heat-island impact that would be generated by 28-
stories. | suggest the developer be responsible for completely landscaping the parkways on the entire block of La
Cienega, both on the east and west side, and being charged with perpetual maintenance and irrigation for the street
trees. Large parkway trees will help clean air, calm traffic, buffer sounds, cool the environment, and benefit our urban
ecology.

| oppose any nighttime artificial lighting and illuminated signage above street level. This would be night-sky blight and
visual pollution that would mar our beautiful evening skies the belong to all of us — not just the wealthy residents that
would be renting the top levels of this proposed apartment tower.

Thank you for addressing these concerns. This project is entirely not suited to the location, and we need to start over
with another developer. | look forward to your reply.

Sincerely,

Ann Rubin

6524 Commodore Sloat Drive
90048 Carthay Circle

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747339647808173911&simpl=msg-f%3A17473396478... 2/2
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

FW: 1050 S. La Cienega Project

1 message

DYN: Michael Silvera <michaels@dynashoe.com> Thu, Oct 20, 2022 at 10:12 PM
To: "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Subject: 28 Story Apartment Building

Dear Mr. Netburn

| Would like to briefly compare this the proposed development to a previous
development of approximately

The same height the “COMULUS”. This project is in an industrial/commercial
location adjacent to the METRO.

The entire high rise is surrounded by 5 and 6 story apartment development. The
proposed project is adjacent

To a residential community. Previously the proposed property was approved for a 5
story Senior Citizen housing

Project: project abandoned. This was followed up with an approval for a 7 story
development again abandoned.

All current development on the La Cienega and Pico corridors in this area have been
approved for 5 to 6 story

Units and are consistent with community development. This proposed project needs
to reflect current community

Development. A redesign of this proposal to reflect a previous proposals are
consistent with the history of our

Neighborhood and with City Planning Departments support the developers project
the community and your

Office Support can lead to a successful project which can be supported.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747272748346854509&simpl=msg-f%3A1747272748...  1/2
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We all understand the need for housing in Los Angeles and understand the future
goal of development along

Transit corridors, but we also need take into the consideration existing community
needs that are consistent

With city and community needs.

Please use you position to encourage a modified project which meets all party’s
needs.

Thank You
Michael M. Silvera
1110 S Alfred St.

Los Angeles 90035
Cell number 310 739 0486

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747272748346854509&simpl=msg-f%3A1747272748...  2/2
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

In Support of the 1050 S. la Cienega project

1 message

Josh Berenbaum <josh.berenbaum@yahoo.com> Mon, Oct 17, 2022 at 11:14 AM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

Hi Mr. Netburn,

| am a resident of 1124 S. Orlando Ave in South Carthay. While | was not aware of the meeting a few weeks ago, |
wanted to write in support of the project on La Cienega. The city desperately needs more market rate housing supply, and
the location near the upcoming transit line seems like a logical place to increase density. The mixed use retail will bring
walkable restaurants or shopping for our neighbors, and will be a great addition to the neighborhood.

Thanks for your work.

Josh Berenbaum

Sent from my iPad

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1746959560832546117&simpl=msg-f%3A17469595608... 1/1
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

New construction at 1050 S South Carthay

1 message

Julie Goler <juliegoler@gmail.com> Mon, Oct 17, 2022 at 8:00 AM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

Dear Mr. Netburn,
My name is Julie Goler and my husband and | own a duplex in which we live on the 1000 block of Alfred in South Carthay.

As you no doubt are aware, we are highly concerned about the project that Carmel Partners are undertaking at 1050 S
LaCienega. We are nearly on the same spot in the block on the next street over and will be directly impacted by the
construction and ultimate raising of the proposed luxury apartment building.

While we know that the developer has released an environmental assessment PREPARED BY THE DEVELOPER, it
does not sufficiently address our very real concerns which are as follows:

* The vibration from the construction and the impact that that vibration will cause on our nearly 100-year-old house
and the homes of our neighbors. In the last several months, Carmel Partners has funded a lengthy "upgrade" of
the power grid on La Cienega, mere feet from our home. We can feel the vibration through our floors and walls.
During that time, we have watched cracks form in our walls and ceilings as they drill into LaCienega. We have
seen the glass in our mirrors and shower doors shudder. We are rightfully concerned about the impact that their
construction will have on our homes. This damage has not been sufficiently mitigated thus far and we do not see
that the report reflects enough mitigation moving forward.

* Noise levels during what Carmel Partners indications will be an over two-year construction process. We have
endured months and months of noise as cars clattered over steel plates from Carmel's electric upgrades. | would
invite you to come over any time you like to come to our home and listen to what we hear at all hours of the day
and night. We and other neighbors have reached out to Carmel many times and the noise might go away for a few
days but it mysteriously returns. Carmel told us in one community meeting that they had nothing to do with the
work. At the next community meeting, Carmel proudly announced that they funded and oversaw it. Carmel is not
acting as a responsible steward in the project and | have no reason to believe that they will care any more than
they do once the city signs off.

« The impact of passthrough traffic on Alfred (again, we are parallel to La Cienega and only one block away from the
proposed building) and throughout South Carthay during a lengthy construction process.

¢ The height of Carmel's luxury apartment building will dwarf our surrounding neighborhood. It will result in shadows
over this entire middle-class neighborhood.

« The height will interfere with our solar panels. We installed ours over 4 years ago and depend on unfiltered
sunlight for much of our energy needs. The height impacts our neighbors who may want to install solar panels in
the future.

« The overflow parking from the project and its construction will decrease our already limited parking situation.

We all agree that LA needs more affordable housing. But that need must be weighed alongside the needs of current
residents and homeowners in existing, established communities. Please put a pause on any construction at 1050 S La
Cienega until these questions can be adequately addressed and mitigated. Further, | would like to ask that you and the
Planning Department address each of these concerns before any more construction takes place.

Sincerely.

Julie Goler
1030 S. Alfred Street
Los Angeles, 90035.

To see what I'm reading in real time and read my reviews as [ write them, like Julie's Book Groups Facebook Page!

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1746947439745712832&simpl=msg-f%3A1746947439...  1/2
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http://www.facebook.com/pages/Julies-Book-Groups/239999749395898.Julie Goler
Book Group Facilitator

juliesbookgroups.com

julie@juliesbookgroups.com

Typos courtesy of Siri who finished at the bottom of her dictation class.

If you'd like to see what I'm reading in real time and read my reviews as | write them, please like Julie's Book Groups
Facebook Page!

http://www.facebook.com/pages/Julies-Book-Groups/239999749395898.

Julie Goler

Book Group Facilitator

juliesbookgroups.com

julie@juliesbookgroups.com

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1746947439745712832&simpl=msg-f%3A1746947439...  2/2



10/26/22, 3:15 PM City of Los Angeles Mail - Public Comment RE: 1050 S. LaCienega Blvd.

Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Public Comment RE: 1050 S. LaCienega Blvd.

1 message

P <pvpersic@gmail.com> Fri, Oct 21, 2022 at 10:52 AM
To: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

Dear Mr. Netburn,

| have reviewed the environmental assessment prepared by the developer of 1050 S LaCienega Blvd. and have grave
concerns about the project's severe and irreversible damage to the environment and quality of life in the surrounding
area, especially the three Carthay neighborhoods, which are HPOZs and state and national historic districts.

| have lived in South Carthay for 30 years and own investment property in Carthay Square. | enthusiastically support
development that contributes to an improved quality of life for Angelenos. | have grave concerns about this proposed
development. Specifically, the massive 28-story tower:

« is wildly out of scale with the surrounding area of one- and two-story residences and commercial buildings.
There is no development even remotely that tall nearby.

« will cast shadows over large areas of the long-established neighborhoods, shading homes, businesses and
outdoor play and recreation areas.

« will add significant traffic to already-gridlocked LaCienega Blvd. and will generate additional traffic that will clog
the surrounding residential areas.

« will all but eliminate already scarce parking for residents and local businesses.

« will reduce the value of surrounding property and homes, which for most people is their single largest
investment. Many people purchased in these neighborhoods because the existing zoning prevented massive
towers such as this from being built.

The proposed development at 1050 S LaCienega Blvd. will irreversibly degrade the environment and the long-
established, historic neighborhoods for miles around. | urge you to reject the environmental review for this project. Thank
you for your consideration.

Respectfully,

Peter Persic

1132 Alvira St

Los Angeles CA 90035

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747320623092867214&simpl=msg-f%3A1747320623...  1/1
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Re: the development planned for 1050 South La Cienega Blvd.

1 message

Hillary Lief <hillarylief@gmail.com> Fri, Oct 21, 2022 at 12:01 AM
To: "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Mr. Netburn:

| did not have the opportunity to partake in the previous Zoom meeting regarding this project. Now..."Fasten your
seatbelts, it's going to be a bumpy night."

As a longtime Angeleno and resident of South Carthay, | am vehemently opposed to the projected edifice that Carmel
Partners want to build along that section of La Cienega Boulevard and which is a mere two and a half blocks from where |
live.

Firstly, most importantly, ecologically and environmentally, we Californians are into year four of a pernicious drought.
Downright dire! "...290 residential units and 7500 square feet of restaurant commercial use in a 28-story, 297,690-square
foot building." In addition, 54,000 square feet of open space? Grass? Trees? There are two parks within walking distance
of this site, going about a half a block to a block north of the projected build.

No, no, no, no, and NO! Water to be supplied to all of this construction! Water from where? Rapidly depleted, scarce
reservoirs? The terrifyingly low levels of the Colorado River?

Everyone needs to wake up and see this hellish situation for what it is. Now, more than ever, common sense and good
judgement need to prevail and NOT the almighty dollar.

Secondly, the inevitable problems of traffic and parking will be a part of this detrimental domino effect. Recently, the city
(Caltrans (?)) was doing construction/roadwork at Whitworth and La Cienega. What a nightmare! Cars were detouring off
of La Cienega onto Whitworth, and other cars were attempting difficult u-turns on Whitworth making driving parts of that
street simply untenable. Also on that day, cars were making detours onto Alfred and Orlando (the street where | live);
many of the drivers were in fits of frustration and road rage (toxic combination). Orlando and Whitworth do not have
speed bumps, and drivers are aware of this through a myriad of apps. No speed bumps make all of this infinitely worse. In
this fairly quiet enclave of this vast city, we have numerous dogs being walked, elderly neighbors taking a stroll, children
on scooters, babies in strollers,... All it takes is for one really agitated, angry driver to fly through one of those
intersections/four-way stops and utter catastrophe ensues. This project/build cannot happen! It is bad enough that people
who work in the neighborhood defy street signs and park without permits (one guy who has a permit (expired, btw!) for
Alfred is illegally parking on Orlando - what does that tell you?). Currently, with the exception of certain Jewish holidays
when people park on Orlando and walk to Temple Beth Am equaling congested street parking, our street is pretty good in
terms of parking availability. | sincerely hope THAT does not turn into a shitstorm (pardon my French). As it is, the "Indy
500" drivers are already abusing our street/those intersections.

Then, there is the issue of incessant noise for how many years? Presently, | am angrily and unsufferably living through an
unexpected, unpleasant, health-affecting two-story ADU build directly behind my property. | absolutely do not want THAT
being magnified to the 28th power, if you get my drift! To reiterate that it is bad enough, in the spring and summer,
especially during heat waves which have become more common as a result of climate change, when | have all the
windows open (no central A/C here), | am subjected to horns honking, car alarms, police/ambulance sirens...cacophonies
from La Cienega and/or Alfred. Granted, a lot of those noises are uncontrollable sounds in a big city. Construction is a
whole other beast, and this monstrosity is NOT wanted!

You, Paul Koretz (Working for his constituents? | think not!), and all of the others involved need to proverbially walk a mile
in our shoes, the residents of South Carthay, to realize what an ostensibly horrendous proposal/project this is.

NIMBY!!!

LA
® - X/=/Q

Hillary Lief

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747279639892485561&simpl=msg-f%3A1747279639...  1/1
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Request for Immediate Access to Documents Referenced in the Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessment - 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project
(6300)

3 messages

Lorrie J. LeLe <ljlele@adamsbroadwell.com> Wed, Sep 21, 2022 at 5:11 PM
To: "vince.bertoni@lacity.org" <vince.bertoni@lacity.org>, "CityClerk@lacity.org" <CityClerk@l]acity.org>,
"oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Cc: "beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org" <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org>, "lourdes.sanchez@lacity.org"
<lourdes.sanchez@lacity.org>, "Sheila M. Sannadan" <ssannadan@adamsbroadwell.com>

On behalf of Coalition for Responsible Equitable Economic Development Los Angeles, we submit the attached request for
immediate access to documents referenced in the Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment.

Please respond to Sheila Sannadan — ssannadan@adamsbroadwell.com

Thank you,

Lorrie LeLe

Legal Assistant

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
520 Capitol Mall, Suite 350
Sacramento, CA 95814

ljlele@adamsbroadwell.com | Phone: 916. 444.6201 Ext. 10 | Fax: 916.444.6209 |

This e-mail may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use of the intended
recipient. Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express permission is strictly prohibited. If you
are not the intended recipient, please contact the send and delete all copies.

6300-003j - 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project - SCEA Ref (09-21-22).pdf
240K

Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> Thu, Sep 22, 2022 at 7:12 AM
To: "Lorrie J. LeLe" <ljlele@adamsbroadwell.com>

Cc: "Sheila M. Sannadan" <ssannadan@adamsbroadwell.com>, "lourdes.sanchez@]lacity.org"
<lourdes.sanchez@lacity.org>, "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1744626509655069464 &simpl=msg-f%3A1744626509... 1/2
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We consider this received today, 9/22. Our dept will respond accordingly.
[Quoted text hidden]

Beatrice Pacheco, Chief Clerk
Department of City Planning
T: (213) 847-3732

221 N. Figueroa St., Room 1450

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Kl 0 E1 ] EIZEE

Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> Thu, Sep 22, 2022 at 2:29 PM

To: "Netburn, Oliver" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>, Heather Bleemers <Heather.Bleemers@]acity.org>
Cc: Lourdes Sanchez <lourdes.sanchez@lacity.org>

Hello, Oliver and Heather:

Please see the attached PRA 2 requests we received today. Oliver, according to PCTS, you are the assigned Planner for

the project. Therefore, please provide your emails using the online updated google takeout instructions found in the link
below:

http://planning.ci.la.ca.us/staffs/Forms/pdf/Gmail%20Labeling%20and%20Archiving%20Instructions.pdf

We will also need any non draft records that are located on share drives, local drives, and our network servers
that are on your work and personal computer and electronic devices.

Please place them in the following share folder by 9/29:

P:\Share\PRARequests\Adams Broadwell 1050 La Cienega Blvd please do not include attorney-client privilege
Is there anyone else who would have substantive emails?

They also would like to be placed on the notification list for this project.

Our response is due on 10/3.

[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]

2 attachments

@ 6300-003j - 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project - SCEA Ref (09-21-22).pdf
240K

@ 6300-001j - 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project - Imm PRA (09-21-22).pdf
231K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1744626509655069464 &simpl=msg-f%3A1744626509...
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Request for Immediate Access to Public Records - 1050 La Cienega Boulevard
Project (6300)

2 messages

Lorrie J. LeLe <ljlele@adamsbroadwell.com> Wed, Sep 21, 2022 at 4:58 PM
To: "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>, "beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org" <beatrice.pacheco@|acity.org>,
"lourdes.sanchez@lacity.org" <lourdes.sanchez@lacity.org>

Cc: "vince.bertoni@lacity.org" <vince.bertoni@lacity.org>, "Sheila M. Sannadan" <ssannadan@adamsbroadwell.com>

On behalf of Coalition for Responsible Equitable Economic Development Los Angeles, we submit the attached request for
immediate access to public records for the above referenced project.

Please respond to Sheila Sannadan — ssannadan@adamsbroadwell.com

Thank you,

Lorrie Lele

Legal Assistant

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
520 Capitol Mall, Suite 350
Sacramento, CA 95814

ljlele@adamsbroadwell.com | Phone: 916. 444.6201 Ext. 10 | Fax: 916.444.6209 |

This e-mail may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use of the intended
recipient. Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express permission is strictly prohibited. If you
are not the intended recipient, please contact the send and delete all copies.

@ 6300-001j - 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project - Imm PRA (09-21-22).pdf
231K

Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> Thu, Sep 22, 2022 at 7:10 AM
To: "Lorrie J. LeLe" <ljlele@adamsbroadwell.com>

Cc: "Sheila M. Sannadan" <ssannadan@adamsbroadwell.com>, "lourdes.sanchez@|lacity.org"
<lourdes.sanchez@lacity.org>, "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@]lacity.org>

Hello, since this was sent after our normal work hours yesterday, it is considered received today and our dept will respond
accordingly.
[Quoted text hidden]

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1744625701800713889&simpl=msg-f%3A1744625701...  1/2
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Beatrice Pacheco, Chief Clerk
Department of City Planning
T: (213) 847-3732

221 N. Figueroa St., Room 1450

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Kl 0 E1 ] EIXEE
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Request for Mailed Notice of Actions and Hearings — 1050 La Cienega Boulevard
Project (6300)

1 message
Lorrie J. LeLe <ljlele@adamsbroadwell.com> Wed, Sep 21, 2022 at 5:02 PM
To: "vince.bertoni@lacity.org" <vince.bertoni@lacity.org>, "CityClerk@lacity.org" <CityClerk@lacity.org>,

"oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@]acity.org>
Cc: "Sheila M. Sannadan" <ssannadan@adamsbroadwell.com>

Please find attached our request for mailed notice of actions and hearing for the named project.

Please add Sheila Sannadan only.

Thank you,

Lorrie LeLe

Legal Assistant

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
520 Capitol Mall, Suite 350
Sacramento, CA 95814

ljlele@adamsbroadwell.com | Phone: 916. 444.6201 Ext. 10 | Fax: 916.444.6209 |

This e-mail may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use of the intended
recipient. Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express permission is strictly prohibited. If you
are not the intended recipient, please contact the send and delete all copies.

@ 6300-002j - 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project - CEQA Notice (09-21-22).pdf
199K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1744625959875229933&simpl=msg-f%3A1744625959...  1/1
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Response to the 1050 S La Cienega Project

1 message

Bennett Pozil <bennettpozil@gmail.com> Thu, Oct 20, 2022 at 6:54 PM
To: "oliver.netburn@lacity.org" <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Dear Oliver Netburn

| am a resident of South Carthay and have concerns about the proposed development of a 28 story building in our
neighborhood

The building would be an eyesore that would dominate the Neighborhood view. From our backyard we currently see a
trove of beautiful trees with a lovely sunset each evening. If this building is to go up, that would be what we would see
instead. Casting shadows, creating privacy issues, and changing the dynamic of what initially attracted us to this peaceful
neighborhood.

As a South Carthay resident, | have concerns about additional traffic, noise pollution, overflow parking, as well as
associated crime and safety issues that would come with a 28 story development just blocks away. Especially in a
broader radius that does not have any such multi story properties.

In addition, please note that in my opinion, the environmental assessment does not adequately address our concerns
Sincerely,

Bennett Pozil

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1747260306874190168&simpl=msg-f%3A1747260306...  1/1
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Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

SWRCC - [City of Los Angeles, 1066 South La Cienega Boulevard] - Comment Letter

1 message

Barrie Brown Martinez <barrie@mitchtsailaw.com> Mon, Oct 10, 2022 at 5:14 PM
To: Oliver Netburn <oliver.netburn@lacity.org>

Cc: Mitchell Tsai <mitch@mitchtsailaw.com>, Talia Nimmer <talia@mitchtsailaw.com>, Malou Reyes
<malou@mitchtsailaw.com>, "Mitchell M. Tsai Attorney at Law, P.C." <info@mitchtsailaw.com>, Hind Baki
<hind@mitchtsailaw.com>, Steven Thong <steven@mitchtsailaw.com>, Maria Sarmiento <maria@mitchtsailaw.com>,
Jonathan Montano <jonathan@mitchtsailaw.com>, Rebekah Youngblood <rebekah@mitchtsailaw.com>

Good afternoon,

Please see our attached Comment Letter regarding the 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project (1066 South La Cienega
Boulevard) in the city of Los Angeles.

Additionally, we would like to request that you confirm receipt of this email and its attachment.

Thank you for your attention,

B. Brown Martinez

Paralegal

Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney At Law

139 South Hudson Avenue Suite 200
Pasadena, CA 91101

Phone: (626) 314-3821

Fax: (626) 389-5414

Email: barrie@mitchtsailaw.com
Website: http:/ /www.mitchtsailaw.com

** Our Office Has Recently Moved. Please Note New Mailing Address *#+*

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages accompanying it, may
contain confidential information that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the information contained in or
attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy
Act. If you have received this transmission in etror, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at barrie@mitchtsailaw.com or by
telephone at (626) 381-9248 and destroy the original transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank
you.

@ 20221010_SWRCC_CityofLosAngeles_1050LaCeinega_SCEACmtLtr_signed_completed.pdf
3339K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=91bd82506e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1746348043034962787 &simpl=msg-f%3A1746348043...  1/1



P: (626) 381-9248 @ 139 South Hudson Avenue

F: (620) 389-5414 Mitchell M. Tsai Suite 200

E: info@mitchtsailaw.com Attorney At Law Pasadena, California 91101

VIA E-MAIL
October 10, 2022

Oliver Netburn
200 N. Spring St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Em: oliver.netburn(@lacity.oro

RE: City of Los Angeles’s 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project
(SCH#2022090143).

Dear Mr. Netburn

On behalf of the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (“Southwest
Carpenters” or “SWRCC”), my Office is submitting these comments to the City of
Los Angeles regarding the Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment
(“SCEA”) for the 1050 La Cienega Boulevard project (“Project”).

The Southwest Carpenters is a labor union representing 57,000 union carpenters in six
states, including California, and has a strong interest in well-ordered land use planning

and in addressing the environmental impacts of development projects.

Individual members of the Southwest Carpenters live, work, and recreate in the City
and surrounding communities and would be directly affected by the Project’s

environmental impacts.

The Southwest Carpenters expressly reserves the right to supplement these comments
at or prior to hearings on the Project, and at any later hearing and proceeding related
to this Project. Gov. Code, § 65009, subd. (b); Pub. Res. Code, § 21177, subd. (a); see
Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App.4th 1184, 1199-
1203; see also Galante VVineyards v. Monterey Water Dist. (1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109,
1121.

The Southwest Carpenters incorporates by reference all comments raising issues

regarding the environmental review for the Project submitted prior to the approval

tor the Project. See Citizens for Clean Energy v City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal. App.4th
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173, 191 (finding that any party who has objected to the project’s environmental

documentation may assert any issue timely raised by other parties).

Moreover, the Southwest Carpenters requests that the City provide notice for any and
all notices referring or related to the Project issued under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Res. Code, § 21000 e/ seq.), and the
California Planning and Zoning Law (“Planning and Zoning Law”) (Gov. Code, {§
65000-65010). California Public Resources Code Sections 21092.2, and 21167(f) and
California Government Code Section 65092 require agencies to mail such notices to

any person who has filed a written request for them with the clerk of the agency’s

governing body.
L. THE CITY SHOULD REQUIRE A LOCAL TRAINED
WORKFORCE

The City should require the Project to be built using a local workers who have
graduated from a Joint Labor-Management Apprenticeship Program approved by the
State of California, have at least as many hours of on-the-job experience in the
applicable craft which would be required to graduate from such a state-approved
apprenticeship training program, or who are registered apprentices in a state-approved

apprenticeship training program.

Community benefits such as local hire can also be helpful to reduce environmental
impacts and improve the positive economic impact of the Project. Local hire
provisions requiring that a certain percentage of workers reside within 10 miles or less
of the Project site can reduce the length of vendor trips, reduce greenhouse gas
emissions, and provide localized economic benefits. As environmental consultants

Matt Hagemann and Paul E. Rosenfeld note:

[A]ny local hire requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length
from the default value has the potential to result in a reduction of
construction-related GHG emissions, though the significance of the
reduction would vary based on the location and urbanization level of the

project site.

March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and
Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling.

Workforce requirements promote the development of skilled trades that yield

sustainable economic development. As the California Workforce Development Board
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and the University of California, Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education

concluded:

[L]abor should be considered an investment rather than a cost—and
investments in growing, diversifying, and upskilling California’s workforce
can positively affect returns on climate mitigation efforts. In other words,
well-trained workers are key to delivering emissions reductions and

moving California closer to its climate targets.1

Furthermore, workforce policies have significant environmental benefits given that
they improve an area’s jobs-housing balance, decreasing the amount and length of job
commutes and the associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. In fact, on May 7,
2021, the South Coast Air Quality Management District found that that the “[u]se of a

local state-certified apprenticeship program” can result in air pollutant reductions.

Cities are increasingly incorporating local workforce policies and requirements into
general plans and municipal codes. For example, the City of Hayward’s 2040 General
Plan requires the city to “promote local hiring . . . to help achieve a more positive

q yto p 8 p p
jobs-housing balance, and reduce regional commuting, gas consumption, and

greenhouse gas emissions.””

The City of Hayward has even gone as far as incorporating a Skilled Labor Force
policy into its Downtown Specific Plan and municipal code, requiring developments
in its downtown area to require that the City “[c]ontribute to the stabilization of
regional construction markets by spurring applicants of housing and nonresidential

developments to require contractors to utilize apprentices from state-approved joint

! California Workforce Development Board (2020) Putting California on the High Road: A
Jobs and Climate Action Plan for 2030 at p. ii, available at https:/ /laborcenter.berkeley.edu/
wp-content/uploads/2020/09 /Putting-California-on-the-High-Road.pdf.

2 South Coast Air Quality Management District (May 7, 2021) Certify Final Environmental
Assessment and Adopt Proposed Rule 2305 — Warehouse Indirect Source Rule —
Warehouse Actions and Investments to Reduce Emissions Program, and Proposed Rule
316 — Fees for Rule 2305, Submit Rule 2305 for Inclusion Into the SIP, and Approve
Supporting Budget Actions, available at http:/ /www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/Agendas/Governing-Board /2021 /2021-May7-027.pdf?sfvrsn=10.

3 City of Hayward (2014) Hayward 2040 General Plan Policy Document at p. 3-99, available at
https://www.hayward-ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/General Plan FINAT.pdf.



https://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Putting-California-on-the-High-Road.pdf
https://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Putting-California-on-the-High-Road.pdf
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http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2021/2021-May7-027.pdf?sfvrsn=10
https://www.hayward-ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/General_Plan_FINAL.pdf

City of Los Angeles — 1050 La Cienega Blvd. Project

October 10, 2022

Page 4 of 14

labor-management training programs[.]”* The City of Hayward mandates the same

measure on all projects that are 30,000 square feet or larger.”

Locating jobs closer to residential areas can have significant environmental benefits.
As the California Planning Roundtable noted in 2008:

People who live and work in the same jurisdiction would be more likely
to take transit, walk, or bicycle to work than residents of less balanced
communities and their vehicle trips would be shorter. Benefits would
include potential reductions in both vehicle miles traveled and vehicle

hours traveled.®

Moreover, local hire mandates and skill-training are critical facets of a strategy to
reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). As planning experts Robert Cervero and
Michael Duncan have noted, simply placing jobs near housing stock is insufficient to
achieve VMT reductions given that the skill requirements of available local jobs must
match those held by local residents.” Some municipalities have even tied local hire and
skilled and trained workforce policies to local development permits to address

transportation issues. Cervero and Duncan note that:

In nearly built-out Berkeley, CA, the approach to balancing jobs and
housing is to create local jobs rather than to develop new housing. The
city’s First Source program encourages businesses to hire local residents,
especially for entry- and intermediate-level jobs, and sponsors vocational
training to ensure residents are employment-ready. While the program is
voluntary, some 300 businesses have used it to date, placing more than
3,000 city residents in local jobs since it was launched in 1986. When
needed, these carrots are matched by sticks, since the city is not shy about

* City of Hayward (2019) Hayward Downtown Specific Plan at p. 5-24, available at
https://www.hayward-ca.gov/sites/default/files/Hayward %20Downtown%
20Specific%20Plan.pdf.

> City of Hayward Municipal Code, Chapter 10, § 28.5.3.020(C).

¢ California Planning Roundtable (2008) Deconstructing Jobs-Housing Balance at p. 6,
available at https:/ /cproundtable.org/static/media/uploads/publications/cpt-jobs-
housing.pdf

7 Cetvero, Robert and Duncan, Michael (2006) Which Reduces Vehicle Travel More: Jobs-
Housing Balance or Retail-Housing Mixing? Journal of the American Planning Association
72 (4), 475-490, 482, available at http:/ /reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads/UTCT-

825.pdf.
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negotiating corporate participation in First Source as a condition of

approval for development permits.

Therefore, the City should consider utilizing local workforce policies and
requirements to benefit the local area economically and to mitigate greenhouse gas,

improve air quality, and reduce transportation impacts.

II. THE CITY SHOULD IMPOSE TRAINING REQUIREMENTS FOR
THE PROJECT’S CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES TO PREVENT
COMMUNITY SPREAD OF COVID-19 AND OTHER INFECTIOUS
DISEASES

Construction work has been defined as a Lower to High-risk activity for COVID-19
spread by the Occupations Safety and Health Administration. Recently, several
construction sites have been identified as sources of community spread of COVID-
19.8

Southwest Carpenters recommend that the Lead Agency adopt additional requirements
to mitigate public health risks from the Project’s construction activities. Southwest
Carpenters requests that the Lead Agency require safe on-site construction work
practices as well as training and certification for any construction workers on the
Project Site.

In particular, based upon Southwest Carpenters’ experience with safe construction site
work practices, Southwest Carpenters recommends that the LLead Agency require that

while construction activities are being conducted at the Project Site:

Construction Site Design:

. The Project Site will be limited to two controlled entry
points.
. Entry points will have temperature screening technicians

taking temperature readings when the entry point is open.

8 Santa Clara County Public Health (June 12, 2020) COVID-19 CASES AT
CONSTRUCTION SITES HIGHLIGHT NEED FOR CONTINUED VIGILANCE IN
SECTORS THAT HAVE REOPENED, available at https://www.sccgov.org/sites/
covid19/Pages/press-release-06-12-2020-cases-at-construction-sites.aspx.
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The Temperature Screening Site Plan shows details
regarding access to the Project Site and Project Site logistics

for conducting temperature screening.

A 48-hour advance notice will be provided to all trades prior
to the first day of temperature screening.

The perimeter fence directly adjacent to the entry points will
be clearly marked indicating the appropriate 6-foot social
distancing position for when you approach the screening
area. Please reference the Apex temperature screening site

map for additional details.

There will be clear sighage posted at the project site directing

you through temperature screening.

Provide hand washing stations throughout the construction

site.

Testing Procedures:

The temperature screening being used are non-contact

devices.
Temperature readings will not be recorded.

Personnel will be screened upon entering the testing center

and should only take 1-2 seconds per individual.

Hard hats, head coverings, sweat, dirt, sunscreen or any
other cosmetics must be removed on the forehead before

temperature screening.

Anyone who refuses to submit to a temperature screening or
does not answer the health screening questions will be

refused access to the Project Site.

Screening will be performed at both entrances from 5:30 am
to 7:30 am.; main gate [ZONE 1] and personnel gate
[ZONE 2]

After 7:30 am only the main gate entrance [ZONE 1] will

continue to be used for temperature testing for anybody
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gaining entry to the project site such as returning personnel,

deliveries, and visitors.

. If the digital thermometer displays a temperature reading
above 100.0 degrees Fahrenheit, a second reading will be

taken to verify an accurate reading.

: If the second reading confirms an elevated temperature,
DHS will instruct the individual that he/she will not be
allowed to enter the Project Site. DHS will also instruct the
individual to promptly notify his/her supervisor and his/her

human resources (HR) representative and provide them with

a copy of Annex A.
Planning
. Require the development of an Infectious Disease

Preparedness and Response Plan that will include basic
infection prevention measures (requiring the use of personal
protection equipment), policies and procedures for prompt
identification and isolation of sick individuals, social
distancing (prohibiting gatherings of no more than 10
people including all-hands meetings and all-hands lunches)
communication and training and workplace controls that
meet standards that may be promulgated by the Center for
Disease Control, Occupational Safety and Health
Administration, Cal/OSHA, California Department of
Public Health or applicable local public health agencies.’

The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Carpenters International Training Fund
has developed COVID-19 Training and Certification to ensure that Carpenter union

members and apprentices conduct safe work practices. The Agency should require that

% See also The Center for Construction Research and Training, North America’s Building
Trades Unions (April 27 2020) NABTU and CPWR COVIC-19 Standards for U.S
Constructions Sites, available at https:/ /www.cpwt.com/sites/default/files/NABTU
CPWR_Standards COVID-19.pdf; Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
(2020) Guidelines for Construction Sites During COVID-19 Pandemic, avazlable at
https://dpw.lacounty.gov/building-and-safety/docs/pw_guidelines-construction-sites.pdf.
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all construction workers undergo COVID-19 Training and Certification before being

allowed to conduct construction activities at the Project Site.

Southwest Carpenters has also developed a rigorous Infection Control Risk
Assessment (“ICRA”) training program to ensure it delivers a workforce that
understands how to identify and control infection risks by implementing protocols to
protect themselves and all others during renovation and construction projects in

healthcare environments.!”

ICRA protocols are intended to contain pathogens, control airflow, and protect
patients during the construction, maintenance and renovation of healthcare facilities.
ICRA protocols prevent cross contamination, minimizing the risk of secondary

infections in patients at hospital facilities.

The City should require the Project to be built using a workforce trained in ICRA

protocols.

III. THE CITY SHOULD PREPARE AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE PROJECT

CEQA is a California statute designed to inform decision makers and the public about
the potential, significant environmental effects of a project. 14 California Code of
Regulations (“CEQA Guidelines”) § 15002(a)(1).!" At its core, “[i]ts putpose is to
inform the public and its responsible officials of the environmental consequences of
their decisions before they are made.” Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990)
52 Cal. 3d 553, 564.

To achieve this purpose, CEQA mandates preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report (“EIR”) for projects so that the foreseeable impacts of pursuing the project
can be understood and weighed. Communities for a Better Environment v. Richmond (2010)

1% For details concerning Southwest Carpenters’s ICRA training program, see
https://icrahealthcare.com/.
1 The CEQA Guidelines, codified in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, section

15000 ef seq, are regulatory guidelines promulgated by the state Natural Resources Agency
for the implementation of CEQA. (Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.) The CEQA Guidelines
are given “great weight in interpreting CEQA except when . . . clearly unauthorized or
erroneous.” Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 204,
217.



https://icrahealthcare.com/

City of Los Angeles — 1050 La Cienega Blvd. Project

October 10, 2022

Page 9 of 14

184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 80. The EIR requirement “is the heart of CEQA.” CEQA

Guidelines, § 15003(a).

A strong presumption in favor of requiring preparation of an EIR is built into CEQA.
This presumption is reflected in what is known as the "fair argument” standard, under
which an agency must prepare an EIR whenever substantial evidence in the record
supports a fair argument that a project may have a significant effect on the
environment. Quail Botanical Gardens Found., Inc. v. City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal. App.
4th 1597, 1602; Friends of "B" St. v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal. 3d 988, 1002.

The fair argument test stems from the statutory mandate that an EIR be prepared for
any project that "may have a significant effect on the environment." PRC § 21151; No
Otl, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal. App. 3d 68, 75, Jensen v. City of Santa Rosa
(2018) 23 Cal. App. 5th 877, 884. Under this test, if a proposed project is not exempt
and may cause a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency must prepare
an EIR. PRC §§ 21100(a), 21151; CEQA Guidelines § 15064(a)(1), (f)(1). An EIR may
be dispensed with only if the lead agency finds no substantial evidence in the initial
study or elsewhere in the record that the project may have a significant effect on the
environment. Parker Shattuck Neighbors v. Berkeley City Counci/ (2013) 222 Cal. App. 4th
768, 785. In such a situation, the agency must adopt a negative declaration. PRC §
21080(c)(1); CEQA Guidelines §§ 15063(b)(2), 15064(f)(3).

"Significant effect upon the environment" is defined as "a substantial or potentially
substantial adverse change in the environment." PRC § 21068; CEQA Guidelines §
15382. A project "may" have a significant effect on the environment if there is a
"reasonable probability" that it will result in a significant impact. No O/, Inc. v. City of
Los Angeles, 13 Cal. 3d at 83 tn. 16; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.
App. 3d 296, 309. If any aspect of the project may result in a significant impact on the
environment, an EIR must be prepared even if the overall effect of the project is
beneficial. CEQA Guidelines § 15063 (b)(1). See County Sanitation Dist. No. 2 v. County
of Kern (2005) 127 Cal. App. 4th 1544, 1580.

This standard sets a "low threshold" for preparation of an EIR. Consolidated Irrig. Dist.
v. City of Selma (2012) 204 Cal. App. 4th 187, 207; Nelson v. County of Kern (2010) 190
Cal. App. 4th 252; Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 903,
928; Bowman v. City of Berkeley (2004) 122 Cal. App. 4th 572, 580; Citizen Action to Serve
All Students v. Thornley (1990) 222 Cal. App. 3d 748, 754; Sundstrom v. County of
Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal. App. 3d 296, 310. If substantial evidence in the record
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supports a fair argument that the project may have a significant environmental effect,
the lead agency must prepare an EIR even if other substantial evidence before it
indicates the project will have no significant effect. See Jensen v. City of Santa Rosa
(2018) 23 Cal. App. 5th 877, 886; Clews Land & Livestock v. City of San Diego (2017) 19
Cal. App. 5th 161, 183; Stanislaus Aundubon Soc'y, Inc. v. County of Stanisians (1995) 33 Cal.
App. 4th 144, 150; Brentwood Ass'n for No Drilling, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1982) 134
Cal. App. 3d 491; Friends of "B" St. v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal. App. 3d 988;
CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f)(1).

As explained below, the SCEA fails to support all of its findings with substantial
evidence, fails to incorporate adequate mitigation measures, and fails to analyze all
relevant factors. Therefore, there is a fair argument that the Project will have a
significant effect on the environment, triggering the “low threshold” standard for
preparation of a Project-specific EIR.

IV. THE CITY MUST REVISE AND RECIRCULATE THE SCEA

In light of the SCEA’s failure to substantiate all of its findings, provide adequate
mitigation measures, and fully assess all relevant factors, the City must revise and
recirculate the SCEA, at the very least, to ensure that the SCEA in fact complies with
the requirements set forth in Public Resources Code section 21155.2 should the City
elect not prepare an EIR for the Project.

A. The SCEA Fails to Support its Energy and Utility Findings With

Substantial Evidence

CEQA requires that an environmental document identify and discuss the significant
effects of a Project, alternatives and how those significant effects can be mitigated or
avoided. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2; PRC §§ 21100(b)(1), 21002.1(a). With respect to
energy impacts, CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(b) requires that an environmental review
document consider “the project's energy use for all project phases and components,
including transportation-related energy, during construction and operation” to assess
whether a project will result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
energy. As noted in the SCEA, analysis to determine whether a project will result in
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy should include “[t|he
project’s energy requirements and it energy use efficiencies by amonnt and fuel type for
each stage of the project” (emphasis added). SCEA at 5-55.
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Similarly, for utility impacts, the SCEA requires consideration of whether the Project

will “result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded. . . electrical power

[and] natural gas” facilities. SCEA at 5-124.

Here, the SCEA does not even attempt to quantify the Project’s estimated energy
consumption during its construction phase. This is particularly disconcerting given
that the SCEA estimates that the construction phase is expected to last about 32
months, i.e. over two years. SCEA at 5-107. Instead, the SCEA blanketly asserts that
“lo]verall, construction activities associated with the Project would require limited
electricity generation that would not be expected to have an adverse impact on
available electricity supplies.” Id. at 5-55. Thus, the SCEA places the cart before the
horse in speculating that the Project’s energy and utility impacts will be less than
significant without even assessing the Project’s anticipated construction related energy
consumption. Without such analysis and information, the SCEA’s less than significant

tindings are no more than speculative.

B.  The SCEA Defers its Mitigation Measures

If a project has a significant effect on the environment, an agency may approve the
project only upon finding that it has “eliminated or substantially lessened all
significant effects on the environment where feasible” and that any unavoidable

significant effects on the environment are “acceptable due to overriding concerns”.

CEQA Guidelines § 15092(b)(2)(A—B).

CEQA mitigation measures proposed and adopted are required to describe what
actions will be taken to reduce or avoid an environmental impact. (CEQA Guidelines §
15126.4(a)(1)(B) [providing “[flormulation of mitigation measures should not be
deferred until some future time.”].) While the same Guidelines section 15126.5(a)(1)(B)
acknowledges an exception to the rule against deferrals, such exception is narrowly
proscribed to situations where it is impractical or infeasible to include those details

during the project's environmental review.

Here, the SCEA improperly defers numerous mitigation measures without providing
any assertion or explanation as to why the measures cannot be formed at this time. In
doing so, the SCEA deprives the public from meaningful review and comment of the

mitigation measures.
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2 Hazardous Material Mitigation Measures

First, although the SCEA provides that “[b]ased on the groundwater data, the
groundwater at the Site is impacted with constituents associated with gas stations
(TPH-gasoline, benzene, ethylbenzene)”, it defers the measures it implements to
mitigate such impacts. SCEA at 5-114. Specifically, the SCEA implements mitigation
measures such as requiring a soil management plan (“SMP”) and retention of a

dewatering contractor.

With regard to the SMP (MM-HAZ-1), the SCEA provides that it will be prepared at
some unspecified time in the future by an unspecified and yet to be determined
environmental consultant. SCEA at 5-114 (a SMP “shall be prepared for the proposed
construction activities. . . [and]| wi// be developed by a qualified environmental consultant
for the site and implemented during site grading and excavation” (emphases added)).

Similarly, for the dewatering contractor (MM-HAZ-2), the SCEA confirms that such
contractor has yet to be retained, fails to provide required qualifications for the
contractor, and fails to provide design specifications. SCEA at 5-116 (“a dewatering
contractor shall be retained to design a treatment system to discharge groundwater
during construction pursuant to applicable Los Angeles Water Quality Control Board
requirements” (emphasis added)).

A Noise Mitigation Measures

The SCEA’s noise mitigation measures, implemented to mitigate the Project’s
significant noise levels on nearby sensitive receptors such as a temple, school, park,

senior living community, and residences, are also improperly deferred. SCEA at 5-157.

For example, the SCEA implements MM-NOI-1 to require sound barriers along the
Project’s eastern boundary which are “to achieve a sound attenuation of at least 15
dBA” and which shall be “a minimum of 20 feet in height.” SCEA at 5-159. Similarly,
the SCEA implements MM-NOI-3 to require sound barriers along the Project’s
western boundary which are also “to achieve a sound attenuation of at least 15 dBA”
and which shall be “a minimum of 7 feet in height.” Id. However, assuming the
barriers sit on the ground at the perimeter of the Project, the barriers would not
adequately mitigate noise sources elevated above the ground level as construction of
the building progresses. The mitigation measures must be revised to fully explain how
noise barriers would be used to mitigate noise impacts at a minimum of 15 dBA for
elevated sources during construction of the twenty eight-story building.
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Moreover, to “ensure that the Project’s construction does not expose South Alfred
Street Residences and a commercial building at 1080 La Cienega Boulevard to
potentially damaging levels of groundborne vibration”, the SCEA implements a
number of mitigation measures such as requiring a pre-construction survey to be
performed and implementation of a groundborne vibration and
structural/architectural monitoring program (MM-NOI-10). SCEA at 5-166.
However, although the SCEA provides objectives and performance standards for the
survey and program, it also notes that such measures have yet to be prepared. 1d.
(Ip]re-construction surveys shall be performed to document the existing conditions of
contributing structures that are part of the Sought Carthay HPOZ. . . [and a]
groundborne vibration and structural/architectural monitoring program shall be
mplemented and recorded during the Project’s excavation and any other phases that
require the use of large earthmoving vehicles and/or vibratory rollers to ensute that
groundborne vibration levels at the boundary of the Project Site adjacent to these

Contributing Structures do not exceed 0.12 inches per second” (emphases added)).
ui.  Transportation Mitigation Measure

As with the other mitigation measures identified above, the SCEA also improperly
defers its transportation project design feature, a mitigation measure in essence
designed to “ensure that adequate emergency access exists during construction.” SCEA
at 5-207. The SCEA provides that “[p]rior to the start of construction, the Project
Applicant shall prepare a detailed Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP), including
street closure information, detour plans, haul routes, and staging plans, and submit it
to LADOT for review and approval” (emphasis added). Id. Thus, the SCEA’s
transportation mitigation measure is similarly deferred as the plan has yet to be

prepared nor circulated for public review and comment.

In sum, the SCEA’s material mitigation measures, which the SCEA does not assert are
somehow infeasible to develop at this time, are improperly deferred. The SCEA must
be revised to include copies of the completed plans and surveys and to provide the
specifications identified above to ensure that the public has opportunity to review and

comment upon the adequacy of the measures.
V.  CONCLUSION

In accordance with the above, SWRCC requests that the City require a local and

trained workforce, impose training requirements for the project’s construction
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activities to prevent community spread of COVID-19 and other infectious diseases,
and prepare an EIR for the Project. However, at the very least, the City should revise
and recirculate the SCEA to address the aforementioned concerns. Should the City

have any questions, please feel free to reach out to our office.

Sincerely,

)

rd

Talia Nimmer
Attorneys for Southwest Regional

Council of Carpenters

Attached:

March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and
Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling (Exhibit A);

Air Quality and GHG Expert Paul Rosenfeld CV (Exhibit B); and
Air Quality and GHG Expert Matt Hagemann CV (Exhibit C).
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Sw AP E Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and
Litigation Support for the Environment

2656 29 Street, Suite 201
Santa Monica, CA 90405

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg.
(949) 887-9013
mhagemann@swape.com

Paul E. Rosenfeld, PhD
(310) 795-2335
prosenfeld@swape.com

March 8, 2021

Mitchell M. Tsai

155 South El Molino, Suite 104
Pasadena, CA 91101

Subject: Local Hire Requirements and Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling

Dear Mr. Tsai,

Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (“SWAPE”) is pleased to provide the following draft technical report
explaining the significance of worker trips required for construction of land use development projects with
respect to the estimation of greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions. The report will also discuss the potential for
local hire requirements to reduce the length of worker trips, and consequently, reduced or mitigate the
potential GHG impacts.

Worker Trips and Greenhouse Gas Calculations

The California Emissions Estimator Model (“CalEEMod”) is a “statewide land use emissions computer model
designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental
professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with both
construction and operations from a variety of land use projects.”* CalEEMod quantifies construction-related
emissions associated with land use projects resulting from off-road construction equipment; on-road mobile
equipment associated with workers, vendors, and hauling; fugitive dust associated with grading, demolition,
truck loading, and on-road vehicles traveling along paved and unpaved roads; and architectural coating
activities; and paving.?

The number, length, and vehicle class of worker trips are utilized by CalEEMod to calculate emissions associated
with the on-road vehicle trips required to transport workers to and from the Project site during construction.?

1 “California Emissions Estimator Model.” CAPCOA, 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/caleemod/home.
2 “California Emissions Estimator Model.” CAPCOA, 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/caleemod/home.
3 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/01 user-39-s-guide2016-3-2 15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. 34.

1
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Specifically, the number and length of vehicle trips is utilized to estimate the vehicle miles travelled (“VMT”)
associated with construction. Then, utilizing vehicle-class specific EMFAC 2014 emission factors, CalEEMod
calculates the vehicle exhaust, evaporative, and dust emissions resulting from construction-related VMT,
including personal vehicles for worker commuting.*

Specifically, in order to calculate VMT, CalEEMod multiplies the average daily trip rate by the average overall trip
length (see excerpt below):

“VMTq4 = Z(Average Daily Trip Rate ; * Average Overall Trip Length i) »
Where:
n = Number of land uses being modeled.”®

Furthermore, to calculate the on-road emissions associated with worker trips, CalEEMod utilizes the following
equation (see excerpt below):

“Emissionspoliutant = VMT * EFrynning pollutant

Where:
Emissionspoiutant = €missions from vehicle running for each pollutant
VMT = vehicle miles traveled
EFrunning pollutant = €mission factor for running emissions.”®

Thus, there is a direct relationship between trip length and VMT, as well as a direct relationship between VMT
and vehicle running emissions. In other words, when the trip length is increased, the VMT and vehicle running
emissions increase as a result. Thus, vehicle running emissions can be reduced by decreasing the average overall
trip length, by way of a local hire requirement or otherwise.

Default Worker Trip Parameters and Potential Local Hire Requirements

As previously discussed, the number, length, and vehicle class of worker trips are utilized by CalEEMod to
calculate emissions associated with the on-road vehicle trips required to transport workers to and from the
Project site during construction.” In order to understand how local hire requirements and associated worker trip
length reductions impact GHG emissions calculations, it is important to consider the CalEEMod default worker
trip parameters. CalEEMod provides recommended default values based on site-specific information, such as
land use type, meteorological data, total lot acreage, project type and typical equipment associated with project
type. If more specific project information is known, the user can change the default values and input project-
specific values, but the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires that such changes be justified by
substantial evidence. The default number of construction-related worker trips is calculated by multiplying the

4 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 14-15.
5 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 23.
6 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 15.
7 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/01 user-39-s-guide2016-3-2 15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. 34.
8 CalEEMod User Guide, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/, p. 1, 9.
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number of pieces of equipment for all phases by 1.25, with the exception of worker trips required for the
building construction and architectural coating phases.® Furthermore, the worker trip vehicle class is a 50/25/25
percent mix of light duty autos, light duty truck class 1 and light duty truck class 2, respectively.”° Finally, the
default worker trip length is consistent with the length of the operational home-to-work vehicle trips.!* The
operational home-to-work vehicle trip lengths are:

“[Blased on the location and urbanization selected on the project characteristic screen. These values
were supplied by the air districts or use a default average for the state. Each district (or county) also
assigns trip lengths for urban and rural settings” (emphasis added). 12

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

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

basin (see excerpt below and Attachment A).%3

Worker Trip Length by Air Basin
Air Basin Rural (miles) Urban (miles)

Great Basin Valleys 16.8 10.8
Lake County 16.8 10.8
Lake Tahoe 16.8 10.8
Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8
Mountain Counties 16.8 10.8
North Central Coast 17.1 12.3
North Coast 16.8 10.8
Northeast Plateau 16.8 10.8
Sacramento Valley 16.8 10.8
Salton Sea 14.6 11

San Diego 16.8 10.8
San Francisco Bay Area 10.8 10.8
San Joaquin Valley 16.8 10.8
South Central Coast 16.8 10.8
South Coast 19.8 14.7
Average 16.47 11.17
Minimum 10.80 10.80
Maximum 19.80 14.70
Range 9.00 3.90

% “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/01 user-39-s-guide2016-3-2 _15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. 34.
10 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at:
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 15.
11 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at:
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 14.
12 “pppendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at:
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 21.
13 “Appendix D Default Data Tables.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/05 appendix-d2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. D-84 — D-86.
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As demonstrated above, default rural worker trip lengths for air basins in California vary from 10.8- to 19.8-
miles, with an average of 16.47 miles. Furthermore, default urban worker trip lengths vary from 10.8- to 14.7-
miles, with an average of 11.17 miles. Thus, while default worker trip lengths vary by location, default urban
worker trip lengths tend to be shorter in length. Based on these trends evident in the CalEEMod default worker
trip lengths, we can reasonably assume that the efficacy of a local hire requirement is especially dependent
upon the urbanization of the project site, as well as the project location.

Practical Application of a Local Hire Requirement and Associated Impact

To provide an example of the potential impact of a local hire provision on construction-related GHG emissions,
we estimated the significance of a local hire provision for the Village South Specific Plan (“Project”) located in
the City of Claremont (“City”). The Project proposed to construct 1,000 residential units, 100,000-SF of retail
space, 45,000-SF of office space, as well as a 50-room hotel, on the 24-acre site. The Project location is classified
as Urban and lies within the Los Angeles-South Coast County. As a result, the Project has a default worker trip
length of 14.7 miles.’* In an effort to evaluate the potential for a local hire provision to reduce the Project’s
construction-related GHG emissions, we prepared an updated model, reducing all worker trip lengths to 10
miles (see Attachment B). Our analysis estimates that if a local hire provision with a 10-mile radius were to be
implemented, the GHG emissions associated with Project construction would decrease by approximately 17%
(see table below and Attachment C).

Local Hire Provision Net Change
Without Local Hire Provision
Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO.e) 3,623
Amortized Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO,e/year) 120.77
With Local Hire Provision
Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,024
Amortized Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO,e/year) 100.80
% Decrease in Construction-related GHG Emissions 17%

As demonstrated above, by implementing a local hire provision requiring 10 mile worker trip lengths, the Project
could reduce potential GHG emissions associated with construction worker trips. More broadly, any local hire
requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length from the default value has the potential to result in a
reduction of construction-related GHG emissions, though the significance of the reduction would vary based on
the location and urbanization level of the project site.

This serves as an example of the potential impacts of local hire requirements on estimated project-level GHG
emissions, though it does not indicate that local hire requirements would result in reduced construction-related
GHG emission for all projects. As previously described, the significance of a local hire requirement depends on
the worker trip length enforced and the default worker trip length for the project’s urbanization level and
location.

14 “pppendix D Default Data Tables.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/05 appendix-d2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. D-85.
4
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Disclaimer

SWAPE has received limited discovery. Additional information may become available in the future; thus, we
retain the right to revise or amend this report when additional information becomes available. Our professional
services have been performed using that degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised, under similar
circumstances, by reputable environmental consultants practicing in this or similar localities at the time of
service. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the scope of work, work methodologies and
protocols, site conditions, analytical testing results, and findings presented. This report reflects efforts which
were limited to information that was reasonably accessible at the time of the work, and may contain
informational gaps, inconsistencies, or otherwise be incomplete due to the unavailability or uncertainty of
information obtained or provided by third parties.

Sincerely,

d //f { /»/? Rt

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

4 . :

Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D.



Location Type

Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District

Attachment A

Location Name

Great Basin
Lake County
Lake Tahoe
Mojave Desert

Mountain
North Central
North Coast
Northeast
Sacramento
Salton Sea

San Diego

San Francisco
San Joaquin
South Central
South Coast
Amador County
Antelope Valley
Bay Area AQMD
Butte County
Calaveras
Colusa County
El Dorado
Feather River
Glenn County
Great Basin
Imperial County
Kern County
Lake County
Lassen County
Mariposa
Mendocino
Modoc County
Mojave Desert
Monterey Bay
North Coast
Northern Sierra
Northern
Placer County
Sacramento

Rural H-W
(miles)
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8

16.8
17.1
16.8
16.8
16.8
14.6
16.8
10.8
16.8
16.8
19.8
16.8
16.8
10.8
12.54
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
10.2
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
15

Urban H-W
(miles)
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8

10.8
12.3
10.8
10.8
10.8
11
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
14.7
10.8
10.8
10.8
12.54
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
7.3
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10



Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County

San Diego

San Joaquin
San Luis Obispo
Santa Barbara
Shasta County
Siskiyou County
South Coast
Tehama County
Tuolumne
Ventura County
Yolo/Solano
Alameda
Alpine
Amador

Butte
Calaveras
Colusa

Contra Costa
Del Norte

El Dorado-Lake
El Dorado-
Fresno

Glenn
Humboldt
Imperial

Inyo
Kern-Mojave
Kern-San

Kings

Lake

Lassen

Los Angeles-
Los Angeles-
Madera

Marin
Mariposa
Mendocino-
Mendocino-
Mendocino-
Mendocino-
Merced
Modoc

Mono
Monterey
Napa

16.8
16.8
13
8.3
16.8
16.8
19.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
15
10.8
16.8
16.8
12.54
16.8
16.8
10.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
10.2
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
19.8
16.8
10.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
10.8

10.8
10.8
13
8.3
10.8
10.8
14.7
10.8
10.8
10.8
10
10.8
10.8
10.8
12.54
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
7.3
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
14.7
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8



County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County

County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
Statewide

Nevada

Orange
Placer-Lake
Placer-Mountain
Placer-

Plumas

Riverside-
Riverside-

Riverside-Salton
Riverside-South
Sacramento
San Benito

San Bernardino-
San Bernardino-
San Diego

San Francisco
San Joaquin
San Luis Obispo
San Mateo
Santa Barbara-
Santa Barbara-
Santa Clara
Santa Cruz
Shasta

Sierra

Siskiyou
Solano-
Solano-San
Sonoma-North
Sonoma-San
Stanislaus
Sutter

Tehama

Trinity

Tulare
Tuolumne
Ventura

Yolo

Yuba
Statewide

16.8
19.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8

16.8
19.8

14.6
19.8
15
16.8
16.8
19.8
16.8
10.8
16.8
13
10.8
8.3
8.3
10.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
15
16.8
16.8
10.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
15
16.8
16.8

10.8
14.7
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8

10.8
14.7

11
14.7
10
10.8
10.8
14.7
10.8
10.8
10.8
13
10.8
8.3
8.3
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10
10.8
10.8



Worker Trip Length by Air Basin

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

Range 9.00

Urban (miles)
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
12.3
10.8
10.8
10.8

11
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
14.7

11.17

10.80

14.70
3.90
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

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

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building . 45.00 . 1000sqft ! 1.03 ! 45,000.00 0
" “High Tumover (Sit Down Restaurant) = 3600 s+  1000sqft 1 o0&  : 3600000 1 o T
""""""" Hoel x 77 Tsooo T T TTRoom v T TTaer w2000 1 ol
T Quality Restaurant T Teeo T T  Tnoosgit 1 018 i 800000 0
T Apartments Low Rise T s T T  Dweling unit 1s6 i 2500000  § 72
"7 Apartments Mid Rise T ars00 T T T DwelingUnit 1 2566 i 97500000 | : 2789
""" Regional Shopping Center  + 8600 = 1000sqft H 1.29 56,000.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2028
Utility Company Southern California Edison
CO2 Intensity 702.44 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblFireplaces

tbIVehicleTrips

FireplaceWoodMass

1,019.20

1,019.20

1.25

48.75

7.16

6.39

2.46

158.37

8.19

94.36

49.97

6.07

5.86

1.05

131.84
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tbIVehicleTrips

6.65

11.03

127.15

8.17

89.95

42.70

1.25

48.75

1.25

48.75

25.00

25.00

999.60

tbIWoodstoves . WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 ' 0.00

-+

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

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
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2021 E: 0.1713 ' 1.8242 ! 1.1662 ' 2.4000e- ' 0.4169 ! 0.0817 ' 0.4986 ' 0.1795 ! 0.0754 ' 0.2549 0.0000 ' 213.1969 ! 213.1969 ' 0.0601 ' 0.0000 ' 214.6993
L1} L} 1 L} 003 [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n f———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B e e : ————— e m e e
2022 - 0.6904 ! 4.1142 : 6.1625 ! 0.0189 ! 1.3058 : 0.1201 ! 1.4259 ! 0.3460 : 0.1128 ! 0.4588 0.0000 1+ 1,721.682 : 1,721.682 ! 0.1294 ! 0.0000 ! 1,724.918
L1} L} 1 L} [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 6 1 6 [} [} L} 7
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ot B e : fm—— e == a e
2023 - 0.6148 ! 3.3649 : 5.6747 ! 0.0178 ! 1.1963 : 0.0996 ! 1.2959 ! 0.3203 : 0.0935 ! 0.4138 0.0000 ! 1,627.529 : 1,627.529 ! 0.1185 ! 0.0000 ! 1,630.492
L1} L} 1 L} [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 5 1 5 [} [} L} 5
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : e R ettt : ————— e m e
2024 = 41619 1+ 0.1335 * 0.2810  5.9000e- * 0.0325 ' 6.4700e- * 0.0390 + 8.6300e- ' 6.0400e- + 0.0147 0.0000 + 52.9078 ' 52.9078 1 8.0200e- + 0.0000 ' 53.1082
- : : \ o004 i 003 . . 003 , 003 : : \ o003 . :
- 1
Maximum 4.1619 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721.682 | 1,721.682 0.1294 0.0000 1,724.918
6 6 7
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

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
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2021 E: 0.1713 ! 1.8242 ! 1.1662 ! 2.4000e- ! 0.4169 ! 0.0817 ! 0.4986 ! 0.1795 ! 0.0754 ! 0.2549 0.0000 ' 213.1967 ! 213.1967 ! 0.0601 ! 0.0000 ! 214.6991
L1} L} 1 L} 003 ] 1 ] ] 1 ] [} 1 [} [} L}
----------- n f———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B e e : ————— e m e e
2022 - 0.6904 ! 4.1142 ! 6.1625 ! 0.0189 ! 1.3058 ! 0.1201 ! 1.4259 ! 0.3460 ! 0.1128 ! 0.4588 0.0000 ! 1,721.682 ! 1,721.682 ! 0.1294 ! 0.0000 ! 1,724.918
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] [} 3 1 3 [} [} L} 3
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ot B e : == e a e
2023 - 0.6148 ! 3.3648 ! 5.6747 ! 0.0178 ! 1.1963 ! 0.0996 ! 1.2959 ! 0.3203 ! 0.0935 ! 0.4138 0.0000 ! 1,627.529 ! 1,627.529 ! 0.1185 ! 0.0000 ! 1,630.492
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] [} 1 1 l [} [} L} 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : e R ittt : ————— e m e
2024 = 41619 + 0.1335 * 0.2810 ' 5.9000e- * 0.0325 ' 6.4700e- * 0.0390 ' 8.6300e- ' 6.0400e- * 0.0147 0.0000 * 52.9077 '+ 52.9077 ' 8.0200e- * 0.0000 ' 53.1082
- : : \ o004 i 003 . . 003 , 003 : : \ o003 . :
- 1
Maximum 4.1619 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721.682 | 1,721.682 0.1294 0.0000 1,724.918
3 3 3
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
Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 9-1-2021 11-30-2021 1.4103 1.4103
2 12-1-2021 2-28-2022 1.3613 1.3613
3 3-1-2022 5-31-2022 1.1985 1.1985
4 6-1-2022 8-31-2022 1.1921 1.1921
5 9-1-2022 11-30-2022 1.1918 1.1918
6 12-1-2022 2-28-2023 1.0774 1.0774
7 3-1-2023 5-31-2023 1.0320 1.0320
8 6-1-2023 8-31-2023 1.0260 1.0260
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9 9-1-2023 11-30-2023 1.0265 1.0265
10 12-1-2023 2-29-2024 2.8857 2.8857
11 3-1-2024 5-31-2024 1.6207 1.6207
Highest 2.8857 2.8857
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area E- 5.1437 ! 0.2950 ! 10.3804 ! 1.6700e- ! ! 0.0714 ! 0.0714 ! ! 0.0714 ! 0.0714 0.0000 ! 220.9670 ! 220.9670 ! 0.0201 ! 3.7400e- ! 222.5835
- L} 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 L} L] 1 1] 1] 003 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B : == e e
Energy - 0.1398 ! 1.2312 ! 0.7770 ! 7.6200e- ! ! 0.0966 ! 0.0966 ! ! 0.0966 ! 0.0966 0.0000 ! 3,896.073 ! 3,896.073 ! 0.1303 ! 0.0468 : 3,913.283
- L} 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 2 1 2 1] 1] 1 3
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ot B e : = m e
Mobile - 1.5857 ! 7.9962 ! 19.1834 ! 0.0821 ! 7.7979 ! 0.0580 ! 7.8559 ! 2.0895 ! 0.0539 ! 2.1434 0.0000 ! 7,620.498 ! 7,620.498 ! 0.3407 ! 0.0000 ! 7,629.016
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 6 1] 1] 1 2
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : -— : : = m e
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 207.8079 ! 12.2811 ! 0.0000 ! 514.8354
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et i : ————— - m e
Water - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 29.1632 ! 556.6420 ! 585.8052 ! 3.0183 ! 0.0755 ! 683.7567
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 | 12,294.18 | 12,531.15 | 15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47
07 19 51
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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 tons/yr MT/yr
Area E: 5.1437 ! 0.2950 ! 10.3804 ! 1.6700e- ! ! 0.0714 ! 0.0714 ! ! 0.0714 ! 0.0714 0.0000 ' 220.9670 ! 220.9670 ! 0.0201 ! 3.7400e- ! 222.5835
.. ' ' v 003, ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 003,
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————— : ———k s e m————mg - fm—— e = m e
Energy = (01398 + 1.2312 1+ 0.7770 1 7.6200e- * v 0.0966 * 0.0966 '+ 0.0966 * 0.0966 0.0000 * 3,896.073 1 3,896.073+ 0.1303 * 0.0468 ' 3,913.283
L1} L} 1 L} 003 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 2 1 2 L} L} L} 3
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————n : m——km e jmm——— g - fm——————p - s e
Mobile - 1.5857 ! 7.9962 : 19.1834 ! 0.0821 ! 7.7979 : 0.0580 ! 7.8559 ! 2.0895 : 0.0539 ! 2.1434 0.0000 ! 7,620.498 : 7,620.498 ! 0.3407 ! 0.0000 ! 7,629.016
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 6 1 6 [} [} L} 2
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et DR et LT : ————— = m e o
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 207.8079 ' 0.0000 ! 207.8079 ! 12.2811 ! 0.0000 ! 514.8354
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————— : ke e —————g - fm——————— - e a e
Water - ! : ! ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 29.1632 ! 556.6420 : 585.8052 ! 3.0183 ! 0.0755 ! 683.7567
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 | 12,294.18 | 12,531.15 | 15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47
07 19 51
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 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase
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Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Demolition *Demolition :9/1/2021 110/12/2021 ! 5! 30}
2T it Preparation T 1S Preparation '"""""!16/'15726'2'1"" ;15/2;72'0'2'1""'";"""'%’E""""'""z'b'i’ I
s Ghadng T Eé?;&iﬁé'""""""""!1171672?3'2'1"" ;171'172'0'2'2""'";"""'%’E""""'"'ZEE’ I
4 iding Consuuction " tBulding -C-o-n-sa'aéti-o-n““““!1/-1-272_0_2_2“-“ ;15/'1'272'0'2'3""";"""'%’E"""""Eb'i{;' I
5 HPavng T §E>'a;i'n§"""""""""!15/'15726'2'3"" ;173672'0'22""'";"""'%’E""""'"'EEE' I
6 F Architectural Coating FArohitectural Coating 173172004 53/19/2024 I 5I 35? """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5
Acres of Paving: 0

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

OffRoad Equipment
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Phase Name

Load Factor

Demolition

Architectural Coating

Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power
*Concrete/Industrial Saws ! 1 8.00! 81!
:Excavators :““-““““““3 ----------- 8. (-)6i 1585
-Rubber Tired Dozers !“-“““““““2 ----------- 8- (-)6i 2475
-Rubber Tired Dozers !“-“““““““3 ----------- 8- (-)6i 2475
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““4 ----------- 8. 56: 97§
:Excavators :““-““““““2 ----------- 8. (-)6i 1585
-Graders :““-““““““1 ----------- 8. (-)6i 1875
-Rubber Tired Dozers !“-“““““““l ----------- 8- (-)6i 2475
:Scrapers :““-““““““2 ----------- 8. (-)6i 3675
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““2 ----------- 8. 56: 97§
:Cranes :““-““““““1 ----------- 7. (-)6i 2315
'Forkllfts !“-“----“----“3 ----------- 8- (-)6i 89§
-Generator Sets !“-“““““““l ----------- 8- (-)6i 845
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““3 ----------- 7- 56: 97§
FWelders T 5.001 yr
:Pavers e 5.001 1501
-Pavmg Equipment !“-“““““““2 ----------- 8- (-)6i 1325
-Rollers e 5.001 6o;
:Air Compressors I 1 6.00E 78§

Trips and VMT
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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
Demolition . 6: 15.00! 0.00 458.00! 14.70: 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : e LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Site Preparation . 7:r 18.00: 0.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90] 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
---------------- : e LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Grading . 8:r 20.00: 0.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : | T, T T I- B L I I I I'''''>
Building Construction * 9:r 801.00! 143.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90] 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
---------------- : e (LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Paving . 6:r 15.00! 0.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
________________ = 1 [l l 4+ [l 1 1 R
Architectural Coating = 1 160.00: 0.00: 0.00: 14.70* 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Demolition - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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 tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust . ' ' ' v 0.0496 1+ 0.0000 * 0.0496 ' 7.5100e- * 0.0000 * 7.5100e- 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
- : : : : : ' v 003 . 003 : : ' : '
feeeeeeeeeepm——————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : s : ———————n : -
Off-Road » 00475 ' 04716 ' 0.3235 ! 5.8000e- ! ' 00233 ' 00233 ! ! 00216 @ 00216 0.0000 * 51.0012 ! 51.0012 ' 0.0144 ! 0.000 @ 51.3601
- ' : v 004 : ' : ' : . : ' : '
Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 | 5.8000e- | 0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 | 7.5100e- | 0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0012 | 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601
004 003
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3.2 Demolition - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.9300e- * 0.0634 + 0.0148 1 1.8000e- + 3.9400e- + 1.9000e- + 4.1300e- * 1.0800e- 1 1.8000e- 1 1.2600e- 0.0000 + 17.4566 + 17.4566 '+ 1.2100e- * 0.0000 + 17.4869
o003 : i 004 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 003 , 004 , 003 . : \ 003 ., .
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - rmmm
Worker 9.7000e- * 7.5000e- * 8.5100e- * 2.0000e- * 2.4700e- * 2.0000e- * 2.4900e- * 6.5000e- * 2.0000e- * 6.7000e- 0.0000 + 2.2251 « 22251 1+ 7.0000e- * 0.0000 * 2.2267
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 2.9000e- 0.0641 0.0233 2.0000e- | 6.4100e- | 2.1000e- | 6.6200e- | 1.7300e- | 2.0000e- 1.9300e- 0.0000 19.6816 19.6816 1.2800e- 0.0000 19.7136
003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust - ' ' ' v 0.0496 * 0.0000 ' 0.0496  7.5100e- * 0.0000 ' 7.5100e- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
- 1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 003 1 L] 003 L] L] 1 L] L]
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ———mmm ey ———————— - F =
Off-Road ! 0.4716 ! 0.3235 ! 5.8000e- ! ! 0.0233 ! 0.0233 ! ! 0.0216 ! 0.0216 0.0000 ! 51.0011 ! 51.0011 ! 0.0144 ! 0.0000 ! 51.3600
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e- 0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 7.5100e- 0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600
004 003
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3.2 Demolition - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.0300e- * 0.0634 1 0.0148 + 1.8000e- + 3.9400e- + 1.9000e- * 4.1300e- + 1.0800e- & 1.8000e- + 1.2600e- *# 0.0000 + 17.4566 + 17.4566 + 1.2100e- + 0.0000 @ 17.4869
o003 : , 004 . 003 . 004 , 003 , 003 , 004 . 003 . : v 003 :
e p————— : ———————g ] ———————g ———————g : ———eeeeaan : ey : e
Vendor = 00000 ' 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 : 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000  0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 : 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : iy : iy iy : ———— e ey :
Worker 9.7000e- 1 7.5000e- + 8.5100e- + 2.0000e- * 2.4700e- + 2.0000e- + 2.4900e- + 6.5000e- + 2.0000e- * 6.7000e- % 0.0000 + 2.2251 22251 1 7.0000e- + 0.0000 * 2.2267
o 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : v 005 . .
Total 2.9000e- | 0.0641 0.0233 | 2.0000e- | 6.4100e- | 2.1000e- | 6.6200e- | 1.7300e- | 2.0000e- | 1.9300e- | 0.0000 | 19.6816 | 19.6816 | 1.2800e- | 0.0000 | 19.7136
003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 003
3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| TotalcO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust ' ' ' ' 01807 ' 00000 ! 0.1807 ' 00993 ! 00000 ' 0.0993 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ey : R f———————— : ——— e e f———————ny : Fm----
Off-Road ! 04050 ' 02115 ! 3.8000e- ! 100204 ! 00204 1 00188 ' 00188 0.0000 : 33.4357 1+ 334357 ! 00108 ! 0.0000 ! 33.7061
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 | 3.8000e- | 0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 | 33.4357 | 33.4357 | o0.0108 0.0000 | 33.7061

004
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Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

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

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmmmmn
Worker 7.7000e- ' 6.0000e- * 6.8100e- ' 2.0000e- * 1.9700e- * 2.0000e- * 1.9900e- * 5.2000e- * 1.0000e- * 5.4000e- 0.0000 + 1.7801 + 1.7801 ' 5.0000e- * 0.0000 + 1.7814
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : i 005 .
Total 7.7000e- | 6.0000e- | 6.8100e- | 2.0000e- | 1.9700e- | 2.0000e- | 1.9900e- | 5.2000e- | 1.0000e- 5.4000e- 0.0000 1.7801 1.7801 5.0000e- 0.0000 1.7814
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.1807 ! 0.0000 ! 0.1807 ! 0.0993 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0993 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ——— ey ———————— - F =
Off-Road ! 0.4050 ! 0.2115 ! 3.8000e- ! ! 0.0204 ! 0.0204 ! ! 0.0188 ! 0.0188 0.0000 ! 33.4357 ! 33.4357 ! 0.0108 ! 0.0000 ! 33.7060
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e- 0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060

004
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Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

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

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmmmmn
Worker 7.7000e- ' 6.0000e- * 6.8100e- ' 2.0000e- * 1.9700e- * 2.0000e- * 1.9900e- * 5.2000e- * 1.0000e- * 5.4000e- 0.0000 + 1.7801 + 1.7801 ' 5.0000e- * 0.0000 + 1.7814
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : i 005 .
Total 7.7000e- | 6.0000e- | 6.8100e- | 2.0000e- | 1.9700e- | 2.0000e- | 1.9900e- | 5.2000e- | 1.0000e- 5.4000e- 0.0000 1.7801 1.7801 5.0000e- 0.0000 1.7814
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.4 Grading - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.1741 ! 0.0000 ! 0.1741 ! 0.0693 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0693 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - F==mm -
Off-Road ! 0.8816 ! 0.5867 ! 1.1800e- ! 0.0377 ! 0.0377 ! ! 0.0347 ! 0.0347 0.0000 ! 103.5405 ! 103.5405 ! 0.0335 ! 0.0000 ! 104.3776
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e- 0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5405 | 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3776

003
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.4 Grading - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———e---aa : ———————n : R
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -} ———————n : R
Worker 1.6400e- '+ 1.2700e- * 0.0144 1 4.0000e- * 4.1600e- * 3.0000e- ' 4.2000e- * 1.1100e- * 3.0000e- * 1.1400e- 0.0000 + 3.7579 + 3.7579 1 1.1000e- * 0.0000 + 3.7607
o 003 , 003 . i 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 ., 003 : : i 004 .
Total 1.6400e- | 1.2700e- 0.0144 4.0000e- | 4.1600e- | 3.0000e- | 4.2000e- | 1.1100e- | 3.0000e- 1.1400e- 0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e- 0.0000 3.7607
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.1741 ! 0.0000 ! 0.1741 ! 0.0693 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0693 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : rom--n--
Off-Road ! 0.8816 ! 0.5867 ! 1.1800e- ! ! 0.0377 ! 0.0377 ! ! 0.0347 ! 0.0347 0.0000 ! 103.5403 ! 103.5403 ! 0.0335 ! 0.0000 ! 104.3775
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e- 0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5403 | 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3775
003
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Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

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

3.4 Grading - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : f———————— - ———————n ———————— : ———— e ey ———————n - rm=mm
Worker 1.6400e- + 1.2700e- + 0.0144 1 4.0000e- * 4.1600e- * 3.0000e- * 4.2000e- * 1.1100e- * 3.0000e- * 1.1400e- 0.0000 * 3.7579 + 3.7579 1 1.1000e- * 0.0000 +* 3.7607
o003 , 003 . i 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 1.6400e- | 1.2700e- 0.0144 4.0000e- | 4.1600e- | 3.0000e- | 4.2000e- | 1.1100e- | 3.0000e- 1.1400e- 0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e- 0.0000 3.7607
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
3.4 Grading - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.0807 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0807 ! 0.0180 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0180 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - F =
Off-Road ' 0.1360 * 0.1017 1 2.2000e- v 5.7200e- ' 5.7200e- 1 5.2600e- * 5.2600e- 0.0000 + 19.0871 * 19.0871 ' 6.1700e- * 0.0000 '+ 19.2414
: . \ 004 {003 ; 003 v 003 . 003 . . \ 003 :
Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e- 0.0807 5.7200e- 0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e- 0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e- 0.0000 19.2414
004 003 003 003
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Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

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

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - rmmmma
Worker 2.8000e- * 2.1000e- * 2.4400e- * 1.0000e- * 7.7000e- * 1.0000e- * 7.7000e- * 2.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 2.1000e- 0.0000 +* 0.6679 + 0.6679 1 2.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.6684
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 2.8000e- | 2.1000e- | 2.4400e- | 1.0000e- | 7.7000e- | 1.0000e- | 7.7000e- | 2.0000e- | 1.0000e- 2.1000e- 0.0000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.6684
004 004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.0807 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0807 ! 0.0180 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0180 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - F =
Off-Road ' 0.1360 * 0.1017 1 2.2000e- v 5.7200e- ' 5.7200e- 1 5.2600e- * 5.2600e- 0.0000 + 19.0871 * 19.0871 ' 6.1700e- * 0.0000 '+ 19.2414
: . \ 004 {003 ; 003 v 003 . 003 . . \ 003 :
Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e- 0.0807 5.7200e- 0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e- 0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e- 0.0000 19.2414
004 003 003 003
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Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

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

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - rmmmma
Worker 2.8000e- ' 2.1000e- '+ 2.4400e- ' 1.0000e- * 7.7000e- * 1.0000e- * 7.7000e- * 2.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 2.1000e- 0.0000 +* 0.6679 + 0.6679 ' 2.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.6684
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : i 005 .
Total 2.8000e- | 2.1000e- | 2.4400e- | 1.0000e- | 7.7000e- | 1.0000e- | 7.7000e- | 2.0000e- | 1.0000e- 2.1000e- 0.0000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.6684
004 004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 005
3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.2158 '+ 19754 + 20700 ' 3.4100e- ! ! 0.1023 ' 0.1023 ! ' 0.0963 ! 0.0963 0.0000 ! 293.1324 ! 293.1324 ! 0.0702 ! 0.0000 ! 294.8881
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e- 0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1324 | 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881

003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 19 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

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

3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n :
Vendor ' 16961 + 0.4580 1 4.5500e- * 0.1140 - 3.1800e- * 0.1171 + 0.0329 ' 3.0400e- * 0.0359 0.0000 * 441.9835 » 4419835+ 0.0264 +* 0.0000 -+ 442.6435
) L} 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n :
Worker : 0.3066 ! 3.5305 : 0.0107 ! 1.1103 ! 8.8700e- : 1.1192 ! 0.2949 : 8.1700e- ! 0.3031 0.0000 ! 966.8117 ! 966.8117 : 0.0266 ! 0.0000 ! 967.4773
' ' ' ' v 003 ' v 003, ' ' ' ' '
Total 0.4616 2.0027 3.9885 0.0152 1.2243 0.0121 1.2363 0.3278 0.0112 0.3390 0.0000 | 1,408.795 | 1,408.795 | 0.0530 0.0000 | 1,410.120
2 2 8
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.2158 1 1.9754 : 2.0700 ! 3.4100e- ! ¢ 01023 1 0.1023 ! 00963 @ 0.0963 0.0000 @ 293.1321 : 293.1321 ! 0.0702 @ 0.0000 ! 294.8877
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e- 0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 | 293.1321 | 293.1321 | 0.0702 0.0000 | 294.8877
003
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : R
Vendor ' 16961 + 0.4580 1 4.5500e- * 0.1140 - 3.1800e- * 0.1171 + 0.0329 ' 3.0400e- * 0.0359 0.0000 * 441.9835 » 4419835+ 0.0264 +* 0.0000 -+ 442.6435
) L} 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n : -
Worker : 0.3066 ! 3.5305 : 0.0107 ! 1.1103 ! 8.8700e- : 1.1192 ! 0.2949 : 8.1700e- ! 0.3031 0.0000 ! 966.8117 ! 966.8117 : 0.0266 ! 0.0000 ! 967.4773
' ' ' ' v 003 ' v 003, ' ' ' ' '
Total 0.4616 2.0027 3.9885 0.0152 1.2243 0.0121 1.2363 0.3278 0.0112 0.3390 0.0000 | 1,408.795 | 1,408.795 | 0.0530 0.0000 | 1,410.120
2 2 8
3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.1942 1 1.7765 : 2.0061 ! 3.3300e- ! ! 00864 1 0.0864 ! ! 00813 @ 0.0813 0.0000 : 286.2789 : 286.2789 ! 0.0681 @ 0.0000 @ 287.9814
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e- 0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 | 286.2789 | 286.2789 | 0.0681 0.0000 | 287.9814
003
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - e} ———————n :
Vendor v 12511 + 0.4011 1 4.3000e- * 0.1113 ' 1.4600e- * 0.1127 + 0.0321 * 1.4000e- * 0.0335 0.0000 * 417.9930 * 417.9930 * 0.0228 +* 0.0000 -+ 418.5624
) L} 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -} ———————n :
Worker : 0.2708 ! 3.1696 : 0.0101 ! 1.0840 ! 8.4100e- : 1.0924 ! 0.2879 : 7.7400e- ! 0.2957 0.0000 ! 909.3439 ! 909.3439 : 0.0234 ! 0.0000 ! 909.9291
' ' ' ' v 003 ' v 003, ' ' ' ' '
Total 0.4135 1.5218 3.5707 0.0144 1.1953 9.8700e- 1.2051 0.3200 9.1400e- 0.3292 0.0000 | 1,327.336 | 1,327.336 | 0.0462 0.0000 | 1,328.491
003 003 9 9 6
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.1942 1 1.7765 : 2.0061 ! 3.3300e- ! ! 00864 1 0.0864 ! ! 00813 @ 0.0813 0.0000 : 286.2785 : 286.2785 ! 0.0681 @ 0.0000 @ 287.9811
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e- 0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 | 286.2785 | 286.2785 | 0.0681 0.0000 | 287.9811
003
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ———— e e ey f———————n - R L
Vendor v 12511 + 0.4011 ' 4.3000e- * 0.1113 1 1.4600e- * 0.1127 + 0.0321 '+ 1.4000e- * 0.0335 0.0000 1+ 417.9930 » 417.9930 * 0.0228 '+ 0.0000 * 418.5624
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ————eme ey ———————n - r=mm
Worker : 0.2708 : 3.1696 : 0.0101 : 1.0840 : 8.4100e- : 1.0924 : 0.2879 : 7.7400e- : 0.2957 0.0000 : 909.3439 : 909.3439 : 0.0234 : 0.0000 ! 909.9291
' ' ' ' 003 ' v 003, ' ' ' ' '
Total 0.4135 1.5218 3.5707 0.0144 1.1953 9.8700e- 1.2051 0.3200 9.1400e- 0.3292 0.0000 1,327.336 | 1,327.336 0.0462 0.0000 1,328.491
003 003 9 9 6
3.6 Paving - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 6.7100e- ! 0.0663 * 0.0948 ! 1.5000e- v 3.3200e- ! 3.3200e- ! 3.0500e- * 3.0500e- 0.0000 + 13.0175 ' 13.0175 ! 4.2100e- * 0.0000 '+ 13.1227
o003 . \ 004 {003 , 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . .
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving - 0.0000 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 6.7100e- 0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e- 3.3200e- | 3.3200e- 3.0500e- 3.0500e- 0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e- 0.0000 13.1227
003 004 003 003 003 003 003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ———— e ey ———————n - rmmm
Worker 3.7000e- *+ 2.7000e- * 3.1200e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0700e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0800e- * 2.8000e- * 1.0000e- * 2.9000e- 0.0000 +* 0.8963 + 0.8963 ' 2.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.8968
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 3.7000e- | 2.7000e- | 3.1200e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0700e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0800e- | 2.8000e- | 1.0000e- 2.9000e- 0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.8968
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 6.7100e- ! 0.0663 * 0.0948 ! 1.5000e- v 3.3200e- ! 3.3200e- ! 3.0500e- * 3.0500e- 0.0000 + 13.0175 ' 13.0175 ! 4.2100e- * 0.0000 '+ 13.1227
o003 . \ 004 {003 , 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . .
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving - 0.0000 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 6.7100e- 0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e- 3.3200e- | 3.3200e- 3.0500e- 3.0500e- 0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e- 0.0000 13.1227
003 004 003 003 003 003 003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ———— e ey ———————n - rmmm
Worker 3.7000e- *+ 2.7000e- * 3.1200e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0700e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0800e- * 2.8000e- * 1.0000e- * 2.9000e- 0.0000 +* 0.8963 + 0.8963 ' 2.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.8968
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 3.7000e- | 2.7000e- | 3.1200e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0700e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0800e- | 2.8000e- | 1.0000e- 2.9000e- 0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.8968
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.6 Paving - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 00109 ' 0.1048 '+ 0.1609 ' 2.5000e- * v 5.1500e- ' 5.1500e- ' 4.7400e- v 4.7400e- 0.0000 » 22.0292 + 22.0292 ' 7.1200e- * 0.0000 * 22.2073
. ' : V004 i 003 , 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . .
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 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] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e- 5.1500e- | 5.1500e- 4.7400e- 4.7400e- 0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 0.0000 22.2073
004 003 003 003 003 003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ———— e ey ———————n - rmmm
Worker 5.9000e- * 4.1000e- * 4.9200e- * 2.0000e- * 1.8100e- * 1.0000e- * 1.8200e- * 4.8000e- * 1.0000e- * 4.9000e- 0.0000 +* 1.4697 + 1.4697 1 4.0000e- * 0.0000 * 1.4706
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 5.9000e- | 4.1000e- | 4.9200e- | 2.0000e- | 1.8100e- | 1.0000e- | 1.8200e- | 4.8000e- | 1.0000e- 4.9000e- 0.0000 1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e- 0.0000 1.4706
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 00109 ' 0.1048 '+ 0.1609 ' 2.5000e- * v 5.1500e- ' 5.1500e- ' 4.7400e- v 4.7400e- 0.0000 » 22.0292 + 22.0292 ' 7.1200e- * 0.0000 * 22.2073
- . . \ 004 i 003 , 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . .
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 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] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e- 5.1500e- | 5.1500e- 4.7400e- 4.7400e- 0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 0.0000 22.2073
004 003 003 003 003 003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 00000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} 1]
L LT Ty S——— : - : R —— R —— : ———eieeaan H R —— : Femmaaan
Vendor ® 00000 ! 00000 ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} 1]
---------------- : - : - - : ———meeaaa] - :
Worker 5.9000e- + 4.1000e- + 4.9200e- ' 2.0000e- * 1.8100e- ' 1.0000e- ' 1.8200e- + 4.8000e- ' 1.0000e- * 4.9000e- & 0.0000 + 1.4697 + 1.4697 1 4.0000e- + 0.0000 ' 1.4706
w 004 , o004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . . \ 005 .
Total 5.9000e- | 4.1000e- | 4.9200e- | 2.0000e- | 1.8100e- | 1.0000e- | 1.8200e- | 4.8000e- | 1.0000e- | 4.9000e- | 0.0000 1.4697 1.4697 | 4.0000e- | 0.0000 1.4706
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2| cCH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 41372 1 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ¢ ' 00000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : - : . ——————q : ———m e eaan] ——————q :
Off-Road 3.1600e- * 0.0213 + 0.0317 ' 5.0000e- 1 1.0700e- 1 1.0700e- 1 1 1.0700e- ' 1.0700e- # 0.0000 + 4.4682 ' 4.4682 1 2.5000e- + 0.0000 1 4.4745
%003 : \ 005 , 003 ; 003 , , 003 . 003 . . \ o004 ,
Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 | 5.0000e- 1.0700e- | 1.0700e- 1.0700e- | 1.0700e- | 0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 | 2.5000e- | 0.0000 4.4745
005 003 003 003 003 004
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - r -
Worker ' 6.9900e- + 0.0835 * 2.8000e- * 0.0307 1 2.3000e- * 0.0309 ' 8.1500e- * 2.2000e- * 8.3700e- 0.0000 1 24.9407 v 24.9407 + 6.1000e- * 0.0000 * 24.9558
\ 003 . V004 . Vo004 » 003 , 004 . 003 . : \ 004 . .
Total 0.0101 6.9900e- 0.0835 2.8000e- 0.0307 2.3000e- 0.0309 8.1500e- | 2.2000e- 8.3700e- 0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e- 0.0000 24.9558
003 004 004 003 004 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 5: 4.1372 ! ! ! ! ! 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] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————— - R L
Off-Road 3.1600e- * 0.0213 * 0.0317 ' 5.0000e- @ ' 1.0700e- ' 1.0700e- 1 1.0700e- * 1.0700e- 0.0000 +* 4.4682 ' 4.4682 ' 2.5000e- * 0.0000 * 4.4745
o003 : \ 005 . i 003 ; 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e- 1.0700e- | 1.0700e- 1.0700e- 1.0700e- 0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e- 0.0000 4.4745
005 003 003 003 003 004
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - r -
Worker = (0.0101  6.9900e- * 0.0835 1 2.8000e- * 0.0307  2.3000e- * 0.0309 ' 8.1500e- * 2.2000e- * 8.3700e- 0.0000 1 24.9407 v 24.9407 + 6.1000e- * 0.0000 * 24.9558
- \ 003 ., \ 004 v004 . 003 , 004 , 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 0.0101 6.9900e- 0.0835 2.8000e- 0.0307 2.3000e- 0.0309 8.1500e- | 2.2000e- | 8.3700e- 0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 | 6.1000e- 0.0000 24.9558
003 004 004 003 004 003 004

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

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

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated = 15857 ! 7.9962 1 19.1834 ! 0.0821 1+ 7.7979 1+ 0.0580 ! 7.8559 1 2.0895 ! 0.0539 1 21434 0.0000 1 7,620.498 * 7,620.498 ! 0.3407 1+ 0.0000 *7,629.016
- ' ' ' : : ' : ' : .6 . 6 : V2
----------- i it e i i e et e et T T B e e R R
Unmitigated = 15857 + 7.9962 + 19.1834 « 0.0821 + 7.7979 + 0.0580 +* 7.8559 * 2.0895 : 0.0539 : 21434 = 0.0000 r7,620.4987,620.498 + 0.3407 + 0.0000 r7,629.016
- . . . . . . . . . . .6 . 6 . V2
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Apartments Low Rise ; 145.75 ' 154.25 154.00 . 506,227 . 506,227
Apartments Mid Rise ; 4,026.75 ' 3,773.25 4075.50 . 13,660,065 . 13,660,065
General Office Building M 288.45 ' 62.55 31.05 . 706,812 . 706,812
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEYemmmemmeemmmm e e e e e e e
High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) . 2,368.80 ' 2,873.52 2817.72 . 3,413,937 . 3,413,937
N EE R EEEEEEEE R EE R EEEE AR R R A e e e e b = m mm ko n e m g g
Hotel . 192.00 1 187.50 160.00 . 445,703 . 445,703
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE Ry m e e o DD e v
Quiality Restaurant ; 501.12 ' 511.92 461.20 . 707,488 . 707,488
Regional Shopping Center ' 528.08 ! 601.44 357.84 . 1,112,221 . 1,112,221
Total | 805095 | 8164.43 8,57.31 | 20,552,452 | 20,552,452

4.3 Trip Type Information
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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 ' 14.70 ! 5.90 ! 8.70 T 4020 : 1920 1 40.60 . 86 . 11 . 3
Apartments Mid Rise 3 1470 590 : 870 : 4020 1 1020 | 4060 : & oz 11 1 37T
General Office Building % 1660  + 840 1 690  + 3300 1 4800 1 1900 = 77 &+ 19 =TT T
e R s L LR, Il S PR s .
High Tumover (Sit Down 5  16.60 i 840 : 690 : 850 1 7250 | 1900 i 37 1 20 & 43
Hotel v 1660 1 840 i 690 3 1940 6160 1 1900 i 58 = 3 i 7 T
. S s L LR, i S S PR i O
Quality Restaurant ' 16.60 ! 8.40 ! 6.90 : 1200 ' 69.00 19.00 . 38 . 18 . 44
Regional Shopping Center  +  16.60  : 840 : 690  : 1630 + 6470 : 1900  + 54 = gs i TTTTTTRTTTTT
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use [ oA | tort | oz | mov | thbt | tHD2 | MHD HHD | oBUS | UBUS | Mcy | sBus MH
Apartments Low Rise = 0.543088: 0.044216] 0.209971j 0.116369] 0.014033j 0.006332{ 0.021166] 0.033577] 0.002613] 0.001817j 0.005285{ 0.000712{ 0.000821
""" Apartments Mid Rise  + 0.543088% 0.044216] 0.209971 0.116369] 0014033} 0.006332] 0.021166f 0.033577{ 0.002613{ 0.001817] 0.005285] 0.000712} 0.000821]
""" General Office Building  * 0.543088% 0.044216] 0.209971 0.116369] 0014033} 0.006332] 0.021166§ 0.033577{ 0.002613{ 0.001817] 0.005285] 0.000712} 0.000821]
" High Turnover (Sit Down  + 0.543088% 0.044216: 0.209971' 0.116369* 0.014033' 0.006332¢ 0.021166' 0.033577: 0.002613' 0.001817: 0.005285' 0.000712¢ 0.000821]
Restaurant) ; . ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
Hotel - '0.543088: 0.044216] 0209971{ 0.116369; 0.014033i 0.006332f 0.021166] 0.033577{ 0.002613i 0.001817{ 0.005285i 0.000712] 0.000821
""" Quality Restaurant = 0.543088% 0.044216] 02099717 0.116369] 0.014033] 0.006332j 0.021166] 0.033577{ 0.002613] 0.001817{ 0.005285; 0.000712] 0.000821]
" Regional Shopping Center = 0.543088¢ 0.044216' 0.209971: 0.116369' 0.014033: 0.006332: 0.021166'® 0.033577: 0.002613' 0001817 0.005285' 0.000712' 0.000821]

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Electricity . ! ' ! ' : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 :2,512.646 2,512,646 0.1037 ! 0.0215 12,521.635
Mitigated ] : [ : : [ : [ : : 5 : 5 [ : : 6
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : rommmaa
Electricity ' ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 *2,512.646 *2,512.646 ' 0.1037 ' 0.0215 12,521.635
Unmitigated . : . . : . : . : . 5 . 5 . . . 6
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -] ———————n : N
NaturalGas ! 12812 + 07770 1 7.6200e- ! ! 00966 ! 0.0966 ! ! 0.0966 @ 0.0966 0.0000 :1,383.4261,383.426! 0.0265 ' 0.0254 '1,391.647
Mitigated ' : ¢ 003 : ' : ' : A : .8
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- T e e e e e e e e e e e e N m e E e e e e e e e = e = —p = = ===
NaturalGas v+ 12312 + 0.7770 1 7.6200e- * + 0.0966 * 0.0966 * + 0.0966 * 0.0966 = 0.0000 :1,383.4261,383.426+ 0.0265 * 0.0254 1 1,391.647
Unmitigated o : . . 003 : : : : : . A - . .8
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Unmitigated
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 tons/yr MT/yr
Apartments Low * 408494 & 22000e- + 0.0188 ' 8.0100e- ! 1.2000e- ! ' 1.5200e- + 1.5200e- 1 v 1.5200e- + 1.5200e- & 0.0000 + 21.7988 1 21.7988 + 4.2000e- + 4.0000e- * 21.9284
Rise . W 003 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 004 , 004
----------- I : ey ———————g ] ———————g - LT r——— ] R T
Apartments Mid 1 1.30613e & 0.0704 + 0.6018 + 0.2561 1 3.8400e- 1 v 0.0487 1+ 0.0487 ' 0.0487 1 0.0487 0.0000 + 696.9989 1 696.9989 + 0.0134 + 0.0128 ' 701.1408
Rise V4007 . : v 003 | . . . . . . . . . .
----------- I : ey ———————g ] ———————g - LT rer—— ] R T
General Office 1 468450 & 25300e- + 0.0230 ' 0.0193 ! 1.4000e- ! '+ 1.7500e- 1+ 1.7500e- 1 v 1.7500e- + 1.7500e- & 0.0000 @ 24.9983 1 24.9983 + 4.8000e- + 4.6000e- * 25.1468
Building . W 003 : V004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 004 , 004
----------- R : ey ———————g ] ———————g - B I r— ] R
High Turnover (Sit+ 8.30736e & 0.0448 1+ 0.4072 ' 03421 1 2.4400e- ! v 0.0310 + 0.0310 v 0.0310 + 0.0310 0.0000 + 443.3124 1 443.3124 + 8.5000e- + 8.1300e- ' 445.9468
Down Restaurant); +006 & , , v 003 . , , . , : . v 003 , 003 ,
----------- I : ey ———————g ] ———————g - T LT rer—— ] R
Hotel + 1.74095e & 9.3900e- + 0.0853 + 0.0717 + 5.1000e- ' 6.4900e- 1 6.4900e- 1 ' 6.4900e- ' 6.4900e- & 0.0000 + 92.9036 ' 92.9036 + 1.7800e- + 1.7000e- * 93.4557
\ +006 & 003 , : V004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 003 , 003
----------- R : ey ———————g ] ———————g - LT rerep— ] R
Quality + 1.84608e &1 9.9500e- + 0.0905 + 0.0760 *+ 5.4000e- ' 6.8800e- 1+ 6.8800e- 1 ' 6.8800e- ' 6.8800e- 4 0.0000 + 98.5139 & 98.5139 + 1.8900e- + 1.8100e- * 99.0993
Restaurant ., +006 4 003 | : V004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 003 , 003
----------- I : f———————— ———————g ] ———————g - LT r—— ] R LT
Regional  + 91840 & 50000e- ! 4.5000e- ' 3.7800e- ! 3.0000e- ! ' 3.4000e- 1+ 3.4000e- 1 ' 3.4000e- + 3.4000e- % 0.0000 + 4.9009 1 4.9009 + 9.0000e- + 9.0000e- * 4.9301
Shopping Center | a 004 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 004 , o004 , v 004 004 . : v 005 , 005
[ [
Total 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 | 7.6200e- 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 | 1,383.426 | 1,383.426 | 0.0265 0.0254 | 1,391.647
003 8 8 8
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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 tons/yr MT/yr
Apartments Low * 408494 & 22000e- + 0.0188 ' 8.0100e- ! 1.2000e- ! ' 1.5200e- + 1.5200e- 1 v 1.5200e- + 1.5200e- & 0.0000 + 21.7988 1 21.7988 + 4.2000e- + 4.0000e- * 21.9284
Rise . W 003 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 004 , 004
----------- I : ey ———————g ] ———————g - LT r——— ] R T
Apartments Mid 1 1.30613e & 0.0704 + 0.6018 + 0.2561 1 3.8400e- 1 v 0.0487 1+ 0.0487 ' 0.0487 1 0.0487 0.0000 + 696.9989 1 696.9989 + 0.0134 + 0.0128 ' 701.1408
Rise V4007 . : v 003 | . . . . . . . . . .
----------- I : ey ———————g ] ———————g - LT rer—— ] R T
General Office 1 468450 & 25300e- + 0.0230 ' 0.0193 ! 1.4000e- ! '+ 1.7500e- 1+ 1.7500e- 1 v 1.7500e- + 1.7500e- & 0.0000 @ 24.9983 1 24.9983 + 4.8000e- + 4.6000e- * 25.1468
Building . W 003 : V004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 004 , 004
----------- R : ey ———————g ] ———————g - B I r— ] R
High Turnover (Sit+ 8.30736e & 0.0448 1+ 0.4072 ' 03421 1 2.4400e- ! v 0.0310 + 0.0310 v 0.0310 + 0.0310 0.0000 + 443.3124 1 443.3124 + 8.5000e- + 8.1300e- ' 445.9468
Down Restaurant); +006 & , , v 003 . , , . , : . v 003 , 003 ,
----------- I : ey ———————g ] ———————g - T LT rer—— ] R
Hotel + 1.74095e & 9.3900e- + 0.0853 + 0.0717 + 5.1000e- ' 6.4900e- 1 6.4900e- 1 ' 6.4900e- ' 6.4900e- & 0.0000 + 92.9036 ' 92.9036 + 1.7800e- + 1.7000e- * 93.4557
\ +006 & 003 , : V004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 003 , 003
----------- R : ey ———————g ] ———————g - LT rerep— ] R
Quality + 1.84608e &1 9.9500e- + 0.0905 + 0.0760 *+ 5.4000e- ' 6.8800e- 1+ 6.8800e- 1 ' 6.8800e- ' 6.8800e- 4 0.0000 + 98.5139 & 98.5139 + 1.8900e- + 1.8100e- * 99.0993
Restaurant ., +006 4 003 | : V004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 003 , 003
----------- I : f———————— ———————g ] ———————g - LT r—— ] R LT
Regional  + 91840 & 50000e- ! 4.5000e- ' 3.7800e- ! 3.0000e- ! ' 3.4000e- 1+ 3.4000e- 1 ' 3.4000e- + 3.4000e- % 0.0000 + 4.9009 1 4.9009 + 9.0000e- + 9.0000e- * 4.9301
Shopping Center | a 004 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 004 , o004 , v 004 004 . : v 005 , 005
[ [
Total 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 | 7.6200e- 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 | 1,383.426 | 1,383.426 | 0.0265 0.0254 | 1,391.647
003 8 8 8
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Apartments Low *+ 106010 :- 33.7770 1 1.3900e- * 2.9000e- * 33.8978
Rise . u i 003 , 004
' i [ [ [
----------- - T = = = ==
Apartments Mid + 3.94697e :' 1,257.587 + 0.0519 + 0.0107 +1,262.086
Rise 1 +006 w9 : P9
' i [ [ [
"""""" === T " == === =
General Office + 584550 :' 186.2502 + 7.6900e- * 1.5900e- ' 186.9165
Building u i 003 , 003
' i [ [ [
"""""" Fem==—— T " == ===
High Turnover (Sit+ 1.58904e :- 506.3022 + 0.0209 ' 4.3200e- ' 508.1135
Down Restaurant); +006 & , v 003
' i [ [ [
----------- Fem———— T = = ===
Hotel + 550308 :' 175.3399 + 7.2400e- + 1.5000e- * 175.9672
: u i 003 , 003
' i [ [ [
"""""" Fem———— T " = = ===
Quality v 353120 :' 112.5116 + 4.6500e- * 9.6000e- * 112.9141
Restaurant o v 003 . 004 ,
' i [ [ [
"""""" === T " === ===
Regional v 756000 :- 240.8778 v 9.9400e- '+ 2.0600e- ' 241.7395
Shopping Center ; o v 003 , 003 ,
[0 [
Total 2,512.646 0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
5 6
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Mitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Apartments Low *+ 106010 :- 33.7770 1 1.3900e- * 2.9000e- * 33.8978
Rise : u i 003 , o004
' i [ [ [
"""""" Fem-——— T " ey = == ===
Apartments Mid + 3.94697e :' 1,257.587 + 0.0519 + 0.0107 +1,262.086
Rise 1 +006 w9 : P9
' i [ [ [
"""""" === T " == === =
General Office + 584550 :' 186.2502 + 7.6900e- * 1.5900e- ' 186.9165
Building u i 003 , 003 ,
' i [ [ [
"""""" Fem==—— T " == ===
High Turnover (Sit+ 1.58904e :- 506.3022 + 0.0209 ' 4.3200e- ' 508.1135
Down Restaurant); +006 & , v 003
' i [ [ [
----------- Fem———— T "
Hotel v+ 550308 & 175.3399 « 7.2400e-
[ i [ [ ]
' ™ ' 003 ' .
' i [ [ [
"""""" Fem———— T " = = ===
Quality v 353120 :' 112.5116 + 4.6500e- * 9.6000e- * 112.9141
Restaurant o v 003 . 004 ,
' i [ [ [
"""""" === T " === ===
Regional v 756000 :- 240.8778 v 9.9400e- '+ 2.0600e- ' 241.7395
Shopping Center ; o v 003 , 003 ,
[0 [
Total 2,512.646 0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
5 6

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Mitigated = 51437 ! 02950 ! 10.3804 ! 1.6700e- ! ! 00714 + 00714 ! 00714 + 0.0714 0.0000 : 220.9670 ! 220.9670 ! 0.0201 ! 3.7400e- ! 222.5835
- ' ' . 003 ' . . ' ' : ' ' V003
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
semmsmsmesee- y—————— -, ————— -, ————— -, ————— -, ————— -, ————— -, ————— _—————— -, ————— e —m—— === === m————— -, ————— -, ————— -, ————— - = =====-
Unmitigated = 5.1437 1+ 0.2950 +* 10.3804 * 1.6700e- * + 0.0714 + 0.0714 + 0.0714 + 0.0714 = 0.0000 * 220.9670 * 220.9670 * 0.0201 + 3.7400e- * 222.5835
- : : . 003 . . : : : : . : : . . 003
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx (6{0] 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
SubCategory tonsl/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 0.4137 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coating : ' : : ' : : ' : . ' : : '
___________ L 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 ____‘________:______ 1 1 1 _____.:________
Consumer = 43998 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Products . : . . : . . : . . : . . :
___________ L 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 ____‘________:______ 1 1 1 _____.:________
Hearth = (0.0206 * 0.1763 * 0.0750 * 1.1200e- ' ' 0.0143 1+ 0.0143 ' 0.0143 '+ 0.0143 0.0000 * 204.1166 ' 204.1166 ' 3.9100e- ' 3.7400e- ' 205.3295
- L] 1 L] 003 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 003 L] 003 1
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g el —————eg - fm——————p e = e
Landscaping = 03096 ' 0.1187 ! 10.3054 ! 5.4000e- ! ! 00572 + 00572 ! 00572 + 0.0572 0.0000 : 16.8504 ! 16.8504 : 0.0161 @ 0.0000 ! 17.2540
- 1] 1 1] 004 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 | 1.6600e- 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 | 220.9670 | 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e- | 222.5835
003 003
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Mitigated
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
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 0.4137 ' ' ' 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Coating : ' : : ' : : ' : : ' : : :
----------- n ———————n : ———————— - ———————— : L T e - fm—————— ==
Consumer = 43998 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Products . : . : : : : : : . : : : :
----------- n ———————n : ———————— - ———————— : ke e e ————mg - fm——————p - = s aa
Hearth = 0.0206 * 0.1763 * 0.0750 + 1.1200e- * '+ 0.0143 1+ 0.0143 v 0.0143 + 0.0143 0.0000 * 204.1166 ' 204.1166 * 3.9100e- * 3.7400e- ' 205.3295
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}

n ' ' v 003, ' ' ' ' ' ' ' , 003 , 003
----------- n ———————n : ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e jmm————eg - e = m e
Landscaping " 0.3096 ' 0.1187 ! 10.3054 ' 5.4000e- ' ! 0.0572 ' 0.0572 ' ! 0.0572 ' 0.0572 0.0000 ' 16.8504 ! 16.8504 ' 0.0161 ' 0.0000 : 17.2540
L 1] 1] 1 1] 004 [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}

- 1
Total 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6600e- 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 | 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e- | 222.5835
003 003

7.0 Water Detalil

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated - 585.8052 ! 3.0183 0.0755 ! 683.7567

1

'

- ) 1
- 1 1 1

----------- [ et skt mleleleelieniertis Sl

=

n

Unmitigated 585.8052: 3.0183 ! 0.0755 :683.7567
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Unmitigated
Indoor/Out | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Apartments Low +1.62885 / :- 10.9095 ' 0.0535 1+ 1.3400e- ' 12.6471
Rise T 1.02688 : \ 003 .,
' i [ [ [
----------- Fe—————— g ———— mmmme-—-
Apartments Mid 1+ 63.5252 / :' 425.4719 + 2.0867 ' 0.0523 ' 493.2363
Rise V 40.0485 4 . : .
----------- I — ey e
General Office +7.99802 / :' 53.0719 + 0.2627 ' 6.5900e- * 61.6019
Building 4.90201 & : \ 003 .,
1] 1] 1 1 L]
----------- = g e oy mmmme-—
High Turnover (Sit* 10.9272 / :- 51.2702 + 0.3580 ' 8.8200e- ' 62.8482
Down Restaurant); 0.697482 4 , v 003 .,
' i [ [ [
----------- Femm————— g e oy mmmme-—-
Hotel 11.26834 / :' 6.1633 '+ 0.0416 ' 1.0300e- * 7.5079
1 0.140927 . \ 003 .
' i [ [ [
----------- Fe—————— g e oy mmmme-—
Quality 1 2.42827 1 :' 11.3934 + 0.0796 ' 1.9600e- * 13.9663
Restaurant  ; 0.154996 4 , v 003 .,
1] 1] 1 1 L]
----------- re—————— g e oy mmmme-—
Regional 1 4.14806 / :- 27.5250 v+ 0.1363 ' 3.4200e- * 31.9490
Shopping Center ; 2.54236 & : \ 003 .,
[ 1
Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Page 39 of 44
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Out}| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Apartments Low +1.62885 / :- 10.9095 ' 0.0535 1+ 1.3400e- ' 12.6471
Rise : 1.02688 . \ 003 .
[N [ [ [
Apartments Mid  + 63.5252 / b 4254719 + 20867 ' 00523 ! 493.2363
Rise : 40.0485 . . .
................. b e
General Office 1 7.99802 / b 530719 + 02627 ! 6.5900e- ! 61.6019
Building : 4.90201 . \ 003 .
1] 1] 1 L]
High Turnover (Sit» 10.9272 1 :: 51.2702 + 0.3580 + 8.8200e- ' 62.8482
Down Restaurant) 0.697482 i : \ 003 .,
1 1 1]
Hotel -126834/ :- 6.1633 + 0.0416 + 1.0300e- * 7.5079
1 0.140927 i : \ 003 .
I 1] 1 L]
Quality -242827/ :- 11.3934 + 0.0796 + 1.9600e- * 13.9663
Restaurant 0 154996 i . \ 003
1 1 1]
Regional 1 4.14806 / b 275250 + 01363 ! 3.4200e- ! 31.9490
Shopping Center ; 2.54236 .: , v 003 .,
Total 585.8052 | 3.0183 | 0.0755 | 683.7567

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
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Total CO2

CH4

N20

CO2e

MT/yr

Mitigated

Unmitigated

- 207.8079 ! 12.2811

n
——————
n
n

-- -~ -r
207.8079 + 12.2811 + 0.0000 @ 514.8354

0.0000 ! 514.8354

Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Apartments Low + 115 :- 2.3344 + 0.1380 * 0.0000 * 5.7834
Rise , i . . .
----------- Fe-----m ————————
Apartments Mid + 448.5 :- 91.0415 + 5.3804 '+ 0.0000 + 2255513
Rise . i : . .
----------- A ———————n
General Office + 41.85 :- 8.4952 1+ 0.5021 1+ 0.0000 * 21.0464
Building it : ' .
----------- A ———————n
High Turnover (Sit* 428.4 :- 86.9613 '+ 5.1393 1 0.0000 r 215.4430
Down Restaurant) ; i : . .
' i [ [ [
----------- - d —————— === ===
Hotel ! 27.38 :: 5.5579 ! 0.3285 : 0.0000 ! 13.7694
[ i ' [ [
----------- Fe-----m ———————n
Quality ' 7.3 :- 1.4818 1+ 0.0876 * 0.0000 +* 3.6712
Restaurant i : . .
----------- A f————————
Regional 588 :- 11.9359 + 0.7054 '+ 0.0000 * 29.5706
Shopping Center ; i . . .
[0 1
Total 207.8079 | 12.2811 0.0000 | 514.8354




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 43 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

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

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Apartments Low + 115 :- 2.3344 + 0.1380 * 0.0000 * 5.7834
Rise , o . . .
----------- Fe-----m ————————
Apartments Mid + 448.5 & 01.0415 ' 53804 ' 0.0000 ' 225.5513
Rise , o . . .
----------- A ———————n
General Office + 41.85 & 84952 + 05021 ! 0.0000 ' 21.0464
Building i : : :
----------- A ———————n
High Turnover (Sit+ 428.4 & 86.9613 ' 5.1393 ' 0.0000 ! 215.4430
Down Restaurant) ; i : . .
' i [ [ [
Hotel " 2738 b 55579 : 03285 ! 00000 ! 13.7694
. H : : .
----------- == d —————— ===
Quality ' 73 & 14818 v 0.0876 ! 0.0000 ' 3.6712
Restaurant : i: : : :
----------- A f————————
Regional ' 588 & 119359 + 0.7054 ! 0.0000 ' 29.5706
Shopping Center ; i . . .
[ 1
Total 207.8079 | 12.2811 0.0000 | 514.8354
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

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

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building . 45.00 . 1000sqft ! 1.03 ! 45,000.00 0
" “High Tumover (Sit Down Restaurant) = 3600 s+  1000sqft 1 o0&  : 3600000 1 o T
""""""" Hoel x 77 Tsooo T T TTRoom v T TTaer w2000 1 ol
T Quality Restaurant T Teeo T T  Tnoosgit 1 018 i 800000 0
T Apartments Low Rise T s T T  Dweling unit 1s6 i 2500000  § 72
"7 Apartments Mid Rise T ars00 T T T DwelingUnit 1 2566 i 97500000 | : 2789
""" Regional Shopping Center  + 8600 = 1000sqft H 1.29 56,000.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2028
Utility Company Southern California Edison
CO2 Intensity 702.44 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblFireplaces

tbIVehicleTrips

FireplaceWoodMass

1,019.20

1,019.20

1.25

48.75

7.16

6.39

2.46

158.37

8.19

94.36

49.97

6.07

5.86

1.05

131.84




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 3 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PM

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

tbIVehicleTrips

6.65

11.03

127.15

8.17

89.95

42.70

1.25

48.75

1.25

48.75

25.00

25.00

999.60

tbIWoodstoves . WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 ' 0.00

-+

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

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
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2021 E: 4.2769 ' 46.4588 ! 31.6840 ' 0.0643 ' 18.2675 ! 2.0461 ' 20.3135 ' 9.9840 ! 1.8824 ' 11.8664 0.0000 ' 6,234.797 ! 6,234.797 ' 1.9495 ' 0.0000 ! 6,283.535
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 4 1 4 [} [} L} 2
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - ———————n : B T - fm—————— e ==
2022 - 5.3304 ! 38.8967 : 49.5629 ! 0.1517 ! 9.8688 : 1.6366 ! 10.7727 ! 3.6558 : 1.5057 ! 5.1615 0.0000 1 15,251.56 : 15,251.56 ! 1.9503 ! 0.0000 ! 15,278.52
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 74 1 74 [} [} L} 88
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : L T - fm—————— =
2023 - 4.8957 ! 26.3317 : 46.7567 ! 0.1472 ! 9.8688 : 0.7794 ! 10.6482 ! 2.6381 : 0.7322 ! 3.3702 0.0000 1 14,807.52 : 14,807.52 ! 1.0250 ! 0.0000 ! 14,833.15
.. ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 69 ' 69 ' ' ' 21
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - f———————n : ———k e e e m————mg - fm—————— e = m e
2024 " 237.1630 ' 9.5575 ! 15.1043 ' 0.0244 ' 1.7884 ! 0.4698 ' 1.8628 ' 0.4743 ! 0.4322 ' 0.5476 0.0000 ' 2,361.398 ! 2,361.398 ' 0.7177 ' 0.0000 ! 2,379.342
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] g 1 9 [} L} 1
- 1
Maximum 237.1630 | 46.4588 49.5629 0.1517 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 15,251.56 | 15,251.56 1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52
74 74 88




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Page 5 of 35

Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PM

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

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Mitigated Construction

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
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2021 E: 4.2769 ! 46.4588 ! 31.6840 ! 0.0643 ! 18.2675 ! 2.0461 ! 20.3135 ! 9.9840 ! 1.8824 ! 11.8664 0.0000 ' 6,234.797 ! 6,234.797 ! 1.9495 ! 0.0000 ! 6,283.535
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 4 1 4 [} [} L} 2
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B - fm—————— e ==
2022 - 5.3304 ! 38.8967 : 49.5629 ! 0.1517 ! 9.8688 : 1.6366 ! 10.7727 ! 3.6558 : 1.5057 ! 5.1615 0.0000 ! 15,251.56 : 15,251.56 ! 1.9503 ! 0.0000 ! 15,278.52
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 74 1 74 [} [} L} 88
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B e - fm—————— =
2023 - 4.8957 ! 26.3317 : 46.7567 ! 0.1472 ! 9.8688 : 0.7794 ! 10.6482 ! 2.6381 : 0.7322 ! 3.3702 0.0000 ! 14,807.52 : 14,807.52 ! 1.0250 ! 0.0000 ! 14,833.15
u ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 69 ' 69 ' ' ' 20
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B S e - fm—————— e = m e
2024 - 237.1630 ! 9.5575 ! 15.1043 ! 0.0244 ! 1.7884 ! 0.4698 ! 1.8628 ! 0.4743 ! 0.4322 ! 0.5476 0.0000 ' 2,361.398 ! 2,361.398 ! 0.7177 ! 0.0000 ! 2,379.342
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] g 1 9 [} L} 1
- 1
Maximum 237.1630 | 46.4588 49.5629 0.1517 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 15,251.56 | 15,251.56 1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52
74 74 88
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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Unmitigated Operational
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Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PM

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

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
Area E: 30.5020 ' 15.0496 ! 88.4430 ' 0.0944 ' ! 1.5974 ' 1.5974 ' ! 1.5974 ' 1.5974 0.0000 ' 18,148.59 ! 18,148.59 ' 0.4874 ' 0.3300 ! 18,259.11
n ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 50 ' 50 ' ' ' 92
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e jmm———— gy - fm——————— - =
Energy - 0.7660 ! 6.7462 : 4.2573 ! 0.0418 ! : 0.5292 ! 0.5292 ! : 0.5292 ! 0.5292 ' 8,355.983 : 8,355.983 ! 0.1602 ! 0.1532 ! 8,405.638
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 2 1 2 [} [} L} 7
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e jmm———— gy - m———————- e
Mobile - 9.8489 ! 45.4304 : 114.8495 ! 0.4917 ! 45.9592 : 0.3360 ! 46.2951 ! 12.2950 : 0.3119 ! 12.6070 ! 50,306.60 : 50,306.60 + 2.1807 ! ! 50,361.12
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 34 1 34 [} [} L} 08
- 1
Total 41.1168 | 67.2262 | 207.5497 | 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 | 76,811.18 | 76,811.18 | 2.8282 0.4832 | 77,025.87
16 16 86
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area E: 30.5020 : 15.0496 ! 88.4430 ! 0.0944 ! 15974 + 15974 ! 15974 + 1.5974 0.0000 :18,148.59118,148.59 0.4874 : 03300 !18,259.11
" ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 50 ' 50 ' ' ' 92
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : el —— gy : = m e
Energy = 07660 ' 6.7462 1 4.2573 : 0.0418 ! 05292 05292 ! 05292 + 05292 18,355.983 1 8,355.983 1 0.1602 ! 0.1532 ! 8,405.638
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 2 1 2 1] 1] 1 7
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———d e m el ——— gy : ———————p e m e
Mobile = 9.8489 ! 454304 1 114.8495+ 0.4917 1 459592 ! 0.3360 @ 46.2951 : 12.2950 ! 0.3119 '@ 12.6070 * 50,306.60 1 50,306.60 + 2.1807 ! ! 50,361.12
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 34 1 34 1] 1] 1 08
Total 41.1168 | 67.2262 | 207.5497 | 0.6278 45,9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 | 76,811.18 | 76,811.18 | 2.8282 0.4832 | 77,025.87
16 16 86
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ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Demolition *Demolition :9/1/2021 110/12/2021 ! 5! 30}
2 T fSite Preparation " iite Preparation '"""""!Iaﬁéx'z'o'z'l"" ;II/'sa?z'o'z'f""";'"""%’E""""'""z'E{E' I
3 Srating T §Es'r;&n'1§'""""""""!11716726'2'1"" 2171'172'0'2'2'""";'"""%’E""""'"'ZEE’ I
4 Buiding Conswuction §'BLﬁ&iH§'c'o?st'rac'u'o'n""""!1/'1'272'0'2'2""' 21571'2726'2'3""";"""'?E"""""Eb'&f;’ I
5 Spaving T §B;§G1§"""""""""!15715726'2'3"" 2173672'0'22'""";'"""%’E""""'"'EEE' I
6 F Architectural Coating Arohitectural Coating 17317004 53/19/2024 I 5I 35? """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5
Acres of Paving: 0

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

OffRoad Equipment
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

Phase Name

Load Factor

Demolition

Architectural Coating

Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power
*Concrete/Industrial Saws ! 1 8.00! 81!
:Excavators :““-““““““3 ----------- 8. (-)6i 1585
-Rubber Tired Dozers !“-“““““““2 ----------- 8- (-)6i 2475
-Rubber Tired Dozers !“-“““““““3 ----------- 8- (-)6i 2475
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““4 ----------- 8. 56: 97§
:Excavators :““-““““““2 ----------- 8. (-)6i 1585
-Graders :““-““““““1 ----------- 8. (-)6i 1875
-Rubber Tired Dozers !“-“““““““l ----------- 8- (-)6i 2475
:Scrapers :““-““““““2 ----------- 8. (-)6i 3675
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““2 ----------- 8. 56: 97§
:Cranes :““-““““““1 ----------- 7. (-)6i 2315
'Forkllfts !“-“----“----“3 ----------- 8- (-)6i 89§
-Generator Sets !“-“““““““l ----------- 8- (-)6i 845
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““3 ----------- 7- 56: 97§
FWelders T 5.001 yr
:Pavers e 5.001 1501
-Pavmg Equipment !“-“““““““2 ----------- 8- (-)6i 1325
-Rollers e 5.001 6o;
:Air Compressors I 1 6.00E 78§

Trips and VMT
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

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
Demolition . 6: 15.00! 0.00 458.00! 14.70: 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : e LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Site Preparation . 7:r 18.00: 0.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90] 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
---------------- : e LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Grading . 8:r 20.00: 0.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : | T, T T I- B L I I I I'''''>
Building Construction * 9:r 801.00! 143.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90] 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
---------------- : e (LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Paving . 6:r 15.00! 0.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
________________ = 1 [l l 4+ [l 1 1 R
Architectural Coating = 1 160.00: 0.00: 0.00: 14.70* 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Demolition - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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
Fugitive Dust : ! ! ! ! 3.3074 : 0.0000 ! 3.3074 : 05008 ! 0.0000 : 0.5008 ! ' 0.0000 ! ! ' 0.0000
- R o : o o : I S : o : o
Off-Road = 31651 ! 31.4407 ' 21.5650 ! 0.0388 ! ' 15513 1 15513 !14411 v 14411 13,747.944 13,747,944+ 1.0549 1 ' 3,774.317
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : 9 .9, : .4
Total 3.1651 31.4407 | 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944 | 3,747.944 | 1.0549 3,774.317
9 9 4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 01273 1+ 4.0952 + 09602 + 0.0119 + 0.2669 + 0.0126 * 02795 + 0.0732 & 0.0120 + 0.0852 1 1,292.241 1 1,292.241 v 0.0877 v 1,294.433
- : : : : : : : : : A R T : D
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n : St
Worker : 0.0442 ! 0.6042 : 1.7100e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.3500e- : 0.1690 ! 0.0445 : 1.2500e- ! 0.0457 ! 170.8155 ! 170.8155 : 5.0300e- ! ! 170.9413
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.1916 4.1394 1.5644 0.0136 0.4346 0.0139 0.4485 0.1176 0.0133 0.1309 1,463.056 | 1,463.056 0.0927 1,465.375
8 8 0
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 3.3074 ! 0.0000 ! 3.3074 ! 0.5008 ! 0.0000 ! 0.5008 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e -] ———————n : ro-mma--
Off-Road : 31.4407 ! 21.5650 : 0.0388 ! ! 1.5513 : 1.5513 ! : 1.4411 ! 1.4411 0.0000 + 3,747.944 ! 3,747.944 : 1.0549 ! ! 3,774.317
' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' V9 9 ' 4
Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944 | 3,747.944 1.0549 3,774.317
9 9 4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.2 Demolition - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 01273 1+ 4.0952 + 09602 + 0.0119 + 0.2669 + 0.0126 * 02795 + 0.0732 & 0.0120 + 0.0852 1 1,292.241 1 1,292.241 v 0.0877 v 1,294.433
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : V3 43 : 7
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n : St
Worker : 0.0442 ! 0.6042 : 1.7100e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.3500e- : 0.1690 ! 0.0445 : 1.2500e- ! 0.0457 ! 170.8155 ! 170.8155 : 5.0300e- ! ! 170.9413
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.1916 4.1394 1.5644 0.0136 0.4346 0.0139 0.4485 0.1176 0.0133 0.1309 1,463.056 | 1,463.056 0.0927 1,465.375
8 8 0
3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 18.0663 ! 0.0000 ! 18.0663 ! 9.9307 ! 0.0000 ! 9.9307 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : ro--ma--
Off-Road ! 40.4971 ! 21.1543 ! 0.0380 ! ! 2.0445 ! 2.0445 ! ! 1.8809 ! 1.8809 ! 3,685.656 ! 3,685.656 ! 1.1920 ! ! 3,715.457
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 9 1] 9 1 1] 3
Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656 | 3,685.656 1.1920 3,715.457
9 9 3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : Rt
Worker : 0.0530 ! 0.7250 : 2.0600e- ! 0.2012 ! 1.6300e- : 0.2028 ! 0.0534 : 1.5000e- ! 0.0549 ! 204.9786 ! 204.9786 : 6.0400e- ! ! 205.1296
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e- 0.2012 1.6300e- 0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 0.0549 204.9786 | 204.9786 | 6.0400e- 205.1296
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 18.0663 ! 0.0000 ! 18.0663 ! 9.9307 ! 0.0000 ! 9.9307 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -] ———————n : ro--ma--
Off-Road ! 40.4971 ! 21.1543 ! 0.0380 ! ! 2.0445 ! 2.0445 ! ! 1.8809 ! 1.8809 0.0000 ! 3,685.656 ! 3,685.656 ! 1.1920 ! ! 3,715.457
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 9 1] 9 1 1] 3
Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656 | 3,685.656 1.1920 3,715.457
9 9 3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : Rt
Worker : 0.0530 ! 0.7250 : 2.0600e- ! 0.2012 ! 1.6300e- : 0.2028 ! 0.0534 : 1.5000e- ! 0.0549 ! 204.9786 ! 204.9786 : 6.0400e- ! ! 205.1296
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e- 0.2012 1.6300e- 0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 0.0549 204.9786 | 204.9786 | 6.0400e- 205.1296
003 003 003 003
3.4 Grading - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : r -
Off-Road ! 46.3998 ! 30.8785 ! 0.0620 ! ! 1.9853 ! 1.9853 ! ! 1.8265 ! 1.8265 ! 6,007.043 ! 6,007.043 ! 1.9428 ! ! 6,055.613
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 4 1] 4 1 1] 1] 4
Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043 | 6,007.043 1.9428 6,055.613
4 4 4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : I
Worker : 0.0589 ! 0.8056 : 2.2900e- ! 0.2236 ! 1.8100e- : 0.2254 ! 0.0593 : 1.6600e- ! 0.0610 ! 227.7540 ! 227.7540 : 6.7100e- ! ! 227.9217
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e- 0.2236 1.8100e- 0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 0.0610 227.7540 | 227.7540 | 6.7100e- 227.9217
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : r -
Off-Road ! 46.3998 ! 30.8785 ! 0.0620 ! ! 1.9853 ! 1.9853 ! ! 1.8265 ! 1.8265 0.0000 ! 6,007.043 ! 6,007.043 ! 1.9428 ! ! 6,055.613
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 4 1] 4 1 1] 1] 4
Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043 | 6,007.043 1.9428 6,055.613
4 4 4
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Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PM

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

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : I
Worker : 0.0589 ! 0.8056 : 2.2900e- ! 0.2236 ! 1.8100e- : 0.2254 ! 0.0593 : 1.6600e- ! 0.0610 ! 227.7540 ! 227.7540 : 6.7100e- ! ! 227.9217
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e- 0.2236 1.8100e- 0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 0.0610 227.7540 | 227.7540 | 6.7100e- 227.9217
003 003 003 003
3.4 Grading - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : ro-mma--
Off-Road : 38.8435 ! 29.0415 : 0.0621 ! ! 1.6349 : 1.6349 ! : 1.5041 ! 1.5041 ! 6,011.410 ! 6,011.410 : 1.9442 ! ! 6,060.015
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 5 1] 5 1 1] 8
Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410 | 6,011.410 1.9442 6,060.015
5 5 8
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Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PM

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

3.4 Grading - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : A
Worker : 0.0532 ! 0.7432 : 2.2100e- ! 0.2236 ! 1.7500e- : 0.2253 ! 0.0593 : 1.6100e- ! 0.0609 ! 219.7425 ! 219.7425 : 6.0600e- ! ! 219.8941
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 2.2100e- 0.2236 1.7500e- 0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e- 0.0609 219.7425 | 219.7425 | 6.0600e- 219.8941
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : ro-mma--
Off-Road ! 38.8435 ! 29.0415 ! 0.0621 ! ! 1.6349 ! 1.6349 ! ! 1.5041 ! 1.5041 0.0000 ! 6,011.410 ! 6,011.410 ! 1.9442 ! ! 6,060.015
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 5 1] 5 1 1] 8
Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410 | 6,011.410 1.9442 6,060.015
5 5 8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : A
Worker : 0.0532 ! 0.7432 : 2.2100e- ! 0.2236 ! 1.7500e- : 0.2253 ! 0.0593 : 1.6100e- ! 0.0609 ! 219.7425 ! 219.7425 : 6.0600e- ! ! 219.8941
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 2.2100e- 0.2236 1.7500e- 0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e- 0.0609 219.7425 | 219.7425 | 6.0600e- 219.8941
003 003 003 003
3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 1.7062 ! 15.6156 ! 16.3634 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.8090 ! 0.8090 ! ! 0.7612 ! 0.7612 ! 2,554.333 ! 2,554.333 ! 0.6120 ! : 2,569.632
- 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 6 1] 6 1 1] 1] 2
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333 | 2,554.333 0.6120 2,569.632
6 6 2
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Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PM

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

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : ro---aa
Vendor - 0.4079 : 13.2032 ! 3.4341 : 0.0364 ! 0.9155 ! 0.0248 : 0.9404 ! 0.2636 : 0.0237 ! 0.2873 ! 3,896.548 ! 3,896.548 : 0.2236 ! ! 3,902.138
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 2 [} 2 1 [} L] 4
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : RS
Worker : 2.1318 ! 29.7654 : 0.0883 ! 8.9533 ! 0.0701 : 9.0234 ! 2.3745 : 0.0646 ! 2.4390 ! 8,800.685 ! 8,800.685 : 0.2429 ! ! 8,806.758
1 L} 1 1] [} 1 [} 1 [} 7 [} 7 1 [} L] 2
Total 3.6242 15.3350 33.1995 0.1247 9.8688 0.0949 9.9637 2.6381 0.0883 2.7263 12,697.23 | 12,697.23 0.4665 12,708.89
39 39 66
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.7062 ! 15.6156 ! 16.3634 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.8090 ' 0.8090 ! ! 0.7612 ! 0.7612 0.0000 ! 2,554.333 ! 2,554.333 ! 0.6120 ! : 2,569.632
- 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 6 1] 6 1 1] 1] 2
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333 | 2,554.333 0.6120 2,569.632
6 6 2
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Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PM

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

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : ro---aa
Vendor - 0.4079 : 13.2032 ! 3.4341 : 0.0364 ! 0.9155 ! 0.0248 : 0.9404 ! 0.2636 : 0.0237 ! 0.2873 ! 3,896.548 ! 3,896.548 : 0.2236 ! ! 3,902.138
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 2 [} 2 1 [} L] 4
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : RS
Worker : 2.1318 ! 29.7654 : 0.0883 ! 8.9533 ! 0.0701 : 9.0234 ! 2.3745 : 0.0646 ! 2.4390 ! 8,800.685 ! 8,800.685 : 0.2429 ! ! 8,806.758
1 L} 1 1] [} 1 [} 1 [} 7 [} 7 1 [} L] 2
Total 3.6242 15.3350 33.1995 0.1247 9.8688 0.0949 9.9637 2.6381 0.0883 2.7263 12,697.23 | 12,697.23 0.4665 12,708.89
39 39 66
3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 1.5728 ! 14.3849 ! 16.2440 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.6997 ' 0.6997 ! ! 0.6584 ! 0.6584 ! 2,555.209 ! 2,555.209 ! 0.6079 ! : 2,570.406
- 1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} [} 9 [} 9 1 [} L} l
Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209 | 2,555.209 0.6079 2,570.406
9 9 1
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Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PM

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

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : rom--aan
Vendor - 0.3027 : 10.0181 ! 3.1014 : 0.0352 ! 0.9156 ! 0.0116 : 0.9271 ! 0.2636 : 0.0111 ! 0.2747 ! 3,773.876 ! 3,773.876 : 0.1982 ! ! 3,778.830
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 2 [} 2 1 [} L] O
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : -
Worker : 1.9287 ! 27.4113 : 0.0851 ! 8.9533 ! 0.0681 : 9.0214 ! 2.3745 : 0.0627 ! 2.4372 ! 8,478.440 ! 8,478.440 : 0.2190 ! ! 8,483.916
1 L} 1 1] [} 1 [} 1 [} 8 [} 8 1 [} L] O
Total 3.3229 11.9468 30.5127 0.1203 9.8688 0.0797 9.9485 2.6381 0.0738 2.7118 12,252.31 | 12,252.31 0.4172 12,262.74
70 70 60
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.5728 ! 14.3849 ! 16.2440 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.6997 ' 0.6997 ! ! 0.6584 ! 0.6584 0.0000 ! 2,555.209 ! 2,555.209 ! 0.6079 ! : 2,570.406
- 1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} [} 9 [} 9 1 [} L} l
Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209 | 2,555.209 0.6079 2,570.406
9 9 1
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Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PM
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————— : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : rom--aan
Vendor = (0.3027 : 10.0181 ! 3.1014 : 0.0352 ! 0.9156 ! 0.0116 : 0.9271 ! 0.2636 : 0.0111 ! 0.2747 ! 3,773.876 ! 3,773.876 : 0.1982 ! ! 3,778.830
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 2 [} 2 1 [} L] O
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : -
Worker : 1.9287 ! 27.4113 : 0.0851 ! 8.9533 ! 0.0681 : 9.0214 ! 2.3745 : 0.0627 ! 2.4372 ! 8,478.440 ! 8,478.440 : 0.2190 ! ! 8,483.916
1 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} 1 [} 8 [} 8 1 [} L] O
Total 3.3229 11.9468 30.5127 0.1203 9.8688 0.0797 9.9485 2.6381 0.0738 2.7118 12,252.31 | 12,252.31 0.4172 12,262.74
70 70 60
3.6 Paving - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.0327 ! 10.1917 ! 14.5842 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.5102 ! 0.5102 ! ! 0.4694 ! 0.4694 ! 2,207.584 ! 2,207.584 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.433
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] l 1] l 1 1] 1] 6
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! v 0.0000 ! ! v 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 | 2,207.584 0.7140 2,225.433
1 1 6
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3.6 Paving - 2023
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : St
Worker : 0.0361 ! 0.5133 : 1.5900e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.2800e- : 0.1689 ! 0.0445 : 1.1700e- ! 0.0456 ! 158.7723 ! 158.7723 : 4.1000e- ! ! 158.8748
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.5900e- 0.1677 1.2800e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e- 0.0456 158.7723 | 158.7723 | 4.1000e- 158.8748
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.0327 ! 10.1917 ! 14.5842 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.5102 ! 0.5102 ! ! 0.4694 ! 0.4694 0.0000 ! 2,207.584 ! 2,207.584 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.433
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] l 1] l 1 1] 1] 6
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584 | 2,207.584 0.7140 2,225.433
1 1 6
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3.6 Paving - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : St
Worker : 0.0361 ! 0.5133 : 1.5900e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.2800e- : 0.1689 ! 0.0445 : 1.1700e- ! 0.0456 ! 158.7723 ! 158.7723 : 4.1000e- ! ! 158.8748
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.5900e- 0.1677 1.2800e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e- 0.0456 158.7723 | 158.7723 | 4.1000e- 158.8748
003 003 003 003
3.6 Paving - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 0.9882 ! 9.5246 ! 14.6258 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.4685 ! 0.4685 ! ! 0.4310 ! 0.4310 ! 2,207.547 ! 2,207.547 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.396
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 2 1] 2 1 1] 1] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547 | 2,207.547 0.7140 2,225.396
2 2 3
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3.6 Paving - 2024
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 ] 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : St
Worker ! 0.0329 ! 0.4785 ! 1.5400e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.2600e- ! 0.1689 ! 0.0445 ! 1.1600e- ! 0.0456 ! 153.8517 ! 153.8517 ! 3.7600e- ! ! 153.9458
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e- 0.1677 1.2600e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e- 0.0456 153.8517 | 153.8517 | 3.7600e- 153.9458
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 0.9882 ! 9.5246 ! 14.6258 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.4685 ! 0.4685 ! ! 0.4310 ! 0.4310 0.0000 ! 2,207.547 ! 2,207.547 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.396
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 2 1] 2 1 1] 1] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 | 2,207.547 0.7140 2,225.396
2 2 3
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3.6 Paving - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : St
Worker : 0.0329 ! 0.4785 : 1.5400e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.2600e- : 0.1689 ! 0.0445 : 1.1600e- ! 0.0456 ! 153.8517 ! 153.8517 : 3.7600e- ! ! 153.9458
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e- 0.1677 1.2600e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e- 0.0456 153.8517 | 153.8517 | 3.7600e- 153.9458
003 003 003 003
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 5: 236.4115 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : rom-ma--
Off-Road - 0.1808 ! 1.2188 ! 1.8101 ! 2.9700e- ! ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 ! ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 ! 281.4481 ! 281.4481 ! 0.0159 ! ! 281.8443
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443
003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : I
Worker : 0.3513 ! 5.1044 : 0.0165 ! 1.7884 ! 0.0134 : 1.8018 ! 0.4743 : 0.0123 ! 0.4866 ! 1,641.085 ! 1,641.085 : 0.0401 ! ! 1,642.088
1 L} 1 1] [} 1 [} 1 [} 2 [} 2 1 [} L] 6
Total 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641.085 | 1,641.085 0.0401 1,642.088
2 2 6
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating E: 236.4115 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -] ———————n : rom-ma--
Off-Road - 0.1808 ! 1.2188 ! 1.8101 ! 2.9700e- ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 ! ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 0.0000 ! 281.4481 ! 281.4481 ! 0.0159 ! ! 281.8443
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feeeee e pm——————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - : ———————n : I
Worker - 0.5707 : 0.3513 ! 5.1044 : 0.0165 ! 1.7884 ! 0.0134 : 1.8018 ! 0.4743 : 0.0123 ! 0.4866 ! 1,641.085 ! 1,641.085 : 0.0401 ! ! 1,642.088
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 2 [} 2 1 [} L] 6
Total 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641.085 | 1,641.085 | 0.0401 1,642.088
2 2 6

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

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

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Mitigated 9.8489 ! 454304 1 114.8495 ' 0.4917 1 459592 * 0.3360 ! 46.2951 ! 122950 ! 0.3119 ' 12,6070 * 50,306.60 * 50,306.60 ! 2.1807 1 50,361.12
: : ; : ; ; : ; : ; R A ; %
" Unmitigated = 9.8489 1 45.4304 ' 114.8495 1 04917 ' 459502 + 03360 1 462951 r 122950 1 03110 & 126070 = -?5-()-,3;0;6.-6-0-?50-,3-3(1:6.-6-()-? 21807 H 56,506;1'.1'2'
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
o e L R Ao A U SO ocrcs N S S PO S 806,221 e PR 506,227 ...
. o O Ao S S 14 N S 407530 .. 138600865 _....... PR 136600685 ...
General Office Building M 288.45 ' 62.55 31.05 . 706,812 . 706,812
""" "ligh Tumover (it Down Restaurant) .+ 236880 | 287352 1 281772+ 3413037 - 34139037
ST otel T T o001 18750 16000 = aa5703 - ass708
e, QA Restaurant T s0L12 5102 [ aeL20 307 a8s T ordss
Regional Shopping Center ' 528.08 ! 601.44 357.84 . 1,112,221 . 1,112,221
Total | 805095 | 8164.43 8,57.31 | 20,552,452 | 20,552,452

4.3 Trip Type Information
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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 ' 14.70 ! 5.90 ! 8.70 T 4020 : 1920 1 40.60 . 86 . 11 . 3
Apartments Mid Rise 3 1470 590 : 870 : 4020 1 1020 | 4060 : & oz 11 1 37T
General Office Building % 1660  + 840 1 690  + 3300 1 4800 1 1900 = 77 &+ 19 =TT T
e R s L LR, Il S PR s .
High Tumover (Sit Down 5  16.60 i 840 : 690 : 850 1 7250 | 1900 i 37 1 20 & 43
Hotel v 1660 1 840 i 690 3 1940 6160 1 1900 i 58 = 3 i 7 T
. S s L LR, i S S PR i O
Quality Restaurant ' 16.60 ! 8.40 ! 6.90 : 1200 ' 69.00 19.00 . 38 . 18 . 44
Regional Shopping Center  +  16.60  : 840 : 690  : 1630 + 6470 : 1900  + 54 = gs i TTTTTTRTTTTT
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use [ oA | tort | oz | mov | thbt | tHD2 | MHD HHD | oBUS | UBUS | Mcy | sBus MH
Apartments Low Rise = 0.543088: 0.044216] 0.209971j 0.116369] 0.014033j 0.006332{ 0.021166] 0.033577] 0.002613] 0.001817j 0.005285{ 0.000712{ 0.000821
""" Apartments Mid Rise  + 0.543088% 0.044216] 0.209971 0.116369] 0014033} 0.006332] 0.021166f 0.033577{ 0.002613{ 0.001817] 0.005285] 0.000712} 0.000821]
""" General Office Building  * 0.543088% 0.044216] 0.209971 0.116369] 0014033} 0.006332] 0.021166§ 0.033577{ 0.002613{ 0.001817] 0.005285] 0.000712} 0.000821]
" High Turnover (Sit Down  + 0.543088% 0.044216: 0.209971' 0.116369* 0.014033' 0.006332¢ 0.021166' 0.033577: 0.002613' 0.001817: 0.005285' 0.000712¢ 0.000821]
Restaurant) ; . ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
Hotel - '0.543088: 0.044216] 0209971{ 0.116369; 0.014033i 0.006332f 0.021166] 0.033577{ 0.002613i 0.001817{ 0.005285i 0.000712] 0.000821
""" Quality Restaurant = 0.543088% 0.044216] 02099717 0.116369] 0.014033] 0.006332j 0.021166] 0.033577{ 0.002613] 0.001817{ 0.005285; 0.000712] 0.000821]
" Regional Shopping Center = 0.543088¢ 0.044216' 0.209971: 0.116369' 0.014033: 0.006332: 0.021166'® 0.033577: 0.002613' 0001817 0.005285' 0.000712' 0.000821]

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

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

Category Ib/day Ib/day

NaturalGas = 07660 ' 6.7462 '+ 42573 ' 00418 ¢ v 05292 v+ 0.5292 v 05292 + 0.5292 + 8,355.983 + 8,355.983 * 0.1602 * 0.1532 ' 8,405.638
Mitigated & i ' i ' ' i ' i ' o2 2 ' .7
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L] 1 1 1 1
----------- B e e e e e e e e S = = e e e e e e e e e e e e = = = === e
NaturalGas = 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 18,355,983 1 8,355.983 1+  0.1602

0.1532 1 8,405.638
' 7

o2 2

Unmitigated 5,
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Apartments Low + 1119.16 5- 0.0121 '+ 0.1031 ' 0.0439 ' 6.6000e- * 1 8.3400e- 1 8.3400e- 1 1 8.3400e- + 8.3400e- ' 131.6662 1 131.6662 1 2.5200e- ' 2.4100e- ' 132.4486
Rise . i . . \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - f———————— ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - fm = e
Apartments Mid * 35784.3 & 03859 1 32978 ' 14033 ! 00211 ! 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 4,209.916 1 4,209.916 + 0.0807 + 0.0772 ' 4,234.933
Rise . i : : : : : . . : : Vo4 4 : V9
----------- Fe-----m - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e ————mq - m—————— - e e
General Office + 128342 & 00138 ' 01258 @ 0.1057 ! 7.5000e- ! 1 9.5600e- 1 9.5600e- 1 1 9.5600e- ' 9.5600e- ' 150.9911 1 150.9911 1 2.8900e- ' 2.7700e- ' 151.8884
Building . i . : \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : - R - fm—————— e = s
High Turnover (Sit 22759.9 & 02455 ' 22314 ' 18743 ' 00134 ! ' 01696 1 0.1696 1 ' 0.1696 ' 0.1696 1 2,677.6341 2,677.6341 0.0513 1 0.0491 ' 2,693.546
Down Restaurant); o , , . , . , , . , . 2 . 2 . . : 0
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e ———— - e LT
Hotel ' 4760.72 B 00514 ' 04676 ' 03928 ! 2.8100e- ! ' 0.0355 1 0.0355 1 ' 0.0355 ' 0.0355 1 561.1436 ' 561.1436 * 0.0108 ' 0.0103 ! 564.4782
. i . . \ 003 . : : . : . : . . '
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - e LI
Quality ' 5057.75 & 00545 1 0.4959 ' 04165 ! 2.9800e- ! ' 0.0377 1+ 0.0377 1 v 0.0377 + 0.0377 ' 595.0298 1 595.0298 + 0.0114 '+ 0.0109 ' 598.5658
Restaurant i . . i 003 . . . . . . . : . :
----------- Fe-----m - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e e ———— - T
Regional ' 251,616 & 2.7100e- ' 0.0247 ' 0.0207 ! 1.5000e- ! 1 1.8700e- 1 1.8700e- 1 1 1.8700e- + 1.8700e- v 29.6019 1 29.6019 1 5.7000e- ' 5.4000e- ' 29.7778
Shopping Center | W 003 : \ 004 , 003 , 003 , , 003 ., 003 . : , 004 , 004
[ [
Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983 | 8,355.983 | 0.1602 0.1532 | 8,405.638
2 2 7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Apartments Low + 1.11916 5- 0.0121 '+ 0.1031 ' 0.0439 ' 6.6000e- * 1 8.3400e- 1 8.3400e- 1 1 8.3400e- + 8.3400e- ' 131.6662 1 131.6662 1 2.5200e- ' 2.4100e- ' 132.4486
Rise . i . . \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - f———————— ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - fm = e
Apartments Mid * 357843 & 03859 1 32978 ' 14033 ! 00211 ! 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 4,209.916 1 4,209.916 + 0.0807 + 0.0772 ' 4,234.933
Rise . i : : : : : . . : : Vo4 4 : V9
----------- Fe-----m - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e ————mq - m—————— - e e
General Office + 1.28342 & 00138 ' 01258 ' 0.1057 ! 7.5000e- ! 1 9.5600e- 1 9.5600e- 1 1 9.5600e- ' 9.5600e- ' 150.9911 1 150.9911 1 2.8900e- ' 2.7700e- ' 151.8884
Building . i . : \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : - R - fm—————— e = s
High Turnover (Sit1 22.7599 & 02455 ' 22314 ' 18743 ! 00134 ! ' 01696 1 0.1696 1 ' 0.1696 ' 0.1696 1 2,677.6341 2,677.6341 0.0513 1 0.0491 ' 2,693.546
Down Restaurant); o , , . , . , , . , . 2 . 2 . . : 0
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e ———— - e LT
Hotel ' 476972 B 00514 ' 04676 ' 03928 ! 2.8100e- ! ' 0.0355 1 0.0355 1 ' 0.0355 ' 0.0355 1 561.1436 ' 561.1436 * 0.0108 ' 0.0103 ! 564.4782
. i . . \ 003 . : : . : . : . . '
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - e LI
Quality ' 505775 & 00545 1 0.4959 ' 04165 ! 2.9800e- ! ' 0.0377 1+ 0.0377 1 v 0.0377 + 0.0377 ' 595.0298 1 595.0298 + 0.0114 '+ 0.0109 ' 598.5658
Restaurant i . . i 003 . . . . . . . : . :
----------- I - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e e ———— - T
Regional 10251616 & 2.7100e- * 0.0247 ' 0.0207 ! 1.5000e- 1 1.8700e- 1 1.8700e- 1 1 1.8700e- + 1.8700e- v 29.6019 1 29.6019 1 5.7000e- ' 5.4000e- ' 29.7778
Shopping Center | W 003 : \ 004 , 003 , 003 , , 003 ., 003 . : , 004 , 004
[ [
Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983 | 8,355.983 | 0.1602 0.1532 | 8,405.638
2 2 7

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated E: 30.5020 : 15.0496 ! 88.4430 ! 0.0944 ! 15974 + 15974 ! 15974+ 1.5974 0.0000 :18,148.59!18,148.59: 0.4874 : 0.3300 !18,259.11
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 50 1 50 1] 1] 1 92
- 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 = N E e A e e e e e e m e mm e == = === ==
Unmitigated = 30.5020 * 15.0496 + 88.4430 *+ 0.0944 v 15974 15974 v 15974 + 15974 = 0.0000 - 18,148.59:18,148.59+ 0.4874 + 0.3300 » 18,259.11
- : : : : : : : : : . . 50 . 50 : V92
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOXx 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
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 2.2670 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' +0.0000
Coating - : . : : . : : . : . . : : .
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : T - m——————— == a e
Consumer = 24,1085 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' +0.0000
Products . : . . : . . : . . : . . :
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g el —————mq - fm——————p e e e
Hearth = 16500 ' 14.1000 ! 6.0000 : 0.0900 ! ! 11400 @ 1.1400 ! 11400 @ 1.1400 0.0000 :18,000.00 ! 18,000.00 * 0.3450 ' 0.3300 ! 18,106.96
- ' ' ' ' ' : : ' : . 00 ;00 . i 50
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———d el ——— g - m——————— = e e
Landscaping = 2.4766 ! 0.9496 : 82.4430 ! 4.3600e- : 0.4574 ! 0.4574 ! : 0.4574 ! 0.4574 1 148.5950 : 148.5950 ! 0.1424 ! : 152.1542
:: 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] : 1 1] 1] 1
Total 30.5020 | 15.0496 | 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 | 18,148.59 | 18,148.59 | 0.4874 0.3300 | 18,259.11
50 50 92
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Mitigated
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
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 2.2670 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
Coating : : : : : : : : : . : : : '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e —— gy : m———————— == a e
Consumer = 24.1085 ' ' ' v 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' v 0.0000 ¢ ' + 0.0000
Products - : . : : . : : : . : : . . :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B e : fm—————— = m e
Hearth = 16500 + 14.1000 * 6.0000 * 0.0900 v 1.1400 + 1.1400 v 1.1400 + 1.1400 0.0000  18,000.00 + 18,000.00 + 0.3450 +* 0.3300 * 18,106.96
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} OO 1 OO L} L} L} 50
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ——— e m e ———— gy : m———————- = e e
Landscaping = 24766 ! 0.9496 ! 82.4430 ! 4.3600e- ! ! 04574 1 04574 ! 04574 1 04574 ' 148.5950 ' 148.5050 ' 0.1424 ! 152.1542
L1} L} 1 L} 003 ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 30.5020 | 15.0496 | 88.4430 | 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 | 18,148.59 | 18,148.59 | 0.4874 0.3300 | 18,259.11
50 50 92
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building . 45.00 . 1000sqft ! 1.03 ! 45,000.00 0
" “High Tumover (Sit Down Restaurant) = 3600 s+  1000sqft 1 o0&  : 3600000 1 o T
""""""" Hoel x 77 Tsooo T T TTRoom v T TTaer w2000 1 ol
T Quality Restaurant T Teeo T T  Tnoosgit 1 018 i 800000 0
T Apartments Low Rise T s T T  Dweling unit 1s6 i 2500000  § 72
"7 Apartments Mid Rise T ars00 T T T DwelingUnit 1 2566 i 97500000 | : 2789
""" Regional Shopping Center  + 8600 = 1000sqft H 1.29 56,000.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2028
Utility Company Southern California Edison
CO2 Intensity 702.44 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblFireplaces

tbIVehicleTrips

FireplaceWoodMass

1,019.20

1,019.20

1.25

48.75

7.16

6.39

2.46

158.37

8.19

94.36

49.97

6.07

5.86

1.05

131.84
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tbIVehicleTrips

6.65

11.03

127.15

8.17

89.95

42.70

1.25

48.75

1.25

48.75

25.00

25.00

999.60

tbIWoodstoves . WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 ' 0.00

-+

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

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
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2021 E: 4.2865 ' 46.4651 ! 31.6150 ' 0.0642 ' 18.2675 ! 2.0461 ' 20.3135 ' 9.9840 ! 1.8824 ' 11.8664 0.0000 ' 6,221.493 ! 6,221.493 ' 1.9491 ' 0.0000 ! 6,270.221
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 7 1 7 [} [} L} 4
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - ———————n : B R T - fm—————— e - =
2022 :: 5.7218 : 38.9024 : 47.3319 : 0.1455 : 9.8688 : 1.6366 : 10.7736 : 3.6558 : 1.5057 : 5.1615 0.0000 : 14,630.30 * 14,630.30 : 1.9499 : 0.0000 : 14,657.26
.. ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 99 ' 99 ' ' ' 63
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : L T - fm—————— - =
2023 :: 5.2705 : 26.4914 : 44.5936 : 0.1413 : 9.8688 : 0.7800 : 10.6488 : 2.6381 : 0.7328 : 3.3708 0.0000 : 14,210.34 : 14,210.34 : 1.0230 : 0.0000 : 14,235.91
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 24 1 24 [} [} L} 60
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - f———————n : ———km e m—————g - fm——————p e ==
2024 " 237.2328 ' 9.5610 ! 15.0611 ' 0.0243 ' 1.7884 ! 0.4698 ' 1.8628 ' 0.4743 ! 0.4322 ' 0.5476 0.0000 ' 2,352.417 ! 2,352.417 ' 0.7175 ' 0.0000 ! 2,370.355
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 8 1 8 [} [} L} O
- 1
Maximum 237.2328 46.4651 47.3319 0.1455 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 14,630.30 | 14,630.30 1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26
99 99 63
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Mitigated Construction

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
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2021 E: 4.2865 ! 46.4651 ! 31.6150 ! 0.0642 ! 18.2675 ! 2.0461 ! 20.3135 ! 9.9840 ! 1.8824 ! 11.8664 0.0000 ' 6,221.493 ! 6,221.493 ! 1.9491 ! 0.0000 ! 6,270.221
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 7 1 7 [} L} 4
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - ———————n : B R T fm—————— e - =
2022 - 5.7218 ! 38.9024 : 47.3319 ! 0.1455 ! 9.8688 : 1.6366 ! 10.7736 ! 3.6558 : 1.5057 ! 5.1615 0.0000 ! 14,630.30 : 14,630.30 1.9499 ! 0.0000 ! 14,657.26
.. ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 99 ' 99 ' ' 63
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : L T - fm—————— - =
2023 - 5.2705 ! 26.4914 : 44.5936 ! 0.1413 ! 9.8688 : 0.7800 ! 10.6488 ! 2.6381 : 0.7328 ! 3.3708 0.0000 ! 14,210.34 : 14,210.34 ! 1.0230 ! 0.0000 ! 14,235.91
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 24 1 24 [} L} 60
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - f———————n : ———km e m—————g - fm——————p e ==
2024 - 237.2328 ! 9.5610 ! 15.0611 ! 0.0243 ! 1.7884 ! 0.4698 ! 1.8628 ! 0.4743 ! 0.4322 ! 0.5476 0.0000 ' 2,352.417 ! 2,352.417 ! 0.7175 ! 0.0000 ! 2,370.355
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 8 1 8 [} L} O
- 1
Maximum 237.2328 | 46.4651 47.3319 0.1455 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 14,630.30 | 14,630.30 1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26
99 99 63
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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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
Area E: 30.5020 ' 15.0496 ! 88.4430 ' 0.0944 ' ! 1.5974 ' 1.5974 ' ! 1.5974 ' 1.5974 0.0000 ' 18,148.59 ! 18,148.59 ' 0.4874 ' 0.3300 ! 18,259.11
n ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 50 ' 50 ' ' ' 92
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : - - fm——————— - =
Energy - 0.7660 ! 6.7462 : 4.2573 ! 0.0418 ! : 0.5292 ! 0.5292 ! : 0.5292 ! 0.5292 ' 8,355.983 : 8,355.983 ! 0.1602 ! 0.1532 ! 8,405.638
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 2 1 2 [} [} L} 7
----------- n ———————— - ———————n - ———————n : ———km e jmm—————g - m——————— - =
Mobile - 9.5233 ! 45.9914 : 110.0422 ! 0.4681 ! 45.9592 : 0.3373 ! 46.2965 ! 12.2950 : 0.3132 ! 12.6083 ! 47,917.80 : 47,917.80+ 2.1953 ! ! 47,972.68
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 05 1 05 [} [} L} 39
- 1
Total 40.7912 67.7872 | 202.7424 | 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 | 74,422.37 | 74,422.37 | 2.8429 0.4832 | 74,637.44
87 87 17
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area E: 30.5020 : 15.0496 ! 88.4430 ! 0.0944 ! 15974 + 15974 ! 15974 + 1.5974 0.0000 :18,148.59118,148.59 0.4874 : 03300 !18,259.11
" ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 50 ' 50 ' ' ' 92
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : - - m——————p - s e
Energy = 07660 ' 6.7462 1 4.2573 : 0.0418 ! 05292 05292 ! 05292 + 05292 18,355.983 1 8,355.983 1 0.1602 ! 0.1532 ! 8,405.638
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 2 1 2 1] 1] 1 7
----------- n ———————— - ———————n - ———————n : ———g e lm——————g - m——————— e ==
Mobile - 9.5233 ! 45.9914 : 110.0422 ! 0.4681 ! 45.9592 : 0.3373 ! 46.2965 ! 12.2950 : 0.3132 ! 12.6083 1 47,917.80 : 47,917.80+ 2.1953 ! : 47,972.68
" ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 05 ' 05 ' ' H 39
Total 40.7912 67.7872 | 202.7424 | 0.6043 45,9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 | 74,422.37 | 74,422.37 | 2.8429 0.4832 | 74,637.44
87 87 17
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ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Demolition *Demolition :9/1/2021 110/12/2021 ! 5! 30}
2 T fSite Preparation " iite Preparation '"""""!Iaﬁéx'z'o'z'l"" ;II/'sa?z'o'z'f""";'"""%’E""""'""z'E{E' I
3 Srating T §Es'r;&n'1§'""""""""!11716726'2'1"" 2171'172'0'2'2'""";'"""%’E""""'"'ZEE’ I
4 Buiding Conswuction §'BLﬁ&iH§'c'o?st'rac'u'o'n""""!1/'1'272'0'2'2""' 21571'2726'2'3""";"""'?E"""""Eb'&f;’ I
5 Spaving T §B;§G1§"""""""""!15715726'2'3"" 2173672'0'22'""";'"""%’E""""'"'EEE' I
6 F Architectural Coating Arohitectural Coating 17317004 53/19/2024 I 5I 35? """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5
Acres of Paving: 0

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

OffRoad Equipment
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

Phase Name

Load Factor

Demolition

Architectural Coating

Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power
*Concrete/Industrial Saws ! 1 8.00! 81!
:Excavators :““-““““““3 ----------- 8. (-)6i 1585
-Rubber Tired Dozers !“-“““““““2 ----------- 8- (-)6i 2475
-Rubber Tired Dozers !“-“““““““3 ----------- 8- (-)6i 2475
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““4 ----------- 8. 56: 97§
:Excavators :““-““““““2 ----------- 8. (-)6i 1585
-Graders :““-““““““1 ----------- 8. (-)6i 1875
-Rubber Tired Dozers !“-“““““““l ----------- 8- (-)6i 2475
:Scrapers :““-““““““2 ----------- 8. (-)6i 3675
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““2 ----------- 8. 56: 97§
:Cranes :““-““““““1 ----------- 7. (-)6i 2315
'Forkllfts !“-“----“----“3 ----------- 8- (-)6i 89§
-Generator Sets !“-“““““““l ----------- 8- (-)6i 845
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““3 ----------- 7- 56: 97§
FWelders T 5.001 yr
:Pavers e 5.001 1501
-Pavmg Equipment !“-“““““““2 ----------- 8- (-)6i 1325
-Rollers e 5.001 6o;
:Air Compressors I 1 6.00E 78§

Trips and VMT
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

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
Demolition . 6: 15.00! 0.00 458.00! 14.70: 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : e LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Site Preparation . 7:r 18.00: 0.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90] 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
---------------- : e LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Grading . 8:r 20.00: 0.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : | T, T T I- B L I I I I'''''>
Building Construction * 9:r 801.00! 143.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90] 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
---------------- : e (LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Paving . 6:r 15.00! 0.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
________________ = 1 [l l 4+ [l 1 1 R
Architectural Coating = 1 160.00: 0.00: 0.00: 14.70* 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Demolition - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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
Fugitive Dust : ! ! ! ! 3.3074 : 0.0000 ! 3.3074 : 05008 ! 0.0000 : 0.5008 ! ' 0.0000 ! ! ' 0.0000
- R o : o o : I S : o : o
Off-Road = 31651 ! 31.4407 ' 21.5650 ! 0.0388 ! ' 15513 1 15513 !14411 v 14411 13,747.944 13,747,944+ 1.0549 1 ' 3,774.317
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : 9 .9, : .4
Total 3.1651 31.4407 | 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944 | 3,747.944 | 1.0549 3,774.317
9 9 4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.2 Demolition - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 01304 1+ 41454 1+ 1.0182 + 0.0117 + 0.2669 + 00128 1 0.2797 + 0.0732 + 0.0122 + 0.0854 v 1,269.855 1 1,269.855 + 0.0908 v 1,272.125
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : T 5 4 5 : Vo2
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n : At
Worker : 0.0489 ! 0.5524 : 1.6100e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.3500e- : 0.1690 ! 0.0445 : 1.2500e- ! 0.0457 ! 160.8377 ! 160.8377 : 4.7300e- ! ! 160.9560
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.2019 4.1943 1.5706 0.0133 0.4346 0.0141 0.4487 0.1176 0.0135 0.1311 1,430.693 | 1,430.693 0.0955 1,433.081
2 2 2
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 3.3074 ! 0.0000 ! 3.3074 ! 0.5008 ! 0.0000 ! 0.5008 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e -] ———————n : ro-mma--
Off-Road : 31.4407 ! 21.5650 : 0.0388 ! ! 1.5513 : 1.5513 ! : 1.4411 ! 1.4411 0.0000 + 3,747.944 ! 3,747.944 : 1.0549 ! ! 3,774.317
' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' V9 9 ' 4
Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944 | 3,747.944 1.0549 3,774.317
9 9 4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.2 Demolition - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 01304 1+ 41454 1+ 1.0182 + 0.0117 + 0.2669 + 00128 1 0.2797 + 0.0732 + 0.0122 + 0.0854 v 1,269.855 1 1,269.855 + 0.0908 v 1,272.125
- : : : : : : : : : ps s : 2
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n : At
Worker : 0.0489 ! 0.5524 : 1.6100e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.3500e- : 0.1690 ! 0.0445 : 1.2500e- ! 0.0457 ! 160.8377 ! 160.8377 : 4.7300e- ! ! 160.9560
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.2019 4.1943 1.5706 0.0133 0.4346 0.0141 0.4487 0.1176 0.0135 0.1311 1,430.693 | 1,430.693 0.0955 1,433.081
2 2 2
3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 18.0663 ! 0.0000 ! 18.0663 ! 9.9307 ! 0.0000 ! 9.9307 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : ro--ma--
Off-Road ! 40.4971 ! 21.1543 ! 0.0380 ! ! 2.0445 ! 2.0445 ! ! 1.8809 ! 1.8809 ! 3,685.656 ! 3,685.656 ! 1.1920 ! ! 3,715.457
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 9 1] 9 1 1] 3
Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656 | 3,685.656 1.1920 3,715.457
9 9 3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : At
Worker : 0.0587 ! 0.6629 : 1.9400e- ! 0.2012 ! 1.6300e- : 0.2028 ! 0.0534 : 1.5000e- ! 0.0549 ! 193.0052 ! 193.0052 : 5.6800e- ! ! 193.1472
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e- 0.2012 1.6300e- 0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 0.0549 193.0052 | 193.0052 | 5.6800e- 193.1472
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 18.0663 ! 0.0000 ! 18.0663 ! 9.9307 ! 0.0000 ! 9.9307 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -] ———————n : ro--ma--
Off-Road ! 40.4971 ! 21.1543 ! 0.0380 ! ! 2.0445 ! 2.0445 ! ! 1.8809 ! 1.8809 0.0000 ! 3,685.656 ! 3,685.656 ! 1.1920 ! ! 3,715.457
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 9 1] 9 1 1] 3
Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656 | 3,685.656 1.1920 3,715.457
9 9 3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : At
Worker : 0.0587 ! 0.6629 : 1.9400e- ! 0.2012 ! 1.6300e- : 0.2028 ! 0.0534 : 1.5000e- ! 0.0549 ! 193.0052 ! 193.0052 : 5.6800e- ! ! 193.1472
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e- 0.2012 1.6300e- 0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 0.0549 193.0052 | 193.0052 | 5.6800e- 193.1472
003 003 003 003
3.4 Grading - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : r -
Off-Road ! 46.3998 ! 30.8785 ! 0.0620 ! ! 1.9853 ! 1.9853 ! ! 1.8265 ! 1.8265 ! 6,007.043 ! 6,007.043 ! 1.9428 ! ! 6,055.613
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 4 1] 4 1 1] 4
Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043 | 6,007.043 1.9428 6,055.613
4 4 4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : rom--a-
Worker : 0.0652 ! 0.7365 : 2.1500e- ! 0.2236 ! 1.8100e- : 0.2254 ! 0.0593 : 1.6600e- ! 0.0610 ! 214.4502 ! 214.4502 : 6.3100e- ! ! 214.6080
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e- 0.2236 1.8100e- 0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 0.0610 214.4502 | 214.4502 | 6.3100e- 214.6080
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : r -
Off-Road ! 46.3998 ! 30.8785 ! 0.0620 ! ! 1.9853 ! 1.9853 ! ! 1.8265 ! 1.8265 0.0000 ! 6,007.043 ! 6,007.043 ! 1.9428 ! ! 6,055.613
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 4 1] 4 1 1] 1] 4
Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043 | 6,007.043 1.9428 6,055.613
4 4 4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : rom--a-
Worker : 0.0652 ! 0.7365 : 2.1500e- ! 0.2236 ! 1.8100e- : 0.2254 ! 0.0593 : 1.6600e- ! 0.0610 ! 214.4502 ! 214.4502 : 6.3100e- ! ! 214.6080
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e- 0.2236 1.8100e- 0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 0.0610 214.4502 | 214.4502 | 6.3100e- 214.6080
003 003 003 003
3.4 Grading - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : ro-mma--
Off-Road : 38.8435 ! 29.0415 : 0.0621 ! ! 1.6349 : 1.6349 ! : 1.5041 ! 1.5041 ! 6,011.410 ! 6,011.410 : 1.9442 ! ! 6,060.015
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 5 1] 5 1 1] 8
Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410 | 6,011.410 1.9442 6,060.015
5 5 8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : Rt
Worker : 0.0589 ! 0.6784 : 2.0800e- ! 0.2236 ! 1.7500e- : 0.2253 ! 0.0593 : 1.6100e- ! 0.0609 ! 206.9139 ! 206.9139 : 5.7000e- ! ! 207.0563
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e- 0.2236 1.7500e- 0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e- 0.0609 206.9139 | 206.9139 | 5.7000e- 207.0563
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : ro-mma--
Off-Road ! 38.8435 ! 29.0415 ! 0.0621 ! ! 1.6349 ! 1.6349 ! ! 1.5041 ! 1.5041 0.0000 ! 6,011.410 ! 6,011.410 ! 1.9442 ! ! 6,060.015
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 5 1] 5 1 1] 8
Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410 | 6,011.410 1.9442 6,060.015
5 5 8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : Rt
Worker : 0.0589 ! 0.6784 : 2.0800e- ! 0.2236 ! 1.7500e- : 0.2253 ! 0.0593 : 1.6100e- ! 0.0609 ! 206.9139 ! 206.9139 : 5.7000e- ! ! 207.0563
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e- 0.2236 1.7500e- 0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e- 0.0609 206.9139 | 206.9139 | 5.7000e- 207.0563
003 003 003 003
3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 1.7062 ! 15.6156 ! 16.3634 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.8090 ! 0.8090 ! ! 0.7612 ! 0.7612 ! 2,554.333 ! 2,554.333 ! 0.6120 ! : 2,569.632
- 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 6 1] 6 1 1] 1] 2
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333 | 2,554.333 0.6120 2,569.632
6 6 2
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : ro--aaa-
Vendor - 0.4284 : 13.1673 ! 3.8005 : 0.0354 ! 0.9155 ! 0.0256 : 0.9412 ! 0.2636 : 0.0245 ! 0.2881 ! 3,789.075 ! 3,789.075 : 0.2381 ! ! 3,795.028
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 0 [} o 1 [} L] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : I
Worker : 2.3593 ! 27.1680 : 0.0832 ! 8.9533 ! 0.0701 : 9.0234 ! 2.3745 : 0.0646 ! 2.4390 ! 8,286.901 ! 8,286.901 : 0.2282 ! ! 8,292.605
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 3 [} 3 1 [} L] 8
Total 4.0156 15.5266 30.9685 0.1186 9.8688 0.0957 9.9645 2.6381 0.0891 2.7271 12,075.97 | 12,075.97 0.4663 12,087.63
63 63 41
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.7062 ! 15.6156 ! 16.3634 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.8090 ! 0.8090 ! ! 0.7612 ! 0.7612 0.0000 ! 2,554.333 ! 2,554.333 ! 0.6120 ! : 2,569.632
- 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 6 1] 6 1 1] 1] 2
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333 | 2,554.333 0.6120 2,569.632
6 6 2
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : ro--aaa-
Vendor - 0.4284 : 13.1673 ! 3.8005 : 0.0354 ! 0.9155 ! 0.0256 : 0.9412 ! 0.2636 : 0.0245 ! 0.2881 ! 3,789.075 ! 3,789.075 : 0.2381 ! ! 3,795.028
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 0 [} 0 1 [} L] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : I
Worker : 2.3593 ! 27.1680 : 0.0832 ! 8.9533 ! 0.0701 : 9.0234 ! 2.3745 : 0.0646 ! 2.4390 ! 8,286.901 ! 8,286.901 : 0.2282 ! ! 8,292.605
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 3 [} 3 1 [} L] 8
Total 4.0156 15.5266 30.9685 0.1186 9.8688 0.0957 9.9645 2.6381 0.0891 2.7271 12,075.97 | 12,075.97 0.4663 12,087.63
63 63 41
3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 1.5728 ! 14.3849 ! 16.2440 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.6997 ! 0.6997 ! ! 0.6584 ! 0.6584 ! 2,555.209 ! 2,555.209 ! 0.6079 ! : 2,570.406
- 1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} [} 9 [} 9 1 [} L} l
Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209 | 2,555.209 0.6079 2,570.406
9 9 1
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : ro--aa--
Vendor : 9.9726 ! 3.3771 : 0.0343 ! 0.9156 ! 0.0122 : 0.9277 ! 0.2636 : 0.0116 ! 0.2752 ! 3,671.400 ! 3,671.400 : 0.2096 ! ! 3,676.641
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 7 [} 7 1 [} L] 7
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : ro---aa-
Worker : 2.1338 ! 24.9725 : 0.0801 ! 8.9533 ! 0.0681 : 9.0214 ! 2.3745 : 0.0627 ! 2.4372 ! 7,983.731 ! 7,983.731 : 0.2055 ! ! 7,988.868
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 8 [} 8 1 [} L] 3
Total 3.6978 12.1065 28.3496 0.1144 9.8688 0.0803 9.9491 2.6381 0.0743 2.7124 11,655.13 | 11,655.13 0.4151 11,665.50
25 25 99
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.5728 ! 14.3849 ! 16.2440 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.6997 ! 0.6997 ! ! 0.6584 ! 0.6584 0.0000 ! 2,555.209 ! 2,555.209 ! 0.6079 ! : 2,570.406
- 1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} [} 9 [} 9 1 [} L} l
Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209 | 2,555.209 0.6079 2,570.406
9 9 1




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 21 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1:49 PM

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

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : ro--aa--
Vendor : 9.9726 ! 3.3771 : 0.0343 ! 0.9156 ! 0.0122 : 0.9277 ! 0.2636 : 0.0116 ! 0.2752 ! 3,671.400 ! 3,671.400 : 0.2096 ! ! 3,676.641
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 7 [} 7 1 [} L] 7
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : ro---aa-
Worker : 2.1338 ! 24.9725 : 0.0801 ! 8.9533 ! 0.0681 : 9.0214 ! 2.3745 : 0.0627 ! 2.4372 ! 7,983.731 ! 7,983.731 : 0.2055 ! ! 7,988.868
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 8 [} 8 1 [} L] 3
Total 3.6978 12.1065 28.3496 0.1144 9.8688 0.0803 9.9491 2.6381 0.0743 2.7124 11,655.13 | 11,655.13 0.4151 11,665.50
25 25 99
3.6 Paving - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.0327 ! 10.1917 ! 14.5842 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.5102 ! 0.5102 ! ! 0.4694 ! 0.4694 ! 2,207.584 ! 2,207.584 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.433
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] l 1] l 1 1] 1] 6
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 | 2,207.584 0.7140 2,225.433
1 1 6
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.6 Paving - 2023
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 ] 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : Nt
Worker ! 0.0400 ! 0.4677 ! 1.5000e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.2800e- ! 0.1689 ! 0.0445 ! 1.1700e- ! 0.0456 ! 149.5081 ! 149.5081 ! 3.8500e- ! ! 149.6043
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.5000e- 0.1677 1.2800e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e- 0.0456 149.5081 | 149.5081 | 3.8500e- 149.6043
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.0327 ! 10.1917 ! 14.5842 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.5102 ! 0.5102 ! ! 0.4694 ! 0.4694 0.0000 ! 2,207.584 ! 2,207.584 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.433
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] l 1] l 1 1] 1] 6
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! v 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584 | 2,207.584 0.7140 2,225.433
1 1 6
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3.6 Paving - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : Nt
Worker : 0.0400 ! 0.4677 : 1.5000e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.2800e- : 0.1689 ! 0.0445 : 1.1700e- ! 0.0456 ! 149.5081 ! 149.5081 : 3.8500e- ! ! 149.6043
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.5000e- 0.1677 1.2800e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e- 0.0456 149.5081 | 149.5081 | 3.8500e- 149.6043
003 003 003 003
3.6 Paving - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 0.9882 ! 9.5246 ! 14.6258 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.4685 ! 0.4685 ! ! 0.4310 ! 0.4310 ! 2,207.547 ! 2,207.547 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.396
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 2 1] 2 1 1] 1] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! v 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547 | 2,207.547 0.7140 2,225.396
2 2 3
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3.6 Paving - 2024
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 ] 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Worker ! 0.0364 ! 0.4354 ! 1.4500e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.2600e- ! 0.1689 ! 0.0445 ! 1.1600e- ! 0.0456 ! 144.8706 ! 144.8706 ! 3.5300e- ! ! 144.9587
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e- 0.1677 1.2600e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e- 0.0456 144.8706 | 144.8706 | 3.5300e- 144.9587
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 0.9882 ! 9.5246 ! 14.6258 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.4685 ! 0.4685 ! ! 0.4310 ! 0.4310 0.0000 ! 2,207.547 ! 2,207.547 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.396
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 2 1] 2 1 1] 1] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! v 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 | 2,207.547 0.7140 2,225.396
2 2 3
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3.6 Paving - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Worker : 0.0364 ! 0.4354 : 1.4500e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.2600e- : 0.1689 ! 0.0445 : 1.1600e- ! 0.0456 ! 144.8706 ! 144.8706 : 3.5300e- ! ! 144.9587
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e- 0.1677 1.2600e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e- 0.0456 144.8706 | 144.8706 | 3.5300e- 144.9587
003 003 003 003
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 5: 236.4115 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : rom-ma--
Off-Road - 0.1808 ! 1.2188 ! 1.8101 ! 2.9700e- ! ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 ! ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 ! 281.4481 ! 281.4481 ! 0.0159 ! ! 281.8443
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443
003
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : I
Worker : 0.3886 ! 4.6439 : 0.0155 ! 1.7884 ! 0.0134 : 1.8018 ! 0.4743 : 0.0123 ! 0.4866 ! 1,545.286 ! 1,545.286 : 0.0376 ! ! 1,546.226
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 0 [} O 1 [} L] 2
Total 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286 | 1,545.286 0.0376 1,546.226
0 0 2
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating E: 236.4115 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -] ———————n : rom-ma--
Off-Road - 0.1808 ! 1.2188 ! 1.8101 ! 2.9700e- ! ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 ! ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 0.0000 ! 281.4481 ! 281.4481 ! 0.0159 ! ! 281.8443
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443
003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
femeee e pm——————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - : ———————n : I
Worker - 0.6406 : 0.3886 ! 4.6439 : 0.0155 ! 1.7884 ! 0.0134 : 1.8018 ! 0.4743 : 0.0123 ! 0.4866 ! 1,545.286 ! 1,545.286 : 0.0376 ! ! 1,546.226
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 0 [} O 1 [} L] 2
Total 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286 | 1,545.286 | 0.0376 1,546.226
0 0 2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

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

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Mitigated 95233 ! 459914 11100422 ' 0.4681 ! 459592 ' 0.3373 ! 46.2965 ! 122950 ' 0.3132 ' 126083 *47,917.80 1 47,917.80 ! 2.1953 1 47,972.68
: : ; : ; ; : ; : ; R ; ¥
" Unmitigated = 95233 1 459014 1 110.0422 1 04681 ' 459502 + 03373 1 462965 r 122950 1 03132 ' 126083 = '5'27',%1;7.'86':'27',9;1;7.'86':' 21083 H :17-,537;2-.6-8-
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
o e L R Ao A U SO ocrcs N S S PO S 806,221 e PR 506,227 ...
. o O Ao S S 14 N S 407530 .. 138600865 _....... PR 136600685 ...
General Office Building M 288.45 ' 62.55 31.05 . 706,812 . 706,812
""" "ligh Tumover (it Down Restaurant) .+ 236880 | 287352 1 281772+ 3413037 - 34139037
ST otel T T o001 18750 16000 = aa5703 - ass708
e, QA Restaurant T s0L12 5102 [ aeL20 307 a8s T ordss
Regional Shopping Center ' 528.08 ! 601.44 357.84 . 1,112,221 . 1,112,221
Total | 805095 | 8164.43 8,57.31 | 20,552,452 | 20,552,452

4.3 Trip Type Information



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 29 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1:49 PM

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

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 ' 14.70 ! 5.90 ! 8.70 T 4020 : 1920 1 40.60 . 86 . 11 . 3
Apartments Mid Rise 3 1470 590 : 870 : 4020 1 1020 | 4060 : & oz 11 1 37T
General Office Building % 1660  + 840 1 690  + 3300 1 4800 1 1900 = 77 &+ 19 =TT T
e R s L LR, Il S PR s .
High Tumover (Sit Down 5  16.60 i 840 : 690 : 850 1 7250 | 1900 i 37 1 20 & 43
Hotel v 1660 1 840 i 690 3 1940 6160 1 1900 i 58 = 3 i 7 T
. S s L LR, i S S PR i O
Quality Restaurant ' 16.60 ! 8.40 ! 6.90 : 1200 ' 69.00 19.00 . 38 . 18 . 44
Regional Shopping Center  +  16.60  : 840 : 690  : 1630 + 6470 : 1900  + 54 = gs i TTTTTTRTTTTT
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use [ oA | tort | oz | mov | thbt | tHD2 | MHD HHD | oBUS | UBUS | Mcy | sBus MH
Apartments Low Rise = 0.543088: 0.044216] 0.209971j 0.116369] 0.014033j 0.006332{ 0.021166] 0.033577] 0.002613] 0.001817j 0.005285{ 0.000712{ 0.000821
""" Apartments Mid Rise  + 0.543088% 0.044216] 0.209971 0.116369] 0014033} 0.006332] 0.021166f 0.033577{ 0.002613{ 0.001817] 0.005285] 0.000712} 0.000821]
""" General Office Building  * 0.543088% 0.044216] 0.209971 0.116369] 0014033} 0.006332] 0.021166§ 0.033577{ 0.002613{ 0.001817] 0.005285] 0.000712} 0.000821]
" High Turnover (Sit Down  + 0.543088% 0.044216: 0.209971' 0.116369* 0.014033' 0.006332¢ 0.021166' 0.033577: 0.002613' 0.001817: 0.005285' 0.000712¢ 0.000821]
Restaurant) ; . ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
Hotel - '0.543088: 0.044216] 0209971{ 0.116369; 0.014033i 0.006332f 0.021166] 0.033577{ 0.002613i 0.001817{ 0.005285i 0.000712] 0.000821
""" Quality Restaurant = 0.543088% 0.044216] 02099717 0.116369] 0.014033] 0.006332j 0.021166] 0.033577{ 0.002613] 0.001817{ 0.005285; 0.000712] 0.000821]
" Regional Shopping Center = 0.543088¢ 0.044216' 0.209971: 0.116369' 0.014033: 0.006332: 0.021166'® 0.033577: 0.002613' 0001817 0.005285' 0.000712' 0.000821]

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

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

Category Ib/day Ib/day

NaturalGas = 07660 ' 6.7462 '+ 42573 ' 00418 ¢ v 05292 v+ 0.5292 v 05292 + 0.5292 + 8,355.983 + 8,355.983 * 0.1602 * 0.1532 ' 8,405.638
Mitigated & i ' i ' ' i ' i ' o2 2 ' .7
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L] 1 1 1 1
----------- B e e e e e e e e S = = e e e e e e e e e e e e = = = === e
NaturalGas = 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 18,355,983 1 8,355.983 1+  0.1602

0.1532 1 8,405.638
' 7

o2 2

Unmitigated 5,
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Apartments Low + 1119.16 5- 0.0121 '+ 0.1031 ' 0.0439 ' 6.6000e- * 1 8.3400e- 1 8.3400e- 1 1 8.3400e- + 8.3400e- ' 131.6662 1 131.6662 1 2.5200e- ' 2.4100e- ' 132.4486
Rise . i . . \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - f———————— ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - fm = e
Apartments Mid * 35784.3 & 03859 1 32978 ' 14033 ! 00211 ! 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 4,209.916 1 4,209.916 + 0.0807 + 0.0772 ' 4,234.933
Rise . i : : : : : . . : : Vo4 4 : V9
----------- Fe-----m - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e ————mq - m—————— - e e
General Office + 128342 & 00138 ' 01258 @ 0.1057 ! 7.5000e- ! 1 9.5600e- 1 9.5600e- 1 1 9.5600e- ' 9.5600e- ' 150.9911 1 150.9911 1 2.8900e- ' 2.7700e- ' 151.8884
Building . i . : \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : - R - fm—————— e = s
High Turnover (Sit 22759.9 & 02455 ' 22314 ' 18743 ' 00134 ! ' 01696 1 0.1696 1 ' 0.1696 ' 0.1696 1 2,677.6341 2,677.6341 0.0513 1 0.0491 ' 2,693.546
Down Restaurant); o , , . , . , , . , . 2 . 2 . . : 0
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e ———— - e LT
Hotel ' 4760.72 B 00514 ' 04676 ' 03928 ! 2.8100e- ! ' 0.0355 1 0.0355 1 ' 0.0355 ' 0.0355 1 561.1436 ' 561.1436 * 0.0108 ' 0.0103 ! 564.4782
. i . . \ 003 . : : . : . : . . '
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - e LI
Quality ' 5057.75 & 00545 1 0.4959 ' 04165 ! 2.9800e- ! ' 0.0377 1+ 0.0377 1 v 0.0377 + 0.0377 ' 595.0298 1 595.0298 + 0.0114 '+ 0.0109 ' 598.5658
Restaurant i . . i 003 . . . . . . . : . :
----------- Fe-----m - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e e ———— - T
Regional ' 251,616 & 2.7100e- ' 0.0247 ' 0.0207 ! 1.5000e- ! 1 1.8700e- 1 1.8700e- 1 1 1.8700e- + 1.8700e- v 29.6019 1 29.6019 1 5.7000e- ' 5.4000e- ' 29.7778
Shopping Center | W 003 : \ 004 , 003 , 003 , , 003 ., 003 . : , 004 , 004
[ [
Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983 | 8,355.983 | 0.1602 0.1532 | 8,405.638
2 2 7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Apartments Low + 1.11916 5- 0.0121 '+ 0.1031 ' 0.0439 ' 6.6000e- * 1 8.3400e- 1 8.3400e- 1 1 8.3400e- + 8.3400e- ' 131.6662 1 131.6662 1 2.5200e- ' 2.4100e- ' 132.4486
Rise . i . . \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - f———————— ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - fm = e
Apartments Mid * 357843 & 03859 1 32978 ' 14033 ! 00211 ! 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 4,209.916 1 4,209.916 + 0.0807 + 0.0772 ' 4,234.933
Rise . i : : : : : . . : : Vo4 4 : V9
----------- Fe-----m - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e ————mq - m—————— - e e
General Office + 1.28342 & 00138 ' 01258 ' 0.1057 ! 7.5000e- ! 1 9.5600e- 1 9.5600e- 1 1 9.5600e- ' 9.5600e- ' 150.9911 1 150.9911 1 2.8900e- ' 2.7700e- ' 151.8884
Building . i . : \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : - R - fm—————— e = s
High Turnover (Sit1 22.7599 & 02455 ' 22314 ' 18743 ! 00134 ! ' 01696 1 0.1696 1 ' 0.1696 ' 0.1696 1 2,677.6341 2,677.6341 0.0513 1 0.0491 ' 2,693.546
Down Restaurant); o , , . , . , , . , . 2 . 2 . . : 0
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e ———— - e LT
Hotel ' 476972 B 00514 ' 04676 ' 03928 ! 2.8100e- ! ' 0.0355 1 0.0355 1 ' 0.0355 ' 0.0355 1 561.1436 ' 561.1436 * 0.0108 ' 0.0103 ! 564.4782
. i . . \ 003 . : : . : . : . . '
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - e LI
Quality ' 505775 & 00545 1 0.4959 ' 04165 ! 2.9800e- ! ' 0.0377 1+ 0.0377 1 v 0.0377 + 0.0377 ' 595.0298 1 595.0298 + 0.0114 '+ 0.0109 ' 598.5658
Restaurant i . . i 003 . . . . . . . : . :
----------- I - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e e ———— - T
Regional 10251616 & 2.7100e- * 0.0247 ' 0.0207 ! 1.5000e- 1 1.8700e- 1 1.8700e- 1 1 1.8700e- + 1.8700e- v 29.6019 1 29.6019 1 5.7000e- ' 5.4000e- ' 29.7778
Shopping Center | W 003 : \ 004 , 003 , 003 , , 003 ., 003 . : , 004 , 004
[ [
Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983 | 8,355.983 | 0.1602 0.1532 | 8,405.638
2 2 7

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated E: 30.5020 : 15.0496 ! 88.4430 ! 0.0944 ! 15974 + 15974 ! 15974+ 1.5974 0.0000 :18,148.59!18,148.59: 0.4874 : 0.3300 !18,259.11
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 50 1 50 1] 1] 1 92
- 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 = N E e A e e e e e e m e mm e == = === ==
Unmitigated = 30.5020 * 15.0496 + 88.4430 *+ 0.0944 v 15974 15974 v 15974 + 15974 = 0.0000 - 18,148.59:18,148.59+ 0.4874 + 0.3300 » 18,259.11
- : : : : : : : : : . . 50 . 50 : V92
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOXx 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
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 2.2670 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' +0.0000
Coating - : . : : . : : . : . . : : .
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : T - m——————— == a e
Consumer = 24,1085 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' +0.0000
Products . : . . : . . : . . : . . :
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g el —————mq - fm——————p e e e
Hearth = 16500 ' 14.1000 ! 6.0000 : 0.0900 ! ! 11400 @ 1.1400 ! 11400 @ 1.1400 0.0000 :18,000.00 ! 18,000.00 * 0.3450 ' 0.3300 ! 18,106.96
- ' ' ' ' ' : : ' : . 00 ;00 . i 50
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———d el ——— g - m——————— = e e
Landscaping = 2.4766 ! 0.9496 : 82.4430 ! 4.3600e- : 0.4574 ! 0.4574 ! : 0.4574 ! 0.4574 1 148.5950 : 148.5950 ! 0.1424 ! : 152.1542
:: 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] : 1 1] 1] 1
Total 30.5020 | 15.0496 | 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 | 18,148.59 | 18,148.59 | 0.4874 0.3300 | 18,259.11
50 50 92




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Page 34 of 35

Date: 1/6/2021 1:49 PM

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

Mitigated
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
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 2.2670 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
Coating : : : : : : : : : . : : : '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e —— gy : m———————— == a e
Consumer = 24.1085 ' ' ' v 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' v 0.0000 ¢ ' + 0.0000
Products - : . : : . : : : . : : . . :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B e : fm—————— = m e
Hearth = 16500 + 14.1000 * 6.0000 * 0.0900 v 1.1400 + 1.1400 v 1.1400 + 1.1400 0.0000  18,000.00 + 18,000.00 + 0.3450 +* 0.3300 * 18,106.96
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} OO 1 OO L} L} L} 50
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ——— e m e ———— gy : m———————- = e e
Landscaping = 24766 ! 0.9496 ! 82.4430 ! 4.3600e- ! ! 04574 1 04574 ! 04574 1 04574 ' 148.5950 ' 148.5050 ' 0.1424 ! 152.1542
L1} L} 1 L} 003 ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 30.5020 | 15.0496 | 88.4430 | 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 | 18,148.59 | 18,148.59 | 0.4874 0.3300 | 18,259.11
50 50 92
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

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

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building . 45.00 . 1000sqft ! 1.03 ! 45,000.00 0
" “High Tumover (Sit Down Restaurant) = 3600 s+  1000sqft 1 o0&  : 3600000 1 o T
""""""" Hoel x 77 Tsooo T T TTRoom v T TTaer w2000 1 ol
T Quality Restaurant T Teeo T T  Tnoosgit 1 018 i 800000 0
T Apartments Low Rise T s T T  Dweling unit 1s6 i 2500000  § 72
"7 Apartments Mid Rise T ars00 T T T DwelingUnit 1 2566 i 97500000 | : 2789
""" Regional Shopping Center  + 8600 = 1000sqft H 1.29 56,000.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2028
Utility Company Southern California Edison
CO2 Intensity 702.44 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass . 1,019.20 0.00
""""" iFirepiaces TR Hreplcewoodhass T 1,019.20 T 1
""""" biFirepiaces TR Namberwood T 1.25 T 1
""""" biFirepiaces TR Namberwood T 48.75 T 1
""""" iTrpsanavT I WerkerTipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanavT I WerkerTipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanaviT I WerkertipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanaviT I WerkertipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanaviT I WerkertipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanaviT I WerkertipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" e - D 7.16 X A
""""" e - D 6.39 R ¥ A
""""" e - D 2.46 -
""""" e - D 158.37 N (Y R
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tbIVehicleTrips

5.86

1.05

131.84

5.95

72.16

25.24

6.59

6.65

11.03

127.15

8.17

89.95

42.70

1.25

48.75

1.25

48.75

25.00

25.00

999.60

tbIWoodstoves . WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 ' 0.00

+
----------------------------- g

2.0 Emissions Summary
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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
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2021 E: 0.1704 ' 1.8234 ! 11577 2.3800e- ' 0.4141 ! 0.0817 ' 0.4958 ' 0.1788 ! 0.0754 ' 0.2542 0.0000 ' 210.7654 ! 210.7654 ' 0.0600 ' 0.0000 ' 212.2661
L 1] 1] 1 1] 003 [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————n - ———————n : m——k s e e m——— g - fm—————— e ==
2022 - 0.5865 ! 4.0240 : 5.1546 ! 0.0155 ! 0.9509 : 0.1175 ! 1.0683 ! 0.2518 : 0.1103 ! 0.3621 0.0000 1 1,418.655 : 1,418.655 ! 0.1215 ! 0.0000 ! 1,421.692
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 4 1 4 [} [} L} 5
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - ———————n : m——k e e jmm——— g - fm—————— e = e
2023 - 0.5190 ! 3.2850 : 4.7678 ! 0.0147 ! 0.8497 : 0.0971 ! 0.9468 ! 0.2283 : 0.0912 ! 0.3195 0.0000 ! 1,342.441 : 1,342.441 ! 0.1115 ! 0.0000 ! 1,345.229
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 2 1 2 [} [} L} 1
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————n : m——k e e jmm——— g - fm——— e - m e
2024 m 41592 + 0.1313 + 0.2557 + 5.0000e- + 0.0221 + 6.3900e- + 0.0285 1 5.8700e- ' 5.9700e- *+ 0.0118 0.0000 + 44.6355 ' 44.6355 1 7.8300e- * 0.0000 ' 44.8311
o : ' Vo004 . \ 003 . . 003 ; 003 : ' V003 . :
- 1
Maximum 4.1592 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 1.0683 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1,418.655 | 1,418.655 0.1215 0.0000 1,421.692
4 4 5
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Date: 1/12/2021 2:26 PM

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

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
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2021 E: 0.1704 ! 1.8234 ! 1.1577 ! 2.3800e- ! 0.4141 ! 0.0817 ! 0.4958 ! 0.1788 ! 0.0754 ! 0.2542 0.0000 ' 210.7651 ! 210.7651 ! 0.0600 ! 0.0000 ! 212.2658
L1} L} 1 L} 003 ] 1 ] ] 1 ] [} 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B ST : ————— e m - e
2022 - 0.5865 ! 4.0240 ! 5.1546 ! 0.0155 ! 0.9509 ! 0.1175 ! 1.0683 ! 0.2518 ! 0.1103 ! 0.3621 0.0000 ! 1,418.655 ! 1,418.655 ! 0.1215 ! 0.0000 ! 1,421.692
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] [} O 1 0 [} [} L} 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et Bl et : ————— == m e
2023 - 0.5190 ! 3.2850 ! 4.7678 ! 0.0147 ! 0.8497 ! 0.0971 ! 0.9468 ! 0.2283 ! 0.0912 ! 0.3195 0.0000 ! 1,342.440 ! 1,342.440 ! 0.1115 ! 0.0000 ! 1,345.228
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] [} 9 1 9 [} [} L} 7
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B T T : ————— e m e a
2024 m 41592 + 0.1313 '+ 0.2557  5.0000e- * 0.0221 + 6.3900e- * 0.0285 1 5.8700e- ' 5.9700e- * 0.0118 0.0000 + 44.6354 ' 44.6354 ' 7.8300e- * 0.0000 ' 44.8311
- : : \ o004 . V003 . . 003 , 003 : : \ 003 . :
- 1
Maximum 4.1592 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 1.0683 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1,418.655 | 1,418.655 0.1215 0.0000 1,421.692
0 0 1
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
Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 9-1-2021 11-30-2021 1.4091 1.4091
2 12-1-2021 2-28-2022 1.3329 1.3329
3 3-1-2022 5-31-2022 1.1499 1.1499
4 6-1-2022 8-31-2022 1.1457 1.1457
5 9-1-2022 11-30-2022 1.1415 1.1415
6 12-1-2022 2-28-2023 1.0278 1.0278
7 3-1-2023 5-31-2023 0.9868 0.9868
8 6-1-2023 8-31-2023 0.9831 0.9831
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

9 9-1-2023 11-30-2023 0.9798 0.9798
10 12-1-2023 2-29-2024 2.8757 2.8757
11 3-1-2024 5-31-2024 1.6188 1.6188
Highest 2.8757 2.8757
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area E- 5.1437 ! 0.2950 ! 10.3804 ! 1.6700e- ! ! 0.0714 ! 0.0714 ! ! 0.0714 ! 0.0714 0.0000 ! 220.9670 ! 220.9670 ! 0.0201 ! 3.7400e- ! 222.5835
- L} 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 L} L] 1 1] 1] 003 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B : == e e
Energy - 0.1398 ! 1.2312 ! 0.7770 ! 7.6200e- ! ! 0.0966 ! 0.0966 ! ! 0.0966 ! 0.0966 0.0000 ! 3,896.073 ! 3,896.073 ! 0.1303 ! 0.0468 : 3,913.283
- L} 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 2 1 2 1] 1] 1 3
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ot B e : = m e
Mobile - 1.5857 ! 7.9962 ! 19.1834 ! 0.0821 ! 7.7979 ! 0.0580 ! 7.8559 ! 2.0895 ! 0.0539 ! 2.1434 0.0000 ! 7,620.498 ! 7,620.498 ! 0.3407 ! 0.0000 ! 7,629.016
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 6 1] 1] 1 2
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : -— : : = m e
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 207.8079 ! 12.2811 ! 0.0000 ! 514.8354
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et i : ————— - m e
Water - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 29.1632 ! 556.6420 ! 585.8052 ! 3.0183 ! 0.0755 ! 683.7567
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 | 12,294.18 | 12,531.15 | 15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47
07 19 51
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

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 tons/yr MT/yr
Area E: 5.1437 ! 0.2950 ! 10.3804 ! 1.6700e- ! ! 0.0714 ! 0.0714 ! ! 0.0714 ! 0.0714 0.0000 ' 220.9670 ! 220.9670 ! 0.0201 ! 3.7400e- ! 222.5835
.. ' ' v 003, ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 003,
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————— : ———k s e m————mg - fm—— e = m e
Energy = (01398 + 1.2312 1+ 0.7770 1 7.6200e- * v 0.0966 * 0.0966 '+ 0.0966 * 0.0966 0.0000 * 3,896.073 1 3,896.073+ 0.1303 * 0.0468 ' 3,913.283
L1} L} 1 L} 003 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 2 1 2 L} L} L} 3
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————n : m——km e jmm——— g - fm——————p - s e
Mobile - 1.5857 ! 7.9962 : 19.1834 ! 0.0821 ! 7.7979 : 0.0580 ! 7.8559 ! 2.0895 : 0.0539 ! 2.1434 0.0000 ! 7,620.498 : 7,620.498 ! 0.3407 ! 0.0000 ! 7,629.016
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 6 1 6 [} [} L} 2
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et DR et LT : ————— = m e o
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 207.8079 ' 0.0000 ! 207.8079 ! 12.2811 ! 0.0000 ! 514.8354
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————— : ke e —————g - fm——————— - e a e
Water - ! : ! ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 29.1632 ! 556.6420 : 585.8052 ! 3.0183 ! 0.0755 ! 683.7567
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 | 12,294.18 | 12,531.15 | 15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47
07 19 51
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 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

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

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Demolition *Demolition :9/1/2021 110/12/2021 ! 5! 30}
2T it Preparation T 1S Preparation '"""""!16/'15726'2'1"" ;15/2;72'0'2'1""'";"""'%’E""""'""z'b'i’ I
s Ghadng T Eé?;&iﬁé'""""""""!1171672?3'2'1"" ;171'172'0'2'2""'";"""'%’E""""'"'ZEE’ I
4 iding Consuuction " tBulding -C-o-n-sa'aéti-o-n““““!1/-1-272_0_2_2“-“ ;15/'1'272'0'2'3""";"""'%’E"""""Eb'i{;' I
5 HPavng T §E>'a;i'n§"""""""""!15/'15726'2'3"" ;173672'0'22""'";"""'%’E""""'"'EEE' I
6 F Architectural Coating FArohitectural Coating 173172004 53/19/2024 I 5I 35? """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5
Acres of Paving: 0

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

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

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Demolition *Concrete/Industrial Saws ! 1 8.00! 81! 0.73
pemolion SExcavators | TTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 T A 0.38
Demolition *Rubber Tired Dozers T ""'z """""" 8.00 2475 """""" 0.40
Site Preparation fRubber Tred Dozers e 5.001 Sa7y T 0.40
Site Preparation FTraciorslLoadersBackhoss s 5.001 g7 T 0.37
Grading SExcavators | TTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 T A 0.38
Grading fGraders T T 5.001 T3 A 0.41
Grading fRubber Tred Dozers T 5.001 Sa7y T 0.40
Grading Ssorapers T TTTTTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 Se7i T 0.48
Grading FTraciorslLoadersBackhoss e 5.001 g7 T 0.37
Building Construction Sranes | TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT T 7,001 S5n T 0.29
Building Construction Srorie T e 5.001 Ber T 0.20
Building Construction SGenerator Sets T T 5.001 Ba T 0.74
Building Construction FTraciorslLoadersBackhoes - 7,001 g7 T 0.37
Building Construction Welders T TTTTTTTTTTTTT T 5.001 Ger T 0.45
Paving 7 Spavers | TTTTTTTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 1500 T 0.42
Paving SPaving Couipment T ""'z """""" 8.00 132§ """""" 0.36
Paving 7 -'R?Jﬁér; """"""""""" e 5.001 Bor T 0.38
Archltectural é(-)e-lt-in-g -------------- :Air Compressors I 1 6.00? 78 I ----------- 0 48

Trips and VMT
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Date: 1/12/2021 2:26 PM

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
Demolition . 6: 15.00! 0.00 458.00! 10.00: 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : e LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Site Preparation . 7:r 18.00: 0.00 0.00: 10.00E 6.90] 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
---------------- : e LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Grading . 8:r 20.00: 0.00 0.00: 10.00E 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : | T, T T I- B L I I I I'''''>
Building Construction * 9:r 801.00! 143.00 0.00: 10.00E 6.90] 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
---------------- : e (LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Paving . 6:r 15.00! 0.00 0.00: 10.00E 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
________________ = 1 [l l 4+ [l 1 1 R
Architectural Coating = 1 160.00: 0.00: 0.00: 10.00* 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Demolition - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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 tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust . ' ' ' v 0.0496 1+ 0.0000 * 0.0496 ' 7.5100e- * 0.0000 * 7.5100e- 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
- : : : : : ' v 003 . 003 : : ' : '
feeeeeeeeeepm——————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : s : ———————n : -
Off-Road » 00475 ' 04716 ' 0.3235 ! 5.8000e- ! ' 00233 ' 00233 ! ! 00216 @ 00216 0.0000 * 51.0012 ! 51.0012 ' 0.0144 ! 0.000 @ 51.3601
- ' : v 004 : ' : ' : . : ' : '
Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 | 5.8000e- | 0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 | 7.5100e- | 0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0012 | 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601
004 003
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.2 Demolition - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.9300e- * 0.0634 + 0.0148 1 1.8000e- + 3.9400e- + 1.9000e- + 4.1300e- * 1.0800e- 1 1.8000e- 1 1.2600e- 0.0000 + 17.4566 + 17.4566 '+ 1.2100e- * 0.0000 + 17.4869
o003 : i 004 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 003 , 004 , 003 . : \ 003 ., .
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmmm
Worker 7.2000e- * 5.3000e- * 6.0900e- * 2.0000e- * 1.6800e- * 1.0000e- * 1.6900e- * 4.5000e- * 1.0000e- * 4.6000e- 0.0000 + 15281 + 15281 1 5.0000e- * 0.0000 * 1.5293
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 2.6500e- 0.0639 0.0209 2.0000e- | 5.6200e- | 2.0000e- | 5.8200e- | 1.5300e- | 1.9000e- 1.7200e- 0.0000 18.9847 18.9847 1.2600e- 0.0000 19.0161
003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust - ' ' ' v 0.0496 * 0.0000 ' 0.0496  7.5100e- * 0.0000 ' 7.5100e- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
- 1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 003 1 L] 003 L] L] 1 L] L]
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ———mmm ey ———————— - F =
Off-Road ! 0.4716 ! 0.3235 ! 5.8000e- ! ! 0.0233 ! 0.0233 ! ! 0.0216 ! 0.0216 0.0000 ! 51.0011 ! 51.0011 ! 0.0144 ! 0.0000 ! 51.3600
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e- 0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 7.5100e- 0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600
004 003
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3.2 Demolition - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.0300e- * 0.0634 1 0.0148 + 1.8000e- + 3.9400e- + 1.9000e- * 4.1300e- + 1.0800e- & 1.8000e- + 1.2600e- *# 0.0000 + 17.4566 + 17.4566 + 1.2100e- + 0.0000 @ 17.4869
o003 : , 004 . 003 . 004 , 003 , 003 , 004 . 003 . : v 003 :
e p————— : ———————g ] ———————g ———————g : ———eeeeaan : ey : e
Vendor = 00000 ' 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 : 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000  0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 : 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : iy : ey -y : ———— e R :
Worker 7.2000e- 1 5.3000e- + 6.0900e- + 2.0000e- * 1.6800e- + 1.0000e- & 1.6900e- + 4.5000e- + 1.0000e- * 4.6000e- % 0.0000 + 1.5281 + 1.5281 1 5.0000e- + 0.0000 * 1.5293
o 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : v 005 .
Total 2.6500e- | 0.0639 0.0209 | 2.0000e- | 5.6200e- | 2.0000e- | 5.8200e- | 1.5300e- | 1.9000e- | 1.7200e- | 0.0000 | 18.9847 | 18.9847 | 1.2600e- | 0.0000 | 19.0161
003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 003
3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| TotalcO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust ' ' ' ' 01807 ' 00000 ! 0.1807 ' 00993 ! 00000 ' 0.0993 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ey : R f———————— : ——— e e f———————ny : Fm----
Off-Road ! 04050 ' 02115 ! 3.8000e- ! 100204 ! 00204 1 00188 ' 00188 0.0000 : 33.4357 1+ 334357 ! 00108 ! 0.0000 ! 33.7061
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 | 3.8000e- | 0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 | 33.4357 | 33.4357 | o0.0108 0.0000 | 33.7061

004
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - rmmmmn
Worker 5.8000e- ' 4.3000e- * 4.8700e- ' 1.0000e- * 1.3400e- * 1.0000e- * 1.3500e- * 3.6000e- * 1.0000e- * 3.7000e- 0.0000 + 1.2225 v 1.2225 1 4.0000e- * 0.0000 + 1.2234
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : i 005 .
Total 5.8000e- | 4.3000e- | 4.8700e- | 1.0000e- | 1.3400e- | 1.0000e- | 1.3500e- | 3.6000e- | 1.0000e- 3.7000e- 0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e- 0.0000 1.2234
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.1807 ! 0.0000 ! 0.1807 ! 0.0993 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0993 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ——— ey ———————— - F =
Off-Road ! 0.4050 ! 0.2115 ! 3.8000e- ! ! 0.0204 ! 0.0204 ! ! 0.0188 ! 0.0188 0.0000 ! 33.4357 ! 33.4357 ! 0.0108 ! 0.0000 ! 33.7060
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e- 0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060

004
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Page 14 of 44

Date: 1/12/2021 2:26 PM

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

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - rmmmmn
Worker 5.8000e- ' 4.3000e- * 4.8700e- ' 1.0000e- * 1.3400e- * 1.0000e- * 1.3500e- * 3.6000e- * 1.0000e- * 3.7000e- 0.0000 + 1.2225 v 1.2225 1 4.0000e- * 0.0000 + 1.2234
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : i 005 .
Total 5.8000e- | 4.3000e- | 4.8700e- | 1.0000e- | 1.3400e- | 1.0000e- | 1.3500e- | 3.6000e- | 1.0000e- 3.7000e- 0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e- 0.0000 1.2234
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.4 Grading - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.1741 ! 0.0000 ! 0.1741 ! 0.0693 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0693 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - F==mm -
Off-Road ! 0.8816 ! 0.5867 ! 1.1800e- ! 0.0377 ! 0.0377 ! ! 0.0347 ! 0.0347 0.0000 ! 103.5405 ! 103.5405 ! 0.0335 ! 0.0000 ! 104.3776
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e- 0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5405 | 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3776

003
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.4 Grading - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - r -
Worker 1.2200e- ' 9.0000e- * 0.0103 1 3.0000e- '+ 2.8300e- * 2.0000e- * 2.8600e- * 7.5000e- * 2.0000e- * 7.8000e- 0.0000 + 25808 '+ 2.5808 1 8.0000e- * 0.0000 + 2.5828
o003 ., 004 . i 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : i 005 .
Total 1.2200e- | 9.0000e- 0.0103 3.0000e- | 2.8300e- | 2.0000e- | 2.8600e- | 7.5000e- | 2.0000e- 7.8000e- 0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e- 0.0000 2.5828
003 004 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.1741 ! 0.0000 ! 0.1741 ! 0.0693 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0693 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - F==mm-
Off-Road ! 0.8816 ! 0.5867 ! 1.1800e- ! ! 0.0377 ! 0.0377 ! ! 0.0347 ! 0.0347 0.0000 ! 103.5403 ! 103.5403 ! 0.0335 ! 0.0000 ! 104.3775
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e- 0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5403 | 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3775
003
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Date: 1/12/2021 2:26 PM

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

3.4 Grading - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - r -
Worker 1.2200e- * 9.0000e- * 0.0103 1+ 3.0000e- * 2.8300e- * 2.0000e- * 2.8600e- * 7.5000e- * 2.0000e- * 7.8000e- 0.0000 +* 2.5808 + 25808 ' 8.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 2.5828
o003 ., 004 . i 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 1.2200e- | 9.0000e- 0.0103 3.0000e- | 2.8300e- | 2.0000e- | 2.8600e- | 7.5000e- | 2.0000e- 7.8000e- 0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e- 0.0000 2.5828
003 004 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.4 Grading - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.0807 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0807 ! 0.0180 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0180 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - F =
Off-Road ' 0.1360 * 0.1017 1 2.2000e- v 5.7200e- ' 5.7200e- 1 5.2600e- * 5.2600e- 0.0000 + 19.0871 * 19.0871 ' 6.1700e- * 0.0000 '+ 19.2414
: . \ 004 {003 ; 003 v 003 . 003 . . \ 003 :
Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e- 0.0807 5.7200e- 0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e- 0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e- 0.0000 19.2414
004 003 003 003
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.4 Grading - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rm=m
Worker 2.1000e- * 1.5000e- * 1.7400e- * 1.0000e- * 5.2000e- * 0.0000 * 5.3000e- * 1.4000e- * 0.0000 * 1.4000e- 0.0000 * 0.4587 + 0.4587 1 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.4590
o 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 004 i 004 , 004 \ 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 2.1000e- | 1.5000e- | 1.7400e- | 1.0000e- | 5.2000e- 0.0000 5.3000e- | 1.4000e- 0.0000 1.4000e- 0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.4590
004 004 003 005 004 004 004 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.0807 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0807 ! 0.0180 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0180 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - F =
Off-Road ' 0.1360 * 0.1017 1 2.2000e- v 5.7200e- ' 5.7200e- 1 5.2600e- * 5.2600e- 0.0000 + 19.0871 * 19.0871 ' 6.1700e- * 0.0000 '+ 19.2414
: . \ 004 {003 ; 003 v 003 . 003 . . \ 003 :
Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e- 0.0807 5.7200e- 0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e- 0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e- 0.0000 19.2414
004 003 003 003
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.4 Grading - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rm=m
Worker 2.1000e- ' 1.5000e- * 1.7400e- ' 1.0000e- * 5.2000e- * 0.0000 ' 5.3000e- * 1.4000e- * 0.0000 * 1.4000e- 0.0000 + 0.4587 + 0.4587 1 1.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.4590
w 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 004 i 004 , 004 \ 004 . : i 005 .
Total 2.1000e- | 1.5000e- | 1.7400e- | 1.0000e- | 5.2000e- 0.0000 5.3000e- | 1.4000e- 0.0000 1.4000e- 0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.4590
004 004 003 005 004 004 004 004 005
3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.2158 ! 1.9754 ! 2.0700 ! 3.4100e- ! ! 0.1023 ! 0.1023 ! ! 0.0963 ! 0.0963 0.0000 ! 293.1324 ! 293.1324 ! 0.0702 ! 0.0000 ! 294.8881
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e- 0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1324 | 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881
003
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e e ey ———————n -
Vendor v 16961 + 0.4580 1 4.5500e- * 0.1140 1 3.1800e- * 0.1171 + 0.0329 1 3.0400e- * 0.0359 0.0000 1+ 441.9835 v 4419835 + 0.0264  0.0000 * 442.6435
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n -
Worker v 0.2164 +» 25233 v 7.3500e- * 0.7557 1 6.2300e- * 0.7619 + 0.2007 1+ 5.7400e- * 0.2065 0.0000 '+ 663.9936 * 663.9936 * 0.0187 + 0.0000 '+ 664.4604
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.3578 1.9125 2.9812 0.0119 0.8696 9.4100e- 0.8790 0.2336 8.7800e- 0.2424 0.0000 | 1,105.977 | 1,105.977 | 0.0451 0.0000 | 1,107.103
003 003 1 1 9
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.2158 ! 1.9754 ! 2.0700 ! 3.4100e- ! ! 0.1023 ! 0.1023 ! ! 0.0963 ! 0.0963 0.0000 ' 293.1321 ! 293.1321 ! 0.0702 ! 0.0000 ! 294.8877
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e- 0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1321 | 293.1321 0.0702 0.0000 294.8877
003
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e e ey ———————n - R L
Vendor v 16961 + 0.4580 1 4.5500e- * 0.1140 1 3.1800e- * 0.1171 + 0.0329 1 3.0400e- * 0.0359 0.0000 1+ 441.9835 v 4419835 + 0.0264  0.0000 * 442.6435
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - r==me e
Worker v 0.2164 +» 25233 v 7.3500e- * 0.7557 1 6.2300e- * 0.7619 + 0.2007 1+ 5.7400e- * 0.2065 0.0000 '+ 663.9936 * 663.9936 * 0.0187 + 0.0000 '+ 664.4604
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.3578 1.9125 2.9812 0.0119 0.8696 9.4100e- 0.8790 0.2336 8.7800e- 0.2424 0.0000 | 1,105.977 | 1,105.977 | 0.0451 0.0000 | 1,107.103
003 003 1 1 9
3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.1942 1 1.7765 : 2.0061 ! 3.3300e- ! ! 00864 1 0.0864 ! ! 00813 @ 0.0813 0.0000 : 286.2789 : 286.2789 ! 0.0681 @ 0.0000 @ 287.9814
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e- 0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2789 | 286.2789 0.0681 0.0000 287.9814
003
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ———— e e ey f———————n -
Vendor v 12511 + 0.4011 ' 4.3000e- * 0.1113 1 1.4600e- * 0.1127 + 0.0321 '+ 1.4000e- * 0.0335 0.0000 1+ 417.9930 » 417.9930 * 0.0228 '+ 0.0000 * 418.5624
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n -
Worker v 0.1910 + 22635 ' 6.9100e- * 0.7377 1 59100e- * 0.7436 + 0.1960 '+ 5.4500e- * 0.2014 0.0000 ' 624.5363 » 624.5363 * 0.0164 ' 0.0000 ' 624.9466
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.3177 1.4420 2.6646 0.0112 0.8490 7.3700e- 0.8564 0.2281 6.8500e- 0.2349 0.0000 | 1,042.529 | 1,042.529 | 0.0392 0.0000 | 1,043.509
003 003 4 4 0
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.1942 ! 1.7765 ! 2.0061 ! 3.3300e- ! ! 0.0864 ! 0.0864 ! ! 0.0813 ! 0.0813 0.0000 ' 286.2785 ! 286.2785 ! 0.0681 ! 0.0000 ! 287.9811
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e- 0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2785 | 286.2785 0.0681 0.0000 287.9811
003
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ———— e e ey f———————n - R L
Vendor v 12511 + 0.4011 1 4.3000e- * 0.1113 ' 1.4600e- * 0.1127 + 0.0321 * 1.4000e- * 0.0335 0.0000 * 417.9930 * 417.9930 * 0.0228 +* 0.0000 -+ 418.5624
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - r=mmm
Worker ' 0.1910 + 2.2635 1 6.9100e- * 0.7377 1 59100e- * 0.7436 * 0.1960 ' 5.4500e- * 0.2014 0.0000 * 624.5363 * 624.5363 + 0.0164 +* 0.0000 * 624.9466
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.3177 1.4420 2.6646 0.0112 0.8490 7.3700e- 0.8564 0.2281 6.8500e- 0.2349 0.0000 1,042.529 | 1,042.529 0.0392 0.0000 1,043.509
003 003 4 4 0
3.6 Paving - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 6.7100e- ! 0.0663 * 0.0948 ! 1.5000e- v 3.3200e- ! 3.3200e- ! 3.0500e- + 3.0500e- 0.0000 + 13.0175 '+ 13.0175 ! 4.2100e- * 0.0000 '+ 13.1227
o003 : V004 i 003 , 003 {003 , 003 . : \ 003 . .
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving - 0.0000 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 6.7100e- 0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e- 3.3200e- | 3.3200e- 3.0500e- 3.0500e- 0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 | 4.2100e- 0.0000 13.1227
003 004 003 003 003 003 003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - rm=m e
Worker 2.8000e- * 1.9000e- * 2.2300e- * 1.0000e- * 7.3000e- * 1.0000e- * 7.3000e- * 1.9000e- * 1.0000e- * 2.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.6156 + 0.6156 + 2.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.6160
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 2.8000e- | 1.9000e- | 2.2300e- | 1.0000e- | 7.3000e- | 1.0000e- | 7.3000e- | 1.9000e- | 1.0000e- 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.6160
004 004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 6.7100e- ! 0.0663 * 0.0948 ! 1.5000e- v 3.3200e- ! 3.3200e- ! 3.0500e- * 3.0500e- 0.0000 + 13.0175 ' 13.0175 ! 4.2100e- * 0.0000 '+ 13.1227
o003 . \ 004 {003 , 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . .
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving - 0.0000 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 6.7100e- 0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e- 3.3200e- | 3.3200e- 3.0500e- 3.0500e- 0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e- 0.0000 13.1227
003 004 003 003 003 003 003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - rm=m e
Worker 2.8000e- * 1.9000e- * 2.2300e- * 1.0000e- * 7.3000e- * 1.0000e- * 7.3000e- * 1.9000e- * 1.0000e- * 2.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.6156 + 0.6156 + 2.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.6160
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 2.8000e- | 1.9000e- | 2.2300e- | 1.0000e- | 7.3000e- | 1.0000e- | 7.3000e- | 1.9000e- | 1.0000e- 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.6160
004 004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 005
3.6 Paving - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 00109 ' 0.1048 '+ 0.1609 ' 2.5000e- * v 5.1500e- ' 5.1500e- ' 4.7400e- v 4.7400e- 0.0000 » 22.0292 + 22.0292 ' 7.1200e- * 0.0000 * 22.2073
. ' : V004 i 003 , 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . .
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 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] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e- 5.1500e- | 5.1500e- 4.7400e- 4.7400e- 0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 0.0000 22.2073
004 003 003 003 003 003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - rmm e
Worker 4.4000e- ' 2.9000e- * 3.5100e- * 1.0000e- * 1.2300e- * 1.0000e- * 1.2400e- * 3.3000e- * 1.0000e- * 3.4000e- 0.0000 +* 1.0094 + 1.0094 1 3.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 1.0100
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 4.4000e- | 2.9000e- | 3.5100e- | 1.0000e- | 1.2300e- | 1.0000e- | 1.2400e- | 3.3000e- | 1.0000e- 3.4000e- 0.0000 1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e- 0.0000 1.0100
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 00109 ' 0.1048 '+ 0.1609 ' 2.5000e- * v 5.1500e- ' 5.1500e- ' 4.7400e- v 4.7400e- 0.0000 » 22.0292 + 22.0292 ' 7.1200e- * 0.0000 * 22.2073
- . . \ 004 i 003 , 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . .
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 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] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e- 5.1500e- | 5.1500e- 4.7400e- 4.7400e- 0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 0.0000 22.2073
004 003 003 003 003 003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 00000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} 1]
L LT Ty S——— : - : R —— R —— : ———eieeaan H R —— : Femmaaan
Vendor ® 00000 ! 00000 ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} 1]
---------------- : R —— : - R —— : ———meeaaa] - :
Worker 4.4000e- 1 2.9000e- + 3.5100e- + 1.0000e- + 1.2300e- + 1.0000e- ' 1.2400e- '+ 3.3000e- + 1.0000e- + 3.4000e- & 0.0000 + 1.0094 s+ 1.0094 '+ 3.0000e- * 0.0000 * 1.0100
w 004 , o004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . . \ 005 .
Total 4.4000e- | 2.9000e- | 3.5100e- | 1.0000e- | 1.2300e- | 1.0000e- | 1.2400e- | 3.3000e- | 1.0000e- | 3.4000e- | 0.0000 1.0094 1.0094 | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 1.0100
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2| cCH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 41372 1 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ¢ ' 00000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : - : . ——————q : ———m e eaan] ——————q :
Off-Road 3.1600e- * 0.0213 + 0.0317 ' 5.0000e- 1 1.0700e- 1 1.0700e- 1 1 1.0700e- ' 1.0700e- # 0.0000 + 4.4682 ' 4.4682 1 2.5000e- + 0.0000 1 4.4745
%003 : \ 005 , 003 ; 003 , , 003 . 003 . . \ o004 ,
Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 | 5.0000e- 1.0700e- | 1.0700e- 1.0700e- | 1.0700e- | 0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 | 2.5000e- | 0.0000 4.4745
005 003 003 003 003 004
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - R L
Worker 7.4800e- ' 4.9300e- + 0.0596 ' 1.9000e- * 0.0209 + 1.6000e- * 0.0211 ' 5.5500e- * 1.5000e- * 5.7000e- 0.0000 + 17.1287 » 17.1287 '+ 4.3000e- * 0.0000 + 17.1394
. 003 , 003 \004 \ 004 . 003 , 004 , 003 . : \004 .
Total 7.4800e- | 4.9300e- 0.0596 1.9000e- 0.0209 1.6000e- 0.0211 5.5500e- | 1.5000e- 5.7000e- 0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 | 4.3000e- 0.0000 17.1394
003 003 004 004 003 004 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 5: 4.1372 ! ! ! ! ! 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] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————— - R L
Off-Road 3.1600e- * 0.0213 + 0.0317 ' 5.0000e- * ' 1.0700e- ' 1.0700e- 1 1.0700e- * 1.0700e- 0.0000 +* 4.4682 ' 4.4682 ' 2.5000e- * 0.0000 * 4.4745
o003 : \ 005 . i 003 ; 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e- 1.0700e- | 1.0700e- 1.0700e- 1.0700e- 0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e- 0.0000 4.4745
005 003 003 003 003 004
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - R L
Worker = 7.4800e- ' 4.9300e- * 0.0596 ' 1.9000e- * 0.0209 ' 1.6000e- * 0.0211 1 5.5500e- * 1.5000e- * 5.7000e- 0.0000 + 17.1287 v 17.1287 + 4.3000e- * 0.0000 +* 17.1394
. 003 , 003 \ 004 \004 . 003 , 004 , 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 7.4800e- | 4.9300e- 0.0596 1.9000e- 0.0209 1.6000e- 0.0211 5.5500e- | 1.5000e- 5.7000e- 0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e- 0.0000 17.1394
003 003 004 004 003 004 003 004

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

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

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated = 15857 ! 7.9962 1 19.1834 ! 0.0821 1+ 7.7979 1+ 0.0580 ! 7.8559 1 2.0895 ! 0.0539 1 21434 0.0000 1 7,620.498 * 7,620.498 ! 0.3407 1+ 0.0000 *7,629.016
- ' ' ' : : ' : ' : .6 . 6 : V2
----------- i it e i i e et e et T T B e e R R
Unmitigated = 15857 + 7.9962 + 19.1834 « 0.0821 + 7.7979 + 0.0580 +* 7.8559 * 2.0895 : 0.0539 : 21434 = 0.0000 r7,620.4987,620.498 + 0.3407 + 0.0000 r7,629.016
- . . . . . . . . . . .6 . 6 . V2
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Apartments Low Rise ; 145.75 ' 154.25 154.00 . 506,227 . 506,227
Apartments Mid Rise ; 4,026.75 ' 3,773.25 4075.50 . 13,660,065 . 13,660,065
General Office Building M 288.45 ' 62.55 31.05 . 706,812 . 706,812
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEYemmmemmeemmmm e e e e e e e
High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) . 2,368.80 ' 2,873.52 2817.72 . 3,413,937 . 3,413,937
N EE R EEEEEEEE R EE R EEEE AR R R A e e e e b = m mm ko n e m g g
Hotel . 192.00 1 187.50 160.00 . 445,703 . 445,703
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE Ry m e e o DD e v
Quiality Restaurant ; 501.12 ' 511.92 461.20 . 707,488 . 707,488
Regional Shopping Center ' 528.08 ! 601.44 357.84 . 1,112,221 . 1,112,221
Total | 805095 | 8164.43 8,57.31 | 20,552,452 | 20,552,452

4.3 Trip Type Information
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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 ' 14.70 ! 5.90 ! 8.70 T 4020 : 1920 1 40.60 . 86 . 11 . 3
Apartments Mid Rise 3 1470 590 : 870 : 4020 1 1020 | 4060 : & oz 11 1 37T
General Office Building % 1660  + 840 1 690  + 3300 1 4800 1 1900 = 77 &+ 19 =TT T
e R s L LR, Il S PR s .
High Tumover (Sit Down 5  16.60 i 840 : 690 : 850 1 7250 | 1900 i 37 1 20 & 43
Hotel v 1660 1 840 i 690 3 1940 6160 1 1900 i 58 = 3 i 7 T
. S s L LR, i S S PR i O
Quality Restaurant ' 16.60 ! 8.40 ! 6.90 : 1200 ' 69.00 19.00 . 38 . 18 . 44
Regional Shopping Center  +  16.60  : 840 : 690  : 1630 + 6470 : 1900  + 54 = gs i TTTTTTRTTTTT
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use [ oA | tort | oz | mov | thbt | tHD2 | MHD HHD | oBUS | UBUS | Mcy | sBus MH
Apartments Low Rise = 0.543088: 0.044216] 0.209971j 0.116369] 0.014033j 0.006332{ 0.021166] 0.033577] 0.002613] 0.001817j 0.005285{ 0.000712{ 0.000821
""" Apartments Mid Rise  + 0.543088% 0.044216] 0.209971 0.116369] 0014033} 0.006332] 0.021166f 0.033577{ 0.002613{ 0.001817] 0.005285] 0.000712} 0.000821]
""" General Office Building  * 0.543088% 0.044216] 0.209971 0.116369] 0014033} 0.006332] 0.021166§ 0.033577{ 0.002613{ 0.001817] 0.005285] 0.000712} 0.000821]
" High Turnover (Sit Down  + 0.543088% 0.044216: 0.209971' 0.116369* 0.014033' 0.006332¢ 0.021166' 0.033577: 0.002613' 0.001817: 0.005285' 0.000712¢ 0.000821]
Restaurant) ; . ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
Hotel - '0.543088: 0.044216] 0209971{ 0.116369; 0.014033i 0.006332f 0.021166] 0.033577{ 0.002613i 0.001817{ 0.005285i 0.000712] 0.000821
""" Quality Restaurant = 0.543088% 0.044216] 02099717 0.116369] 0.014033] 0.006332j 0.021166] 0.033577{ 0.002613] 0.001817{ 0.005285; 0.000712] 0.000821]
" Regional Shopping Center = 0.543088¢ 0.044216' 0.209971: 0.116369' 0.014033: 0.006332: 0.021166'® 0.033577: 0.002613' 0001817 0.005285' 0.000712' 0.000821]

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Electricity . ! ' ! ' : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 :2,512.646 2,512,646 0.1037 ! 0.0215 12,521.635
Mitigated ] : [ : : [ : [ : : 5 : 5 [ : : 6
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : rommmaa
Electricity ' ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 *2,512.646 *2,512.646 ' 0.1037 ' 0.0215 12,521.635
Unmitigated . : . . : . : . : . 5 . 5 . . . 6
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -] ———————n : N
NaturalGas ! 12812 + 07770 1 7.6200e- ! ! 00966 ! 0.0966 ! ! 0.0966 @ 0.0966 0.0000 :1,383.4261,383.426! 0.0265 ' 0.0254 '1,391.647
Mitigated ' : ¢ 003 : ' : ' : A : .8
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- T e e e e e e e e e e e e N m e E e e e e e e e = e = —p = = ===
NaturalGas v+ 12312 + 0.7770 1 7.6200e- * + 0.0966 * 0.0966 * + 0.0966 * 0.0966 = 0.0000 :1,383.4261,383.426+ 0.0265 * 0.0254 1 1,391.647
Unmitigated o : . . 003 : : : : : . A - . .8
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Unmitigated
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 tons/yr MT/yr
Apartments Low * 408494 & 22000e- + 0.0188 ' 8.0100e- ! 1.2000e- ! ' 1.5200e- + 1.5200e- 1 v 1.5200e- + 1.5200e- & 0.0000 + 21.7988 1 21.7988 + 4.2000e- + 4.0000e- * 21.9284
Rise . W 003 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 004 , 004
----------- I : ey ———————g ] ———————g - LT r——— ] R T
Apartments Mid 1 1.30613e & 0.0704 + 0.6018 + 0.2561 1 3.8400e- 1 v 0.0487 1+ 0.0487 ' 0.0487 1 0.0487 0.0000 + 696.9989 1 696.9989 + 0.0134 + 0.0128 ' 701.1408
Rise V4007 . : v 003 | . . . . . . . . . .
----------- I : ey ———————g ] ———————g - LT rer—— ] R T
General Office 1 468450 & 25300e- + 0.0230 ' 0.0193 ! 1.4000e- ! '+ 1.7500e- 1+ 1.7500e- 1 v 1.7500e- + 1.7500e- & 0.0000 @ 24.9983 1 24.9983 + 4.8000e- + 4.6000e- * 25.1468
Building . W 003 : V004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 004 , 004
----------- R : ey ———————g ] ———————g - B I r— ] R
High Turnover (Sit+ 8.30736e & 0.0448 1+ 0.4072 ' 03421 1 2.4400e- ! v 0.0310 + 0.0310 v 0.0310 + 0.0310 0.0000 + 443.3124 1 443.3124 + 8.5000e- + 8.1300e- ' 445.9468
Down Restaurant); +006 & , , v 003 . , , . , : . v 003 , 003 ,
----------- I : ey ———————g ] ———————g - T LT rer—— ] R
Hotel + 1.74095e & 9.3900e- + 0.0853 + 0.0717 + 5.1000e- ' 6.4900e- 1 6.4900e- 1 ' 6.4900e- ' 6.4900e- & 0.0000 + 92.9036 ' 92.9036 + 1.7800e- + 1.7000e- * 93.4557
\ +006 & 003 , : V004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 003 , 003
----------- R : ey ———————g ] ———————g - LT rerep— ] R
Quality + 1.84608e &1 9.9500e- + 0.0905 + 0.0760 *+ 5.4000e- ' 6.8800e- 1+ 6.8800e- 1 ' 6.8800e- ' 6.8800e- 4 0.0000 + 98.5139 & 98.5139 + 1.8900e- + 1.8100e- * 99.0993
Restaurant ., +006 4 003 | : V004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 003 , 003
----------- I : f———————— ———————g ] ———————g - LT r—— ] R LT
Regional  + 91840 & 50000e- ! 4.5000e- ' 3.7800e- ! 3.0000e- ! ' 3.4000e- 1+ 3.4000e- 1 ' 3.4000e- + 3.4000e- % 0.0000 + 4.9009 1 4.9009 + 9.0000e- + 9.0000e- * 4.9301
Shopping Center | a 004 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 004 , o004 , v 004 004 . : v 005 , 005
[ [
Total 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 | 7.6200e- 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 | 1,383.426 | 1,383.426 | 0.0265 0.0254 | 1,391.647
003 8 8 8




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Page 33 of 44

Date: 1/12/2021 2:26 PM

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

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 tons/yr MT/yr
Apartments Low * 408494 & 22000e- + 0.0188 ' 8.0100e- ! 1.2000e- ! ' 1.5200e- + 1.5200e- 1 v 1.5200e- + 1.5200e- & 0.0000 + 21.7988 1 21.7988 + 4.2000e- + 4.0000e- * 21.9284
Rise . W 003 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 004 , 004
----------- I : ey ———————g ] ———————g - LT r——— ] R T
Apartments Mid 1 1.30613e & 0.0704 + 0.6018 + 0.2561 1 3.8400e- 1 v 0.0487 1+ 0.0487 ' 0.0487 1 0.0487 0.0000 + 696.9989 1 696.9989 + 0.0134 + 0.0128 ' 701.1408
Rise V4007 . : v 003 | . . . . . . . . . .
----------- I : ey ———————g ] ———————g - LT rer—— ] R T
General Office 1 468450 & 25300e- + 0.0230 ' 0.0193 ! 1.4000e- ! '+ 1.7500e- 1+ 1.7500e- 1 v 1.7500e- + 1.7500e- & 0.0000 @ 24.9983 1 24.9983 + 4.8000e- + 4.6000e- * 25.1468
Building . W 003 : V004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 004 , 004
----------- R : ey ———————g ] ———————g - B I r— ] R
High Turnover (Sit+ 8.30736e & 0.0448 1+ 0.4072 ' 03421 1 2.4400e- ! v 0.0310 + 0.0310 v 0.0310 + 0.0310 0.0000 + 443.3124 1 443.3124 + 8.5000e- + 8.1300e- ' 445.9468
Down Restaurant); +006 & , , v 003 . , , . , : . v 003 , 003 ,
----------- I : ey ———————g ] ———————g - T LT rer—— ] R
Hotel + 1.74095e & 9.3900e- + 0.0853 + 0.0717 + 5.1000e- ' 6.4900e- 1 6.4900e- 1 ' 6.4900e- ' 6.4900e- & 0.0000 + 92.9036 ' 92.9036 + 1.7800e- + 1.7000e- * 93.4557
\ +006 & 003 , : V004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 003 , 003
----------- R : ey ———————g ] ———————g - LT rerep— ] R
Quality + 1.84608e &1 9.9500e- + 0.0905 + 0.0760 *+ 5.4000e- ' 6.8800e- 1+ 6.8800e- 1 ' 6.8800e- ' 6.8800e- 4 0.0000 + 98.5139 & 98.5139 + 1.8900e- + 1.8100e- * 99.0993
Restaurant ., +006 4 003 | : V004 , 003 , 003 , \ 003 . 003 . . , 003 , 003
----------- I : f———————— ———————g ] ———————g - LT r—— ] R LT
Regional  + 91840 & 50000e- ! 4.5000e- ' 3.7800e- ! 3.0000e- ! ' 3.4000e- 1+ 3.4000e- 1 ' 3.4000e- + 3.4000e- % 0.0000 + 4.9009 1 4.9009 + 9.0000e- + 9.0000e- * 4.9301
Shopping Center | a 004 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 004 , o004 , v 004 004 . : v 005 , 005
[ [
Total 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 | 7.6200e- 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 | 1,383.426 | 1,383.426 | 0.0265 0.0254 | 1,391.647
003 8 8 8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Apartments Low *+ 106010 :- 33.7770 1 1.3900e- * 2.9000e- * 33.8978
Rise . u i 003 , 004
' i [ [ [
----------- - T = = = ==
Apartments Mid + 3.94697e :' 1,257.587 + 0.0519 + 0.0107 +1,262.086
Rise 1 +006 w9 : P9
' i [ [ [
"""""" === T " == === =
General Office + 584550 :' 186.2502 + 7.6900e- * 1.5900e- ' 186.9165
Building u i 003 , 003
' i [ [ [
"""""" Fem==—— T " == ===
High Turnover (Sit+ 1.58904e :- 506.3022 + 0.0209 ' 4.3200e- ' 508.1135
Down Restaurant); +006 & , v 003
' i [ [ [
----------- Fem———— T = = ===
Hotel + 550308 :' 175.3399 + 7.2400e- + 1.5000e- * 175.9672
: u i 003 , 003
' i [ [ [
"""""" Fem———— T " = = ===
Quality v 353120 :' 112.5116 + 4.6500e- * 9.6000e- * 112.9141
Restaurant o v 003 . 004 ,
' i [ [ [
"""""" === T " === ===
Regional v 756000 :- 240.8778 v 9.9400e- '+ 2.0600e- ' 241.7395
Shopping Center ; o v 003 , 003 ,
[0 [
Total 2,512.646 0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
5 6
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Mitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Apartments Low *+ 106010 :- 33.7770 1 1.3900e- * 2.9000e- * 33.8978
Rise : u i 003 , o004
' i [ [ [
"""""" Fem-——— T " ey = == ===
Apartments Mid + 3.94697e :' 1,257.587 + 0.0519 + 0.0107 +1,262.086
Rise 1 +006 w9 : P9
' i [ [ [
"""""" === T " == === =
General Office + 584550 :' 186.2502 + 7.6900e- * 1.5900e- ' 186.9165
Building u i 003 , 003 ,
' i [ [ [
"""""" Fem==—— T " == ===
High Turnover (Sit+ 1.58904e :- 506.3022 + 0.0209 ' 4.3200e- ' 508.1135
Down Restaurant); +006 & , v 003
' i [ [ [
----------- Fem———— T "
Hotel v+ 550308 & 175.3399 « 7.2400e-
[ i [ [ ]
' ™ ' 003 ' .
' i [ [ [
"""""" Fem———— T " = = ===
Quality v 353120 :' 112.5116 + 4.6500e- * 9.6000e- * 112.9141
Restaurant o v 003 . 004 ,
' i [ [ [
"""""" === T " === ===
Regional v 756000 :- 240.8778 v 9.9400e- '+ 2.0600e- ' 241.7395
Shopping Center ; o v 003 , 003 ,
[0 [
Total 2,512.646 0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
5 6

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Mitigated = 51437 ! 02950 ! 10.3804 ! 1.6700e- ! ! 00714 + 00714 ! 00714 + 0.0714 0.0000 : 220.9670 ! 220.9670 ! 0.0201 ! 3.7400e- ! 222.5835
- ' ' . 003 ' . . ' ' : ' ' V003
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
semmsmsmesee- y—————— -, ————— -, ————— -, ————— -, ————— -, ————— -, ————— _—————— -, ————— e —m—— === === m————— -, ————— -, ————— -, ————— - = =====-
Unmitigated = 5.1437 1+ 0.2950 +* 10.3804 * 1.6700e- * + 0.0714 + 0.0714 + 0.0714 + 0.0714 = 0.0000 * 220.9670 * 220.9670 * 0.0201 + 3.7400e- * 222.5835
- : : . 003 . . : : : : . : : . . 003
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx (6{0] 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
SubCategory tonsl/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 0.4137 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coating : ' : : ' : : ' : . ' : : '
___________ L 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 ____‘________:______ 1 1 1 _____.:________
Consumer = 43998 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Products . : . . : . . : . . : . . :
___________ L 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 ____‘________:______ 1 1 1 _____.:________
Hearth = (0.0206 * 0.1763 * 0.0750 * 1.1200e- ' ' 0.0143 1+ 0.0143 ' 0.0143 '+ 0.0143 0.0000 * 204.1166 ' 204.1166 ' 3.9100e- ' 3.7400e- ' 205.3295
- L] 1 L] 003 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 003 L] 003 1
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g el —————eg - fm——————p e = e
Landscaping = 03096 ' 0.1187 ! 10.3054 ! 5.4000e- ! ! 00572 + 00572 ! 00572 + 0.0572 0.0000 : 16.8504 ! 16.8504 : 0.0161 @ 0.0000 ! 17.2540
- 1] 1 1] 004 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 | 1.6600e- 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 | 220.9670 | 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e- | 222.5835
003 003
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Mitigated
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
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 0.4137 ' ' ' 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Coating : ' : : ' : : ' : : ' : : :
----------- n ———————n : ———————— - ———————— : L T e - fm—————— ==
Consumer = 43998 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Products . : . : : : : : : . : : : :
----------- n ———————n : ———————— - ———————— : ke e e ————mg - fm——————p - = s aa
Hearth = 0.0206 * 0.1763 * 0.0750 + 1.1200e- * '+ 0.0143 1+ 0.0143 v 0.0143 + 0.0143 0.0000 * 204.1166 ' 204.1166 * 3.9100e- * 3.7400e- ' 205.3295
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}

n ' ' v 003, ' ' ' ' ' ' ' , 003 , 003
----------- n ———————n : ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e jmm————eg - e = m e
Landscaping " 0.3096 ' 0.1187 ! 10.3054 ' 5.4000e- ' ! 0.0572 ' 0.0572 ' ! 0.0572 ' 0.0572 0.0000 ' 16.8504 ! 16.8504 ' 0.0161 ' 0.0000 : 17.2540
L 1] 1] 1 1] 004 [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}

- 1
Total 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6600e- 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 | 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e- | 222.5835
003 003

7.0 Water Detalil

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 38 of 44 Date: 1/12/2021 2:26 PM

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

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated - 585.8052 ! 3.0183 0.0755 ! 683.7567

1

'

- ) 1
- 1 1 1

----------- [ et skt mleleleelieniertis Sl

=

n

Unmitigated 585.8052: 3.0183 ! 0.0755 :683.7567
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7.2 Water by Land Use

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

Unmitigated
Indoor/Out | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Apartments Low +1.62885 / :- 10.9095 ' 0.0535 1+ 1.3400e- ' 12.6471
Rise T 1.02688 : \ 003 .,
' i [ [ [
----------- Fe—————— g ———— mmmme-—-
Apartments Mid 1+ 63.5252 / :' 425.4719 + 2.0867 ' 0.0523 ' 493.2363
Rise V 40.0485 4 . : .
----------- I — ey e
General Office +7.99802 / :' 53.0719 + 0.2627 ' 6.5900e- * 61.6019
Building 4.90201 & : \ 003 .,
1] 1] 1 1 L]
----------- = g e oy mmmme-—
High Turnover (Sit* 10.9272 / :- 51.2702 + 0.3580 ' 8.8200e- ' 62.8482
Down Restaurant); 0.697482 4 , v 003 .,
' i [ [ [
----------- Femm————— g e oy mmmme-—-
Hotel 11.26834 / :' 6.1633 '+ 0.0416 ' 1.0300e- * 7.5079
1 0.140927 . \ 003 .
' i [ [ [
----------- Fe—————— g e oy mmmme-—
Quality 1 2.42827 1 :' 11.3934 + 0.0796 ' 1.9600e- * 13.9663
Restaurant  ; 0.154996 4 , v 003 .,
1] 1] 1 1 L]
----------- re—————— g e oy mmmme-—
Regional 1 4.14806 / :- 27.5250 v+ 0.1363 ' 3.4200e- * 31.9490
Shopping Center ; 2.54236 & : \ 003 .,
[ 1
Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Page 39 of 44

Date: 1/12/2021 2:26 PM
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Out}| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Apartments Low +1.62885 / :- 10.9095 ' 0.0535 1+ 1.3400e- ' 12.6471
Rise : 1.02688 . \ 003 .
[N [ [ [
Apartments Mid  + 63.5252 / b 4254719 + 20867 ' 00523 ! 493.2363
Rise : 40.0485 . . .
................. b e
General Office 1 7.99802 / b 530719 + 02627 ! 6.5900e- ! 61.6019
Building : 4.90201 . \ 003 .
1] 1] 1 L]
High Turnover (Sit» 10.9272 1 :: 51.2702 + 0.3580 + 8.8200e- ' 62.8482
Down Restaurant) 0.697482 i : \ 003 .,
1 1 1]
Hotel -126834/ :- 6.1633 + 0.0416 + 1.0300e- * 7.5079
1 0.140927 i : \ 003 .
I 1] 1 L]
Quality -242827/ :- 11.3934 + 0.0796 + 1.9600e- * 13.9663
Restaurant 0 154996 i . \ 003
1 1 1]
Regional 1 4.14806 / b 275250 + 01363 ! 3.4200e- ! 31.9490
Shopping Center ; 2.54236 .: , v 003 .,
Total 585.8052 | 3.0183 | 0.0755 | 683.7567

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
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Category/Year

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

Total CO2

CH4

N20

CO2e

MT/yr

Mitigated

Unmitigated

- 207.8079 ! 12.2811

n
——————
n
n

-- -~ -r
207.8079 + 12.2811 + 0.0000 @ 514.8354

0.0000 ! 514.8354

Date: 1/12/2021 2:26 PM
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Apartments Low + 115 :- 2.3344 + 0.1380 * 0.0000 * 5.7834
Rise , i . . .
----------- Fe-----m ————————
Apartments Mid + 448.5 :- 91.0415 + 5.3804 '+ 0.0000 + 2255513
Rise . i : . .
----------- A ———————n
General Office + 41.85 :- 8.4952 1+ 0.5021 1+ 0.0000 * 21.0464
Building it : ' .
----------- A ———————n
High Turnover (Sit* 428.4 :- 86.9613 '+ 5.1393 1 0.0000 r 215.4430
Down Restaurant) ; i : . .
' i [ [ [
----------- - d —————— === ===
Hotel ! 27.38 :: 5.5579 ! 0.3285 : 0.0000 ! 13.7694
[ i ' [ [
----------- Fe-----m ———————n
Quality ' 7.3 :- 1.4818 1+ 0.0876 * 0.0000 +* 3.6712
Restaurant i : . .
----------- A f————————
Regional 588 :- 11.9359 + 0.7054 '+ 0.0000 * 29.5706
Shopping Center ; i . . .
[0 1
Total 207.8079 | 12.2811 0.0000 | 514.8354
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Apartments Low + 115 :- 2.3344 + 0.1380 * 0.0000 * 5.7834
Rise , o . . .
----------- Fe-----m ————————
Apartments Mid + 448.5 & 01.0415 ' 53804 ' 0.0000 ' 225.5513
Rise , o . . .
----------- A ———————n
General Office + 41.85 & 84952 + 05021 ! 0.0000 ' 21.0464
Building i : : :
----------- A ———————n
High Turnover (Sit+ 428.4 & 86.9613 ' 5.1393 ' 0.0000 ! 215.4430
Down Restaurant) ; i : . .
' i [ [ [
Hotel " 2738 b 55579 : 03285 ! 00000 ! 13.7694
. H : : .
----------- == d —————— ===
Quality ' 73 & 14818 v 0.0876 ! 0.0000 ' 3.6712
Restaurant : i: : : :
----------- A f————————
Regional ' 588 & 119359 + 0.7054 ! 0.0000 ' 29.5706
Shopping Center ; i . . .
[ 1
Total 207.8079 | 12.2811 0.0000 | 514.8354
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building . 45.00 . 1000sqft ! 1.03 ! 45,000.00 0
" “High Tumover (Sit Down Restaurant) = 3600 s+  1000sqft 1 o0&  : 3600000 1 o T
""""""" Hoel x 77 Tsooo T T TTRoom v T TTaer w2000 1 ol
T Quality Restaurant T Teeo T T  Tnoosgit 1 018 i 800000 0
T Apartments Low Rise T s T T  Dweling unit 1s6 i 2500000  § 72
"7 Apartments Mid Rise T ars00 T T T DwelingUnit 1 2566 i 97500000 | : 2789
""" Regional Shopping Center  + 8600 = 1000sqft H 1.29 56,000.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2028
Utility Company Southern California Edison
CO2 Intensity 702.44 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass . 1,019.20 0.00
""""" iFirepiaces TR Hreplcewoodhass T 1,019.20 T 1
""""" biFirepiaces TR Namberwood T 1.25 T 1
""""" biFirepiaces TR Namberwood T 48.75 T 1
""""" iTrpsanavT I WerkerTipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanavT I WerkerTipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanaviT I WerkertipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanaviT I WerkertipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanaviT I WerkertipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanaviT I WerkertipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" e - D 7.16 X A
""""" e - D 6.39 R ¥ A
""""" e - D 2.46 -
""""" e - D 158.37 N (Y R
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tbIVehicleTrips

5.86

1.05

131.84

5.95

72.16

25.24

6.59

6.65

11.03

127.15

8.17

89.95

42.70

1.25

48.75

1.25

48.75

25.00

25.00

999.60

tbIWoodstoves . WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 ' 0.00

+
----------------------------- g

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

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
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2021 E: 4.2561 ' 46.4415 ! 31.4494 ' 0.0636 ' 18.2032 ! 2.0456 ' 20.2488 ' 9.9670 ! 1.8820 ' 11.8490 0.0000 ' 6,163.416 ! 6,163.416 ' 1.9475 ' 0.0000 ! 6,212.103
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 6 1 6 [} [} L} 9
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————n : m——k e e jem——— g - fm—————— ==
2022 - 4.5441 ! 38.8811 : 40.8776 ! 0.1240 ! 8.8255 : 1.6361 ! 10.4616 ! 3.6369 : 1.5052 ! 5.1421 0.0000 ! 12,493.44 v 12,493.44 ! 1.9485 ! 0.0000 ! 12,518.57
.. ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 03 ' 03 ' ' ' 07
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - ———————— : m——k e e jem——— g - fm—————— = m e
2023 - 4.1534 ! 25.7658 : 38.7457 ! 0.1206 ! 7.0088 : 0.7592 ! 7.7679 ! 1.8799 : 0.7136 ! 2.5935 0.0000 1 12,150.48 : 12,150.48 + 0.9589 ! 0.0000 ! 12,174.46
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 90 1 90 [} [} L} 15
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - f———————n : m——k e e e m——— g - fm——————p e ==
2024 " 237.0219 ' 9.5478 ! 14.9642 ' 0.0239 ' 1.2171 ! 0.4694 ' 1.2875 ' 0.3229 ! 0.4319 ' 0.4621 0.0000 ' 2,313.180 ! 2,313.180 ' 0.7166 ' 0.0000 ! 2,331.095
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 8 1 8 [} [} L} 6
- 1
Maximum 237.0219 46.4415 40.8776 0.1240 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,493.44 | 12,493.44 1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57
03 03 07
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Mitigated Construction

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
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2021 E: 4.2561 ! 46.4415 ! 31.4494 ! 0.0636 ! 18.2032 ! 2.0456 ! 20.2488 ! 9.9670 ! 1.8820 ! 11.8490 0.0000 ' 6,163.416 ! 6,163.416 ! 1.9475 ! 0.0000 ! 6,212.103
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 6 1 6 [} [} L} 9
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————n : m——k e e jem——— g - fm—————— ==
2022 - 4.5441 ! 38.8811 : 40.8776 ! 0.1240 ! 8.8255 : 1.6361 ! 10.4616 ! 3.6369 : 1.5052 ! 5.1421 0.0000 ! 12,493.44 1 12,493.44 ! 1.9485 ! 0.0000 ! 12,518.57
.. ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 03 ' 03 ' ' ' 07
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - ———————— : m——k e e jem——— g - fm—————— = m e
2023 - 4.1534 ! 25.7658 : 38.7457 ! 0.1206 ! 7.0088 : 0.7592 ! 7.7679 ! 1.8799 : 0.7136 ! 2.5935 0.0000 ! 12,150.48 : 12,150.48 ! 0.9589 ! 0.0000 ! 12,174.46
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 90 1 90 [} [} L} 15
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - f———————n : m——k e e e m——— g - fm——————p e ==
2024 - 237.0219 ! 9.5478 ! 14.9642 ! 0.0239 ! 1.2171 ! 0.4694 ! 1.2875 ! 0.3229 ! 0.4319 ! 0.4621 0.0000 ' 2,313.180 ! 2,313.180 ! 0.7166 ! 0.0000 ! 2,331.095
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 8 1 8 [} [} L} 5
- 1
Maximum 237.0219 | 46.4415 40.8776 0.1240 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,493.44 | 12,493.44 1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57
03 03 07
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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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
Area E: 30.5020 ' 15.0496 ! 88.4430 ' 0.0944 ' ! 1.5974 ' 1.5974 ' ! 1.5974 ' 1.5974 0.0000 ' 18,148.59 ! 18,148.59 ' 0.4874 ' 0.3300 ! 18,259.11
n ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 50 ' 50 ' ' ' 92
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e jmm———— gy - fm——————— - =
Energy - 0.7660 ! 6.7462 : 4.2573 ! 0.0418 ! : 0.5292 ! 0.5292 ! : 0.5292 ! 0.5292 ' 8,355.983 : 8,355.983 ! 0.1602 ! 0.1532 ! 8,405.638
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 2 1 2 [} [} L} 7
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e jmm———— gy - m———————- e
Mobile - 9.8489 ! 45.4304 : 114.8495 ! 0.4917 ! 45.9592 : 0.3360 ! 46.2951 ! 12.2950 : 0.3119 ! 12.6070 ! 50,306.60 : 50,306.60 + 2.1807 ! ! 50,361.12
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 34 1 34 [} [} L} 08
- 1
Total 41.1168 | 67.2262 | 207.5497 | 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 | 76,811.18 | 76,811.18 | 2.8282 0.4832 | 77,025.87
16 16 86
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area E: 30.5020 : 15.0496 ! 88.4430 ! 0.0944 ! 15974 + 15974 ! 15974 + 1.5974 0.0000 :18,148.59118,148.59 0.4874 : 03300 !18,259.11
" ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 50 ' 50 ' ' ' 92
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : el —— gy : = m e
Energy = 07660 ' 6.7462 1 4.2573 : 0.0418 ! 05292 05292 ! 05292 + 05292 18,355.983 1 8,355.983 1 0.1602 ! 0.1532 ! 8,405.638
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 2 1 2 1] 1] 1 7
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———d e m el ——— gy : ———————p e m e
Mobile = 9.8489 ! 454304 1 114.8495+ 0.4917 1 459592 ! 0.3360 @ 46.2951 : 12.2950 ! 0.3119 '@ 12.6070 * 50,306.60 1 50,306.60 + 2.1807 ! ! 50,361.12
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 34 1 34 1] 1] 1 08
Total 41.1168 | 67.2262 | 207.5497 | 0.6278 45,9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 | 76,811.18 | 76,811.18 | 2.8282 0.4832 | 77,025.87
16 16 86
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ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Demolition *Demolition :9/1/2021 110/12/2021 ! 5! 30}
2 T fSite Preparation " iite Preparation '"""""!Iaﬁéx'z'o'z'l"" ;II/'sa?z'o'z'f""";'"""%’E""""'""z'E{E' I
3 Srating T §Es'r;&n'1§'""""""""!11716726'2'1"" 2171'172'0'2'2'""";'"""%’E""""'"'ZEE’ I
4 Buiding Conswuction §'BLﬁ&iH§'c'o?st'rac'u'o'n""""!1/'1'272'0'2'2""' 21571'2726'2'3""";"""'?E"""""Eb'&f;’ I
5 Spaving T §B;§G1§"""""""""!15715726'2'3"" 2173672'0'22'""";'"""%’E""""'"'EEE' I
6 F Architectural Coating Arohitectural Coating 17317004 53/19/2024 I 5I 35? """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5
Acres of Paving: 0

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

OffRoad Equipment
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Demolition *Concrete/Industrial Saws ! 1 8.00! 81! 0.73
pemolion SExcavators | TTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 T A 0.38
Demolition *Rubber Tired Dozers T ""'z """""" 8.00 2475 """""" 0.40
Site Preparation fRubber Tred Dozers e 5.001 Sa7y T 0.40
Site Preparation FTraciorslLoadersBackhoss s 5.001 g7 T 0.37
Grading SExcavators | TTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 T A 0.38
Grading fGraders T T 5.001 T3 A 0.41
Grading fRubber Tred Dozers T 5.001 Sa7y T 0.40
Grading Ssorapers T TTTTTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 Se7i T 0.48
Grading FTraciorslLoadersBackhoss e 5.001 g7 T 0.37
Building Construction Sranes | TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT T 7,001 S5n T 0.29
Building Construction Srorie T e 5.001 Ber T 0.20
Building Construction SGenerator Sets T T 5.001 Ba T 0.74
Building Construction FTraciorslLoadersBackhoes - 7,001 g7 T 0.37
Building Construction Welders T TTTTTTTTTTTTT T 5.001 Ger T 0.45
Paving 7 Spavers | TTTTTTTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 1500 T 0.42
Paving SPaving Couipment T ""'z """""" 8.00 132§ """""" 0.36
Paving 7 -'R?Jﬁér; """"""""""" e 5.001 Bor T 0.38
Archltectural é(-)e-lt-in-g -------------- :Air Compressors I 1 6.00? 78 I ----------- 0 48

Trips and VMT
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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
Demolition . 6: 15.00! 0.00 458.00! 10.00: 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : e LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Site Preparation . 7:r 18.00: 0.00 0.00: 10.00E 6.90] 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
---------------- : e LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Grading . 8:r 20.00: 0.00 0.00: 10.00E 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : | T, T T I- B L I I I I'''''>
Building Construction * 9:r 801.00! 143.00 0.00: 10.00E 6.90] 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
---------------- : e (LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Paving . 6:r 15.00! 0.00 0.00: 10.00E 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
________________ = 1 [l l 4+ [l 1 1 R
Architectural Coating = 1 160.00: 0.00: 0.00: 10.00* 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Demolition - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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
Fugitive Dust : ! ! ! ! 3.3074 : 0.0000 ! 3.3074 : 05008 ! 0.0000 : 0.5008 ! ' 0.0000 ! ! ' 0.0000
- R o : o o : I S : o : o
Off-Road = 31651 ! 31.4407 ' 21.5650 ! 0.0388 ! ' 15513 1 15513 !14411 v 14411 13,747.944 13,747,944+ 1.0549 1 ' 3,774.317
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : 9 .9, : .4
Total 3.1651 31.4407 | 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944 | 3,747.944 | 1.0549 3,774.317
9 9 4
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3.2 Demolition - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 01273 1+ 4.0952 + 09602 + 0.0119 + 0.2669 + 0.0126 * 02795 + 0.0732 & 0.0120 + 0.0852 1 1,292.241 1 1,292.241 v 0.0877 v 1,294.433
- : : : : : : : : : T3 3 : 7
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R Nt
Worker : 0.0313 ! 0.4282 : 1.1800e- ! 0.1141 ! 9.5000e- : 0.1151 ! 0.0303 : 8.8000e- ! 0.0311 ! 117.2799 ! 117.2799 : 3.5200e- ! ! 117.3678
' ' v 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.1760 4.1265 1.3884 0.0131 0.3810 0.0135 0.3946 0.1034 0.0129 0.1163 1,409.521 | 1,409.521 0.0912 1,411.801
2 2 5
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 3.3074 ! 0.0000 ! 3.3074 ! 0.5008 ! 0.0000 ! 0.5008 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e -] ———————n : ro-mma--
Off-Road : 31.4407 ! 21.5650 : 0.0388 ! ! 1.5513 : 1.5513 ! : 1.4411 ! 1.4411 0.0000 + 3,747.944 ! 3,747.944 : 1.0549 ! ! 3,774.317
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] : 9 1] 9 1 1] 1] 4
Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944 | 3,747.944 1.0549 3,774.317
9 9 4
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3.2 Demolition - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 01273 1+ 4.0952 + 09602 + 0.0119 + 0.2669 + 0.0126 * 02795 + 0.0732 & 0.0120 + 0.0852 1 1,292.241 1 1,292.241 v 0.0877 v 1,294.433
- : : : : : : : : : A R T : D
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R Nt
Worker : 0.0313 ! 0.4282 : 1.1800e- ! 0.1141 ! 9.5000e- : 0.1151 ! 0.0303 : 8.8000e- ! 0.0311 ! 117.2799 ! 117.2799 : 3.5200e- ! ! 117.3678
' ' v 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.1760 4.1265 1.3884 0.0131 0.3810 0.0135 0.3946 0.1034 0.0129 0.1163 1,409.521 | 1,409.521 0.0912 1,411.801
2 2 5
3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 18.0663 ! 0.0000 ! 18.0663 ! 9.9307 ! 0.0000 ! 9.9307 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : ro--ma--
Off-Road ! 40.4971 ! 21.1543 ! 0.0380 ! ! 2.0445 ! 2.0445 ! ! 1.8809 ! 1.8809 ! 3,685.656 ! 3,685.656 ! 1.1920 ! ! 3,715.457
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 9 1] 9 1 1] 3
Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656 | 3,685.656 1.1920 3,715.457
9 9 3
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : L
Worker : 0.0375 ! 0.5139 : 1.4100e- ! 0.1369 ! 1.1400e- : 0.1381 ! 0.0363 : 1.0500e- ! 0.0374 ! 140.7359 ! 140.7359 : 4.2200e- ! ! 140.8414
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e- 0.1369 1.1400e- 0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 0.0374 140.7359 | 140.7359 | 4.2200e- 140.8414
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 18.0663 ! 0.0000 ! 18.0663 ! 9.9307 ! 0.0000 ! 9.9307 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -] ———————n : ro--ma--
Off-Road ! 40.4971 ! 21.1543 ! 0.0380 ! ! 2.0445 ! 2.0445 ! ! 1.8809 ! 1.8809 0.0000 ! 3,685.656 ! 3,685.656 ! 1.1920 ! ! 3,715.457
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 9 1] 9 1 1] 1] 3
Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656 | 3,685.656 1.1920 3,715.457
9 9 3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : L
Worker : 0.0375 ! 0.5139 : 1.4100e- ! 0.1369 ! 1.1400e- : 0.1381 ! 0.0363 : 1.0500e- ! 0.0374 ! 140.7359 ! 140.7359 : 4.2200e- ! ! 140.8414
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e- 0.1369 1.1400e- 0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 0.0374 140.7359 | 140.7359 | 4.2200e- 140.8414
003 003 003 003
3.4 Grading - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : r -
Off-Road ! 46.3998 ! 30.8785 ! 0.0620 ! ! 1.9853 ! 1.9853 ! ! 1.8265 ! 1.8265 ! 6,007.043 ! 6,007.043 ! 1.9428 ! ! 6,055.613
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 4 1] 4 1 1] 1] 4
Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043 | 6,007.043 1.9428 6,055.613
4 4 4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : Lt
Worker : 0.0417 ! 0.5710 : 1.5700e- ! 0.1521 ! 1.2700e- : 0.1534 ! 0.0404 : 1.1700e- ! 0.0415 ! 156.3732 ! 156.3732 : 4.6900e- ! ! 156.4904
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0649 0.0417 0.5710 1.5700e- 0.1521 1.2700e- 0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e- 0.0415 156.3732 | 156.3732 | 4.6900e- 156.4904
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : r -
Off-Road ! 46.3998 ! 30.8785 ! 0.0620 ! ! 1.9853 ! 1.9853 ! ! 1.8265 ! 1.8265 0.0000 ! 6,007.043 ! 6,007.043 ! 1.9428 ! ! 6,055.613
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 4 1] 4 1 1] 1] 4
Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043 | 6,007.043 1.9428 6,055.613
4 4 4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : Lt
Worker : 0.0417 ! 0.5710 : 1.5700e- ! 0.1521 ! 1.2700e- : 0.1534 ! 0.0404 : 1.1700e- ! 0.0415 ! 156.3732 ! 156.3732 : 4.6900e- ! ! 156.4904
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0649 0.0417 0.5710 1.5700e- 0.1521 1.2700e- 0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e- 0.0415 156.3732 | 156.3732 | 4.6900e- 156.4904
003 003 003 003
3.4 Grading - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : ro-mma--
Off-Road : 38.8435 ! 29.0415 : 0.0621 ! ! 1.6349 : 1.6349 ! : 1.5041 ! 1.5041 ! 6,011.410 ! 6,011.410 : 1.9442 ! ! 6,060.015
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 5 1] 5 1 1] 1] 8
Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410 | 6,011.410 1.9442 6,060.015
5 5 8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : It
Worker : 0.0376 ! 0.5263 : 1.5100e- ! 0.1521 ! 1.2300e- : 0.1534 ! 0.0404 : 1.1300e- ! 0.0415 ! 150.8754 ! 150.8754 : 4.2400e- ! ! 150.9813
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e- 0.1521 1.2300e- 0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e- 0.0415 150.8754 | 150.8754 | 4.2400e- 150.9813
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : ro-mma--
Off-Road ! 38.8435 ! 29.0415 ! 0.0621 ! ! 1.6349 ! 1.6349 ! ! 1.5041 ! 1.5041 0.0000 ! 6,011.410 ! 6,011.410 ! 1.9442 ! ! 6,060.015
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 5 1] 5 1 1] 1] 8
Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410 | 6,011.410 1.9442 6,060.015
5 5 8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : It
Worker : 0.0376 ! 0.5263 : 1.5100e- ! 0.1521 ! 1.2300e- : 0.1534 ! 0.0404 : 1.1300e- ! 0.0415 ! 150.8754 ! 150.8754 : 4.2400e- ! ! 150.9813
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e- 0.1521 1.2300e- 0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e- 0.0415 150.8754 | 150.8754 | 4.2400e- 150.9813
003 003 003 003
3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 1.7062 ! 15.6156 ! 16.3634 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.8090 ! 0.8090 ! ! 0.7612 ! 0.7612 ! 2,554.333 ! 2,554.333 ! 0.6120 ! : 2,569.632
- 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 6 1] 6 1 1] 1] 2
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333 | 2,554.333 0.6120 2,569.632
6 6 2
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : ro---aa
Vendor - 0.4079 : 13.2032 ! 3.4341 : 0.0364 ! 0.9155 ! 0.0248 : 0.9404 ! 0.2636 : 0.0237 ! 0.2873 ! 3,896.548 ! 3,896.548 : 0.2236 ! ! 3,902.138
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 2 [} 2 1 [} L] 4
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : I
Worker : 1.5074 ! 21.0801 : 0.0607 ! 6.0932 ! 0.0493 : 6.1425 ! 1.6163 : 0.0454 ! 1.6617 ! 6,042.558 ! 6,042.558 : 0.1697 ! ! 6,046.800
1 L} 1 1] [} 1 [} 1 [} 5 [} 5 1 [} L] O
Total 2.8378 14.7106 24.5142 0.0971 7.0087 0.0741 7.0828 1.8799 0.0691 1.9490 9,939.106 | 9,939.106 0.3933 9,948.938
7 7 4
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.7062 ! 15.6156 ! 16.3634 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.8090 ' 0.8090 ! ! 0.7612 ! 0.7612 0.0000 ! 2,554.333 ! 2,554.333 ! 0.6120 ! : 2,569.632
- 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 6 1] 6 1 1] 1] 2
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333 | 2,554.333 0.6120 2,569.632
6 6 2
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Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PM

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

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : ro---aa
Vendor - 0.4079 : 13.2032 ! 3.4341 : 0.0364 ! 0.9155 ! 0.0248 : 0.9404 ! 0.2636 : 0.0237 ! 0.2873 ! 3,896.548 ! 3,896.548 : 0.2236 ! ! 3,902.138
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 2 [} 2 1 [} L] 4
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : I
Worker : 1.5074 ! 21.0801 : 0.0607 ! 6.0932 ! 0.0493 : 6.1425 ! 1.6163 : 0.0454 ! 1.6617 ! 6,042.558 ! 6,042.558 : 0.1697 ! ! 6,046.800
1 L} 1 1] [} 1 [} 1 [} 5 [} 5 1 [} L] O
Total 2.8378 14.7106 24.5142 0.0971 7.0087 0.0741 7.0828 1.8799 0.0691 1.9490 9,939.106 | 9,939.106 0.3933 9,948.938
7 7 4
3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 1.5728 ! 14.3849 ! 16.2440 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.6997 ' 0.6997 ! ! 0.6584 ! 0.6584 ! 2,555.209 ! 2,555.209 ! 0.6079 ! : 2,570.406
- 1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} [} 9 [} 9 1 [} L} l
Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209 | 2,555.209 0.6079 2,570.406
9 9 1




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Page 20 of 35

Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PM

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

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : rom--aan
Vendor - 0.3027 : 10.0181 ! 3.1014 : 0.0352 ! 0.9156 ! 0.0116 : 0.9271 ! 0.2636 : 0.0111 ! 0.2747 ! 3,773.876 ! 3,773.876 : 0.1982 ! ! 3,778.830
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 2 [} 2 1 [} L] O
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : ra--aaa-
Worker : 1.3628 ! 19.4002 : 0.0584 ! 6.0932 ! 0.0479 : 6.1411 ! 1.6163 : 0.0441 ! 1.6604 ! 5,821.402 ! 5,821.402 : 0.1529 ! ! 5,825.225
1 L} 1 1] [} 1 [} 1 [} 8 [} 8 1 [} L] 4
Total 2.5807 11.3809 22.5017 0.0936 7.0088 0.0595 7.0682 1.8799 0.0552 1.9350 9,595.279 | 9,5695.279 0.3511 9,604.055
0 0 4
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.5728 ! 14.3849 ! 16.2440 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.6997 ' 0.6997 ! ! 0.6584 ! 0.6584 0.0000 ! 2,555.209 ! 2,555.209 ! 0.6079 ! : 2,570.406
- 1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} [} 9 [} 9 1 [} L} l
Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209 | 2,555.209 0.6079 2,570.406
9 9 1
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————— : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : rom--aan
Vendor - 0.3027 : 10.0181 ! 3.1014 : 0.0352 ! 0.9156 ! 0.0116 : 0.9271 ! 0.2636 : 0.0111 ! 0.2747 ! 3,773.876 ! 3,773.876 : 0.1982 ! ! 3,778.830
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 2 [} 2 1 [} L] O
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : ra--aaa-
Worker : 1.3628 ! 19.4002 : 0.0584 ! 6.0932 ! 0.0479 : 6.1411 ! 1.6163 : 0.0441 ! 1.6604 ! 5,821.402 ! 5,821.402 : 0.1529 ! ! 5,825.225
1 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} 1 [} 8 [} 8 1 [} L] 4
Total 2.5807 11.3809 22.5017 0.0936 7.0088 0.0595 7.0682 1.8799 0.0552 1.9350 9,595.279 | 9,5695.279 0.3511 9,604.055
0 0 4
3.6 Paving - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.0327 ! 10.1917 ! 14.5842 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.5102 ! 0.5102 ! ! 0.4694 ! 0.4694 ! 2,207.584 ! 2,207.584 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.433
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] l 1] l 1 1] 1] 6
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! v 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 | 2,207.584 0.7140 2,225.433
1 1 6
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3.6 Paving - 2023
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 ] 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : Al
Worker ! 0.0255 ! 0.3633 ! 1.0900e- ! 0.1141 ! 9.0000e- ! 0.1150 ! 0.0303 ! 8.3000e- ! 0.0311 ! 109.0150 ! 109.0150 ! 2.8600e- ! ! 109.0866
' ' v 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e- 0.1141 9.0000e- 0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e- 0.0311 109.0150 | 109.0150 | 2.8600e- 109.0866
003 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.0327 ! 10.1917 ! 14.5842 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.5102 ! 0.5102 ! ! 0.4694 ! 0.4694 0.0000 ! 2,207.584 ! 2,207.584 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.433
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] l 1] l 1 1] 1] 6
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584 | 2,207.584 0.7140 2,225.433
1 1 6
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3.6 Paving - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : Al
Worker : 0.0255 ! 0.3633 : 1.0900e- ! 0.1141 ! 9.0000e- : 0.1150 ! 0.0303 : 8.3000e- ! 0.0311 ! 109.0150 ! 109.0150 : 2.8600e- ! ! 109.0866
' ' v 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e- 0.1141 9.0000e- 0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e- 0.0311 109.0150 | 109.0150 | 2.8600e- 109.0866
003 004 004 003
3.6 Paving - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) 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
Off-Road 5: 0.9882 ! 9.5246 ! 14.6258 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.4685 ! 0.4685 ! ! 0.4310 ! 0.4310 ! 2,207.547 ! 2,207.547 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.396
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 2 1] 2 1 1] 1] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547 | 2,207.547 0.7140 2,225.396
2 2 3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.6 Paving - 2024
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 ] 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : At
Worker ! 0.0233 ! 0.3384 ! 1.0600e- ! 0.1141 ! 8.8000e- ! 0.1150 ! 0.0303 ! 8.1000e- ! 0.0311 ! 105.6336 ! 105.6336 ! 2.6300e- ! ! 105.6992
' ' v 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e- 0.1141 8.8000e- 0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e- 0.0311 105.6336 | 105.6336 | 2.6300e- 105.6992
003 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 0.9882 ! 9.5246 ! 14.6258 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.4685 ! 0.4685 ! ! 0.4310 ! 0.4310 0.0000 ! 2,207.547 ! 2,207.547 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.396
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 2 1] 2 1 1] 1] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 | 2,207.547 0.7140 2,225.396
2 2 3
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3.6 Paving - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : At
Worker : 0.0233 ! 0.3384 : 1.0600e- ! 0.1141 ! 8.8000e- : 0.1150 ! 0.0303 : 8.1000e- ! 0.0311 ! 105.6336 ! 105.6336 : 2.6300e- ! ! 105.6992
' ' v 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e- 0.1141 8.8000e- 0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e- 0.0311 105.6336 | 105.6336 | 2.6300e- 105.6992
003 004 004 003
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 5: 236.4115 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : rom-ma--
Off-Road - 0.1808 ! 1.2188 ! 1.8101 ! 2.9700e- ! ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 ! ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 ! 281.4481 ! 281.4481 ! 0.0159 ! ! 281.8443
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443
003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : R
Worker ' 0.2481 + 3.6098 1 0.0113  1.2171 1+ 9.4300e- * 1.2266 * 0.3229 ' 8.6800e- * 0.3315 1 1,126.758 + 1,126.758 * 0.0280 v 1,127.458
) L} 1 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] 3 L} 3 1 L} L} 3
1 L} 1 1] [} 1 [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e- 1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e- 0.3315 1,126.758 | 1,126.758 0.0280 1,127.458
003 003 3 3 3
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating E: 236.4115 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -] ———————n : rom-ma--
Off-Road - 0.1808 ! 1.2188 ! 1.8101 ! 2.9700e- ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 ! ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 0.0000 ! 281.4481 ! 281.4481 ! 0.0159 ! ! 281.8443
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

003
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
f e —————— ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
fe e —————— ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : f———————n - r ==
Worker = 04296 ¢+ 0.2481  3.6098 '+ 0.0113 + 1.2171 » 9.4300e- * 1.2266 * 0.3229 ' 8.6800e- * 0.3315 11,126.758 v 1,126.758 + 0.0280 v 1,127.458
L 1] 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
™ ' ' ' ' 003 ' v 003, ' 3 ' 3 ' ' ' 3
Total 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e- 1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e- 0.3315 1,126.758 | 1,126.758 | 0.0280 1,127.458
003 003 3 3 3

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

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

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Mitigated 9.8489 ! 454304 1 114.8495 ' 0.4917 1 459592 * 0.3360 ! 46.2951 ! 122950 ! 0.3119 ' 12,6070 * 50,306.60 * 50,306.60 ! 2.1807 1 50,361.12
: : ; : ; ; : ; : ; R A ; %
" Unmitigated = 9.8489 1 45.4304 ' 114.8495 1 04917 ' 459502 + 03360 1 462951 r 122950 1 03110 & 126070 = -?5-()-,3;0;6.-6-0-?50-,3-3(1:6.-6-()-? 21807 H 56,506;1'.1'2'
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
o e L R Ao A U SO ocrcs N S S PO S 806,221 e PR 506,227 ...
. o O Ao S S 14 N S 407530 .. 138600865 _....... PR 136600685 ...
General Office Building M 288.45 ' 62.55 31.05 . 706,812 . 706,812
""" "ligh Tumover (it Down Restaurant) .+ 236880 | 287352 1 281772+ 3413037 - 34139037
ST otel T T o001 18750 16000 = aa5703 - ass708
e, QA Restaurant T s0L12 5102 [ aeL20 307 a8s T ordss
Regional Shopping Center ' 528.08 ! 601.44 357.84 . 1,112,221 . 1,112,221
Total | 805095 | 8164.43 8,57.31 | 20,552,452 | 20,552,452

4.3 Trip Type Information
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

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 ' 14.70 ! 5.90 ! 8.70 T 4020 : 1920 1 40.60 . 86 . 11 . 3
Apartments Mid Rise 3 1470 590 : 870 : 4020 1 1020 | 4060 : & oz 11 1 37T
General Office Building % 1660  + 840 1 690  + 3300 1 4800 1 1900 = 77 &+ 19 =TT T
e R s L LR, Il S PR s .
High Tumover (Sit Down 5  16.60 i 840 : 690 : 850 1 7250 | 1900 i 37 1 20 & 43
Hotel v 1660 1 840 i 690 3 1940 6160 1 1900 i 58 = 3 i 7 T
. S s L LR, i S S PR i O
Quality Restaurant ' 16.60 ! 8.40 ! 6.90 : 1200 ' 69.00 19.00 . 38 . 18 . 44
Regional Shopping Center  +  16.60  : 840 : 690  : 1630 + 6470 : 1900  + 54 = gs i TTTTTTRTTTTT
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use [ oA | tort | oz | mov | thbt | tHD2 | MHD HHD | oBUS | UBUS | Mcy | sBus MH
Apartments Low Rise = 0.543088: 0.044216] 0.209971j 0.116369] 0.014033j 0.006332{ 0.021166] 0.033577] 0.002613] 0.001817j 0.005285{ 0.000712{ 0.000821
""" Apartments Mid Rise  + 0.543088% 0.044216] 0.209971 0.116369] 0014033} 0.006332] 0.021166f 0.033577{ 0.002613{ 0.001817] 0.005285] 0.000712} 0.000821]
""" General Office Building  * 0.543088% 0.044216] 0.209971 0.116369] 0014033} 0.006332] 0.021166§ 0.033577{ 0.002613{ 0.001817] 0.005285] 0.000712} 0.000821]
" High Turnover (Sit Down  + 0.543088% 0.044216: 0.209971' 0.116369* 0.014033' 0.006332¢ 0.021166' 0.033577: 0.002613' 0.001817: 0.005285' 0.000712¢ 0.000821]
Restaurant) ; . ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
Hotel - '0.543088: 0.044216] 0209971{ 0.116369; 0.014033i 0.006332f 0.021166] 0.033577{ 0.002613i 0.001817{ 0.005285i 0.000712] 0.000821
""" Quality Restaurant = 0.543088% 0.044216] 02099717 0.116369] 0.014033] 0.006332j 0.021166] 0.033577{ 0.002613] 0.001817{ 0.005285; 0.000712] 0.000821]
" Regional Shopping Center = 0.543088¢ 0.044216' 0.209971: 0.116369' 0.014033: 0.006332: 0.021166'® 0.033577: 0.002613' 0001817 0.005285' 0.000712' 0.000821]

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

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

Category Ib/day Ib/day

NaturalGas = 07660 ' 6.7462 '+ 42573 ' 00418 ¢ v 05292 v+ 0.5292 v 05292 + 0.5292 + 8,355.983 + 8,355.983 * 0.1602 * 0.1532 ' 8,405.638
Mitigated & i ' i ' ' i ' i ' o2 2 ' .7
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L] 1 1 1 1
----------- B e e e e e e e e S = = e e e e e e e e e e e e = = = === e
NaturalGas = 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 18,355,983 1 8,355.983 1+  0.1602

0.1532 1 8,405.638
' 7

o2 2

Unmitigated 5,
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Apartments Low + 1119.16 5- 0.0121 '+ 0.1031 ' 0.0439 ' 6.6000e- * 1 8.3400e- 1 8.3400e- 1 1 8.3400e- + 8.3400e- ' 131.6662 1 131.6662 1 2.5200e- ' 2.4100e- ' 132.4486
Rise . i . . \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - f———————— ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - fm = e
Apartments Mid * 35784.3 & 03859 1 32978 ' 14033 ! 00211 ! 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 4,209.916 1 4,209.916 + 0.0807 + 0.0772 ' 4,234.933
Rise . i : : : : : . . : : Vo4 4 : V9
----------- Fe-----m - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e ————mq - m—————— - e e
General Office + 128342 & 00138 ' 01258 @ 0.1057 ! 7.5000e- ! 1 9.5600e- 1 9.5600e- 1 1 9.5600e- ' 9.5600e- ' 150.9911 1 150.9911 1 2.8900e- ' 2.7700e- ' 151.8884
Building . i . : \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : - R - fm—————— e = s
High Turnover (Sit 22759.9 & 02455 ' 22314 ' 18743 ' 00134 ! ' 01696 1 0.1696 1 ' 0.1696 ' 0.1696 1 2,677.6341 2,677.6341 0.0513 1 0.0491 ' 2,693.546
Down Restaurant); o , , . , . , , . , . 2 . 2 . . : 0
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e ———— - e LT
Hotel ' 4760.72 B 00514 ' 04676 ' 03928 ! 2.8100e- ! ' 0.0355 1 0.0355 1 ' 0.0355 ' 0.0355 1 561.1436 ' 561.1436 * 0.0108 ' 0.0103 ! 564.4782
. i . . \ 003 . : : . : . : . . '
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - e LI
Quality ' 5057.75 & 00545 1 0.4959 ' 04165 ! 2.9800e- ! ' 0.0377 1+ 0.0377 1 v 0.0377 + 0.0377 ' 595.0298 1 595.0298 + 0.0114 '+ 0.0109 ' 598.5658
Restaurant i . . i 003 . . . . . . . : . :
----------- Fe-----m - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e e ———— - T
Regional ' 251,616 & 2.7100e- ' 0.0247 ' 0.0207 ! 1.5000e- ! 1 1.8700e- 1 1.8700e- 1 1 1.8700e- + 1.8700e- v 29.6019 1 29.6019 1 5.7000e- ' 5.4000e- ' 29.7778
Shopping Center | W 003 : \ 004 , 003 , 003 , , 003 ., 003 . : , 004 , 004
[ [
Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983 | 8,355.983 | 0.1602 0.1532 | 8,405.638
2 2 7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Apartments Low + 1.11916 5- 0.0121 '+ 0.1031 ' 0.0439 ' 6.6000e- * 1 8.3400e- 1 8.3400e- 1 1 8.3400e- + 8.3400e- ' 131.6662 1 131.6662 1 2.5200e- ' 2.4100e- ' 132.4486
Rise . i . . \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - f———————— ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - fm = e
Apartments Mid * 357843 & 03859 1 32978 ' 14033 ! 00211 ! 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 4,209.916 1 4,209.916 + 0.0807 + 0.0772 ' 4,234.933
Rise . i : : : : : . . : : Vo4 4 : V9
----------- Fe-----m - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e ————mq - m—————— - e e
General Office + 1.28342 & 00138 ' 01258 ' 0.1057 ! 7.5000e- ! 1 9.5600e- 1 9.5600e- 1 1 9.5600e- ' 9.5600e- ' 150.9911 1 150.9911 1 2.8900e- ' 2.7700e- ' 151.8884
Building . i . : \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : - R - fm—————— e = s
High Turnover (Sit1 22.7599 & 02455 ' 22314 ' 18743 ! 00134 ! ' 01696 1 0.1696 1 ' 0.1696 ' 0.1696 1 2,677.6341 2,677.6341 0.0513 1 0.0491 ' 2,693.546
Down Restaurant); o , , . , . , , . , . 2 . 2 . . : 0
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e ———— - e LT
Hotel ' 476972 B 00514 ' 04676 ' 03928 ! 2.8100e- ! ' 0.0355 1 0.0355 1 ' 0.0355 ' 0.0355 1 561.1436 ' 561.1436 * 0.0108 ' 0.0103 ! 564.4782
. i . . \ 003 . : : . : . : . . '
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - e LI
Quality ' 505775 & 00545 1 0.4959 ' 04165 ! 2.9800e- ! ' 0.0377 1+ 0.0377 1 v 0.0377 + 0.0377 ' 595.0298 1 595.0298 + 0.0114 '+ 0.0109 ' 598.5658
Restaurant i . . i 003 . . . . . . . : . :
----------- I - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e e ———— - T
Regional 10251616 & 2.7100e- * 0.0247 ' 0.0207 ! 1.5000e- 1 1.8700e- 1 1.8700e- 1 1 1.8700e- + 1.8700e- v 29.6019 1 29.6019 1 5.7000e- ' 5.4000e- ' 29.7778
Shopping Center | W 003 : \ 004 , 003 , 003 , , 003 ., 003 . : , 004 , 004
[ [
Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983 | 8,355.983 | 0.1602 0.1532 | 8,405.638
2 2 7

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated E: 30.5020 : 15.0496 ! 88.4430 ! 0.0944 ! 15974 + 15974 ! 15974+ 1.5974 0.0000 :18,148.59!18,148.59: 0.4874 : 0.3300 !18,259.11
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 50 1 50 1] 1] 1 92
- 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 = N E e A e e e e e e m e mm e == = === ==
Unmitigated = 30.5020 * 15.0496 + 88.4430 *+ 0.0944 v 15974 15974 v 15974 + 15974 = 0.0000 - 18,148.59:18,148.59+ 0.4874 + 0.3300 » 18,259.11
- : : : : : : : : : . . 50 . 50 : V92
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOXx 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
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 2.2670 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' +0.0000
Coating - : . : : . : : . : . . : : .
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : T - m——————— == a e
Consumer = 24,1085 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' +0.0000
Products . : . . : . . : . . : . . :
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g el —————mq - fm——————p e e e
Hearth = 16500 ' 14.1000 ! 6.0000 : 0.0900 ! ! 11400 @ 1.1400 ! 11400 @ 1.1400 0.0000 :18,000.00 ! 18,000.00 * 0.3450 ' 0.3300 ! 18,106.96
- ' ' ' ' ' : : ' : . 00 ;00 . i 50
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———d el ——— g - m——————— = e e
Landscaping = 2.4766 ! 0.9496 : 82.4430 ! 4.3600e- : 0.4574 ! 0.4574 ! : 0.4574 ! 0.4574 1 148.5950 : 148.5950 ! 0.1424 ! : 152.1542
:: 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] : 1 1] 1] 1
Total 30.5020 | 15.0496 | 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 | 18,148.59 | 18,148.59 | 0.4874 0.3300 | 18,259.11
50 50 92
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Mitigated
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
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 2.2670 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
Coating : : : : : : : : : . : : : '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e —— gy : m———————— == a e
Consumer = 24.1085 ' ' ' v 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' v 0.0000 ¢ ' + 0.0000
Products - : . : : . : : : . : : . . :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B e : fm—————— = m e
Hearth = 16500 + 14.1000 * 6.0000 * 0.0900 v 1.1400 + 1.1400 v 1.1400 + 1.1400 0.0000  18,000.00 + 18,000.00 + 0.3450 +* 0.3300 * 18,106.96
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} OO 1 OO L} L} L} 50
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ——— e m e ———— gy : m———————- = e e
Landscaping = 24766 ! 0.9496 ! 82.4430 ! 4.3600e- ! ! 04574 1 04574 ! 04574 1 04574 ' 148.5950 ' 148.5050 ' 0.1424 ! 152.1542
L1} L} 1 L} 003 ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 30.5020 | 15.0496 | 88.4430 | 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 | 18,148.59 | 18,148.59 | 0.4874 0.3300 | 18,259.11
50 50 92
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building . 45.00 . 1000sqft ! 1.03 ! 45,000.00 0
" “High Tumover (Sit Down Restaurant) = 3600 s+  1000sqft 1 o0&  : 3600000 1 o T
""""""" Hoel x 77 Tsooo T T TTRoom v T TTaer w2000 1 ol
T Quality Restaurant T Teeo T T  Tnoosgit 1 018 i 800000 0
T Apartments Low Rise T s T T  Dweling unit 1s6 i 2500000  § 72
"7 Apartments Mid Rise T ars00 T T T DwelingUnit 1 2566 i 97500000 | : 2789
""" Regional Shopping Center  + 8600 = 1000sqft H 1.29 56,000.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2028
Utility Company Southern California Edison
CO2 Intensity 702.44 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass . 1,019.20 0.00
""""" iFirepiaces TR Hreplcewoodhass T 1,019.20 T 1
""""" biFirepiaces TR Namberwood T 1.25 T 1
""""" biFirepiaces TR Namberwood T 48.75 T 1
""""" iTrpsanavT I WerkerTipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanavT I WerkerTipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanaviT I WerkertipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanaviT I WerkertipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanaviT I WerkertipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" iTrpsanaviT I WerkertipLength 14.70 T 1000 T
""""" e - D 7.16 X A
""""" e - D 6.39 R ¥ A
""""" e - D 2.46 -
""""" e - D 158.37 N (Y R
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tbIVehicleTrips

5.86

1.05

131.84

5.95

72.16

25.24

6.59

6.65

11.03

1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
:
127.15 i 65.80
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
:

8.17

89.95

42.70

1.25

48.75

1.25

48.75

25.00

25.00

999.60

tbIWoodstoves . WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 ' 0.00

+
----------------------------- g

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

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
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2021 E: 4.2621 ' 46.4460 ! 31.4068 ' 0.0635 ' 18.2032 ! 2.0456 ' 20.2488 ' 9.9670 ! 1.8820 ' 11.8490 0.0000 ' 6,154.337 ! 6,154.337 ' 1.9472 ' 0.0000 ! 6,203.018
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 7 1 7 [} [} L} 6
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————n : m——k s e —————eg - fm—————— s
2022 - 4.7966 ! 38.8851 : 39.6338 ! 0.1195 ! 8.8255 : 1.6361 ! 10.4616 ! 3.6369 : 1.5052 ! 5.1421 0.0000 ! 12,035.34 : 12,035.34 ! 1.9482 ! 0.0000 ! 12,060.60
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 40 1 40 [} [} L} 13
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - ———————— : ke e ——————gq - fm—————— s
2023 - 4.3939 ! 25.8648 : 37.5031 ! 0.1162 ! 7.0088 : 0.7598 ! 7.7685 ! 1.8799 : 0.7142 ! 2.5940 0.0000 1 11,710.40 : 11,710.40 + 0.9617 ! 0.0000 ! 11,734.44
.. ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 80 ' 80 ' ' ' 97
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - f———————n : m——k e e m————eg - fm——————p e = s
2024 " 237.0656 ' 9.5503 ! 14.9372 ' 0.0238 ' 1.2171 ! 0.4694 ' 1.2875 ' 0.3229 ! 0.4319 ' 0.4621 0.0000 ' 2,307.051 ! 2,307.051 ' 0.7164 ' 0.0000 ! 2,324.962
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 7 1 7 [} [} L} 7
- 1
Maximum 237.0656 46.4460 39.6338 0.1195 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,035.34 | 12,035.34 1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60
40 40 13
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Mitigated Construction

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
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2021 E: 4.2621 ! 46.4460 ! 31.4068 ! 0.0635 ! 18.2032 ! 2.0456 ! 20.2488 ! 9.9670 ! 1.8820 ! 11.8490 0.0000 ' 6,154.337 ! 6,154.337 ! 1.9472 ! 0.0000 ! 6,203.018
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 7 1 7 [} [} L} 6
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B ST - fm—————— s
2022 - 4.7966 ! 38.8851 : 39.6338 ! 0.1195 ! 8.8255 : 1.6361 ! 10.4616 ! 3.6369 : 1.5052 ! 5.1421 0.0000 ! 12,035.34 : 12,035.34 ! 1.9482 ! 0.0000 ! 12,060.60
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 40 1 40 [} [} L} 13
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et - fm—————— s
2023 - 4.3939 ! 25.8648 : 37.5031 ! 0.1162 ! 7.0088 : 0.7598 ! 7.7685 ! 1.8799 : 0.7142 ! 2.5940 0.0000 ! 11,710.40 : 11,710.40 ! 0.9617 ! 0.0000 ! 11,734.44
u ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 80 ' 80 ' ' ' 97
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———b e m e ———e gy - fm——————p e = s
2024 - 237.0656 ! 9.5503 ! 14.9372 ! 0.0238 ! 1.2171 ! 0.4694 ! 1.2875 ! 0.3229 ! 0.4319 ! 0.4621 0.0000 ' 2,307.051 ! 2,307.051 ! 0.7164 ! 0.0000 ! 2,324.962
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 7 1 7 [} [} L} 7
- 1
Maximum 237.0656 | 46.4460 39.6338 0.1195 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,035.34 | 12,035.34 1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60
40 40 13
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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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
Area E: 30.5020 ' 15.0496 ! 88.4430 ' 0.0944 ' ! 1.5974 ' 1.5974 ' ! 1.5974 ' 1.5974 0.0000 ' 18,148.59 ! 18,148.59 ' 0.4874 ' 0.3300 ! 18,259.11
n ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 50 ' 50 ' ' ' 92
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : - - fm——————— - =
Energy - 0.7660 ! 6.7462 : 4.2573 ! 0.0418 ! : 0.5292 ! 0.5292 ! : 0.5292 ! 0.5292 ' 8,355.983 : 8,355.983 ! 0.1602 ! 0.1532 ! 8,405.638
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 2 1 2 [} [} L} 7
----------- n ———————— - ———————n - ———————n : ———km e jmm—————g - m——————— - =
Mobile - 9.5233 ! 45.9914 : 110.0422 ! 0.4681 ! 45.9592 : 0.3373 ! 46.2965 ! 12.2950 : 0.3132 ! 12.6083 ! 47,917.80 : 47,917.80+ 2.1953 ! ! 47,972.68
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 05 1 05 [} [} L} 39
- 1
Total 40.7912 67.7872 | 202.7424 | 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 | 74,422.37 | 74,422.37 | 2.8429 0.4832 | 74,637.44
87 87 17
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area E: 30.5020 : 15.0496 ! 88.4430 ! 0.0944 ! 15974 + 15974 ! 15974 + 1.5974 0.0000 :18,148.59118,148.59 0.4874 : 03300 !18,259.11
" ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 50 ' 50 ' ' ' 92
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : - - m——————p - s e
Energy = 07660 ' 6.7462 1 4.2573 : 0.0418 ! 05292 05292 ! 05292 + 05292 18,355.983 1 8,355.983 1 0.1602 ! 0.1532 ! 8,405.638
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 2 1 2 1] 1] 1 7
----------- n ———————— - ———————n - ———————n : ———g e lm——————g - m——————— e ==
Mobile - 9.5233 ! 45.9914 : 110.0422 ! 0.4681 ! 45.9592 : 0.3373 ! 46.2965 ! 12.2950 : 0.3132 ! 12.6083 1 47,917.80 : 47,917.80+ 2.1953 ! : 47,972.68
" ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 05 ' 05 ' ' H 39
Total 40.7912 67.7872 | 202.7424 | 0.6043 45,9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 | 74,422.37 | 74,422.37 | 2.8429 0.4832 | 74,637.44
87 87 17
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ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Demolition *Demolition :9/1/2021 110/12/2021 ! 5! 30}
2 T fSite Preparation " iite Preparation '"""""!Iaﬁéx'z'o'z'l"" ;II/'sa?z'o'z'f""";'"""%’E""""'""z'E{E' I
3 Srating T §Es'r;&n'1§'""""""""!11716726'2'1"" 2171'172'0'2'2'""";'"""%’E""""'"'ZEE’ I
4 Buiding Conswuction §'BLﬁ&iH§'c'o?st'rac'u'o'n""""!1/'1'272'0'2'2""' 21571'2726'2'3""";"""'?E"""""Eb'&f;’ I
5 Spaving T §B;§G1§"""""""""!15715726'2'3"" 2173672'0'22'""";'"""%’E""""'"'EEE' I
6 F Architectural Coating Arohitectural Coating 17317004 53/19/2024 I 5I 35? """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5
Acres of Paving: 0

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

OffRoad Equipment




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 8 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM

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

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Demolition *Concrete/Industrial Saws ! 1 8.00! 81! 0.73
pemolion SExcavators | TTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 T A 0.38
Demolition *Rubber Tired Dozers T ""'z """""" 8.00 2475 """""" 0.40
Site Preparation fRubber Tred Dozers e 5.001 Sa7y T 0.40
Site Preparation FTraciorslLoadersBackhoss s 5.001 g7 T 0.37
Grading SExcavators | TTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 T A 0.38
Grading fGraders T T 5.001 T3 A 0.41
Grading fRubber Tred Dozers T 5.001 Sa7y T 0.40
Grading Ssorapers T TTTTTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 Se7i T 0.48
Grading FTraciorslLoadersBackhoss e 5.001 g7 T 0.37
Building Construction Sranes | TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT T 7,001 S5n T 0.29
Building Construction Srorie T e 5.001 Ber T 0.20
Building Construction SGenerator Sets T T 5.001 Ba T 0.74
Building Construction FTraciorslLoadersBackhoes - 7,001 g7 T 0.37
Building Construction Welders T TTTTTTTTTTTTT T 5.001 Ger T 0.45
Paving 7 Spavers | TTTTTTTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 1500 T 0.42
Paving SPaving Couipment T ""'z """""" 8.00 132§ """""" 0.36
Paving 7 -'R?Jﬁér; """"""""""" e 5.001 Bor T 0.38
Archltectural é(-)e-lt-in-g -------------- :Air Compressors I 1 6.00? 78 I ----------- 0 48

Trips and VMT
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

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
Demolition . 6: 15.00! 0.00 458.00! 10.00: 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : e LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Site Preparation . 7:r 18.00: 0.00 0.00: 10.00E 6.90] 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
---------------- : e LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Grading . 8:r 20.00: 0.00 0.00: 10.00E 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : | T, T T I- B L I I I I'''''>
Building Construction * 9:r 801.00! 143.00 0.00: 10.00E 6.90] 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
---------------- : e (LT LT T - s LT T T L T LT T T Ty
Paving . 6:r 15.00! 0.00 0.00: 10.00E 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
________________ = 1 [l l 4+ [l 1 1 R
Architectural Coating = 1 160.00: 0.00: 0.00: 10.00* 6.90! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Demolition - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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
Fugitive Dust : ! ! ! ! 3.3074 : 0.0000 ! 3.3074 : 05008 ! 0.0000 : 0.5008 ! ' 0.0000 ! ! ' 0.0000
- R o : o o : I S : o : o
Off-Road = 31651 ! 31.4407 ' 21.5650 ! 0.0388 ! ' 15513 1 15513 !14411 v 14411 13,747.944 13,747,944+ 1.0549 1 ' 3,774.317
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : 9 .9, : .4
Total 3.1651 31.4407 | 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944 | 3,747.944 | 1.0549 3,774.317
9 9 4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.2 Demolition - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 01304 1+ 41454 1+ 1.0182 + 0.0117 + 0.2669 + 00128 1 0.2797 + 0.0732 + 0.0122 + 0.0854 v 1,269.855 1 1,269.855 + 0.0908 v 1,272.125
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : T 5 4 5 : Vo2
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : Rt
Worker : 0.0346 ! 0.3963 : 1.1100e- ! 0.1141 ! 9.5000e- : 0.1151 ! 0.0303 : 8.8000e- ! 0.0311 ! 110.4707 ! 110.4707 : 3.3300e- ! ! 110.5539
' ' v 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.1835 4.1800 1.4144 0.0128 0.3810 0.0137 0.3948 0.1034 0.0131 0.1165 1,380.326 | 1,380.326 0.0941 1,382.679
2 2 1
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 3.3074 ! 0.0000 ! 3.3074 ! 0.5008 ! 0.0000 ! 0.5008 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e -] ———————n : ro-mma--
Off-Road : 31.4407 ! 21.5650 : 0.0388 ! ! 1.5513 : 1.5513 ! : 1.4411 ! 1.4411 0.0000 + 3,747.944 ! 3,747.944 : 1.0549 ! ! 3,774.317
' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' V9 9 ' 4
Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944 | 3,747.944 1.0549 3,774.317
9 9 4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.2 Demolition - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 01304 1+ 41454 1+ 1.0182 + 0.0117 + 0.2669 + 00128 1 0.2797 + 0.0732 + 0.0122 + 0.0854 v 1,269.855 1 1,269.855 + 0.0908 v 1,272.125
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : T 5 4 5 : Vo2
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : Rt
Worker : 0.0346 ! 0.3963 : 1.1100e- ! 0.1141 ! 9.5000e- : 0.1151 ! 0.0303 : 8.8000e- ! 0.0311 ! 110.4707 ! 110.4707 : 3.3300e- ! ! 110.5539
' ' v 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.1835 4.1800 1.4144 0.0128 0.3810 0.0137 0.3948 0.1034 0.0131 0.1165 1,380.326 | 1,380.326 0.0941 1,382.679
2 2 1
3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 18.0663 ! 0.0000 ! 18.0663 ! 9.9307 ! 0.0000 ! 9.9307 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : ro--ma--
Off-Road ! 40.4971 ! 21.1543 ! 0.0380 ! ! 2.0445 ! 2.0445 ! ! 1.8809 ! 1.8809 ! 3,685.656 ! 3,685.656 ! 1.1920 ! ! 3,715.457
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 9 1] 9 1 1] 3
Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656 | 3,685.656 1.1920 3,715.457
9 9 3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : It
Worker : 0.0415 ! 0.4755 : 1.3300e- ! 0.1369 ! 1.1400e- : 0.1381 ! 0.0363 : 1.0500e- ! 0.0374 ! 132.5649 ! 132.5649 : 3.9900e- ! ! 132.6646
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e- 0.1369 1.1400e- 0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 0.0374 132.5649 | 132.5649 | 3.9900e- 132.6646
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 18.0663 ! 0.0000 ! 18.0663 ! 9.9307 ! 0.0000 ! 9.9307 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -] ———————n : ro--ma--
Off-Road ! 40.4971 ! 21.1543 ! 0.0380 ! ! 2.0445 ! 2.0445 ! ! 1.8809 ! 1.8809 0.0000 ! 3,685.656 ! 3,685.656 ! 1.1920 ! ! 3,715.457
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 9 1] 9 1 1] 1] 3
Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656 | 3,685.656 1.1920 3,715.457
9 9 3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : It
Worker : 0.0415 ! 0.4755 : 1.3300e- ! 0.1369 ! 1.1400e- : 0.1381 ! 0.0363 : 1.0500e- ! 0.0374 ! 132.5649 ! 132.5649 : 3.9900e- ! ! 132.6646
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e- 0.1369 1.1400e- 0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 0.0374 132.5649 | 132.5649 | 3.9900e- 132.6646
003 003 003 003
3.4 Grading - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : r -
Off-Road ! 46.3998 ! 30.8785 ! 0.0620 ! ! 1.9853 ! 1.9853 ! ! 1.8265 ! 1.8265 ! 6,007.043 ! 6,007.043 ! 1.9428 ! ! 6,055.613
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 4 1] 4 1 1] 4
Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043 | 6,007.043 1.9428 6,055.613
4 4 4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 ] 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : L
Worker ! 0.0462 ! 0.5284 ! 1.4800e- ! 0.1521 ! 1.2700e- ! 0.1534 ! 0.0404 ! 1.1700e- ! 0.0415 ! 147.2943 ! 147.2943 ! 4.4300e- ! ! 147.4051
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e- 0.1521 1.2700e- 0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e- 0.0415 147.2943 | 147.2943 | 4.4300e- 147.4051
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : r -
Off-Road ! 46.3998 ! 30.8785 ! 0.0620 ! ! 1.9853 ! 1.9853 ! ! 1.8265 ! 1.8265 0.0000 ! 6,007.043 ! 6,007.043 ! 1.9428 ! ! 6,055.613
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 4 1] 4 1 1] 1] 4
Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043 | 6,007.043 1.9428 6,055.613
4 4 4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : L
Worker : 0.0462 ! 0.5284 : 1.4800e- ! 0.1521 ! 1.2700e- : 0.1534 ! 0.0404 : 1.1700e- ! 0.0415 ! 147.2943 ! 147.2943 : 4.4300e- ! ! 147.4051
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e- 0.1521 1.2700e- 0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e- 0.0415 147.2943 | 147.2943 | 4.4300e- 147.4051
003 003 003 003
3.4 Grading - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) 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
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : ro-mma--
Off-Road : 38.8435 ! 29.0415 : 0.0621 ! ! 1.6349 : 1.6349 ! : 1.5041 ! 1.5041 ! 6,011.410 ! 6,011.410 : 1.9442 ! ! 6,060.015
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 5 1] 5 1 1] 8
Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410 | 6,011.410 1.9442 6,060.015
5 5 8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Worker : 0.0416 ! 0.4861 : 1.4300e- ! 0.1521 ! 1.2300e- : 0.1534 ! 0.0404 : 1.1300e- ! 0.0415 ! 142.1207 ! 142.1207 : 4.0000e- ! ! 142.2207
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e- 0.1521 1.2300e- 0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e- 0.0415 142.1207 | 142.1207 | 4.0000e- 142.2207
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 8.6733 ! 0.0000 ! 8.6733 ! 3.5965 ! 0.0000 ! 3.5965 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : ro-mma--
Off-Road ! 38.8435 ! 29.0415 ! 0.0621 ! ! 1.6349 ! 1.6349 ! ! 1.5041 ! 1.5041 0.0000 ! 6,011.410 ! 6,011.410 ! 1.9442 ! ! 6,060.015
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 5 1] 5 1 1] 1] 8
Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410 | 6,011.410 1.9442 6,060.015
5 5 8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Worker : 0.0416 ! 0.4861 : 1.4300e- ! 0.1521 ! 1.2300e- : 0.1534 ! 0.0404 : 1.1300e- ! 0.0415 ! 142.1207 ! 142.1207 : 4.0000e- ! ! 142.2207
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e- 0.1521 1.2300e- 0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e- 0.0415 142.1207 | 142.1207 | 4.0000e- 142.2207
003 003 003 003
3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 1.7062 ! 15.6156 ! 16.3634 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.8090 ! 0.8090 ! ! 0.7612 ! 0.7612 ! 2,554.333 ! 2,554.333 ! 0.6120 ! : 2,569.632
- 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 6 1] 6 1 1] 1] 2
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333 | 2,554.333 0.6120 2,569.632
6 6 2




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 18 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM

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

3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : ro--aaa-
Vendor - 0.4284 : 13.1673 ! 3.8005 : 0.0354 ! 0.9155 ! 0.0256 : 0.9412 ! 0.2636 : 0.0245 ! 0.2881 ! 3,789.075 ! 3,789.075 : 0.2381 ! ! 3,795.028
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 0 [} o 1 [} L] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : ra--aa--
Worker : 1.6677 ! 19.4699 : 0.0571 ! 6.0932 ! 0.0493 : 6.1425 ! 1.6163 : 0.0454 ! 1.6617 ! 5,691.935 ! 5,691.935 : 0.1602 ! ! 5,695.940
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 4 [} 4 1 [} L] 8
Total 3.0904 14.8350 23.2704 0.0926 7.0087 0.0749 7.0836 1.8799 0.0699 1.9498 9,481.010 | 9,481.010 0.3984 9,490.969
4 4 1
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.7062 ! 15.6156 ! 16.3634 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.8090 ! 0.8090 ! ! 0.7612 ! 0.7612 0.0000 ! 2,554.333 ! 2,554.333 ! 0.6120 ! : 2,569.632
- 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 6 1] 6 1 1] 1] 2
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333 | 2,554.333 0.6120 2,569.632
6 6 2
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : ro--aaa-
Vendor - 0.4284 : 13.1673 ! 3.8005 : 0.0354 ! 0.9155 ! 0.0256 : 0.9412 ! 0.2636 : 0.0245 ! 0.2881 ! 3,789.075 ! 3,789.075 : 0.2381 ! ! 3,795.028
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 0 [} 0 1 [} L] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : ra--aa--
Worker : 1.6677 ! 19.4699 : 0.0571 ! 6.0932 ! 0.0493 : 6.1425 ! 1.6163 : 0.0454 ! 1.6617 ! 5,691.935 ! 5,691.935 : 0.1602 ! ! 5,695.940
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 4 [} 4 1 [} L] 8
Total 3.0904 14.8350 23.2704 0.0926 7.0087 0.0749 7.0836 1.8799 0.0699 1.9498 9,481.010 | 9,481.010 0.3984 9,490.969
4 4 1
3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 1.5728 ! 14.3849 ! 16.2440 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.6997 ! 0.6997 ! ! 0.6584 ! 0.6584 ! 2,555.209 ! 2,555.209 ! 0.6079 ! : 2,570.406
- 1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} [} 9 [} 9 1 [} L} l
Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209 | 2,555.209 0.6079 2,570.406
9 9 1
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : ro--aa--
Vendor : 9.9726 ! 3.3771 : 0.0343 ! 0.9156 ! 0.0122 : 0.9277 ! 0.2636 : 0.0116 ! 0.2752 ! 3,671.400 ! 3,671.400 : 0.2096 ! ! 3,676.641
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 7 [} 7 1 [} L] 7
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : -
Worker : 1.5073 ! 17.8820 : 0.0550 ! 6.0932 ! 0.0479 : 6.1411 ! 1.6163 : 0.0441 ! 1.6604 ! 5,483.797 ! 5,483.797 : 0.1442 ! ! 5,487.402
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 4 [} 4 1 [} L] O
Total 2.8211 11.4799 21.2591 0.0893 7.0088 0.0601 7.0688 1.8799 0.0557 1.9356 9,155.198 | 9,155.198 0.3538 9,164.043
1 1 7
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.5728 ! 14.3849 ! 16.2440 ! 0.0269 ! ! 0.6997 ! 0.6997 ! ! 0.6584 ! 0.6584 0.0000 ! 2,555.209 ! 2,555.209 ! 0.6079 ! : 2,570.406
- 1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} [} 9 [} 9 1 [} L} l
Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209 | 2,555.209 0.6079 2,570.406
9 9 1
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : ro--aa--
Vendor : 9.9726 ! 3.3771 : 0.0343 ! 0.9156 ! 0.0122 : 0.9277 ! 0.2636 : 0.0116 ! 0.2752 ! 3,671.400 ! 3,671.400 : 0.2096 ! ! 3,676.641
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 7 [} 7 1 [} L] 7
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : -
Worker : 1.5073 ! 17.8820 : 0.0550 ! 6.0932 ! 0.0479 : 6.1411 ! 1.6163 : 0.0441 ! 1.6604 ! 5,483.797 ! 5,483.797 : 0.1442 ! ! 5,487.402
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 4 [} 4 1 [} L] O
Total 2.8211 11.4799 21.2591 0.0893 7.0088 0.0601 7.0688 1.8799 0.0557 1.9356 9,155.198 | 9,155.198 0.3538 9,164.043
1 1 7
3.6 Paving - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.0327 ! 10.1917 ! 14.5842 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.5102 ! 0.5102 ! ! 0.4694 ! 0.4694 ! 2,207.584 ! 2,207.584 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.433
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] l 1] l 1 1] 1] 6
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 | 2,207.584 0.7140 2,225.433
1 1 6
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.6 Paving - 2023
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 ] 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : At
Worker ! 0.0282 ! 0.3349 ! 1.0300e- ! 0.1141 ! 9.0000e- ! 0.1150 ! 0.0303 ! 8.3000e- ! 0.0311 ! 102.6928 ! 102.6928 ! 2.7000e- ! ! 102.7603
' ' v 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e- 0.1141 9.0000e- 0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e- 0.0311 102.6928 | 102.6928 | 2.7000e- 102.7603
003 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 1.0327 ! 10.1917 ! 14.5842 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.5102 ! 0.5102 ! ! 0.4694 ! 0.4694 0.0000 ! 2,207.584 ! 2,207.584 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.433
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] l 1] l 1 1] 1] 6
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! v 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584 | 2,207.584 0.7140 2,225.433
1 1 6
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3.6 Paving - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : At
Worker : 0.0282 ! 0.3349 : 1.0300e- ! 0.1141 ! 9.0000e- : 0.1150 ! 0.0303 : 8.3000e- ! 0.0311 ! 102.6928 ! 102.6928 : 2.7000e- ! ! 102.7603
' ' v 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e- 0.1141 9.0000e- 0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e- 0.0311 102.6928 | 102.6928 | 2.7000e- 102.7603
003 004 004 003
3.6 Paving - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 0.9882 ! 9.5246 ! 14.6258 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.4685 ! 0.4685 ! ! 0.4310 ! 0.4310 ! 2,207.547 ! 2,207.547 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.396
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 2 1] 2 1 1] 1] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! v 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547 | 2,207.547 0.7140 2,225.396
2 2 3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.6 Paving - 2024
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 : R
Vendor ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 ] 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : b
Worker ! 0.0257 ! 0.3114 ! 1.0000e- ! 0.1141 ! 8.8000e- ! 0.1150 ! 0.0303 ! 8.1000e- ! 0.0311 ! 99.5045 ! 99.5045 ! 2.4700e- ! ! 99.5663
' ' v 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 1.0000e- 0.1141 8.8000e- 0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e- 0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 | 2.4700e- 99.5663
003 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 0.9882 ! 9.5246 ! 14.6258 ! 0.0228 ! ! 0.4685 ! 0.4685 ! ! 0.4310 ! 0.4310 0.0000 ! 2,207.547 ! 2,207.547 ! 0.7140 ! : 2,225.396
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 2 1] 2 1 1] 1] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! v 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 | 2,207.547 0.7140 2,225.396
2 2 3




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 25 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM

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

3.6 Paving - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : b
Worker : 0.0257 ! 0.3114 : 1.0000e- ! 0.1141 ! 8.8000e- : 0.1150 ! 0.0303 : 8.1000e- ! 0.0311 ! 99.5045 ! 99.5045 : 2.4700e- ! ! 99.5663
' ' v 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 1.0000e- 0.1141 8.8000e- 0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e- 0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 | 2.4700e- 99.5663
003 004 004 003
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) 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
Archit. Coating 5: 236.4115 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : rom-ma--
Off-Road - 0.1808 ! 1.2188 ! 1.8101 ! 2.9700e- ! ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 ! ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 ! 281.4481 ! 281.4481 ! 0.0159 ! ! 281.8443
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443
003
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : I
Worker v 0.2743 + 3.3220 * 0.0107 * 1.2171 1+ 9.4300e- * 1.2266 * 0.3229 ' 8.6800e- * 0.3315 1 1,061.381 + 1,061.381* 0.0264 ' 1,062.041
) L} 1 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] 8 L} 8 1 L} L} O
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e- 1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e- 0.3315 1,061.381 | 1,061.381 0.0264 1,062.041
003 003 8 8 0
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 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
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating E: 236.4115 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -] ———————n : rom-ma--
Off-Road - 0.1808 ! 1.2188 ! 1.8101 ! 2.9700e- ! ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 ! ! 0.0609 ! 0.0609 0.0000 ! 281.4481 ! 281.4481 ! 0.0159 ! ! 281.8443
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443
003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 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 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
f e —————— ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
fe e —————— ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - r =
Worker =m 04734 v 0.2743 1+ 3.3220 + 0.0107 + 1.2171 » 9.4300e- * 1.2266 * 0.3229 ' 8.6800e- * 0.3315 1 1,061.381 + 1,061.381 + 0.0264 11,062.041
L 1] 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
™ ' ' ' ' 003 ' v 003, ' 8 ' 8 ' ' ' 0
Total 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e- 1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e- 0.3315 1,061.381 | 1,061.381 | 0.0264 1,062.041
003 003 8 8 0

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

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

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Mitigated 95233 ! 459914 11100422 ' 0.4681 ! 459592 ' 0.3373 ! 46.2965 ! 122950 ' 0.3132 ' 126083 *47,917.80 1 47,917.80 ! 2.1953 1 47,972.68
: : ; : ; ; : ; : ; R ; ¥
" Unmitigated = 95233 1 459014 1 110.0422 1 04681 ' 459502 + 03373 1 462965 r 122950 1 03132 ' 126083 = '5'27',%1;7.'86':'27',9;1;7.'86':' 21083 H :17-,537;2-.6-8-
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
o e L R Ao A U SO ocrcs N S S PO S 806,221 e PR 506,227 ...
. o O Ao S S 14 N S 407530 .. 138600865 _....... PR 136600685 ...
General Office Building M 288.45 ' 62.55 31.05 . 706,812 . 706,812
""" "ligh Tumover (it Down Restaurant) .+ 236880 | 287352 1 281772+ 3413037 - 34139037
ST otel T T o001 18750 16000 = aa5703 - ass708
e, QA Restaurant T s0L12 5102 [ aeL20 307 a8s T ordss
Regional Shopping Center ' 528.08 ! 601.44 357.84 . 1,112,221 . 1,112,221
Total | 805095 | 8164.43 8,57.31 | 20,552,452 | 20,552,452

4.3 Trip Type Information
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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 ' 14.70 ! 5.90 ! 8.70 T 4020 : 1920 1 40.60 . 86 . 11 . 3
Apartments Mid Rise 3 1470 590 : 870 : 4020 1 1020 | 4060 : & oz 11 1 37T
General Office Building % 1660  + 840 1 690  + 3300 1 4800 1 1900 = 77 &+ 19 =TT T
e R s L LR, Il S PR s .
High Tumover (Sit Down 5  16.60 i 840 : 690 : 850 1 7250 | 1900 i 37 1 20 & 43
Hotel v 1660 1 840 i 690 3 1940 6160 1 1900 i 58 = 3 i 7 T
. S s L LR, i S S PR i O
Quality Restaurant ' 16.60 ! 8.40 ! 6.90 : 1200 ' 69.00 19.00 . 38 . 18 . 44
Regional Shopping Center  +  16.60  : 840 : 690  : 1630 + 6470 : 1900  + 54 = gs i TTTTTTRTTTTT
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use [ oA | tort | oz | mov | thbt | tHD2 | MHD HHD | oBUS | UBUS | Mcy | sBus MH
Apartments Low Rise = 0.543088: 0.044216] 0.209971j 0.116369] 0.014033j 0.006332{ 0.021166] 0.033577] 0.002613] 0.001817j 0.005285{ 0.000712{ 0.000821
""" Apartments Mid Rise  + 0.543088% 0.044216] 0.209971 0.116369] 0014033} 0.006332] 0.021166f 0.033577{ 0.002613{ 0.001817] 0.005285] 0.000712} 0.000821]
""" General Office Building  * 0.543088% 0.044216] 0.209971 0.116369] 0014033} 0.006332] 0.021166§ 0.033577{ 0.002613{ 0.001817] 0.005285] 0.000712} 0.000821]
" High Turnover (Sit Down  + 0.543088% 0.044216: 0.209971' 0.116369* 0.014033' 0.006332¢ 0.021166' 0.033577: 0.002613' 0.001817: 0.005285' 0.000712¢ 0.000821]
Restaurant) ; . ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
Hotel - '0.543088: 0.044216] 0209971{ 0.116369; 0.014033i 0.006332f 0.021166] 0.033577{ 0.002613i 0.001817{ 0.005285i 0.000712] 0.000821
""" Quality Restaurant = 0.543088% 0.044216] 02099717 0.116369] 0.014033] 0.006332j 0.021166] 0.033577{ 0.002613] 0.001817{ 0.005285; 0.000712] 0.000821]
" Regional Shopping Center = 0.543088¢ 0.044216' 0.209971: 0.116369' 0.014033: 0.006332: 0.021166'® 0.033577: 0.002613' 0001817 0.005285' 0.000712' 0.000821]

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

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

Category Ib/day Ib/day

NaturalGas = 07660 ' 6.7462 '+ 42573 ' 00418 ¢ v 05292 v+ 0.5292 v 05292 + 0.5292 + 8,355.983 + 8,355.983 * 0.1602 * 0.1532 ' 8,405.638
Mitigated & i ' i ' ' i ' i ' o2 2 ' .7
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L] 1 1 1 1
----------- B e e e e e e e e S = = e e e e e e e e e e e e = = = === e
NaturalGas = 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 18,355,983 1 8,355.983 1+  0.1602

0.1532 1 8,405.638
' 7

o2 2

Unmitigated 5,
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Apartments Low + 1119.16 5- 0.0121 '+ 0.1031 ' 0.0439 ' 6.6000e- * 1 8.3400e- 1 8.3400e- 1 1 8.3400e- + 8.3400e- ' 131.6662 1 131.6662 1 2.5200e- ' 2.4100e- ' 132.4486
Rise . i . . \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - f———————— ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - fm = e
Apartments Mid * 35784.3 & 03859 1 32978 ' 14033 ! 00211 ! 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 4,209.916 1 4,209.916 + 0.0807 + 0.0772 ' 4,234.933
Rise . i : : : : : . . : : Vo4 4 : V9
----------- Fe-----m - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e ————mq - m—————— - e e
General Office + 128342 & 00138 ' 01258 @ 0.1057 ! 7.5000e- ! 1 9.5600e- 1 9.5600e- 1 1 9.5600e- ' 9.5600e- ' 150.9911 1 150.9911 1 2.8900e- ' 2.7700e- ' 151.8884
Building . i . : \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : - R - fm—————— e = s
High Turnover (Sit 22759.9 & 02455 ' 22314 ' 18743 ' 00134 ! ' 01696 1 0.1696 1 ' 0.1696 ' 0.1696 1 2,677.6341 2,677.6341 0.0513 1 0.0491 ' 2,693.546
Down Restaurant); o , , . , . , , . , . 2 . 2 . . : 0
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e ———— - e LT
Hotel ' 4760.72 B 00514 ' 04676 ' 03928 ! 2.8100e- ! ' 0.0355 1 0.0355 1 ' 0.0355 ' 0.0355 1 561.1436 ' 561.1436 * 0.0108 ' 0.0103 ! 564.4782
. i . . \ 003 . : : . : . : . . '
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - e LI
Quality ' 5057.75 & 00545 1 0.4959 ' 04165 ! 2.9800e- ! ' 0.0377 1+ 0.0377 1 v 0.0377 + 0.0377 ' 595.0298 1 595.0298 + 0.0114 '+ 0.0109 ' 598.5658
Restaurant i . . i 003 . . . . . . . : . :
----------- Fe-----m - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e e ———— - T
Regional ' 251,616 & 2.7100e- ' 0.0247 ' 0.0207 ! 1.5000e- ! 1 1.8700e- 1 1.8700e- 1 1 1.8700e- + 1.8700e- v 29.6019 1 29.6019 1 5.7000e- ' 5.4000e- ' 29.7778
Shopping Center | W 003 : \ 004 , 003 , 003 , , 003 ., 003 . : , 004 , 004
[ [
Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983 | 8,355.983 | 0.1602 0.1532 | 8,405.638
2 2 7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Apartments Low + 1.11916 5- 0.0121 '+ 0.1031 ' 0.0439 ' 6.6000e- * 1 8.3400e- 1 8.3400e- 1 1 8.3400e- + 8.3400e- ' 131.6662 1 131.6662 1 2.5200e- ' 2.4100e- ' 132.4486
Rise . i . . \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - f———————— ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - fm = e
Apartments Mid * 357843 & 03859 1 32978 ' 14033 ! 00211 ! 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 1 0.2666 ' 0.2666 1 4,209.916 1 4,209.916 + 0.0807 + 0.0772 ' 4,234.933
Rise . i : : : : : . . : : Vo4 4 : V9
----------- Fe-----m - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e ————mq - m—————— - e e
General Office + 1.28342 & 00138 ' 01258 ' 0.1057 ! 7.5000e- ! 1 9.5600e- 1 9.5600e- 1 1 9.5600e- ' 9.5600e- ' 150.9911 1 150.9911 1 2.8900e- ' 2.7700e- ' 151.8884
Building . i . : \ 004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . : i 003 , 003
----------- Fe-----m - ———————— ———————— - ———————— : - R - fm—————— e = s
High Turnover (Sit1 22.7599 & 02455 ' 22314 ' 18743 ! 00134 ! ' 01696 1 0.1696 1 ' 0.1696 ' 0.1696 1 2,677.6341 2,677.6341 0.0513 1 0.0491 ' 2,693.546
Down Restaurant); o , , . , . , , . , . 2 . 2 . . : 0
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e ———— - e LT
Hotel ' 476972 B 00514 ' 04676 ' 03928 ! 2.8100e- ! ' 0.0355 1 0.0355 1 ' 0.0355 ' 0.0355 1 561.1436 ' 561.1436 * 0.0108 ' 0.0103 ! 564.4782
. i . . \ 003 . : : . : . : . . '
----------- Fe-----m - f———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e ———— - e LI
Quality ' 505775 & 00545 1 0.4959 ' 04165 ! 2.9800e- ! ' 0.0377 1+ 0.0377 1 v 0.0377 + 0.0377 ' 595.0298 1 595.0298 + 0.0114 '+ 0.0109 ' 598.5658
Restaurant i . . i 003 . . . . . . . : . :
----------- I - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ——— e e e ———— - T
Regional 10251616 & 2.7100e- * 0.0247 ' 0.0207 ! 1.5000e- 1 1.8700e- 1 1.8700e- 1 1 1.8700e- + 1.8700e- v 29.6019 1 29.6019 1 5.7000e- ' 5.4000e- ' 29.7778
Shopping Center | W 003 : \ 004 , 003 , 003 , , 003 ., 003 . : , 004 , 004
[ [
Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983 | 8,355.983 | 0.1602 0.1532 | 8,405.638
2 2 7

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated E: 30.5020 : 15.0496 ! 88.4430 ! 0.0944 ! 15974 + 15974 ! 15974+ 1.5974 0.0000 :18,148.59!18,148.59: 0.4874 : 0.3300 !18,259.11
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 50 1 50 1] 1] 1 92
- 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 = N E e A e e e e e e m e mm e == = === ==
Unmitigated = 30.5020 * 15.0496 + 88.4430 *+ 0.0944 v 15974 15974 v 15974 + 15974 = 0.0000 - 18,148.59:18,148.59+ 0.4874 + 0.3300 » 18,259.11
- : : : : : : : : : . . 50 . 50 : V92
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOXx 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
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 2.2670 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' +0.0000
Coating - : . : : . : : . : . . : : .
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : T - m——————— == a e
Consumer = 24,1085 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' +0.0000
Products . : . . : . . : . . : . . :
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g el —————mq - fm——————p e e e
Hearth = 16500 ' 14.1000 ! 6.0000 : 0.0900 ! ! 11400 @ 1.1400 ! 11400 @ 1.1400 0.0000 :18,000.00 ! 18,000.00 * 0.3450 ' 0.3300 ! 18,106.96
- ' ' ' ' ' : : ' : . 00 ;00 . i 50
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———d el ——— g - m——————— = e e
Landscaping = 2.4766 ! 0.9496 : 82.4430 ! 4.3600e- : 0.4574 ! 0.4574 ! : 0.4574 ! 0.4574 1 148.5950 : 148.5950 ! 0.1424 ! : 152.1542
:: 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] : 1 1] 1] 1
Total 30.5020 | 15.0496 | 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 | 18,148.59 | 18,148.59 | 0.4874 0.3300 | 18,259.11
50 50 92
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Mitigated
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
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 2.2670 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
Coating : : : : : : : : : . : : : '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e —— gy : m———————— == a e
Consumer = 24.1085 ' ' ' v 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' v 0.0000 ¢ ' + 0.0000
Products - : . : : . : : : . : : . . :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B e : fm—————— = m e
Hearth = 16500 + 14.1000 * 6.0000 * 0.0900 v 1.1400 + 1.1400 v 1.1400 + 1.1400 0.0000  18,000.00 + 18,000.00 + 0.3450 +* 0.3300 * 18,106.96
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} OO 1 OO L} L} L} 50
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ——— e m e ———— gy : m———————- = e e
Landscaping = 24766 ! 0.9496 ! 82.4430 ! 4.3600e- ! ! 04574 1 04574 ! 04574 1 04574 ' 148.5950 ' 148.5050 ' 0.1424 ! 152.1542
L1} L} 1 L} 003 ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 30.5020 | 15.0496 | 88.4430 | 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 | 18,148.59 | 18,148.59 | 0.4874 0.3300 | 18,259.11
50 50 92
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation




Attachment C

Local Hire Provision Net Change

Without Local Hire Provision

Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,623
Amortized (MT CO2e/year) 120.77

With Local Hire Provision
Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,024
Amortized (MT CO2e/year) 100.80

% Decrease in Construction-related GHG Emissions 17%




EXHIBITB




sw A P E Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and SOIL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE
Litigation Support for the Environment 2656 29th Street, Suite 201

Santa Monica, California 90405

Attn: Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D.

Mobil: (310) 795-2335

Office: (310) 452-5555

Fax: (310) 452-5550

Email: prosenfeld@swape.com

Paul Rosen f eld, Ph.D. Chemical Fate and Transport & Air Dispersion Modeling
Principal Environmental Chemist Risk Assessment & Remediation Specialist
Education

Ph.D. Soil Chemistry, University of Washington, 1999. Dissertation on volatile organic compound filtration.
M.S. Environmental Science, U.C. Berkeley, 1995. Thesis on organic waste economics.

B.A. Environmental Studies, U.C. Santa Barbara, 1991. Thesis on wastewater treatment.

Professional Experience

Dr. Rosenfeld has over 25 years’ experience conducting environmental investigations and risk assessments for
evaluating impacts to human health, property, and ecological receptors. His expertise focuses on the fate and
transport of environmental contaminants, human health risk, exposure assessment, and ecological restoration. Dr.
Rosenfeld has evaluated and modeled emissions from unconventional oil drilling operations, oil spills, landfills,
boilers and incinerators, process stacks, storage tanks, confined animal feeding operations, and many other industrial
and agricultural sources. His project experience ranges from monitoring and modeling of pollution sources to

evaluating impacts of pollution on workers at industrial facilities and residents in surrounding communities.

Dr. Rosenfeld has investigated and designed remediation programs and risk assessments for contaminated sites
containing lead, heavy metals, mold, bacteria, particulate matter, petroleum hydrocarbons, chlorinated solvents,
pesticides, radioactive waste, dioxins and furans, semi- and volatile organic compounds, PCBs, PAHs, perchlorate,
asbestos, per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFOA/PFOS), unusual polymers, fuel oxygenates (MTBE), among
other pollutants. Dr. Rosenfeld also has experience evaluating greenhouse gas emissions from various projects and is
an expert on the assessment of odors from industrial and agricultural sites, as well as the evaluation of odor nuisance
impacts and technologies for abatement of odorous emissions. As a principal scientist at SWAPE, Dr. Rosenfeld
directs air dispersion modeling and exposure assessments. He has served as an expert witness and testified about
pollution sources causing nuisance and/or personal injury at dozens of sites and has testified as an expert witness on

more than ten cases involving exposure to air contaminants from industrial sources.
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Professional History:

Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE); 2003 to present; Principal and Founding Partner
UCLA School of Public Health; 2007 to 2011; Lecturer (Assistant Researcher)

UCLA School of Public Health; 2003 to 2006; Adjunct Professor

UCLA Environmental Science and Engineering Program; 2002-2004; Doctoral Intern Coordinator
UCLA Institute of the Environment, 2001-2002; Research Associate

Komex H»O Science, 2001 to 2003; Senior Remediation Scientist

National Groundwater Association, 2002-2004; Lecturer

San Diego State University, 1999-2001; Adjunct Professor

Anteon Corp., San Diego, 2000-2001; Remediation Project Manager

Ogden (now Amec), San Diego, 2000-2000; Remediation Project Manager

Bechtel, San Diego, California, 1999 — 2000; Risk Assessor

King County, Seattle, 1996 — 1999; Scientist

James River Corp., Washington, 1995-96; Scientist

Big Creek Lumber, Davenport, California, 1995; Scientist

Plumas Corp., California and USFS, Tahoe 1993-1995; Scientist

Peace Corps and World Wildlife Fund, St. Kitts, West Indies, 1991-1993; Scientist

Publications:

Remy, L.L., Clay T., Byers, V., Rosenfeld P. E. (2019) Hospital, Health, and Community Burden After Oil
Refinery Fires, Richmond, California 2007 and 2012. Environmental Health. 18:48

Simons, R.A., Seo, Y. Rosenfeld, P., (2015) Modeling the Effect of Refinery Emission On Residential Property
Value. Journal of Real Estate Research. 27(3):321-342

Chen, J. A, Zapata A. R., Sutherland A. J., Molmen, D.R., Chow, B. S., Wu, L. E., Rosenfeld, P. E., Hesse, R. C.,
(2012) Sulfur Dioxide and Volatile Organic Compound Exposure To A Community In Texas City Texas Evaluated
Using Aermod and Empirical Data. American Journal of Environmental Science, 8(6), 622-632.

Rosenfeld, P.E. & Feng, L. (2011). The Risks of Hazardous Waste. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2011). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best
Practices in the Agrochemical Industry, Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Gonzalez, J., Feng, L., Sutherland, A., Waller, C., Sok, H., Hesse, R., Rosenfeld, P. (2010). PCBs and
Dioxins/Furans in Attic Dust Collected Near Former PCB Production and Secondary Copper Facilities in Sauget, IL.
Procedia Environmental Sciences. 113—125.

Feng, L., Wu, C., Tam, L., Sutherland, A.J., Clark, J.J., Rosenfeld, P.E. (2010). Dioxin and Furan Blood Lipid and
Attic Dust Concentrations in Populations Living Near Four Wood Treatment Facilities in the United States. Journal
of Environmental Health. 73(6), 34-46.

Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2010). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best
Practices in the Wood and Paper Industries. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2009). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best
Practices in the Petroleum Industry. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Wu, C., Tam, L., Clark, J., Rosenfeld, P. (2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in populations living
near four wood treatment facilities in the United States. WIT Transactions on Ecology and the Environment, Air
Pollution, 123 (17), 319-327.
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Tam L. K.., Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008). A Statistical Analysis Of Attic Dust And Blood Lipid
Concentrations Of Tetrachloro-p-Dibenzodioxin (TCDD) Toxicity Equivalency Quotients (TEQ) In Two
Populations Near Wood Treatment Facilities. Organohalogen Compounds, 70, 002252-002255.

Tam L. K.., Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008). Methods For Collect Samples For Assessing Dioxins
And Other Environmental Contaminants In Attic Dust: A Review. Organohalogen Compounds, 70, 000527-
000530.

Hensley, A.R. A. Scott, J. J. J. Clark, Rosenfeld, P.E. (2007). Attic Dust and Human Blood Samples Collected near
a Former Wood Treatment Facility. Environmental Research. 105, 194-197.

Rosenfeld, P.E., J. J. J. Clark, A. R. Hensley, M. Suffet. (2007). The Use of an Odor Wheel Classification for
Evaluation of Human Health Risk Criteria for Compost Facilities. Water Science & Technology 55(5), 345-357.

Rosenfeld, P. E., M. Suffet. (2007). The Anatomy Of Odour Wheels For Odours Of Drinking Water, Wastewater,
Compost And The Urban Environment. Water Science & Technology 55(5), 335-344.

Sullivan, P. J. Clark, J.J.J., Agardy, F. J., Rosenfeld, P.E. (2007). Toxic Legacy, Synthetic Toxins in the Food,
Water, and Air in American Cities. Boston Massachusetts: Elsevier Publishing

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet I.H. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash. Water Science
and Technology. 49(9),171-178.

Rosenfeld P. E., J.J. Clark, .H. (Mel) Suffet (2004). The Value of An Odor-Quality-Wheel Classification Scheme
For The Urban Environment. Water Environment Federation’s Technical Exhibition and Conference (WEFTEC)
2004. New Orleans, October 2-6, 2004.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet, .H. (2004). Understanding Odorants Associated With Compost, Biomass Facilities,
and the Land Application of Biosolids. Water Science and Technology. 49(9), 193-199.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet I.LH. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash, Water Science
and Technology, 49(9), 171-178.

Rosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M. A., Sellew, P. (2004). Measurement of Biosolids Odor and Odorant Emissions from
Windrows, Static Pile and Biofilter. Water Environment Research. 76(4), 310-315.

Rosenfeld, P.E., Grey, M and Suffet, M. (2002). Compost Demonstration Project, Sacramento California Using
High-Carbon Wood Ash to Control Odor at a Green Materials Composting Facility. Integrated Waste Management
Board Public Affairs Office, Publications Clearinghouse (MS—6), Sacramento, CA Publication #442-02-008.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. (2001). Characterization of odor emissions from three different biosolids. Water
Soil and Air Pollution. 127(1-4), 173-191.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Henry C. L., (2000). Wood ash control of odor emissions from biosolids application. Journal
of Environmental Quality. 29, 1662-1668.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry and D. Bennett. (2001). Wastewater dewatering polymer affect on biosolids odor
emissions and microbial activity. Water Environment Research. 73(4), 363-367.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. (2001). Activated Carbon and Wood Ash Sorption of Wastewater, Compost, and
Biosolids Odorants. Water Environment Research, 73, 388-393.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Henry C. L., (2001). High carbon wood ash effect on biosolids microbial activity and odor.
Water Environment Research. 131(1-4), 247-262.
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Chollack, T. and P. Rosenfeld. (1998). Compost Amendment Handbook For Landscaping. Prepared for and
distributed by the City of Redmond, Washington State.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1992). The Mount Liamuiga Crater Trail. Heritage Magazine of St. Kitts, 3(2).

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1993). High School Biogas Project to Prevent Deforestation On St. Kitts. Biomass Users
Network, 7(1).

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1998). Characterization, Quantification, and Control of Odor Emissions From Biosolids
Application To Forest Soil. Doctoral Thesis. University of Washington College of Forest Resources.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1994). Potential Utilization of Small Diameter Trees on Sierra County Public Land. Masters
thesis reprinted by the Sierra County Economic Council. Sierra County, California.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1991). How to Build a Small Rural Anaerobic Digester & Uses Of Biogas In The First And Third
World. Bachelors Thesis. University of California.

Presentations:

Rosenfeld, P.E., Sutherland, A; Hesse, R.; Zapata, A. (October 3-6, 2013). Air dispersion modeling of volatile
organic emissions from multiple natural gas wells in Decatur, TX. 44th Western Regional Meeting, American
Chemical Society. Lecture conducted from Santa Clara, CA.

Sok, H.L.; Waller, C.C.; Feng, L.; Gonzalez, J.; Sutherland, A.J.; Wisdom-Stack, T.; Sahai, R.K.; Hesse, R.C.;
Rosenfeld, P.E. (June 20-23, 2010). Atrazine: A Persistent Pesticide in Urban Drinking Water.
Urban Environmental Pollution. Lecture conducted from Boston, MA.

Feng, L.; Gonzalez, J.; Sok, H.L.; Sutherland, A.J.; Waller, C.C.; Wisdom-Stack, T.; Sahai, R.K.; La, M.; Hesse,
R.C.; Rosenfeld, P.E. (June 20-23, 2010). Bringing Environmental Justice to FEast St. Louis,
Illinois. Urban Environmental Pollution. Lecture conducted from Boston, MA.

Rosenfeld, P.E. (April 19-23, 2009). Perfluoroctanoic Acid (PFOA) and Perfluoroactane Sulfonate (PFOS)
Contamination in Drinking Water From the Use of Aqueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the United
States. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting, Lecture conducted
from Tuscon, AZ.

Rosenfeld, P.E. (April 19-23, 2009). Cost to Filter Atrazine Contamination from Drinking Water in the United
States” Contamination in Drinking Water From the Use of Aqueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the
United States. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting. Lecture
conducted from Tuscon, AZ.

Wu, C., Tam, L., Clark, J., Rosenfeld, P. (20-22 July, 2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in
populations living near four wood treatment facilities in the United States. Brebbia, C.A. and Popov, V., eds., Air
Pollution XVII: Proceedings of the Seventeenth International Conference on Modeling, Monitoring and
Management of Air Pollution. Lecture conducted from Tallinn, Estonia.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). Moss Point Community Exposure To Contaminants From A Releasing
Facility. The 23" Annual International Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platform lecture conducted from
University of Massachusetts, Amherst MA.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). The Repeated Trespass of Tritium-Contaminated Water Into A
Surrounding Community Form Repeated Waste Spills From A Nuclear Power Plant. The 23" Annual International
Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platform lecture conducted from University of Massachusetts, Amherst
MA.
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Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). Somerville Community Exposure To Contaminants From Wood Treatment
Facility Emissions. The 23 Annual International Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Lecture conducted
from University of Massachusetts, Amherst MA.

Rosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Production, Chemical Properties, Toxicology, & Treatment Case Studies of 1,2,3-
Trichloropropane (TCP). The Association for Environmental Health and Sciences (AEHS) Annual Meeting. Lecture
conducted from San Diego, CA.

Rosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Blood and Attic Sampling for Dioxin/Furan, PAH, and Metal Exposure in Florala,
Alabama. The AEHS Annual Meeting. Lecture conducted from San Diego, CA.

Hensley A.R., Scott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J. (August 21 — 25, 2006). Dioxin Containing Attic Dust And
Human Blood Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment Facility. The 26th International Symposium on
Halogenated Persistent Organic Pollutants — DIOXIN2006. Lecture conducted from Radisson SAS Scandinavia
Hotel in Oslo Norway.

Hensley A.R., Scott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J. (November 4-8, 2006). Dioxin Containing Attic Dust And
Human Blood Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment Facility. APHA 134 Annual Meeting &
Exposition. Lecture conducted from Boston Massachusetts.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (October 24-25, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA and Related Chemicals.
Mealey’s C8/PFOA. Science, Risk & Litigation Conference. Lecture conducted from The Rittenhouse Hotel,
Philadelphia, PA.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Brominated Flame Retardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation PEMA Emerging Contaminant Conference. Lecture conducted from Hilton
Hotel, Irvine California.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Fate, Transport, Toxicity, And Persistence of 1,2,3-TCP. PEMA
Emerging Contaminant Conference. Lecture conducted from Hilton Hotel in Irvine, California.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 26-27, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PDBEs. Mealey’s Groundwater
Conference. Lecture conducted from Ritz Carlton Hotel, Marina Del Ray, California.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (June 7-8, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA and Related Chemicals.
International Society of Environmental Forensics: Focus On Emerging Contaminants. Lecture conducted from
Sheraton Oceanfront Hotel, Virginia Beach, Virginia.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (July 21-22, 2005). Fate Transport, Persistence and Toxicology of PFOA and Related
Perfluorochemicals. 2005 National Groundwater Association Ground Water And Environmental Law Conference.
Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (July 21-22, 2005). Brominated Flame Retardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation. 2005 National Groundwater Association Ground Water and
Environmental Law Conference. Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. and Rob Hesse R.G. (May 5-6, 2004). Tert-butyl Alcohol Liability
and Toxicology, A National Problem and Unquantified Liability. National Groundwater Association. Environmental
Law Conference. Lecture conducted from Congress Plaza Hotel, Chicago Illinois.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (March 2004). Perchlorate Toxicology. Meeting of the American Groundwater Trust.
Lecture conducted from Phoenix Arizona.

Hagemann, M.F., Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and Rob Hesse (2004). Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.
Meeting of tribal representatives. Lecture conducted from Parker, AZ.
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Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (April 7, 2004). A National Damage Assessment Model For PCE and Dry Cleaners.
Drycleaner Symposium. California Ground Water Association. Lecture conducted from Radison Hotel, Sacramento,
California.

Rosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M., (June 2003) Two stage biofilter for biosolids composting odor control. Seventh
International In Situ And On Site Bioremediation Symposium Battelle Conference Orlando, FL.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. (February 20-21, 2003) Understanding Historical Use, Chemical
Properties, Toxicity and Regulatory Guidance of 1,4 Dioxane. National Groundwater Association. Southwest Focus
Conference. Water Supply and Emerging Contaminants.. Lecture conducted from Hyatt Regency Phoenix Arizona.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (February 6-7, 2003). Underground Storage Tank Litigation and Remediation. California
CUPA Forum. Lecture conducted from Marriott Hotel, Anaheim California.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (October 23, 2002) Underground Storage Tank Litigation and Remediation. EPA
Underground Storage Tank Roundtable. Lecture conducted from Sacramento California.

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet, M. (October 7- 10, 2002). Understanding Odor from Compost, Wastewater and
Industrial Processes. Sixth Annual Symposium On Off Flavors in the Aquatic Environment. International Water
Association. Lecture conducted from Barcelona Spain.

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet, M. (October 7- 10, 2002). Using High Carbon Wood Ash to Control Compost Odor.
Sixth Annual Symposium On Off Flavors in the Aquatic Environment. International Water Association. Lecture
conducted from Barcelona Spain.

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A. (September 22-24, 2002). Biocycle Composting For Coastal Sage Restoration.
Northwest Biosolids Management Association. Lecture conducted from Vancouver Washington..

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A. (November 11-14, 2002). Using High-Carbon Wood Ash to Control Odor at a
Green Materials Composting Facility. Soil Science Society Annual Conference. Lecture conducted from
Indianapolis, Maryland.

Rosenfeld. P.E. (September 16, 2000). Two stage biofilter for biosolids composting odor control. Water
Environment Federation. Lecture conducted from Anaheim California.

Rosenfeld. P.E. (October 16, 2000). Wood ash and biofilter control of compost odor. Biofest. Lecture conducted
from Ocean Shores, California.

Rosenfeld, P.E. (2000). Bioremediation Using Organic Soil Amendments. California Resource Recovery
Association. Lecture conducted from Sacramento California.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Oat and Grass Seed Germination and Nitrogen and Sulfur
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Environment Federation 12th
Annual Residuals and Biosolids Management Conference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevue
Washington.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. (1999). An evaluation of ash incorporation with biosolids for odor reduction. Soi/
Science Society of America. Lecture conducted from Salt Lake City Utah.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Comparison of Microbial Activity and Odor Emissions from
Three Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil. Brown and Caldwell. Lecture conducted from Seattle Washington.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry. (1998). Characterization, Quantification, and Control of Odor Emissions from
Biosolids Application To Forest Soil. Biofest. Lecture conducted from Lake Chelan, Washington.
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Rosenfeld, P.E, C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Oat and Grass Seed Germination and Nitrogen and Sulfur
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Environment Federation 12th
Annual Residuals and Biosolids Management Conference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevue
Washington.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. B. Harrison, and R. Dills. (1997). Comparison of Odor Emissions From Three

Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil. Soil Science Society of America. Lecture conducted from Anaheim
California.

Teaching Experience:

UCLA Department of Environmental Health (Summer 2003 through 20010) Taught Environmental Health Science
100 to students, including undergrad, medical doctors, public health professionals and nurses. Course focused on
the health effects of environmental contaminants.

National Ground Water Association, Successful Remediation Technologies. Custom Course in Sante Fe, New
Mexico. May 21, 2002. Focused on fate and transport of fuel contaminants associated with underground storage

tanks.

National Ground Water Association; Successful Remediation Technologies Course in Chicago Illinois. April 1,
2002. Focused on fate and transport of contaminants associated with Superfund and RCRA sites.

California Integrated Waste Management Board, April and May, 2001. Alternative Landfill Caps Seminar in San
Diego, Ventura, and San Francisco. Focused on both prescriptive and innovative landfill cover design.

UCLA Department of Environmental Engineering, February 5, 2002. Seminar on Successful Remediation
Technologies focusing on Groundwater Remediation.

University Of Washington, Soil Science Program, Teaching Assistant for several courses including: Soil Chemistry,
Organic Soil Amendments, and Soil Stability.

U.C. Berkeley, Environmental Science Program Teaching Assistant for Environmental Science 10.

Academic Grants Awarded:

California Integrated Waste Management Board. $41,000 grant awarded to UCLA Institute of the Environment.
Goal: To investigate effect of high carbon wood ash on volatile organic emissions from compost. 2001.

Synagro Technologies, Corona California: $10,000 grant awarded to San Diego State University.
Goal: investigate effect of biosolids for restoration and remediation of degraded coastal sage soils. 2000.

King County, Department of Research and Technology, Washington State. $100,000 grant awarded to University of
Washington: Goal: To investigate odor emissions from biosolids application and the effect of polymers and ash on
VOC emissions. 1998.

Northwest Biosolids Management Association, Washington State. $20,000 grant awarded to investigate effect of
polymers and ash on VOC emissions from biosolids. 1997.

James River Corporation, Oregon: $10,000 grant was awarded to investigate the success of genetically engineered
Poplar trees with resistance to round-up. 1996.

United State Forest Service, Tahoe National Forest: $15,000 grant was awarded to investigating fire ecology of the
Tahoe National Forest. 1995.

Kellogg Foundation, Washington D.C. $500 grant was awarded to construct a large anaerobic digester on St. Kitts
in West Indies. 1993
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Deposition and/or Trial Testimony:

In the United States District Court For The District of New Jersey
Duarte et al, Plaintiffs, vs. United States Metals Refining Company et. al. Defendant.
Case No.: 2:17-cv-01624-ES-SCM
Rosenfeld Deposition. 6-7-2019

In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division
M/T Carla Maersk, Plaintiffs, vs. Conti 168., Schiffahrts-GMBH & Co. Bulker KG MS “Conti Perdido”
Defendant.
Case No.: 3:15-CV-00106 consolidated with 3:15-CV-00237
Rosenfeld Deposition. 5-9-2019

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Los Angeles — Santa Monica
Carole-Taddeo-Bates et al., vs. Ifran Khan et al., Defendants
Case No.: No. BC615636
Rosenfeld Deposition, 1-26-2019

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Los Angeles — Santa Monica
The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments et al. vs E1 Adobe Apts. Inc. et al., Defendants
Case No.: No. BC646857
Rosenfeld Deposition, 10-6-2018; Trial 3-7-19

In United States District Court For The District of Colorado
Bells et al. Plaintiff vs. The 3M Company et al., Defendants
Case: No 1:16-cv-02531-RBJ
Rosenfeld Deposition, 3-15-2018 and 4-3-2018

In The District Court Of Regan County, Texas, 112 Judicial District
Phillip Bales et al., Plaintiff vs. Dow Agrosciences, LLC, et al., Defendants
Cause No 1923
Rosenfeld Deposition, 11-17-2017

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Contra Costa
Simons et al., Plaintiffs vs. Chevron Corporation, et al., Defendants
Cause No C12-01481
Rosenfeld Deposition, 11-20-2017

In The Circuit Court Of The Twentieth Judicial Circuit, St Clair County, Illinois
Martha Custer et al., Plaintiff vs. Cerro Flow Products, Inc., Defendants
Case No.: No. 0i9-L-2295
Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-23-2017

In The Superior Court of the State of California, For The County of Los Angeles
Warrn Gilbert and Penny Gilber, Plaintiff vs. BMW of North America LLC
Case No.: LC102019 (¢c/w BC582154)
Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-16-2017, Trail 8-28-2018

In the Northern District Court of Mississippi, Greenville Division
Brenda J. Cooper, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. Meritor Inc., et al., Defendants
Case Number: 4:16-cv-52-DMB-JVM
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2017
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In The Superior Court of the State of Washington, County of Snohomish
Michael Davis and Julie Davis et al., Plaintiff vs. Cedar Grove Composting Inc., Defendants
Case No.: No. 13-2-03987-5
Rosenfeld Deposition, February 2017
Trial, March 2017

In The Superior Court of the State of California, County of Alameda
Charles Spain., Plaintiff vs. Thermo Fisher Scientific, et al., Defendants
Case No.: RG14711115
Rosenfeld Deposition, September 2015

In The Iowa District Court In And For Poweshiek County
Russell D. Winburn, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Doug Hoksbergen, et al., Defendants
Case No.: LALA002187
Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015

In The Towa District Court For Wapello County
Jerry Dovico, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Valley View Sine LLC, et al., Defendants
Law No,: LALA105144 - Division A
Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015

In The Iowa District Court For Wapello County
Doug Pauls, et al.,, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Richard Warren, et al., Defendants
Law No,: LALA105144 - Division A
Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015

In The Circuit Court of Ohio County, West Virginia
Robert Andrews, et al. v. Antero, et al.
Civil Action NO. 14-C-30000
Rosenfeld Deposition, June 2015

In The Third Judicial District County of Dona Ana, New Mexico
Betty Gonzalez, et al. Plaintiffs vs. Del Oro Dairy, Del Oro Real Estate LLC, Jerry Settles and Deward
DeRuyter, Defendants
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2015

In The Iowa District Court For Muscatine County
Laurie Freeman et. al. Plaintiffs vs. Grain Processing Corporation, Defendant
Case No 4980
Rosenfeld Deposition: May 2015

In the Circuit Court of the 17% Judicial Circuit, in and For Broward County, Florida
Walter Hinton, et. al. Plaintiff, vs. City of Fort Lauderdale, Florida, a Municipality, Defendant.
Case Number CACE07030358 (26)
Rosenfeld Deposition: December 2014

In the United States District Court Western District of Oklahoma
Tommy McCarty, et al., Plaintiffs, v. Oklahoma City Landfill, LLC d/b/a Southeast Oklahoma City
Landfill, et al. Defendants.
Case No. 5:12-cv-01152-C
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2014
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In the County Court of Dallas County Texas
Lisa Parr et al, Plaintiff, vs. Aruba et al, Defendant.
Case Number cc-11-01650-E
Rosenfeld Deposition: March and September 2013
Rosenfeld Trial: April 2014

In the Court of Common Pleas of Tuscarawas County Ohio
John Michael Abicht, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. Republic Services, Inc., et al., Defendants
Case Number: 2008 CT 10 0741 (Cons. w/ 2009 CV 10 0987)
Rosenfeld Deposition: October 2012

In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division
Kyle Cannon, Eugene Donovan, Genaro Ramirez, Carol Sassler, and Harvey Walton, each Individually and
on behalf of those similarly situated, Plaintiffs, vs. BP Products North America, Inc., Defendant.
Case 3:10-cv-00622
Rosenfeld Deposition: February 2012
Rosenfeld Trial: April 2013

In the Circuit Court of Baltimore County Maryland
Philip E. Cvach, II et al., Plaintiffs vs. Two Farms, Inc. d/b/a Royal Farms, Defendants
Case Number: 03-C-12-012487 OT
Rosenfeld Deposition: September 2013
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EXHIBIT C




SWAP E Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and
Litigation Support for the Environment

1640 5th St.., Suite 204 Santa
Santa Monica, California 90401
Tel: (949) 887-9013

Email: mhagemann@swape.com

Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP

Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization
Industrial Stormwater Compliance
Investigation and Remediation Strategies
Litigation Support and Testifying Expert
CEQA Review

Education:
M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984.

B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982.

Professional Certifications:

California Professional Geologist
California Certified Hydrogeologist
Qualified SWPPP Developer and Practitioner

Professional Experience:

Matt has 25 years of experience in environmental policy, assessment and remediation. He spent nine
years with the U.S. EPA in the RCRA and Superfund programs and served as EPA’s Senior Science
Policy Advisor in the Western Regional Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from
perchlorate and MTBE. While with EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of
the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base closure. He led numerous enforcement
actions under provisions of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) while also working

with permit holders to improve hydrogeologic characterization and water quality monitoring.

Matt has worked closely with U.S. EPA legal counsel and the technical staff of several states in the
application and enforcement of RCRA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations. Matt
has trained the technical staff in the States of California, Hawaii, Nevada, Arizona and the Territory of

Guam in the conduct of investigations, groundwater fundamentals, and sampling techniques.

Positions Matt has held include:

¢ Founding Partner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (2003 — present);
¢ Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 — 2014;
e Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H2O Science, Inc. (2000 -- 2003);


mailto:mhagemann@swape.com

Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 — 2004);

Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989-
1998);

Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998 — 2000);

Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993 —
1998);

Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 — 1995);

Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 — 1998); and

Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 — 1986).

Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst:

With SWAPE, Matt’s responsibilities have included:

Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of over 100 environmental impact reports
since 2003 under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water
resources, water quality, air quality, Valley Fever, greenhouse gas emissions, and geologic
hazards. Make recommendations for additional mitigation measures to lead agencies at the
local and county level to include additional characterization of health risks and
implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from toxins

and Valley Fever.

Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities.
Manager of a project to provide technical assistance to a community adjacent to a former
Naval shipyard under a grant from the U.S. EPA.

Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns.

Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications
for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission.

Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S.
Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in
Southern California drinking water wells.

Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the
review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas
stations throughout California.

Expert witness on two cases involving MTBE litigation.

Expert witness and litigation support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a school.
Expert witness in litigation at a former plywood plant.

With Komex H20 Science Inc., Matt’s duties included the following:

Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony
by the former U.S. EPA Administrator and General Counsel.

Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology
of MTBE use, research, and regulation.

Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology
of perchlorate use, research, and regulation.

Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking
water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies.

Research to support litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by
MTBE in California and New York.




e Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production-related contamination in Mississippi.
e Lead author for a multi-volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los
Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines.




e Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with
clients and regulators.

Executive Director:

As Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange
County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of
wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange
County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection
of wastewater and control of the discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the
development of countywide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the
discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality, including
Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with business

institutions including the Orange County Business Council.

Hydrogeology:

As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to
characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army
Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot. Specific activities were as follows:

e Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of
monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and
groundwater.

e Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory
analysis at military bases.

e Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation
development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund
Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum.

At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of
groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to
show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adopted and published by the State of Hawaii and

County of Maui.

As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the
Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific activities included
the following:

e Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for
the protection of drinking water.

e Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports,
conducted public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very
concerned about the impact of designation.




e Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments,
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water
transfer.

Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program. Duties were as follows:

e Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance
with Subtitle C requirements.

e Reviewed and wrote "part B" permits for the disposal of hazardous waste.

e Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed
the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S.
EPA legal counsel.

e Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor’s investigations of waste sites.

With the National Park Service, Matt directed service-wide investigations of contaminant sources to
prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks:

e Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NRDA, and the
Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants.

e Conducted watershed-scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and
Olympic National Park.

e Identified high-levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico
and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA.

e Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a
national workgroup.

e Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while
serving on a national workgroup.

e Co-authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal
watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation-
wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks.

e Contributed to the Federal Multi-Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water
Action Plan.

Policy:
Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 9. Activities included the following:

e Adpvised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking
water supplies.

e Shaped EPA’s national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing
to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in
Water: Critical Information and Research Needs.

e Improved the technical training of EPA's scientific and engineering staff.

e Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 scientists and engineers in
negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific
principles into the policy-making process.

e Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents.




Geology:
With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for

timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows:

e Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical
models to determine slope stability.

e Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource
protection.

e  Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the
city of Medford, Oregon.

As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later
listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern
Oregon. Duties included the following:

e Supervised year-long effort for soil and groundwater sampling.
e Conducted aquifer tests.
e Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal.

Teaching:
From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university

levels:

e At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in
environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater
contamination.

e Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students.

e Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin.

Matt taught physical geology (lecture and lab and introductory geology at Golden West College in
Huntington Beach, California from 2010 to 2014.

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations:

Hagemann, MLF., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Presentation to the Public
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon.

Hagemann, MLF., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Invited presentation to U.S.
EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California.

Hagemann, M.F., 2005. Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and
Public Participation. Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao.

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las
Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee).

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles.




Brown, A., Farrow, J., Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE
Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells.
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater
Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust,
Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee).

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in the Southwestern U.S. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy
of Sciences, Irvine, CA.

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a
tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water
Supplies. Invited presentation to the Inter-Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant.
Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination. Invited
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee.

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water. Presentation to a meeting of
the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Presentation to a
meeting of the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address
Impacts to Groundwater. Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental
Journalists.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundwater
(and Who Will Pay). Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage
Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers.

Hagemann, ML.F.,, 2001. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Unpublished

report.




Hagemann, ML.F., 2001. Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water.
Unpublished report.

Hagemann, ML.F,, 2001. Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage
Tanks. Unpublished report.

Hagemann, M.F, and VanMouwerik, M., 1999. Potential Water Quality Concerns Related

to Snowmobile Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related to Personal Watercraft

Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

Hagemann, MLF., 1999, Is Dilution the Solution to Pollution in National Parks? The George Wright
Society Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina.

Hagemann, MLF., 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund

Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada.

Hagemann, M.F,, and Gill, M., 1996, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett Field Naval Air

Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City.

Hagemann, ML.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic
Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui,
October 1996.

Hagemann, M. F., Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu,
Hawaii. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air

and Waste Management Association Publication VIP-61.

Hagemann, M.F.,, 1994. Groundwater Characterization and Cleanup at Closing Military Bases

in California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.

Hagemann, M.F. and Sabol, M.A., 1993. Role of the U.S. EPA in the High Plains States Groundwater
Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennial Symposium on the Artificial Recharge of

Groundwater.

Hagemann, M.F., 1993. U.S. EPA Policy on the Technical Impracticability of the Cleanup of DNAPL-

contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.




Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of

Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35.

Other Experience:

Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geologist licensing examination, 2009-
2011.




able Communities Environmental Assessment
for the 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project, a proposed 28-story residential high-rise.

httgs:[[glanning.Iacity.org[deveIgpment—services/environmentaI-review/scea/lOSO-fg-cienega-

boulevard-grgiect

Planning determined that the project qualifi
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessme
Negative Decla ration, but for transit-oriented proj

Please direct your comments to;

Mail: Oliver Netburn, City Planner

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room. 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

E-mail: oliver.ne1burn@|acity,org

the vacant parcel along La Cienega Bivd., just south of Olympic and within % mile of the new MTA rail

station on Wilshire. Carmel intends to develop a 28-story, residential high-rise with ground floor retail

utilizing the Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) height and density bonus in exchange for 29 affordable
units.

httgs:g(la.urbanize.citv/nosthS»storv-agartment—tower-glanned-emth-lob!a-cienega

The proposed project is immediately adjacent to the South Carthay HPOZ, listed on the National
Register of Historic Places, The Carthay District is comprised of three single-family neighborhoods

https: www.larchmontbuzz.com featured-stories-iarchmont-villa e/three-
celebrate—nationai-register~of~historic—niacgs-designation[

On July 14", the communi
project for the first time.

httns:f/www.Iarchmontbuzz.com/featured-stories~larchmont-vilIage[cnline-communiy-town-hall-on-
290—unit-mixed-use-aQartment-tower-at-1056-s~la~cienega—blvd[

“In a Q&A session following the main presentation at the
ctivists expressed enth usiastic support for the amo unt of

ty held a virtual town hall meeting with the developer to review the

Quoting from the Larchmont Buzz:
town hall meeting, a handful of housing a



provided, the value of the pocket park, traffic impacts on the neighborhood (especial
cut-through traffic in adjacent residential areas), and - most importantly

project site. (The neighborhood is part of the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District, li
National Register of Historic Places, and is also protected by an Historic Preservation 0

verlay Zone.) The
project representatives said, however, that all of these will be studied during the upcoming
environmental review,”

https://www.Iarchmontbuzz.com,’featured»stories-larch mont-village/2
deveIopment-nronosed-for-1050-s-la~cienesza-blvdl

8-storv-residential-and-retail-

A few weeks later, the Planning Department released a 380-page environmental assessment,
finding that the project will not result in significant and unavoidable environmental impacts and has
incorporated all feasible mitigation measures and performance standards. It’s not clear from the town
hall meeting that Planning ever reached out to the community for input on the SCEA.

are lucky enough to live in a single-family home, if you asked them if building a 28
over their backyard fence would diminish their quality of life, most people would
What is disclosed in the SCEA is limited to what is required by CEQA.

-story high-rise just
probably say “yes.”

The group with the most at stake is the residents of the historic Carthay neighborhood, because
the developer got expedited CEQA review and bonus density without having to change the project. As
you review the environmental assessment, here are five points to consider about whether the SCEA

fulfills its objective to provide a balanced and impartial evaluation in order to inform decision makers
and the public about the potential environmental impacts of the project.

1) State law does not prohibit Planning from considering aesthetic impacts to cultural resources.
SCEA page 5-3 states: “As discussed in response to Checklist Issue V(a) (Cultural Resources —
Historical Resources), the Project would not result in g significant adverse change in the
significance of a historic resource. Furthermore, PRC Section 21099, enacted by Senate Bill 743,
provides that “aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or

employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered
significant impacts on the environment.”



The environmental assessment is misleading because State law actually created an exception for
historical and cultural resources, California Public Resources Code § 21099 also states:

PRC § 21099(d)(2)(B) states: “For the purposes of this subdivision, aesthetic impacts do not
include impacts on historical or cultural resources.”

The Los Angeles Conservancy advocated for the language to be added to the legislation.

“We requested amendments to the proposed legislation to clarify that this exemption does not
apply to projects that may adversely affect historic resources. This allows impacts on historic
resources to be avoided or mitigated, as nhecessary to protect them from damage.

Without this type of revision, we strongly believe
detrimental impact on historic and cultural res
landscapes.”

d this legislation would have had a potentially
ources, including buildings, sites, Structures, and

You can read about the Conservancy’s support for changes to SB 743
and historic resources. https: wWww.laconservancy.o

why the environmental assessment does not include th
21099, which does not apply to historic resources.

that would protect cultural
issues/senate-bill-743. Planning does not explain

€ complete regulatory language of PRC Section

The environmental assessment is misleadi

ng because Planning does not say why the project
would not be subject to an evaluation of potential

aesthetic impacts to historic resources.

SCEA page 5-1 states: “Any aesthetic impact analysis in this SCEA is included to discuss what
aesthetic impacts would occur from the Project if PRC Section 21099(d) was not in effect. As

such, nothing in the aesthetic impact discussion in this SCEA shall trigger the need for any CEQA
findings, CEQA analysis, or CEQA mitigation measures.”

“The related City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Zoning Information File (z1) No.
2452 provides further instruction concerning the definition of transit priority projects and that
“visual resources, aesthetic character, shade and shadow, light and glare, and scenic vistas or

any other aesthetic impact as defined in the City’s CEQA Threshold Guide shall not be considered
an impact for infill projects within TPAs pursuant to CEQA.”

It's confusing for Planning to rely on its own zoning information bulletins as the basis for not
fully complying with Public Resource Code Section 21099.

2) Planning ignored its own CEQA Guide.

SCEA page 5-1 states: “PRC Section 21099 defines an “infill site” as a lot located within an urban
area that has been previously developed, or on a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the
perimeter of the site adjoins or is separated only by an improved public right-of-way from,
parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. This state law supersedes the aesthetic
impact thresholds in the 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, including those established for
aesthetics, obstruction of views, shading, and nighttime illumination.”



Guide, including

those established for aesthetics, obstruction of views, shading, and nighttime illumination.”

CEQA requires that public agencies adopt implementing procedures for administering their
responsibilities under CEQA. The City adopted the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide in 2006. Section D-3 of the
Thresholds Guide establishes the Thresholds of Significance for historic resources.

The Thresholds Guide states in relevant part: “Construction that reduces the integrity or
significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity.”

The Thresholds Guide provides a me

thodology to determine significance when new construction
is involved “on the site or in the vicinity.”

Guide page D.3-5 states: “If new construction is propose
with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features of the historical resource (s). Determine
the impacts to the setting and character of the area as well as whether the new construction
might indirectly reduce the viability of a district or grouping of historical resources, ”

The environmental assessment is insufficient because Planning does not provide an adequate
evaluation of aesthetic impacts, including, “massing, size, scale, and architectural features of the
historical resource(s),” as they relate to the project.

SCEA page 5-41 states: “Although the Project will introduce a new building visible throughout
both South Carthay HPOZ and the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District, the setting of the
historic districts would be retained. None of the identified character-deﬁning features of the
setting, including the street pattern, setbacks, mature street trees, arrangement of single-family

and multi-family residences, and period revival architectural styles would be materially impaired.”

Does Planning’s evaluation of impacts on the setting of the historic Carthay district due to the
mass and scale of the project honestly describe the massing comparison below?

s 0 = —




I'm not a planner, but mass and scale are not difficult concepts, we teach these concepts to first graders.

3) Planning refers to the Secretary of Interior Standards, but does not apply them.



Or separately listed properties.

SCEA page 5-38 states: “New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not
destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shail be differentiated
Jfrom the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to
protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.”

The SCEA is misleading because it does not evaluate

why introducing a new high-rise into the
Carthay neighborhood setting will not destroy the historic s

patial relationships that characterize the

Does this view along Warner Drive, one block south of Wilshire Blvd., evoke a “feeling of an
enclosed enclave” with “little immediate sense of the larger city surrounding it?” How does Planning
“demonstrate” to the public and decision makers that the Wilshire corridor high rises do not “change
the serenity or compromise the setting of the HPOZ?” How does the existence of the high-rise corridor
along Wilshire Blvd., more than half-mile away from the project, actually relate to the project or justify
the potential degradation of the views and spatial relationship of the South Carthay HPOZ, when today
there are no high-rise buildings along this section of the La Cienega corridor? How does the construction
of a 300-foot high-rise looming over Alfred Street change the perception of views and spatial
relationships?



SCEA page 5-41 states: “With its considerable height, the proposed project will certainly

uth Carthay HPOZ and throughout the Carthay Neighborhoods
Historic District, but, as demonstrated along a couple of streets in the Carthay

Neighborhoods Historic District that are directly south of Wilshire Boulevard, visibility
will not change the serenity or compromise the setting of the HPOZ.”

“The Project will not result in the loss of historic
resources. South Carthay HPOZ has the
grid of the HPOZ, there is little immedii

features or spaces surrounding the historical
feeling of an enclosed enclave. Within the serene Street
ate sense of the larger city surrounding it.”

The environmental assessment is confusin
Secretary’s Standard to evaluate potential im
National Trust for Historic Preservation,
Standard 9 is a three-part test:

g because Planning does not actually apply the
pacts to the integrity of the HPOZ. Accroding to the
“Regulating New Construction in Historic Districts,” Secretary’s

1) Characteristics of the property,
2) Differentiation of new work from old, and
3) Compatibility with existing fabric in terms of materials, features, size, scale, and
proportion and massing.

The environmental assessment is confusin
rises were reviewed under the Secretary’s Standa
and massing to the HPOZ.

g because it implies that the Wilshire Corridor high-
rds 9 to demonstrate that they are compatible in scale

SCEA page 5-41 states: “As g comparison, seven tall towers (over 10-stories) were constructed on

ire Boulevard between San Vicente Boulevard and Fairfax Avenue in the
1960s through 1980s.”

“Visible throughout the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District, these towers are most visible
near the intersection of Schumacher Drive and alo

ng Warner Drive. Despite these seven tall
towers, Carthay Circle was adopted as an HPOZ in 1998, While distinct in size, mass, scale and

tting of either the Carthay Circle HPOZ or the

The environmental assessment does not provide any historical resource reports that show any
of the Wilshire corridor high-rise buildings were evaluated under the Secretary’s Standards to
demonstrate that,”Carthay Circle HPOZ and the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District have such a
distinct setting and feeling that the tall towers on Wilshire Boulevard, adjacent to the historic district
and Carthay Circle HPOZ, add to the sense of the neighborhood as a cohesive enclave.”

While it may sound compelling to find another example of a high-rise next to a single-family
neighborhood, the evaluation should be based on actually applying the Secretary’s Standard to the



project. It’s like saying that someone replaced half the windows on a historic building without a historic
assessment and the building is still eligible for nomination, so changing the remai
not cause a significant impact because the building would still b

cultural monuments. https- lanning.lacity.or; rogram-overview. The OHR
serves as the professional staff for the City’s historic preservation commission, the Cultural Heritage
Commission. httgs:((www.Iarchmontbuzz.com{featured-stories-larchmont-viIlage(cultural-heritage~
comrnission-celebrates-so-vears-of—preserving-la[. The OHR also oversees the City’s 35 historic districts
or HPOZs and serves as an expert resource on preservation within City Planning and for other City
departments. Planning does not say why the OHR did not participate in the preparation of the SCEA.

4) The environmental assessment is incomplete because it does not identify or evaluate one of
the most important character-deﬁning features of the Carthay District’s setting.

SCEA page 5-41 states: “None of the identified character-defining features of the setting,

S, arrangement of single-family and
styles would be materially impaired,”
I'm not a historian, but it didn’t take much effort to understand why the Carthay District is

historically significant to LA. The State Historical Resources Commission posted this about the Carthay
neighborhood, https://ohn.narks.ca.gow’?nage id=24479:

Qgﬂhgy_ﬂﬂghhgﬂm; includes three subdivisions established between 1922 and 1933,
including Carthay Center, Fairfax Park, and Olympic-Beverly Plaza. They tangibly express the
practical application of key City Beautiful ideas to residential developments during a period of

Intense growth in Los Angeles, and constitute an excellent collection of Period Revival residential
architecture, including both single-family and muiti-fami y residences.

The volunteer group that spearheaded the nomination of the Carthay District to the National
Register discussed the City Beautiful movement in this article,

https://beverlvpress.com!ZUZZ/01/carthay~receives-national-designation(.

“Back east and in the Midwest, there was q lot of industrialization at the time and a lot of people lived in

tenements in cities overcome by pollution from factories,” Dominguez said. “The City Beautiful

Movement was a reaction to 19* century city development. The idea was to create open spaces and
parks, and to make cities more livable. Obvious

ly, it was an idealistic concept, but out West, they were
able to build some of these things.”

While there are certainly more authoritative historical sources than Wikipedia for what
constitutes the character-deﬁning features of the City Beautiful planning movement, the basic concepts
can clearly be seen in this 1927 photograph of Carthay Circle and explained in layperson’s terms on
Wikipedia. https://en.wikipedia.orgiwikifCitv Beautiful movement.




United States Department of the interior
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Figure 7. ca. 1927 aerial photograph showing the central part of the district, with Carthay
Circle and Fairfax Park partially built out, view to south. Source:
waterandpower.org.

, Washington D.C. was the first organized expression
of the City Beautiful movement as a means of beautification and social control. There are other

examples of City Beautiful planning in LA, such as the 1920s plan for Palos Verdes Estates, designed as a
master planned community by noted American landscape architect Frederick Law Olmsted Jr. Among its

early structures were the buildings comprising Malaga Cove Plaza, designed in a Mediterranean Revival
style popular with the City Beautiful movement,

These examples are important for the decision m
provide the proper context of the proposed project as it relates the historical context of the South
Carthay neighborhood, or in historian jargon its “character-defining features.” While no one expects
that a suburban neighborhood in west LA has retained all of its original 1930’s “City Beautiful” charm,
CEQA requires an environmental review process intended to identify and disclose to decision makers
and the public the significant environmental impacts of a proposed project prior to its consideration and
approval. The question is whether the proposed roject’s mass and scale are compatible h th

rinciples and concepts of City Beautiful lanning, such that its construction will not create

significant impact to the historic character of the South Carthay neighborhood?

aker and public to know about because they



adjacent one-story office building, which is essentially the same relationship in t
between the Proposed project and the Ca rthay neighborhood. Stand in the alle

backyard. walk up and down the public sidewalks, past the retail, and decide for yourself if it is designed

to a human scale that would be appropriate for the area of La Cienega just south of Olympic. (Note one
important difference -- it’s not built next to a City HPOZ and National Register historic district.)

5) Planning did not incorporate its own mitigation measures regarding construction vibration.

SCEA page 5-164 states: “For South Alfred Residences,
corresponding with the FTA’s Category IV designation
vibration damage” was conservatively applied.”

@ 0.12 inches per second PPV threshold
for “Buildings extremely susceptible to

MM-NQI-8



The mitigation measure requires that large earthmoving vehicles that are the “vibrational

0 feet from South Alfred Street
me vibration as “large

equivalent” of the FTA’s “large bulldozer” maintain a setback of at least 2
Residences. According to the FTA, “caisson drilling” equipment has the sa
bulldozer.” Federal Transit Administration Report 0123 can be found her

Table 7-4 Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment

PPV at 25 Approximate
Equipment fe,infsec | Ly’ a 25 fe
) Upper range 1.518 (]
| P T B N
Pile Driver (sonic) %Pﬁla_"_[@ﬂgﬁ_ E —%1%5 —f— —-—19035 ——
Clam shovel drop (slurry wally 0.202 94
Hydromill (sturry in soil 0.008 66
wall) in rock 0017 75
Vibratory Roller 0.21 94
Hoe Ram o ) 0.089 87
Largebulldozer | —goes—— e
L I
Loaded trucks 0.076 86
Jackhammer 0.035 79
Small bulldozer 0.003 58

velocity in dacibels, VB re 1 micra-infsec

The project includes a request to reduce the rear yard to 15 feet. The “caisson drilling”

g for the basement is not permitted to operate within
g did not incorporate the mitigation measure to require

that no part of the basement temporary shoring can be installed any closer than 20 feet from the Alfred

after the scheduled update of the larger Wilshire Community Plan update begins in 2022.
httns:ﬂwww.Iarchmontbuzz.comffeatured~st0ries-|archmont-vilf

e/purple-line-transit-nej hborhood-
begins/. Plan updates include extensive community
nesses) to guide future neighborhood growth,

It would be a mistake for Planning to chalk this all up to NIMBYism
active, relatively well-to-do homeowners whose chief interest in local
preservation of their property values and existing neighborhood chara
world-class cities like LA grow, through incremental evolution
historic preservation that produces a well-cared for place that is widely consi

outreach and stakeholder input (residents and busi

by a group of politically
planning is nothing more than the

or institution exerts outsized power or control.

Sincerely,

Friends of South Carthay



To: Oliver Netburn,

City Planner

City of Los Angeles,

Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring St., Room 763

Los Angeles, CA90012

Email: oliver.netburn@lacity.org

Re: Proposed 28-story high-rise apartment at 1050 S. La Cienega Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA 90035

October 20, 2022
Dear Mr. Netburn:

This letter is in response to the Planning Department’s published Sustainable
Communities Environmental assessment for 1050 La Cienega Boulevard Project.

I reside and own property at 1209 S. Alfred St., Los Angeles, CA 90035. My property
is within the second oldest HPOZ in the City - South Carthay HPOZ. As you are
aware, our HPOZ butts up against the proposed project at 1050 S. La Cienega Blvd.
Some of the area’s finest examples of period revival duplexes are located on the
1000 block immediately to the east of the 1050 property. It is an outstanding
historical resource.

Our HPOZ is also within the larger Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District, which is
a National Register of Historic Places designation in recognition of the outstanding
historic resources that South Carthay, Carthay Circle and Carthay Square
neighborhoods are in the nation.

Apart from the high level of historic preservation and integrity of the original
architecture in this district, which contains outstanding examples of the period
revival styles of the era, the State Historic Resources Commission, which approved
the State and National historic status of the Carthays, recognized and cited the
important historic value of the original layout and design concepts for all three
Carthay neighborhood subdivisions. That is because they are based on “City
Beautiful” concepts - late 19th century/early 20t century innovations in urban
planning of which the Carthays are outstanding examples of in this state and nation.

An important, key part of the original residential concept for the Carthays are the
single story and two-story heights which kept the project within the low-slung
horizontal character of Los Angeles of the 1920s and 1930s. The planning intention
was to keep the sky open, which allows sunlight to flow into every house or
apartment dwelling and which allows plants and trees to flourish in the open spaces
around and between the structures. The object of this design plan was both



aesthetic and to enhance wellbeing and healthfulness - healthfulness both physical
and mental.

That was one of the great innovations of the City Beautiful movement in urban
planning, and the Carthay neighborhoods group - South Carthay in particular - is an
outstanding remaining example of this historical movement. It was a concept that
attracted people by the hundreds of thousands - and millions- to Los Angeles,
escaping from the crowded and vertical cities of the East and Midwest, where high-
rise, tightly packed development blocked sunshine and prevented the habitations
for workers from allowing sunlight in and having views of green spaces and natural
landscapes.

Hence South Carthay’s neighborhood plan features access to plenty of sunlight and
the healthfulness brought by that sunshine, views of greenery, as well as the open
views of surrounding natural features - the hills and mountains.

Hemming in this neighborhood with exceptionally tall structures violates the City
Beautiful concepts, and is antithetical to them. The proposed project at 1050 S. La
Cienega Blvd. will certainly prevent adjoining South Carthay properties from
experiencing unobstructed sunlight, sky and views. Aesthetically, psychologically
and experientially, the 28-story proposed tower and 4-story plinth it would rest
upon would overpower and hover over the historic block and the whole
neighborhood. It would destroy completely this outstanding historic example of the
City Beautiful concepts.

[ am opposed to the conclusions of the Planning Department’s environmental
assessment. In addition to the above reasons, these are the rest, which [ have
written with the major assist of a personal resource, much of which was written by
this person. It may be read in that person’s own letter to you, but here it is again,
slightly modified, because it bears reading carefully. Please read it:

1) State law (SB 743 /PRC Section 21099) does not prohibit Planning from
considering aesthetic impacts to cultural resources.

Senate Bill 743 actually created an exception of historical and cultural
resources. (See www.laconservancy.org/issues/senate-bill-743). The
environmental assessment is misleading because Planning does not say why
the project would not be subject to an evaluation of potential aesthetic
impacts to historic resources as required by SB 743.

[t appears the Planning is relying on only its own zoning information
bulletins as the basis for not fully complying with PRCS 21099.

2) Planning ignored its own CEQA Guide.



SCEA page 5-1 states: “PRC Section 21099 defines an ‘infill site’ as a lot
located within an urban area that has been previously developed, or on a
vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins or is
separated only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are
developed with qualified urban uses. This state law supersedes the aesthetic
impact thresholds in 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, including those
established for aesthetics, obstruction of views, shading and nighttime
illumination.”

But the environmental assessment is misleading because it doesn’t include
the City’s own adopted CEQA standards. Planning did not evaluate the
project under the City’s CEQA Threshold Guide because, “state law
supersedes the aesthetic impact thresholds in the 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds
Guide, including those established for aesthetics, obstruction of views,
shading, and nighttime illumination.”

CEQA requires that public agencies adopt implementing procedures for
administering their responsibilities under CEQA. The City adopted the LA
CEQA Thresholds Guide in 2006. Section D-3 of the Thresholds Guide
establishes the Thresholds Significance for historic resources. The
Thresholds Guide states in relevant part:

“Construction that reduces the integrity or significance of important
resources on the site or in the vicinity.”

The Thresholds Guide provides a methodology to determine significance
when new construction is involved “on the site or in the vicinity.”

Guide page D.3-5 states: “If new construction is proposed, give key
consideration to compatibility with the massing, size, scale and
architectural features of the historical resources(s). Determine the
impacts to the setting and character of the area as well as whether the
new construction might indirectly reduce the viability of a district or
grouping of historical resources.”

The environmental assessment is insufficient because Planning does not
provide an adequate evaluation of aesthetic impacts, including, “massing,
size, scale, and architectural features of the historic resource(s),” as they
relate to the project.

SCEA page 5-41 states: “Although the Project will introduce a new
building visible throughout both South Carthay HPOZ and the Carthay
Neighborhoods Historic District, the setting of the historic districts
would be retained. None of the identified character-defining features
of the setting, including street pattern, setbacks, mature street trees,
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arrangement of the single-family and multi-family residences, and
period revival architectural styles would be materially impacted.”

However, massing, size and scale has been left out of the above. Imagine
an elephant looking down on a mouse. The 28-story tower is equivalent to
the elephant, and the single and two-story heights of the adjoining
neighborhood residences are equivalent to the mouse. This environmental
evaluation has ignored this key consideration of mass, scale and size so that
it can find acceptance and justification for the proposed project as it
presently is planned.

Presently, there are no contextual renderings showing the public, South
Carthay property owners and residents, and the decision makers, what the
project will actually look like in relation to Alfred St historic properties and
the entire neighborhood. We have no visualization in scale of what the
perceived aesthetic/historical impacts would be and where they would be
greatest.

As it stands, we just have some nice mood concepts that show off the building
- as if for investors and PR - but no specific visuals that show how the historic
neighborhood of South Carthay, and even Carthay Circle would be visually
impacted.

That Planning could come to its conclusion about a project of this magnitude,
a project vastly bigger than anything on that block or within many blocks, or
indeed anywhere on La Cienega Blvd for miles in either direction; a project
that will dramatically impact the character of the neighborhood both on the
commercial strip and in the surrounding residential areas... without any such
renderings that consider mass, scale and size is incomprehensible.

Planning refers to the Secretary of Interior Standards, but does not
apply them. SCEA page 5-37 states:

“As stated above, projects that conform to the Secretary of Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Standards) are
generally treated as projects that will not result in a substantial
adverse change to historical resources. The standards are widely used
to guide federal, state, and local agencies as they carry out their
historic preservation programs and responsibilities.”

Because there are no historical resources at this project site, Secretary’s
Standard 9 is the main standard that is used to evaluate whether or not new
construction will impact the setting of an historic district or separately listed
properties.



SCEA page 5-38 states: “New additions, exterior additions, or related
new constructions shall not destroy historic materials that
characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from
the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size scale and
architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property
and its environment.”

The SCEA is misleading in that it does not evaluate why introducing a new
high-rise into the Carthay neighborhood setting will not destroy the
historical spatial relationships that characterize the HPOZ.

“SCEA page 5-41 states: “The Project will not result in the loss of
historic features or spaces surrounding the historical resources. South
Carthay HPOZ has the feeling of an enclosed enclave. Within the
serene street grid of the HPOZ, there is little immediate sense of the
larger city surrounding it... as demonstrated along a couple of streets
in the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District that are directly south
of Wilshire Boulevard, visibility will not change the serenity of
compromise the setting of the HPOZ.”

If those making this assessment had themselves walked along Warner Drive
in Carthay Circle, one block south of Wilshire Blvd., as | have in surveying the
neighborhood for the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District nomination
and taking photos, it is an irreconcilable contradiction to describe South
Carthay as an “enclosed enclave” where “there is little immediate sense of the
larger city surrounding it,” and yet state that “visibility will not change the
serenity or compromise the setting of the HPOZ.

The proposed high-rise at 1050 S. La Cienega would not only be the first
structure on that block that is higher than two to four stories, much larger in
scale and mass, as presently exists there (and for that matter on blocks all the
way up or down La Cienega for miles to the south and north), but it would be
impossible not to see it when on the 1000 block of S. Alfred St. or the rest of
South Carthay.

Hence, one of the key features, the very thing that makes South Carthay’s
historic experience so special, unique and irreplaceable, would forever be
degraded, nullified, snuffed out. By not taking that into account in the
assessment, this 28-story building would destroy, in the very words from the
SCEA assessment, that out-of the-past experience of Los Angeles of the
1930s, that “there is little sense of the larger city surrounding it.”

More questions: How does Planning “demonstrate” to the public and decision
makers that the Wilshire corridor high rises do not “change the serenity or
compromise the setting of the HPOZ?” How does the existence of the high-
rise corridor along Wilshire Blvd. (which as yet does not exist on the La



Cienega corridor), more than half-mile away from the Project, actually relate
to the Project or justify the potential degradation of the views and spatial
relationship of the South Carthay HPOZ, when today there are NO high-rise
buildings along this section of the La Cienega corridor? How does the
construction of a 300-foot high-rise looming over Alfred St. and adjacent
streets, change the perception of views and spatial relationships?

“SCEA page 5-41 states: “With its considerable height, the proposed
project will certainly be visible within the South Carthay HPOZ and
throughout the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District, but, as
demonstrated along a couple of streets in the Carthay Neighborhoods
Historic District that are directly south of Wilshire Boulevard,
visibility will not change the serenity or compromise the HPOZ.”

“The Project will not result in the loss of historic features or spaces
surrounding the historical resources. South Carthay HPOZ has the
feeling of an enclosed enclave. Within the sere street grid of the HPOZ,
there is little immediate sense of the larger city surrounding it.”

The environmental assessment is confusing because Planning does not
actually apply the Secretary’s Standard to evaluate potential impacts to the
integrity of the HPOZ. According to the National Trust for Historic
Preservation, “Regulating New Construction in Historic Districts,” Secretary’s
Standard 9 is a three-part test:

1) Characteristics of the property,

2) Differentiation of new work from old, and

3) Compatibility with existing fabric in terms of materials, features,
size, scale, and proportion and massing.

The environmental assessment is confusing because it implies that the
Wilshire Corridor high-rises were reviewed under the Secretary’s Standards
9 to demonstrate that they were compatible in scale and massing to the
HPOZ.

SCEA page 5-41 states: “As a comparison, seven tall towers (over 10-
stories) were constructed on the south side of Wilshire Boulevard
between San Vicente Boulevard and Fairfax Avenue in the 1960s
through 1980s.”

“Visible throughout the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District,
these towers are most visible near the intersection of Schumacher
Drive and along Warner Drive. Despite these seven tall towers,
Carthay Circle was adopted as an HPOZ in 1998. While distinct in size,
mass, scale and proportion, the towers do not detract from the setting
of either Carthay Circle HPOZ or the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic
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District such that they were not eligible for designation. Rather,
Carthay Circle HPOZ and the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District
have such a distinct setting and feeling that the tall towers on Wilshire
Boulevard, adjacent to the historic district and Carthay Circle HPOZ,
add to the sense of the neighborhood as a cohesive enclave, distinct
from its surroundings. In the same way, the proposed project may
also add to the distinct and special feeling of South Carthay HPOZ.”
The environmental assessment does not provide any historical resource
reports that show any of the Wilshire corridor high-rise buildings were
evaluated under the Secretary’s Standards to demonstrate that, “Carthay
Circle HPOZ and the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District have such a
distinct setting and feeling that the tall towers on Wilshire Boulevard,
adjacent to the historic district and Carthay Circle HPOZ, add to the sense of
the neighborhood as a cohesive enclave.”

While it may sound compelling to find another example of a high-rise next to
a single-family neighborhood, the evaluation should be based on actually
applying the Secretary’s Standard to the project.

It's like saying that someone replaced half the windows on a historic building
without a historic assessment and the building is still eligible for nomination
for National Register or HPOZ status, so therefore changing the remaining
windows would not cause a significant impact because the building is still
eligible. Pointing to the existing high-rises is confusing and contrary to
actually evaluating how the proposed project would potentially impact the
integrity of the South Carthay neighborhood under the Secretary’s Standards.

Planning does not provide any reference that they consulted with the Office
of Historic Resources, the city agency charged with the protection and
rehabilitation of the Coty’s historic and cultural monuments.
https://planning.lacity.org/preservation-design/program-overview. The
OHR serves as the professional staff for the City’s historic preservation
commission, the Cultural Heritage Commission. The OHR also oversees the
City’s 35 historic districts (HPOZs) and serves as an expert resource on
preservation within City Planning and for the other City departments,
Planning does not say why the OHR did not participate in the preparation of
the SCEA. This seems to me like a truly egregious error, or deliberate
omission. More about the work of the Cultural Heritage Commission:
https://www.larchmontbuzz.com /featured-stories-larchmont-
village/cultural-heritage-commission-celebrates-60-years-of preserving-la/

The environmental assessment is incomplete because it does not
identify or evaluate one of the most important character-defining
features of the Carthay Districts’s setting.



SCEA page 5-41 states: “None of the identified character-defining
features of the setting, including the street pattern, setbacks, mature
street trees, arrangement of single-family and multi-family residences,
and period revival architectural styles would be materially impaired.”

[t really doesn’t take being a historical architecture expert to understand why
the Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District is historically significant to L.A.
https://www.larchmontbuzz.com/featured-stories-larchmont-village /three-
carthay-neighborhoods-celebrate-national-register-of-historic-places-

designation/

The State Historical Resources Commission posted this about the Carthay
neighborhood: “Carthay Neighborhoods includes three subdivisions
established between 1922 and 1933, including Carthay Center, Fairfax Park,
and Olympic-Beverly Plaza. They tangibly express the practical application of
key City Beautiful ideas to residential developments during a period of
intense growth in Los Angeles, and constitute an excellent collection of
Period Revival residential architecture, including both single-family and
multi-family residences.”

The volunteer group (of which [ was a chair of the South Carthay National
Register Committee - one of the three joint committees that worked on this
nomination for two years) that spearheaded the nomination of the Carthay
District to the National register discussed the City Beautiful movement in this
article: https://beverlypress.com/2022/01/carthay-receives-national-

designation .

“Back east and in the Midwest, there was a lot of industrialization at the time
and a lot of people lived in tenements in cities overcome by pollution from
factories,” Dominguez said. “The City Beautiful Movement was a reaction to
19t century city development. The idea was to create open spaces and parKks,
and to make cities more livable, Obviously, it was an idealistic concept, but
out West, they were able to build some of these things.”

For basic introduction to the City Beautiful movement:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/City Beautiful movement

Most of us would be familiar with the City Beautiful movement by recalling
the 1901 plan of Washington D.C., designed by Daniel Burnham, that many of
us have appreciated on trips to our nation’s capital. It was the first organized
expression of the City Beautiful Movement as a means of beautification and
social order. There are other examples of City Beautiful planning in LA, such
as the 1920s plan for Palos Verdes Estates by Frederick Law Olmstead, Jr.,
designed as a master planned community. Leimert Park is a later example of
master planning in the City Beautiful Movement.



It’s important for decision amkers and the public to know about theis
because they provide the proper context of the proposed project as it relates
to the historical context of the South Carthay neighborhood, or in historian
language its “Character-defining features.”

CEQA requires an environmental review process intended to identify and
disclose to decision makers and the public the significant environmental
impacts of a proposed project to its consideration and approval.

The question here is whether the proposed project’s mass and scale are
compatible with the principles and concepts of City Beautiful planning, such
that its construction will not create a significant impact to the historic
character of the South Carthay neighborhood. To my view, and I think to the
view of most people who have no vested interest, this 28-story tower project
is vastly out of scale and will undo the historic uniqueness and degrade this
outstanding example of a City Beautiful influenced neighborhood.




Aerial view of the three Carthay neighborhoods taken in the early 1930s.
South Carthay (lower left above Pico Blvd) is still largely undeveloped, while
Carthay Square immediately to the east is well developed. Carthay Circle is in

view above the two other Carthays, anchored by the Carthay Circle Theater
(demolished in the 1960s).

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form

NPS Form 10-900 OMB Control No. 1024-0018
Carthay Neighborhoods Historic District Los Angeles, CA
Name of Property County and State

Figure 7. ca. 1927 aerial photograph showing the central part of the district, with Carthay
Circle and Fairfax Park partially built out, view to south. Source:
waterandpower.org.

These neighborhoods are outstanding examples of the City Beautiful
concepts.
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The same developer of this 28-story project built a nearly identical one at La
Cienega Boulevard and Exposition Blvd. It is comparable in massing, scale
and height. One can see the relationship between the high-rise and the
adjacent one-story office building, which is essentially the same relationship
in terms of mass and scale between the proposed project and the South
Carthay HPOZ, in particular the west side of it. If you actually go to this site of
this existing project - Cumulus - and stand at street level you are
overwhelmed by the tower. It is not designed to be on human scale, not a
place for people, but a machine for producing ever more breathtaking views
of the surrounding city - views that floor by floor as one goes higher can be
charged more and more for rents accordingly. There is no attempt to engage
with, relate to, include or consider the existing surrounding community, as if
it simply exists as a solitary and completely apart “ivory tower.”

(See next page)
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There is no consideration for relationship to the adjacent block and
neighborhood. This is the anti-thesis of the ideals of humanity, health,
wellbeing and human scale advocated and embodied in the City Beautiful
Movement. Allowing an equally monstrous tower to overlook the gracious
duplexes on the 1000 block of S. Alfred St. would completely destroy the
historic City Beautiful character of this historic block and adjacent blocks.

If the project were proposed for the Wilshire corridor, or downtown, where
other such high-rises exist, it would be one thing, there is plenty of historical
precedent and it fits in with an urban core. But that it is proposed to exist
crushingly towering over a Los Angles City HPOZ and a National register
historic district is appalling in its arrogance and total lack of regard for
humanity, history, community and beauty.

Planning did not incorporate its own mitigation measures regarding
construction vibration.

SCEA page 5-164 states: “For South Alfred Residences, a 0.12 inches
per second PPV threshold corresponding with the FTA’s Category IV
designation for ‘Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage’
was conservatively applied.”

SCEA page 5-166 states: “To ensure that the Project’s construction
does not expose South Alfred Street Residences and a commercial
building at 1080 La Cienega Boulevard to potentially damaging levels
of groundborne vibration, the following mitigation measures are
required:

12



MM-NOI-8: “Large earthmoving vehicles that are the vibrational
equivalent of the FTA’s “Large Bulldozer” vibration reference
equipment shall maintain a setback of at least 20 feet from South
Alfred Street Residences and 6 feet from the commercial building at
1080 La Cienega Boulevard.”

The mitigation measure requires that large earthmoving vehicles that are the
“vibrational equivalent” of the FTA’s “large bulldozer” maintain a setback of
at least 20 feet from South Alfred Street Residences. According to the FTA,
“caisson drilling” equipment has the same vibration as “large bulldozer.”
Federal Transit Administration Report 0123 can be found here. A table on
page 184 should be referenced:
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/research-
innovation/118131/transit-noise-and-vibration-impact-assessment-manual-
fta-report-no-0123_0.pdf

However, the project includes a request to reduce the rear yard to 15 feet.
The “caisson drilling” equipment that installs the temporary shoring for the
basement of the building is not permitted to operate within twenty feet of the
Alfred residences. Planning did not incorporate the mitigation measure to
require that no part of the basement temporary shoring can be installed any
closer than 20 feet from the Alfred residences.

Conclusion: It’s ironic that Planning has no plan. Development around major transit
hubs is guided by specific plans, called Transit Neighborhood Plans. In February
2021, the Planning Department told the community stakeholders that the Purple
Line Transit Neighborhood Plan would be put on hold until after the scheduled
update of the larger Wilshire Community Plan update begins in 2022.
https://www.larchmontbuzz.com/featured-stories-larchmont-village /purple-;ine-
transit-nighborhood-plan-paused-until-wilshire-community-planupdate-begins/

Plan updates include extensive community outreach and stakeholder input
(residents and businesses) to guide future neighborhood growth. It would be a
mistake for Planning to chalk this opposition to the 1050 S. La Cienega 28-story
apartment tower project to NIMBYism by a group of politically active, relatively
well-to-do homeowners whose chief interest in local planning is nothing more than
the preservation of their property values and existing neighborhood character.

It's about the process of how world-class cities like L.A. grow, through incremental
evolution, adaptation, refinement, restoration and historic preservation that
produces a well-cared for place that is widely considered to be beautiful. The
process requires that man ideas can be shared, such that no individual, group,
community, corporation, agency or institution exerts outsized power or control.

Thank you for your interest and time in considering the above.
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Walter R Dominguez

Walter Dominguez,
1209 S. Alfred St.,
Los Angles, CA 90035

cc: Brad Kane; Lisa Kaye; Joan Pellicoe; Ann Rubin; Ed Friedman; Ron Sokoloff
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