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EXHIBIT E 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS 

ENV-2022-6860-ND 

E1 – Negative Declaration: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/e1530a49-43ec-49de-9db4-
95396a173b68/ENV-2022-6860.pdf 

E2 – ND Appendix A- Air Quality: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/cae21f4d-71ce-4555-a1fe-
ff8daa4c50a9/ENV-2022-6860-A.pdf 

E3 - ND Appendix B- Tree Report: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/532cac03-bd65-4bee-af76-
5121dcc77562/ENV-2022-6860-B.pdf 

E4 - ND Appendix C.1- Tribal Initiation: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/600ac4af-e504-44c2-8a25-
ddc5147f3bd1/ENV-2022-6860-C.1.pdf 

E5 - ND Appendix C.2- Cultural Resource Records: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/27a9604b-b37c-4167-a04e-
6490be90bc09/ENV-2022-6860-C.2.pdf 

E6 - ND Appendix D – Table 1: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/694fce71-7ad5-405a-965f-
bb959034c6cb/ENV-2022-6860-D.pdf 

E7 – ND Appendix E.1- Phase 1: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/443e025a-25c0-40c1-8f9e-
f2fe1a5756c7/ENV-2022-6860-E1.pdf 

E8 – ND Appendix E.2- Well Finder Map: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/dc78ca50-7827-4d5a-bac9-
6b0db6401d67/ENV-2022-6860-E2.pdf 

E9 – ND Appendix E.3-CalGEM: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/a1483087-6bd9-466a-81c1-
23cb460bdc7d/ENV-2022-6860-E3.pdf 
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E10 – ND Appendix E. 4-Asbestos Survey Report: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/02c4d958-3726-4a2a-a0a5-
6dab01bd36a3/ENV-2022-6860-E4.pdf 
 
E11 – ND Appendix E.5- Site Testing for Methane: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/179ed9ff-5a60-41ce-9db6-
d1b26f4e9b57/ENV-2022-6860-E5.pdf 
 
E12 – ND Appendix E.6- Limited Phase II: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/eeee557c-7e74-47f5-b4b0-
711f88ed82c8/ENV-2022-6860-E6.pdf 
 
E13 – ND Appendix F- Noise Study: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/c7180279-b0e7-4b68-aee9-
c8f919d2cf08/ENV-2022-6860-F.pdf 
 
E14 – ND Appendix G.1-VMT Calculator: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/6be7a557-bbd2-4a38-a5ca-
c05f999bb659/ENV-2022-6860-G1.pdf 
 
E 15 – ND Appendix G2.1- Transportation Referral Form: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/d4188164-a6f5-4a0e-af05-
dcfd6e619f1d/ENV-2022-6860-G2.1.pdf 
 
E16 – ND Appendix G2 – Transportation Evaluation: 
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/003416e4-64fd-4b96-a8c4-
e0122414e179/ENV-2022-6860-G2.pdf 
 
E17 – ND Appendix H – Native American Heritage Commission:  
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/b586d26f-b6af-4b51-b04b-
8d833f6cda68/ENV-2022-6860-H.pdf 
 
E18 - California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)  
 
E19 - Well Abandonment Report 
 
E20 – Meridian Consultants ND Comment Response 
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“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment” 

 

  

STATE OF CALIFORNIA------- CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7 
100 S. MAIN STREET, MS 16 
LOS ANGELES, CA  90012 
PHONE  (213) 269-1124 
FAX  (213) 897-1337 
TTY  711 
www.dot.ca.gov 

  Making Conservation  
a California Way of Life 

 

May 2, 2025 

 

Norali Martinez 

City of Los Angeles 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 721 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: KPAC Coil Avenue Freezer Expansion 

            SCH # 2025041295 

            Vic. LA-1/PM 9.45, LA-47/PM 9.26 

            GTS # LA-2025-04805-ND 

Dear Norali Martinez:  

 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in 

the environmental review process for the above-referenced environmental 

document.  The project involves the improvement and expansion of an existing 

one-story, 42-foot tall, 221,496 square-foot cold storage facility, resulting in a two-

story, 65-foot tall, 281,899 square foot facility, with a total 0.38:1 Floor Area Ratio 

("FAR").  The expansion includes the demolition and alteration of 27,157 square 

foot existing cold dock for a new 71,331 square feet freezer, resulting in a net 

addition of 44,174 square feet of new floor area.  The improvements include 

13,939 square feet of new office space, and 2,290 square feet of a new 

engine/mechanical room, electrical room, and fire pump room.  The project also 

involves new automated racking system, other interior improvements, and 

decreasing the length of the existing double rail spur.  The project will provide 119 

parking spaces, with no (0) trees to be removed, and with an import of 7,000 cubic 

yards of soil. 

 

The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe and reliable transportation network 

that serves all people and respects the environment.  Senate Bill 743 (2013) has 

codified into CEQA law and mandated that CEQA review of transportation 

impacts of proposed development be modified by using Vehicle Miles Traveled 

(VMT) as the primary metric in identifying transportation impacts for all future 

development projects.  As a reminder, all environmental document should 

include Vehicle Miles Traveled.  You may reference the Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Research (OPR) for more information: 

 

https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/#guidelines-updates 

 

https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/#guidelines-updates
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The new expanded facility would add approximately a maximum of 30 

employees and cars per day and a maximum of 40 trucks/containers per day, 

resulting in a total of 160 trucks/containers per day. The warehouse would result in 

448 daily trips and 3,371 vehicle-miles travelled (VMT).  The Project would add 125 

net trips and 1,092 net daily VMT.  These values do not take into account credits 

for Project Transportation Demand Management (TDM) features, such as 30 

percent of the workforce at the current facility use carpool or public 

transportation.  The Project would not exceed the Harbor Area Planning 

Commission (APC) household VMT threshold of 9.2 and work VMT threshold of 12.3.  

As such, Caltrans concurs that the proposed Project is not anticipated to cause 

a significant VMT impact based on the City’s VMT criteria for the Central APC 

area.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials that 

require the use of oversized transport vehicles on State highways will need a 

Caltrans transportation permit.  Any large-size truck trips be limited to off-peak 

commute periods for the construction phase and operation phase.  Construction 

truck loads should be covered with a tarpaulin cover.   
 

Storm water run-off is a sensitive issue for Los Angeles County.  Please be mindful 

that projects should be designed to discharge clean run-off water.  Additionally, 

discharge of storm water run-off is not permitted onto State highway facilities 

without any storm water management plan.  

   

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Mr. Alan Lin, the project 

coordinator, at (213) 269-1124 and refer to GTS # LA-2025-04805-ND. 

 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

MIYA EDMONSON 

LDR/CEQA Branch Chief  

 

email: State Clearinghouse 



















































































































860 Hampshire Road, Suite P 
Westlake Village, CA 91361 

Date: June 23, 2025 

To: Norali Martinez 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 721 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

From: Christ Kirikian 
Partner | Director of Air Quality & Acoustics 

Subject: Response to Comments on the Negative Declaration (ND) for KPAC Coil Avenue Freezer 
Expansion Project (Case No. ENV-2022-6860-ND, SCH No. 2025041295) from Adams 
Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo letter dated June 12, 2025 

This memorandum addresses the comments from Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo dated June 12, 2025 

on the Negative Declaration (ND) for the KPAC Coil Avenue Freezer Expansion Project. 

1.1 RESPONSE 1 

This introductory comment summarizes the Project Description and outlines the issues raised by the 
commenter in their letter. Specific issues raised by the commenter are addressed in detail in Response to 

Comment Nos. 2 through 16, below. As demonstrated therein, the Draft ND meets the requirements of CEQA 
and preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is not required. 

1.2 RESPONSE 2 

This comment consisting of the commenter’s statement of interest is noted for the record and will be made 

available to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

1.3 RESPONSE 3 

The commenter raises the “fair argument” standard under CEQA to assert that the City was legally required to 
prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed project. While it is true that CEQA requires the 

preparation of an EIR when substantial evidence supports a fair argument that a project may have a significant 
effect on the environment, the commenter mischaracterizes both the legal threshold and the evidentiary 
record in this case. 

The fair argument standard does indeed establish a relatively low bar for environmental review; however, this 
threshold is not satisfied by speculative claims, generalized concerns, or unsupported opinions. As defined 
under CEQA Guidelines §15384, “substantial evidence” must consist of facts, reasonable assumptions 

predicated upon facts, or expert opinion supported by facts. In this instance, the City conducted a 
comprehensive Initial Study that evaluated the project’s potential effects on air quality, noise, and public 
health using standard methodologies accepted by regulatory agencies, including emission modeling through 



CalEEMod and noise analysis conforming to FTA protocols. The conclusions drawn from this analysis indicate 
that the project does not exceed any thresholds of significance, and where minor impacts were identified, they 

were either temporary in nature or sufficiently addressed through regulatory compliance measures. 

Finally, the suggestion that the use of a ND is categorically inappropriate due to “potential” unmitigated 
impacts misconstrues the purpose of the Initial Study process. CEQA requires that a lead agency prepare an 

EIR only when there is credible, factual support for the claim that impacts may be significant. The Initial Study 
in this case does not merely speculate that impacts are insignificant; it provides the analytical and evidentiary 
foundation demonstrating that conclusion. Accordingly, as discussed in Responses #4 through #16 below, the 

Project would not result in significant air quality, noise and public health impacts.  

1.4 RESPONSE 4 

The assertion that the ND fails to adequately describe baseline noise conditions misrepresents both the 
methodological consistency and regulatory sufficiency of the Initial Study’s analysis. CEQA does not mandate 

continuous or multi-day noise monitoring, nor does it require characterization of every potential fluctuation in 
ambient conditions. Rather, the statute requires that environmental analyses be based on substantial 
evidence and reasonable assumptions supported by data. 

The baseline noise data relied upon in the ND were developed through site-specific monitoring at six locations 
adjacent to sensitive receptors, including residences west of the project site. These surveys were conducted 
during weekday morning hours under typical conditions, capturing noise levels associated with local vehicular 

traffic and rail activity—both identified as primary contributors to ambient noise in the project area. Fifteen-
minute measurement intervals conform to widely accepted industry practices (e.g., Caltrans Technical Noise 
Supplement, FTA Noise and Vibration Manual), and are routinely upheld in CEQA documents as a reasonable 

approach to characterizing ambient noise. The suggestion that these data are “unsupported” or 
“unrepresentative” ignores this regulatory context and fails to provide any alternative analysis or threshold 
demonstrating otherwise. 

Regarding the claim that the measurements represent “only 2% of allowable weekday construction hours,” 
this is a misleading metric. Noise standards and impact determinations under CEQA are not based on 
cumulative hourly representations but on comparisons between modeled project noise levels and established 

thresholds (typically Leq and Lmax metrics) over defined time periods. The Initial Study applied this framework 
by comparing anticipated project-related increases to City-adopted noise standards and significance 
thresholds, thereby ensuring an appropriate, regulation-compliant evaluation. 

With respect to Saturday operations, CEQA requires that the lead agency assess reasonably foreseeable 
conditions. However, the suggestion that weekend noise “may” differ does not constitute substantial evidence 
of a significant effect. Weekend activity levels in the vicinity are expected to be lower than weekdays, 

particularly in terms of commuter rail and traffic noise, making weekday measurements a conservative 
indicator of potential impact. Absent evidence of intensified weekend operations or materially distinct 
baseline conditions, the City was not obligated to expand its monitoring scope to include Saturday data. 



1.5 RESPONSE 5 

The appellant incorrectly makes the assumption the ND should have included a quantified construction Health 
Risk Assessment (HRA), and is thus allegedly inconsistent with CEQA’s requirement to make a “reasonable 

effort to substantively connect a project’s air quality impacts to likely health consequences.” 

The City relies on methodology established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) for 
preparation of CEQA air quality analyses. SCAQMD shares responsibility with the California Air Resources 

Board (CARB) for ensuring that all state and federal ambient air quality standards are achieved and maintained 
throughout all of Los Angeles County. Although SCAQMD is responsible for regional air quality planning efforts, 
it does not have the authority to directly regulate air quality issues associated with new development projects 

within the Air Basin, such as the Project. Instead, SCAQMD published the CEQA Air Quality Handbook in 
November 1993 to assist lead agencies, as well as consultants, project proponents, and other interested 
parties, in evaluating potential air quality impacts of projects proposed in the Air Basin. The CEQA Air Quality 

Handbook provides standards, methodologies, and procedures for conducting air quality analyses and was 
used extensively in the preparation of the air quality analysis for this report. 

The SCAQMD CEQA Handbook does not recommend analysis of toxic air contaminants (TACs) from short-term 

construction activities. The rational for not requiring a health risk assessment for construction activities is the 
limited duration of exposure. According to SCAQMD methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air toxics 
are usually described in terms of individual cancer risk. Specifically, “Individual Cancer Risk” is the likelihood 

that a person continuously exposed to concentrations of TACs over a 70-year lifetime will contract cancer 
based on the use of standard risk assessment methodology. Given that the greatest potential for diesel 
particulate emissions would only occur during demolition (approximately 1 month) and excavation/grading 

activities (approximately 2 months) and other construction activities (approximately 12 months) during the 
overall construction schedule would result in reduced use of heavy-duty diesel construction equipment in 
comparison to demolition and excavation/grading activities, the Project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 

70 year) source of TAC emissions. No residual TAC emissions and corresponding individual cancer risk are 
anticipated after construction. Because there is such a short-term exposure period (15 out of 840 months of a 
70-year lifetime), further evaluation of construction TAC emissions is not warranted. As such, the analysis 

correctly concluded that Project-related TAC impacts during construction were less than significant. 

Additionally, the commenter’s claim that the ND improperly relies on Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) 
to assess health impacts from exposure to DPM reflects a misunderstanding of both the regulatory framework 

and the purpose of LSTs as defined by the SCAQMD. LSTs are expressly intended to serve as conservative 
screening tools to evaluate localized impacts from criteria pollutants—including particulate matter (PM₁₀ and 
PM₂.₅)—emitted during construction activities. While it is correct that LSTs are not designed to directly assess 

TACs or conduct HRAs, the assertion that the use of LSTs is “flawed” misconstrues their accepted function. 

SCAQMD has consistently advised that a site-specific construction HRA is not required unless modeled 
emissions—particularly of diesel PM—exceed the applicable LST. In this case, the project’s estimated 



construction emissions, as modeled in CalEEMod and analyzed in the ND, are well below LST screening 
thresholds for PM₁₀ and PM₂.₅ at the nearest sensitive receptors. This provides a strong presumption under 

CEQA that the project’s localized health impacts, including those associated with short-term exposure to 
DPM, are less than significant. 

The LST methodology is intentionally designed to err on the side of caution by incorporating conservative 

assumptions regarding proximity, meteorology, and receptor sensitivity. If LSTs are not exceeded, SCAQMD 
guidance explicitly does not recommend further analysis, such as an HRA, for short-term construction 
activities. Requiring an HRA in every instance where diesel equipment is used would exceed both regulatory 

expectations and CEQA’s own standard for substantial evidence. 

1.6 RESPONSE 6 

The commenter’s argument that the ND fails to analyze cumulative air quality impacts misstates the 
applicable CEQA framework and overextends the interpretive scope of current SCAQMD guidance. The ND 

fully complies with CEQA’s two-pronged test for evaluating cumulative impacts: (1) determining whether the 
cumulative condition itself is significant, and (2) assessing whether the project’s contribution is cumulatively 
considerable in that context. 

CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(3) explicitly allow a lead agency to use established regulatory thresholds as a 
proxy for cumulative significance, provided those thresholds are developed to account for cumulative 
conditions. The SCAQMD mass emission thresholds for criteria pollutants are specifically designed to 

evaluate whether a project’s contribution to regional air quality degradation would be cumulatively 
considerable. The project’s modeled emissions fall well below these thresholds for all pollutants of concern, 
including NOₓ, ROG, CO, PM₁₀, and PM₂.₅. Therefore, per CEQA Guidelines, the conclusion that cumulative 

impacts are less than significant is legally defensible and supported by substantial evidence. 

The commenter asserts that this approach is insufficient because SCAQMD is “currently updating” its 
guidance for cumulative analysis of TACs, specifically DPM. However, draft concepts presented in working 

groups do not constitute adopted regulatory thresholds or enforceable policy. Until such time as SCAQMD 
formally adopts a cumulative TAC significance framework through a public process, lead agencies are not 
required under CEQA to apply tentative methodologies still under development. Nonetheless, the ND 

proactively addressed TAC impacts through conservative screening with LSTs for PM emissions, which serve 
as a recognized proxy for short-term DPM exposure. These emissions were shown to be well below LSTs at the 
nearest sensitive receptors. 

Furthermore, the commenter references the MATES V dataset and background cancer risks without providing 
any project-specific risk assessment or evidence that the project would elevate cumulative cancer risk in a 
meaningful way. CEQA requires a fact-based demonstration of significance, not generalized concerns or 

emerging research discussions. The ND’s conclusion that a HRA was not warranted is consistent with 
SCAQMD’s own guidance, which indicates that an HRA is not required unless screening thresholds (i.e., LSTs) 
are exceeded—a condition not met here. 



Regarding the claim that the ND improperly dismisses foreseeable projects as speculative, this too is 
incorrect. The Initial Study considered the built environment and regional growth patterns but did not identify 

any specific, active, or approved projects in the immediate vicinity that would combine with the proposed 
project to result in a cumulatively considerable impact. CEQA does not require speculation about unknown or 
indefinite future development. Rather, it mandates a good faith effort to use reasonably available information. 

The ND’s cumulative analysis meets that standard. 

In sum, the commenter provides no substantial evidence that the project would incrementally contribute to a 
significant cumulative air quality condition. The City's reliance on adopted regulatory thresholds and accepted 

screening methodologies is consistent with CEQA and current SCAQMD practice. An EIR is not required simply 
because alternative thresholds or emerging guidance could theoretically yield different conclusions. CEQA 
requires a reasoned, evidence-based approach—which the City has applied here. 

1.7 RESPONSE 7 

The claim that substantial evidence supports a fair argument the project may result in a significant cancer risk 
due to DPM emissions is not supported by regulatory standards or established CEQA practice. While the 
commenter cites Dr. Clark’s independent modeling to suggest that the project’s construction activities would 

cause a cancer risk exceeding 1 in one million, this analysis is not a legally binding standard under CEQA nor 
does it represent adopted methodology from the SCAQMD. 

The SCAQMD has not formally adopted the draft cumulative cancer risk significance framework referenced by 

the commenter. While the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study V (MATES V) provides valuable background 
information on regional TAC exposure levels, it is not intended to serve as a project-level threshold or 
regulatory trigger under CEQA. The cited 1 in one million benchmark reflects a conceptual screening threshold 

discussed in SCAQMD working groups—it is not codified or recommended as a universal standard. Agencies 
are not required to rely on non-final guidance, particularly in the absence of an adopted methodology. 

The ND properly utilized SCAQMD’s LSTs for PM₂.₅ and PM₁₀, which are conservative screening tools that 

account for localized emissions, receptor proximity, and short-term exposure risks. Project emissions were 
found to be well below those thresholds, indicating that the potential for localized DPM-related impacts, 
including cancer risk, is less than significant. SCAQMD explicitly does not recommend preparation of a HRA 

unless LSTs are exceeded—a condition that does not apply here. 

Moreover, Dr. Clark’s modeling assumes the applicability of the draft cumulative impact methodology and 
imposes thresholds that are neither required by CEQA nor endorsed by SCAQMD. Even if one were to accept 

the modeling at face value, the resulting cancer risk of 2.27 in one million still falls below SCAQMD’s currently 
adopted significance threshold of 10 in one million. CEQA does not require an EIR simply because an 
alternative analysis generates a more conservative result, especially when that result remains below existing 

regulatory thresholds. 



Finally, the commenter’s claim that the project’s location in a disadvantaged or AB 617-designated community 
mandates use of a stricter threshold lacks a basis in CEQA or in adopted air district regulations. While CEQA 

recognizes environmental justice considerations, it does not require the substitution of emerging or unadopted 
standards in place of established criteria. The City’s conclusions are grounded in adopted thresholds, agency 
guidance, and accepted modeling practices. The existence of alternate analyses or lower thresholds, even if 

derived from valid models, does not equate to substantial evidence that a significant impact may occur. 

Additionally, as described in both Response #5 and #6, if LSTs are not exceeded, SCAQMD guidance explicitly 
does not recommend further analysis, such as an HRA, for short-term construction activities. No residual TAC 

emissions and corresponding individual cancer risk are anticipated after construction. Because there is such 
a short-term exposure period (15 out of 840 months of a 70-year lifetime), further evaluation of construction 
TAC emissions is not warranted. As such, the analysis correctly concluded that Project-related TAC impacts 

during construction were less than significant. 

In short, the administrative record supports the conclusion that construction-related DPM emissions would 
not result in a significant health risk. The City is not required to prepare an EIR based on speculative or non-

standard risk thresholds, particularly where no adopted methodology mandates such action. The 
commenter’s reliance on draft guidance and unofficial risk thresholds does not constitute substantial 
evidence under CEQA. 

1.8 RESPONSE 8 

First, the commenter’s claim that the air quality analysis is deficient due to the omission of emissions from 
transport refrigeration units (TRUs) fails to consider the operational data already disclosed in the ND, as well 
as the scale of the projected increase. The ND acknowledges that the existing site accommodates 

approximately 110 to 120 truck TRUs per day and that, under the proposed project, TRU activity would increase 
by only 30 to 40 trucks per day—a modest increment in the context of the overall operational volume. 

There will be no increase in refrigerated railcar TRU activity, and all additional truck TRUs are already subject 

to regulatory controls under the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) TRU Airborne Toxic Control Measure 
(ATCM). These regulations cap the emissions profile of in-use and new TRUs through required engine upgrades, 
operational time limits, and idling restrictions. As such, even at the conservative end of the activity range, the 

net increase in TRU activity is regulated and not expected to materially increase the project’s localized DPM 
emissions. 

To ensure that this assumption was empirically tested, the project’s emissions profile was supplemented with  

PCE units at a ratio of 1.5 passenger cars to input into CalEEMod. Therefore, it was assumed the proposed 
expansion would result in 732 daily trips. The ND’s finding of less-than-significant air quality impacts remains 
valid, and there is no substantial evidence to suggest that the marginal increase in TRU-related emissions 

would result in significant localized cancer risks or contribute materially to cumulative impacts. The project is 
located in an industrial corridor where similar mobile and stationary emission sources are common, and it has 



incorporated operational best practices and mitigation measures that further minimize emissions exposure at 
nearby sensitive receptors. 

Secondly, the comment asserts that the air quality analysis in the ND is deficient because it does not explicitly 
quantify emissions from cargo handling equipment such as yard trucks, forklifts, or top picks—equipment 
commonly associated with cold storage logistics. However, this claim overstates the potential contribution of 

these sources and does not undermine the ND’s conclusions. 

To address the comment and ensure the most conservative evaluation possible under CEQA, a supplemental 
emissions analysis was conducted that incorporates cargo handling equipment using standard emission 

factors for diesel and propane-powered yard equipment commonly found at similar facilities. This analysis 
includes operational assumptions reflective of routine facility use, including multiple pieces of equipment 
operating daily. 

The results of the supplemental modeling (refer to Attachment A) confirm that emissions from cargo handling 
equipment—when added to the original CalEEMod output—do not meaningfully increase total operational 
emissions. Specifically, even with the inclusion of these sources, the project’s total emissions for all criteria 

pollutants, including nitrogen oxides (NOx), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and DPM remain well below 
SCAQMD regional and localized significance thresholds. 

This additional analysis reaffirms that the original conclusion of “less than significant impact” remains valid. 

The fact that neither the baseline nor project conditions triggered any thresholds for significance—even after 
conservatively including this equipment—demonstrates that the commenter’s concern does not rise to the 
level of substantial evidence under CEQA. The omission of such minor sources from the initial model does not 

constitute a “significant analytical gap,” particularly given that the revised modeling confirms no change in the 
impact determination. 

Thirdly, the commenter’s claim that the omission of emissions from the facility’s stationary fire pump 

undermines the integrity of the air quality modeling is unsubstantiated and ultimately irrelevant to the CEQA 
conclusions. While it is correct that the original model did not explicitly include emissions from the fire pump, 
this does not constitute a material deficiency because, as the commenter themselves acknowledges, fire 

pumps are tested only intermittently—typically for short durations on a monthly or annual basis. Their limited 
runtime inherently limits their emissions output, making it unlikely that they would substantially affect the 
overall emissions profile of the project. 

Nevertheless, to address the comment and further validate the robustness of the environmental analysis, a 
supplemental modeling exercise was conducted to incorporate emissions from the fire pump under 
conservative operational assumptions. Specifically, the revised analysis assumes the fire pump would 

operate for one hour per day and up to 100 hours per year—substantially more frequent than industry practice 
and well beyond typical testing schedules. This modeling approach ensures that any potential emissions are 
overestimated rather than minimized, in keeping with CEQA’s requirement for conservative impact 

assessment. 



As shown in Attachment A of the supplemental analysis, the addition of the fire pump results in negligible 
changes to the overall emissions inventory. Criteria pollutant levels, including for DPM and nitrogen oxides 

(NOx)—the pollutants of concern identified by the commenter—remain almost identical to the original results 
disclosed in the ND. Importantly, total emissions for all regulated pollutants, including DPM and NOx, remain 
below the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds. These findings confirm that the fire pump does not 

contribute materially to the project’s potential to cause significant air quality impacts. 

Therefore, the inclusion of the fire pump in the supplemental analysis further substantiates the ND’s 
conclusion that air quality impacts are less than significant. The commenter’s assertion does not constitute 

substantial evidence under CEQA, nor does it demonstrate a basis for requiring preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report. 

1.9 RESPONSE 9 

The commenter’s assertion that the noise analysis supporting the ND is analytically flawed due to 

“unsupported assumptions” about equipment distances reflects a fundamental misunderstanding of both the 
modeling methodology employed and the regulatory expectations under CEQA. Contrary to the comment’s 
claim, the analysis did not rely on speculative or undocumented distances; rather, it utilized industry-standard 

software and conservative modeling protocols to ensure the assessment was both representative and 
precautionary. 

The noise modeling was conducted using SoundPLAN, a three-dimensional acoustic modeling tool that 

incorporates not only source data—such as the sound power levels for construction equipment provided by 
the Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA RCNM)—but also terrain, 
elevation, and receptor-specific inputs. The use of SoundPLAN inherently accounts for the actual geometric 

relationship between noise sources and sensitive receptors by integrating scaled topographical data. Thus, 
the distances between construction activities and nearby residential receptors were not arbitrarily assumed; 
they were algorithmically computed within the modeling environment based on accurate spatial mapping 

utilizing Google Earth. 

Moreover, the analysis adopted conservative assumptions throughout. It presumes the simultaneous 
operation of multiple high-noise construction equipment types, a condition that rarely occurs in real-world 

scenarios due to logistical constraints and typical construction phasing. This “worst-case” assumption 
ensures that predicted noise levels represent the upper bound of potential exposure and thus err on the side 
of caution when evaluating significance. 

The suggestion that empirical validation of input distances is missing is misplaced. SoundPLAN, by design, 
references georeferenced base maps and user-defined project layouts to simulate propagation paths. The 
model’s outputs reflect not generic assumptions, but spatially accurate projections based on mapped 

receptor locations.  



CEQA requires that noise assessments be based on reasonable assumptions and supported by substantial 
evidence. The City’s use of a 3D modeling platform like SoundPLAN, coupled with conservative construction 

scenarios and FHWA-sourced equipment data, meets and exceeds this standard. The analysis discloses 
assumptions and modeling parameters. Thus, the claim that the ND fails to substantiate noise model inputs 
or fails to accurately depict receptor distances is unfounded. The analysis is conservative and fully CEQA-

compliant. 

1.10 RESPONSE 10 

The commenter’s critique of the City’s use of an 80 dBA Leq threshold for assessing construction noise 
mischaracterizes the purpose and application of this threshold, and disregards the City of Los Angeles’s most 

recent regulatory guidance. While it is true that noise thresholds must be tailored to local context and receptor 
sensitivity, the City’s analysis is both consistent with CEQA and directly aligned with the City’s current adopted 
methodology for assessing construction noise impacts. 

In September 2024, the Department of City Planning issued an advisory memorandum that formalized updated 
thresholds and methodologies for analyzing construction noise and vibration. These updates, which evolved 
from the December 2023 policy proposal process, specifically establish thresholds that balance the realities 

of urban construction with the need to protect public health and sensitive receptors. For construction noise, 
the advisory identifies context-sensitive, receptor-specific thresholds that reflect both absolute noise levels 
and potential for sleep disturbance. The City’s ND applies the adopted 80 dBA Leq daytime threshold for 

residential receptors—a threshold that the Department affirmed in its 2024 memorandum as an appropriate 
criterion for temporary, non-pile-driving activities during standard construction hours. 

Furthermore, the ND’s noise analysis is conservative and methodologically robust. It uses FHWA-sourced 

maximum noise levels, assumes simultaneous operation of all major construction equipment types, and 
models receptor-specific impacts using three-dimensional terrain-based propagation via SoundPLAN. This 
ensures that the modeled noise environment does not underestimate potential impacts. The fact that these 

worst-case scenarios remain below the City’s adopted 80 dBA significance threshold provides substantial 
evidence supporting the conclusion that construction noise will not result in significant effects. 

In sum, the City’s noise analysis is fully consistent with CEQA and the September 2024 City-adopted 

thresholds and methodologies. The argument that the use of an absolute threshold is inappropriate lacks merit 
and fails to recognize the discretion CEQA affords lead agencies in setting and applying locally tailored 
significance criteria. The ND’s findings are both technically and legally sound. 

1.11 RESPONSE 11 

The comment contends that construction noise impacts are significant and unmitigated based on an 
independent calculation provided by Ms. Toncheva, which aims to show that the demolition phase would 
generate an 8-hour Leq of 82 dBA at nearby residential receptors. However, this analysis is incomplete and 



omits critical context and project-specific design features, thereby limiting its reliability and evidentiary value 
under CEQA. 

First, the assertion that the ND fails to apply the City’s recommended methodology is inaccurate. As described 
in Response #10, the noise analysis adheres to the September 2024 Department of City Planning advisory 
memorandum, which formally establishes the 80 dBA Leq daytime threshold for evaluating significance of 

construction noise impacts within the City of Los Angeles. This threshold reflects cumulative policy 
considerations, balancing construction feasibility with community protection, and is specifically intended for 
short-term, daytime construction activities such as those proposed for this project. 

Second, the commenter’s analysis fails to incorporate existing site conditions and Environmental Protection 
Measures (EPMs) that are integral to the project’s design and implementation. As documented in the ND’s 
noise study, EPMs NV1-1 through NV1-6 include multiple controls: properly maintained and muffled 

equipment (NV1-1), orientation and staging of noisy equipment away from sensitive uses (NV1-2), installation 
of temporary noise barriers or acoustic blankets (NV1-3, NV1-6), restriction of particularly noisy tasks to 
daytime hours (NV1-5), and clear site access routing to minimize disturbance (NV1-4). These measures are 

not speculative—they are regulatory compliance measures and enforceable components of project 
implementation and materially reduce the predicted noise levels at offsite receptors. 

In addition, the modeling in the ND accounts for the attenuation provided by physical distance and onsite 

structures. Ms. Toncheva’s calculation uses a simplified propagation estimate without factoring in the noise 
shielding benefits of intervening buildings. The modeled noise levels, inclusive of worst-case assumptions, 
remain below the City’s adopted 80 dBA threshold for construction activities. 

1.12 RESPONSE 12 

The commenter’s claim that the ND fails to demonstrate compliance with applicable construction noise 
standards under Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) §112.05 is factually and legally unfounded. As detailed 
in Response #10, the City has explicitly incorporated the most current, context-sensitive construction noise 

thresholds as set forth in its September 2024 Department of City Planning advisory memorandum. That 
guidance refines the City’s application of CEQA thresholds of significance for construction noise and vibration 
and was developed precisely to address inconsistencies between regulatory noise limits and the realities of 

temporary construction activity in urban environments. 

The CEQA analysis in the ND appropriately utilizes the 80 dBA Leq threshold identified in the City’s 2024 
adopted CEQA guidance as the relevant threshold for determining the potential for significant impacts on 

sensitive receptors. This threshold was not selected arbitrarily; it reflects Citywide policy deliberations that 
weighed community health, urban density, and environmental justice considerations, and was established to 
ensure consistency across all CEQA noise analyses conducted within the City of Los Angeles. 

The suggestion that the ND does not acknowledge or analyze local construction noise regulations is also 
incorrect. The analysis incorporates construction equipment noise profiles based on FHWA data and models 



noise levels using SoundPLAN under conservative assumptions—including simultaneous equipment 
operation at the nearest property line to residential uses. The modeled levels were then compared against the 

adopted CEQA threshold. 

Furthermore, the legal premise that compliance with regulatory standards must be independently 
demonstrated to function as mitigation under CEQA is inapplicable here. CEQA does not require mitigation for 

impacts that are found to be less than significant in the first instance. In this case, the project is expected to 
comply with applicable municipal construction standards through standard conditions of approval, contract 
specifications, and active construction oversight by the City’s Department of Building and Safety. The ND does 

not rely on regulatory compliance as a substitute for mitigation but is instead concluding—based on modeling 
and adopted thresholds—that the impacts are not significant. 

In conclusion, the ND’s approach is fully aligned with both the City’s 2024 CEQA thresholds and with CEQA’s 

requirements for a good faith, evidence-based impact determination. The suggestion that a failure to disclose 
or address LAMC §112.05 renders the ND deficient is inaccurate. The project’s construction noise levels, even 
under conservative assumptions, are consistent with City-adopted CEQA thresholds and are expected to 

operate within the performance envelope established by applicable local regulations. 

1.13 RESPONSE 13 

The ND acknowledges that all mechanical equipment is required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code 
Section 112.02, which prohibits noise from such equipment from causing an increase in ambient noise level 

of more than 5 dBA. Compliance with these regulatory standards ensures that noise levels generated by 
mechanical equipment do not exceed acceptable thresholds. 

The LADBS reviews building permit applications to ensure that all proposed mechanical equipment complies 

with applicable noise regulations. As part of this review, project applicants are required to demonstrate that 
mechanical equipment is designed and installed in a manner that meets the City’s Municipal Code. If 
necessary, additional noise attenuation measures, such as shielding, equipment selection, or placement 

adjustments, may be incorporated into project design to achieve compliance. 

Since the Project is required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code and will be subject to review during the 
plan check process, additional analysis in the ND is not required. The conclusion that impacts would be less 

than significant is based on enforceable regulatory standards, and compliance will be verified as part of the 
City’s plan check process. 

1.14 RESPONSE 14 

Under existing conditions, approximately 120 truck/container trips occur per day, with modeled noise levels 

ranging from 57.1 dBA for medium-duty trucks to 62.4 dBA for heavy-duty trucks at 25 feet from the nearest 
sensitive receptor. The proposed project would add 40 truck/container trips per day, resulting in a total of 160. 
This increase corresponds to a projected noise level of 58.4 to 63.6 dBA at the same receptor distance, 



depending on truck class. This maximum incremental increase of 1.3 dBA is well below the commonly used 
CEQA significance threshold of 5 dBA for operational noise. According to the ambient noise measurements 

provided in the ND, existing baseline noise levels already exceed 60 dBA due to industrial activity and 
transportation infrastructure in the area. Therefore, the additional truck activity would not cause a perceptible 
or significant change in the acoustic environment. 

For purposes of this response, a supplemental analysis was conducted to simulate dock operations in their 
proposed location, adjacent to Drumm Avenue and behind the existing barrier wall, which was explicitly 
included in the model as a shielding feature. The supplemental SoundPLAN modeling specifically evaluated 

dock operations using a reference Sound Power Level (LwA) of 114.2 dB, which corresponds to the unloading 
of trailers via forklift—one of the loudest reasonably anticipated operational scenarios. 

The results of the supplemental analysis show that noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors are as 

follows: 60.9 dBA at Site 1, 60.1 dBA at Site 2, 56.3 dBA at Site 3, 54.4 dBA at Site 4, 48.9 dBA at Site 5, and 41.5 
dBA at Site 6 (refer to Attachment B). None of these modeled noise levels represent an increase of 5 dBA or 
more above existing ambient conditions, the standard CEQA threshold for a potentially significant increase. 

Even at the closest receptor (Site 1), the modeled dock-related noise increase is below this level, 
demonstrating that the proposed dock relocation and extended operations into Saturday will not result in 
perceptible or significant increases in noise exposure. 

In conclusion, the original and supplemental analyses demonstrate, using site-specific modeling and 
conservative assumptions, that noise from truck and dock operations will not result in a significant increase 
over ambient conditions. The ND’s conclusion of a less than significant impact is supported by substantial 

evidence and complies fully with CEQA. 

1.15 RESPONSE 15 

The commenter’s assertion that the City cannot lawfully approve the requested entitlements due to alleged 
“significant, unmitigated public health and environmental impacts” mischaracterizes both the scope of the 

proposed project and the thoroughness of the environmental review conducted under CEQA. As established 
in detailed responses to comments throughout this administrative record, the ND is supported by substantial 
evidence and appropriately concludes that the project will not result in significant environmental impacts. 

With respect to air quality, the ND applies SCAQMD thresholds for both regional and localized impacts and 
models emissions using CalEEMod under conservative assumptions. Construction emissions fall well below 
applicable LSTs, which SCAQMD recognizes as the primary screening tool for evaluating short-term DPM 

exposure. Contrary to assertions in the comment, a HRA is not warranted per adopted SCAQMD guidance, and 
the application of emerging, non-final cumulative risk frameworks is not required under CEQA. The project’s 
contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is likewise less than considerable, as explained in prior 

responses. 



For noise, the ND uses SoundPLAN modeling with conservative input assumptions and incorporates both 
weekday ambient measurements and enforceable Environmental Protection Measures (EPMs) NV1-1 through 

NV1-6. As addressed in earlier responses, operational noise from truck traffic and loading dock activities, 
including during Saturday operations, would not exceed a 5 dBA increase above ambient at any sensitive 
receptor. Construction noise, modeled assuming simultaneous use of all major equipment types, remains 

below the City’s adopted 80 dBA Leq threshold as formalized in the September 2024 Department of City 
Planning advisory memorandum. Supplemental analysis further confirmed that noise from dock operations 
does not exceed ambient levels in a manner that would result in a significant impact. 

The ND also provides a reasoned, evidence-based assessment of all other CEQA-required resource areas and 
finds no potentially significant effects that remain unmitigated. Assertions of public health or welfare harm are 
not substantiated by expert opinion that meets CEQA’s substantial evidence standard. Where alternative 

modeling was presented by commenters, those submissions either failed to account for design-level 
mitigation, applied unadopted or draft thresholds, or made assumptions inconsistent with the project 
description. 

Regarding General Plan and Community Plan consistency, the commenter’s claim of inconsistency with 
policies such as Air Quality Element Policy 1.3.1 or Noise Element Policies 2.2 ignores the fact that these 
policies are implemented through the environmental standards and thresholds applied in the ND. Since the 

ND demonstrates that the project complies with those standards and would not result in significant impacts, 
the project does not conflict with those policies. Moreover, the project includes design and operational 
features—such as noise shielding, equipment muffling, and truck routing controls—that reflect best practices 

in minimizing off-site effects and supporting community compatibility. 

Finally, the entitlement findings required for the General Plan Amendment, Zone Change, Zoning Administrator 
Determination, Site Plan Review, and Waiver of Dedication and Improvements are not precluded by the ND’s 

findings. There is no evidence that the project would degrade adjacent properties, pose a risk to public safety, 
or be inconsistent with the scale, character, or goals of the Wilmington – Harbor City Community Plan. To the 
contrary, the project facilitates improved logistics operations in a zone historically defined by industrial and 

goods movement uses, while incorporating environmental controls that mitigate potential externalities. 

In conclusion, the ND demonstrates that the project’s potential environmental impacts are less than 
significant. The City retains full discretion to make the required findings in support of the proposed 

entitlements based on substantial evidence in the record, consistent with CEQA, the General Plan, and all 
applicable policies. 

1.16 RESPONSE 16 

This comment concludes the letter. Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 1 through 14, above for issues raised 

by the commenter. 
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field Value

Project Name KPAC (Operational)

Operational Year 2026

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.30

Precipitation (days) 16.0

Location 1420 Coil Ave, Wilmington, CA 90744, USA

County Los Angeles-South Coast

City Los Angeles

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 4611

EDFZ 16

Electric Utility Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.29

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Size Unit Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq
ft)

Special Landscape
Area (sq ft)

Population Description

Refrigerated
Warehouse-Rail

282 1000sqft 6.47 281,999 0.00 — — —
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1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 12.5 11.3 22.3 39.9 0.14 0.66 5.65 6.31 0.62 1.47 2.09 268 25,349 25,617 28.7 1.84 7,545 34,428

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 10.3 9.31 22.8 26.2 0.13 0.64 5.65 6.29 0.61 1.47 2.07 268 25,130 25,398 28.7 1.85 7,516 34,183

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 10.9 10.0 18.3 29.9 0.11 0.50 4.80 5.30 0.48 1.25 1.72 268 23,002 23,270 28.6 1.64 7,526 32,000

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.99 1.83 3.34 5.46 0.02 0.09 0.88 0.97 0.09 0.23 0.31 44.3 3,808 3,853 4.73 0.27 1,246 5,298

Exceeds
(Daily
Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Threshol
d

— 55.0 55.0 550 150 — — 150 — — 55.0 — — — — — — —

Unmit. — No No No No — — No — — No — — — — — — —

Exceeds
(Average
Daily)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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———————55.0——150——15055055.055.0—Threshol
d

Unmit. — No No No No — — No — — No — — — — — — —

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Sector TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 2.04 1.36 12.3 18.6 0.11 0.14 5.65 5.79 0.13 1.47 1.60 — 12,163 12,163 0.66 1.43 29.2 12,634

Area 8.93 8.76 0.10 12.3 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 50.4 50.4 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 50.6

Energy 0.18 0.09 1.59 1.34 0.01 0.12 — 0.12 0.12 — 0.12 — 10,862 10,862 0.80 0.09 — 10,909

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 125 840 965 12.9 0.31 — 1,380

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 143 0.00 143 14.3 0.00 — 500

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 7,515 7,515

Off-Roa
d

0.95 0.80 7.35 6.86 0.01 0.33 — 0.33 0.31 — 0.31 — 1,267 1,267 0.05 0.01 — 1,271

Stationa
ry

0.36 0.33 0.92 0.84 < 0.005 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 168 168 0.01 < 0.005 0.00 168

Total 12.5 11.3 22.3 39.9 0.14 0.66 5.65 6.31 0.62 1.47 2.09 268 25,349 25,617 28.7 1.84 7,545 34,428

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 2.02 1.34 12.9 17.2 0.11 0.14 5.65 5.79 0.13 1.47 1.60 — 11,994 11,994 0.67 1.44 0.76 12,439

Area 6.75 6.75 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Energy 0.18 0.09 1.59 1.34 0.01 0.12 — 0.12 0.12 — 0.12 — 10,862 10,862 0.80 0.09 — 10,909

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 125 840 965 12.9 0.31 — 1,380

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 143 0.00 143 14.3 0.00 — 500

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 7,515 7,515



KPAC (Operational) Detailed Report, 6/23/2025

9 / 30

1,271—0.010.051,2671,267—0.31—0.310.33—0.330.016.867.350.800.95Off-Roa
d

Stationa
ry

0.36 0.33 0.92 0.84 < 0.005 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 168 168 0.01 < 0.005 0.00 168

Total 10.3 9.31 22.8 26.2 0.13 0.64 5.65 6.29 0.61 1.47 2.07 268 25,130 25,398 28.7 1.85 7,516 34,183

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 1.73 1.15 11.1 15.1 0.10 0.12 4.80 4.92 0.11 1.25 1.36 — 10,318 10,318 0.57 1.23 10.8 10,710

Area 8.25 8.13 0.07 8.40 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 34.5 34.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 34.7

Energy 0.18 0.09 1.59 1.34 0.01 0.12 — 0.12 0.12 — 0.12 — 10,862 10,862 0.80 0.09 — 10,909

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 125 840 965 12.9 0.31 — 1,380

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 143 0.00 143 14.3 0.00 — 500

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 7,515 7,515

Off-Roa
d

0.68 0.57 5.24 4.89 0.01 0.24 — 0.24 0.22 — 0.22 — 902 902 0.04 0.01 — 905

Stationa
ry

0.10 0.09 0.25 0.23 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 46.0 46.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 46.2

Total 10.9 10.0 18.3 29.9 0.11 0.50 4.80 5.30 0.48 1.25 1.72 268 23,002 23,270 28.6 1.64 7,526 32,000

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.32 0.21 2.03 2.75 0.02 0.02 0.88 0.90 0.02 0.23 0.25 — 1,708 1,708 0.09 0.20 1.79 1,773

Area 1.50 1.48 0.01 1.53 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 5.72 5.72 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 5.74

Energy 0.03 0.02 0.29 0.24 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 1,798 1,798 0.13 0.02 — 1,806

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 20.7 139 160 2.13 0.05 — 228

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 23.7 0.00 23.7 2.36 0.00 — 82.8

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,244 1,244

Off-Roa
d

0.12 0.10 0.96 0.89 < 0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.04 — 0.04 — 149 149 0.01 < 0.005 — 150

Stationa
ry

0.02 0.02 0.05 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 7.62 7.62 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 7.64

Total 1.99 1.83 3.34 5.46 0.02 0.09 0.88 0.97 0.09 0.23 0.31 44.3 3,808 3,853 4.73 0.27 1,246 5,298
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4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

2.04 1.36 12.3 18.6 0.11 0.14 5.65 5.79 0.13 1.47 1.60 — 12,163 12,163 0.66 1.43 29.2 12,634

Total 2.04 1.36 12.3 18.6 0.11 0.14 5.65 5.79 0.13 1.47 1.60 — 12,163 12,163 0.66 1.43 29.2 12,634

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

2.02 1.34 12.9 17.2 0.11 0.14 5.65 5.79 0.13 1.47 1.60 — 11,994 11,994 0.67 1.44 0.76 12,439

Total 2.02 1.34 12.9 17.2 0.11 0.14 5.65 5.79 0.13 1.47 1.60 — 11,994 11,994 0.67 1.44 0.76 12,439

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

0.32 0.21 2.03 2.75 0.02 0.02 0.88 0.90 0.02 0.23 0.25 — 1,708 1,708 0.09 0.20 1.79 1,773

Total 0.32 0.21 2.03 2.75 0.02 0.02 0.88 0.90 0.02 0.23 0.25 — 1,708 1,708 0.09 0.20 1.79 1,773

4.2. Energy
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4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — — 8,959 8,959 0.63 0.09 — 9,002

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 8,959 8,959 0.63 0.09 — 9,002

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — — 8,959 8,959 0.63 0.09 — 9,002

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 8,959 8,959 0.63 0.09 — 9,002

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — — 1,483 1,483 0.11 0.01 — 1,490

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,483 1,483 0.11 0.01 — 1,490

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Refriger
Warehouse-Rail

0.18 0.09 1.59 1.34 0.01 0.12 — 0.12 0.12 — 0.12 — 1,902 1,902 0.17 < 0.005 — 1,908

Total 0.18 0.09 1.59 1.34 0.01 0.12 — 0.12 0.12 — 0.12 — 1,902 1,902 0.17 < 0.005 — 1,908

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

0.18 0.09 1.59 1.34 0.01 0.12 — 0.12 0.12 — 0.12 — 1,902 1,902 0.17 < 0.005 — 1,908

Total 0.18 0.09 1.59 1.34 0.01 0.12 — 0.12 0.12 — 0.12 — 1,902 1,902 0.17 < 0.005 — 1,908

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

0.03 0.02 0.29 0.24 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 315 315 0.03 < 0.005 — 316

Total 0.03 0.02 0.29 0.24 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 315 315 0.03 < 0.005 — 316

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Source TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Consum
er
Product
s

6.03 6.03 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coating
s

0.72 0.72 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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50.6—< 0.005< 0.00550.450.4—0.02—0.020.02—0.02< 0.00512.30.102.012.18Landsca
pe

Total 8.93 8.76 0.10 12.3 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 50.4 50.4 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 50.6

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Consum
er
Product
s

6.03 6.03 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coating
s

0.72 0.72 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total 6.75 6.75 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Consum
er
Product
s

1.10 1.10 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coating
s

0.13 0.13 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Landsca
pe
Equipm
ent

0.27 0.25 0.01 1.53 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 5.72 5.72 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 5.74

Total 1.50 1.48 0.01 1.53 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 5.72 5.72 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 5.74

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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CO2eRN2OCH4CO2TNBCO2BCO2PM2.5TPM2.5DPM2.5EPM10TPM10DPM10ESO2CONOxROGTOGLand
Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — 125 840 965 12.9 0.31 — 1,380

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 125 840 965 12.9 0.31 — 1,380

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — 125 840 965 12.9 0.31 — 1,380

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 125 840 965 12.9 0.31 — 1,380

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — 20.7 139 160 2.13 0.05 — 228

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 20.7 139 160 2.13 0.05 — 228

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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500—0.0014.31430.00143———————————Refriger
ated

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 143 0.00 143 14.3 0.00 — 500

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — 143 0.00 143 14.3 0.00 — 500

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 143 0.00 143 14.3 0.00 — 500

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — 23.7 0.00 23.7 2.36 0.00 — 82.8

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 23.7 0.00 23.7 2.36 0.00 — 82.8

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use

4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 7,515 7,515

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 7,515 7,515

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Refriger
Warehouse-Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 7,515 7,515

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 7,515 7,515

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Refriger
ated
Wareho
use-Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,244 1,244

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,244 1,244

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type

4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipm
ent
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Forklifts 0.08 0.07 0.68 1.04 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 152 152 0.01 < 0.005 — 153

Rubber
Tired
Dozers

0.82 0.69 6.26 5.29 0.01 0.28 — 0.28 0.25 — 0.25 — 1,034 1,034 0.04 0.01 — 1,038

Other
Construction
Equipment

0.05 0.04 0.42 0.53 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 80.1 80.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 80.4

Total 0.95 0.80 7.35 6.86 0.01 0.33 — 0.33 0.31 — 0.31 — 1,267 1,267 0.05 0.01 — 1,271

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Forklifts 0.08 0.07 0.68 1.04 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 152 152 0.01 < 0.005 — 153
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1,038—0.010.041,0341,034—0.25—0.250.28—0.280.015.296.260.690.82Rubber
Tired
Dozers

Other
Construction
Equipment

0.05 0.04 0.42 0.53 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 80.1 80.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 80.4

Total 0.95 0.80 7.35 6.86 0.01 0.33 — 0.33 0.31 — 0.31 — 1,267 1,267 0.05 0.01 — 1,271

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Forklifts 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.13 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 18.0 18.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 18.0

Rubber
Tired
Dozers

0.11 0.09 0.81 0.69 < 0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.03 — 0.03 — 122 122 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 122

Other
Construction
Equipment

0.01 0.01 0.05 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 9.45 9.45 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 9.48

Total 0.12 0.10 0.96 0.89 < 0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.04 — 0.04 — 149 149 0.01 < 0.005 — 150

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type

4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipm
ent
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Fire
Pump

0.36 0.33 0.92 0.84 < 0.005 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 168 168 0.01 < 0.005 0.00 168

Total 0.36 0.33 0.92 0.84 < 0.005 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 168 168 0.01 < 0.005 0.00 168

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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1680.00< 0.0050.011681680.000.050.000.050.050.000.05< 0.0050.840.920.330.36Fire
Pump

Total 0.36 0.33 0.92 0.84 < 0.005 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 168 168 0.01 < 0.005 0.00 168

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Fire
Pump

0.02 0.02 0.05 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 7.62 7.62 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 7.64

Total 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 7.62 7.62 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 7.64

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipm
ent
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Vegetati
on

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Species TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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5. Activity Data

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Refrigerated
Warehouse-Rail

733 733 0.00 229,386 7,275 7,275 0.00 2,276,180

5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq
ft)

Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq
ft)

Non-Residential Interior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

0 0.00 422,999 141,000 —

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Season Unit Value

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr 250

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption

5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N2O and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)
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Land Use Electricity (kWh/yr) CO2 CH4 N2O Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Refrigerated Warehouse-Rail 4,736,467 690 0.0489 0.0069 5,936,212

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Indoor Water (gal/year) Outdoor Water (gal/year)

Refrigerated Warehouse-Rail 65,212,269 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Waste (ton/year) Cogeneration (kWh/year)

Refrigerated Warehouse-Rail 265 —

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant GWP Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate Service Leak Rate Times Serviced

Refrigerated
Warehouse-Rail

Cold storage R-404A 3,922 7.50 7.50 7.50 25.0

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

Forklifts Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 82.0 0.20

Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 367 0.40
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Other Construction
Equipment

Diesel Average 1.00 2.00 82.0 0.42

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours per Day Hours per Year Horsepower Load Factor

Fire Pump Diesel 1.00 1.00 100 200 0.73

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type

5.18. Vegetation

5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Biomass Cover Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.2. Sequestration
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5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

Tree Type Number Electricity Saved (kWh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040–2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which
assumes GHG emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Climate Hazard Result for Project Location Unit

Temperature and Extreme Heat 6.24 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 4.10 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm

Sea Level Rise — meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 0.00 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from
observed historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about ¾ an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if
received over a full day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-008), and
consider inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increments of sea level rise coupled with
extreme storm events. Users may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data
of climate, vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The
four simulations make different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of
different rainfall and temperature possibilities (MIROC5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

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

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

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

Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A

Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

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

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

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

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

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

Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A

Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A

Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

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

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details
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7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

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

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Exposure Indicators —

AQ-Ozone 20.8

AQ-PM 67.5

AQ-DPM 83.5

Drinking Water 42.4

Lead Risk Housing 94.8

Pesticides 21.1

Toxic Releases 99.3

Traffic 66.0

Effect Indicators —

CleanUp Sites 59.4

Groundwater 56.3

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators 97.3

Impaired Water Bodies 0.00

Solid Waste 90.1

Sensitive Population —

Asthma 83.0

Cardio-vascular 92.8

Low Birth Weights 62.1

Socioeconomic Factor Indicators —

Education 96.2

Housing 93.9

Linguistic 59.8

Poverty 78.3

Unemployment 79.7
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7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Economic —

Above Poverty 17.65687155

Employed 57.44899269

Median HI 28.24329526

Education —

Bachelor's or higher 4.157577313

High school enrollment 100

Preschool enrollment 37.79032465

Transportation —

Auto Access 37.4566919

Active commuting 59.00166816

Social —

2-parent households 11.81829847

Voting 28.74374439

Neighborhood —

Alcohol availability 21.57064032

Park access 26.22866675

Retail density 56.79455922

Supermarket access 7.76337739

Tree canopy 26.97292442

Housing —

Homeownership 38.90671115

Housing habitability 11.48466573

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden 33.64557937

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden 26.31849095
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Uncrowded housing 2.977030669

Health Outcomes —

Insured adults 11.54882587

Arthritis 68.4

Asthma ER Admissions 21.3

High Blood Pressure 69.1

Cancer (excluding skin) 89.7

Asthma 23.6

Coronary Heart Disease 37.1

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 40.0

Diagnosed Diabetes 13.1

Life Expectancy at Birth 11.0

Cognitively Disabled 50.3

Physically Disabled 45.1

Heart Attack ER Admissions 21.1

Mental Health Not Good 13.3

Chronic Kidney Disease 14.8

Obesity 12.4

Pedestrian Injuries 67.4

Physical Health Not Good 12.4

Stroke 34.3

Health Risk Behaviors —

Binge Drinking 54.2

Current Smoker 20.8

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity 15.9

Climate Change Exposures —

Wildfire Risk 0.0

SLR Inundation Area 0.0
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Children 17.1

Elderly 76.6

English Speaking 16.2

Foreign-born 79.0

Outdoor Workers 28.5

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity —

Impervious Surface Cover 10.6

Traffic Density 54.5

Traffic Access 87.4

Other Indices —

Hardship 93.8

Other Decision Support —

2016 Voting 5.7

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

Metric Result for Project Census Tract

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 97.0

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 20.0

Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) Yes

Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) Yes

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) Wilmington Long Beach Carson

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.

7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.
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7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Screen Justification

Operations: Vehicle Data According to the Transportation Study Assessment Referral Form, based on 679 daily trips for
the proposed land use

Operations: Fleet Mix Employee trips account for approximately 34 percent of total daily trips. Truck trips account of
approximately 66 percent and divided evenly between medium and heavy duty trucks for a
conservative assessment

Operations: Off-Road Equipment Conservatively assuming the use of a fork lift, dozer and other equipment during operation.
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KPAC Cold Storage Expansion
Contribution spectra - Loading Dock

Time 

slice

Source Sum

dB(A)

63Hz

dB(A)

125Hz

dB(A)

250Hz

dB(A)

500Hz

dB(A)

1kHz

dB(A)

2kHz

dB(A)

4kHz

dB(A)

8kHz

dB(A)

Receiver Site 1   Fl G   Leq-1hour  dB(A)   Leq-1hour 60.9 dB(A)   

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
35.2 26.4 25.6 26.1 28.4 29.1 27.0 17.4 -10.7 

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
60.9 39.0 42.4 43.8 47.2 54.8 58.0 52.6 35.3 

Receiver Site 2   Fl G   Leq-1hour  dB(A)   Leq-1hour 55.9 dB(A)   

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
33.5 24.3 23.3 24.2 26.4 28.3 25.5 12.6 -24.3 

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
55.8 37.7 40.5 42.5 46.1 51.2 51.6 44.8 26.1 

Receiver Site 2   Fl F2   Leq-1hour  dB(A)   Leq-1hour 60.1 dB(A)   

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
34.2 24.0 24.0 25.0 27.1 29.2 26.7 12.9 -24.2 

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
60.1 39.3 42.2 44.3 46.7 54.7 56.9 51.5 36.1 

Receiver Site 3   Fl G   Leq-1hour  dB(A)   Leq-1hour 56.3 dB(A)   

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
32.1 22.5 21.6 22.5 25.8 27.1 23.8 7.6 -39.8 

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
56.3 38.4 41.2 43.0 46.7 51.7 52.1 45.0 26.4 

Receiver Site 4   Fl G   Leq-1hour  dB(A)   Leq-1hour 54.4 dB(A)   

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
27.2 18.8 17.2 17.9 21.1 21.5 18.0 1.1 -54.6 

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
54.4 36.1 38.6 40.7 44.1 48.8 51.0 44.1 24.6 

Receiver Site 5   Fl G   Leq-1hour  dB(A)   Leq-1hour 41.0 dB(A)   

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
29.3 20.7 19.4 19.9 22.2 22.9 22.4 11.8 -23.5 

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
40.7 25.7 25.9 27.2 29.7 35.2 37.6 27.9 1.5 

Receiver Site 5   Fl F2   Leq-1hour  dB(A)   Leq-1hour 48.9 dB(A)   

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
33.4 24.4 24.1 24.7 26.9 27.6 24.8 12.3 -23.5 

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
48.7 31.0 33.1 35.2 36.3 43.8 45.4 36.8 9.4 

Receiver Site 6   Fl G   Leq-1hour  dB(A)   Leq-1hour 38.1 dB(A)   

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
28.1 20.2 18.9 19.5 21.7 21.8 18.4 1.9 -50.6 

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
37.7 25.4 25.3 25.5 27.9 33.4 32.7 21.4 -12.5 

Receiver Site 6   Fl F2   Leq-1hour  dB(A)   Leq-1hour 41.5 dB(A)   

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
28.6 20.0 19.3 20.1 22.3 22.5 19.2 1.9 -50.7 

Leq-1hour
Dock

Operation
41.3 27.1 28.4 29.6 31.1 36.8 37.0 25.3 -9.9 

SoundPLAN 9.1

Meridian Consultants LLC 860 Hampshire Road, Suite P Westlake Village CA 91361 1
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