














Planning Commission
March 12, 2014
TSM 659 - Page 6

The following must be submitted to the Private Development Section of the Public Works Department when the

final map is submitted for checking (An incomplete submittal will not be accepted. Please make an
appointment with the Private Development Section personnel and the Storm Water Section personnel to review
requirements and obtain appropriate checklists prior to the first submittal. Appropriate checklists will be sent
to the Engineer of Work. The checklists shall be completed by the Engineer of Work and will be required with
the first submittal).

Three (3) sets of maps and completed map checklist.

Map closure calculations/data.

Copies of record maps referenced (full size sheets only).

Cost estimate of improvements within public right-of-way.

e Cost estimate of public sewer main and private storm drain improvements.

J Cost estimate of on-site improvements, excluding buildings, walls, pavement and utilities.

° Four (4) sets of Grading and Drainage Plans with Erosion Conitrol Plans for the on-site
improvements, with signatures and seals, and completed Grading ond Drainage Plan checklist.

® Four (4) sets of Private Street, Public Sewer Main, and Private Storm Drain Improvements Plans,
with signatures and seals, and completed Private Street and Public Sewer Main checklists. Private
Street, Public Sewer Main and Public Storm Drain Improvements may be included with Greding
and Drainage Plans.

° Soils report.

o Drainage study.

e Improvement plan check fee for the public sewer main.

Maop checking fee.

Grading and Drainage Plan check fee.

Erosion Control Plan check fee.

Drainage Study fee.

Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan Ordinance (SUSMP) review fee.

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan review fee

Storm Water Facilities Maintenance Plan Review Fee

Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions Review Fee

Letter stating if the required Public Improvements will be constructed prior to recordmg the Map or

deferred by a Subdivision Agreement.

Two copies of the Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SWMitP).

Copy of the CC&R'’s.

Copy of Notice of Intent (NOI) and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

When applicable: A copy of the Operating Agreement (for an LLC); Partnership Agreement (for a

Partnership); or a Resolution (for a Corporation).
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Submitted by,

[DERR I

Dennis C. Davies
Deputy Director of Public Works

DDJRP

Cc list and attachment list on next page
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cc List:

12,2014
TSM 659 - Page 7
SAM-El Cajon 55 LLC RBF Consulting
20201 SW Birch St, Ste 100 9755 Clairemont Mesa Blvd, #100
Newpoit Beach, CA 92660 San Diego,CA 92124
Attn: Raymond Dorame Attn: Jeff Barfield

Attachments (Engineer of Work only):

OCENOUNE W~

Final Map Checklist

Public Sewer Main Improvements Plan Checklist and Standard Notes

Private Street Improvements Plan Checklist and Standard Notes

Grading and Drainage Plan Checklist and Standard Notes

City of El Cajon Procedure for Obtaining a Permit to Install Public Street Lights
City Unit Cost Sheet

City Fee Schedule

Subdivision Control Sheet

Double Cleanout Detail

Storm Water Attachments (Engineer of Work only)

PPN

Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SWMitP) Template

Erosion Control Standard Notes for Erosion Control Plans

Storm Water Attachment No. 3 - CC&Rs and Storm Water Maintenance Plan
Storm Water Management/BMP Facilities Agreement Example

H\PRIVATE DEV\TSM TPM COMMENTS\TSM 659_SE corner of Chase&Magnolia Ave.docx



Magnolia Trails
Exhibit C — Proposed Resolution
Building Division comments

“RECEIVED
MAR 13 2014

PLANNING DIVISION

MEMO

ANDUM

Tuesday, March 11, 2014

To: Planning Division
From: Building and Fire Safety Div.,

Subject:  Building Comments for PRD 68
Chase and Magnolia Ave.

Building Comments for this planning application are as follows:

Comply with Currently adopted edition of the CBC, CMC, CPC, and CEC.
A Building permit is required for this project.

Title 24 energy efficiency compliance and documentation is required.
Soils report will be required for this project.

A licensed design professional is required for this project.

An automatic sprinkler system is required by CBC or local ordinance.

N O g s WD

Undergrounding of all on-site utilities is required.

Ll
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CITY OF El CAJON

» "" E " ,A

Tuesday, March 11, 2014

To: Planning Division

From: Building and Fire Safety Div.,

Subject:  Fire Comments for PRD 68
Chase and Magnolia Ave.

Fire Comments for this planning application are as follows:

T RECEIVED |

Magnolia Trails

Exhibit D — Proposed Resolution
Fire Safety comments

MAR 11 204

PLANNING DIVISION

1. This project must comply with currently adopted edition of the CFC.

2. Allweather fire access road shall be available on the job site before start

of const.

3. An approved automatic fire sprinkler system is required for this project.

4. Dedicate and maintain fire apparatus access lanes by red curb or
signage. Fire access lane to be min. 20 feet wide and 13'-6" in height.

Ao (e
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N Magnolia Trails
Exhibit E - Proposed Resolution
Helix Water District comments

7811 University Averiue

) La Mesa, CA 518420427
- Helix Water District (5194650585
y o FAX (619) 466-1823
Setting standards of excellence in public service » © www.hwd.com

February 24, 2014

Noah Alvey

Project Manager

City of El Cajon

200 Civic Center Way
ElCgjon, CA 92020

Subject:  Planned Residential Development No. 68, Tentative Subdivision Map No. 659,
Zone Reclassification No. 2313
APN: 492-500-17, SE Corner of Chase Ave & Magnolia.

Dear Mr. Alvey:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject project. Helix Water District serves the existing site with
five .75-inch water services and two 1-inch water services. Fire protection is offered by two fire hydrants with two
25-inch and one 4-inch outlets and are located on Magnolia Ave along the west side of the project. There is also
one four-inch fire service on Chase Ave that will need {o be abandoned. The water pressure in the area is
approximately 75 psi.

_ This project will require a water main extension and we will therefore require improvement plans, grading plans
and appropriate fees. These items must be submitted to Helix Water District for review, approval and signature.
We may require the location of the existing water facilities be brought up to current District standards which are
behind the existing/proposed sidewalk. Relocatlon of any existing facilities will be decided upon after review of the
improvement plans.

If landscaping of the parcels exceeds 5,000 sq. ft., a dedicated irrigation meter will be required and the property
entered info our Water Conservation Program. Please contact them by e-mail: gonserve@helixwater.org

The El Cajon Fire Department may require additional or upgraded fire protection facilities for this project. All costs
for new or upgraded fire protection facilities shall be paid by the Owner/Developer. Easements will be required if
new or existing facilities cannot be installed and maintained within existing easements or public right of way. All
costs for new easemenits shall be.paid by the Owner/Developer.

If ydu have any questions, please call me at (619) 667-6238,

Smcere}y

-

Car!os Perdomo
Senior Engineering Technician

cC: Tim Ross
Aneld Anub
Darren Teisher
nalvey@cityofelcajon.us




RESOLUTION NO. -14

A RESOLUTION APPROVING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP NO. 659
FOR A FORTY-NINE-LOT SUBDIVISION AT THE CORNER OF CHASE
AND MAGNOLIA AVENUES, APN:492-500-17-00, GENERAL PLAN
DESIGNATION: LR (LOW DENSITY, 3-10).

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission held a public hearing on this item on
October 21, 2014 to consider Tentative Subdivision Map No. 659, as submitted by SAM-EI
Cajon 55 LLC, for a forty-nine lot subdivision including forty-four residential lots and five
common lots in the pending PRD-low (Planned Residential Development) zone and
adopted Planning Commission Resolution No. 10781 unanimously recommending City
Council approval of Tentative Subdivision Map No. 659, subject to conditions; and

WHEREAS, the City Council considered the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration,
including attachments, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program prepared in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15074 for the
proposed Magnolia Trails residential development project and adopted Resolution No. — 14
adopting the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program; and

WHEREAS, the City Council introduced an ordinance approving Zone
Reclassification No. 2313 rezoning the subject site from the RM-4300, RS-6, and RS-20 to
the Planned Residential Development (PRD) Low zone; and

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Resolution No. — 14 approving Planned
Residential Development No. 68 for a forty-four unit single-family detached residential
development; and

WHEREAS, the City Council held a duly advertised public hearing on November 18,
2014 to consider Tentative Subdivision Map No. 659 and received evidence through public
testimony and comment, in the form of verbal and written communications and reports.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE EL CAJON CITY COUNCIL AS
FOLLOWS:

A. The City Council finds that:

1. The recitals above are true and correct and have been incorporated herein
by reference.

2. The proposed map is consistent with the General Plan and the General Plan
goals related to housing that seek to provide a variety of residential
development opportunities in the City to fulfill regional housing needs. The
proposed project would result in a density of eight dwelling units per acre
consistent with Specific Plan No. 321.



3. The proposed subdivision map design results in 44 residential lots and five
common lots for a 44-unit residential project, which is consistent with the
goals and objectives of the General Plan. Furthermore, the site is generally
level and physically suited for the type of development as well as the density
of the development that is proposed for this property.

4. The proposed project site has no habitat value and is located in an urbanized
area. Furthermore, the subject property is in a disturbed condition,
surrounded by urban development, not environmentally sensitive, and there
are no fish or wildlife populations that would be harmed by the residential
development of the subject property. The Mitigated Negative Declaration
provides mitigation measures to avoid or mitigate potential environmental
impacts to a level of less than significance for archeological resources,
biological resources, and air quality.

5. The design of the subdivision and type of improvements are required to
incorporate storm water management improvements that will contribute to
healthier streams, rivers, bays and the ocean. Furthermore, the design of the
proposed subdivision will accommodate passive heating and cooling
opportunities because the proposed homes are designed with windows that
open and would allow occupants to take advantage of the prevailing west
winds. The units are separated to allow air flow through and around the
units.

6. The proposed map will not conflict with easements of record or easements
established by court judgment, acquired by the public at large, for access
through or use of property within the proposed map, and there are no
existing easements that will be affected by the proposed construction
because the map will relocate, or abandon other existing easements that are
no longer pertinent.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that based upon said findings of fact
stated above, the El Cajon City Council hereby APPROVES Tentative Subdivision
Map No. 659 for a forty-nine-lot subdivision in the Pending PRD-Low zone, on the
above described property subject to the following conditions:

1. The applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Public Works
Department to the satisfaction of the City Engineer as indicated in the
comments attached to the resolution recommending City Council approval of
the Planned Residential Development (PRD) No. 68 as “Exhibit B” and dated
3-12-14.

2. Prior to the issuance of building permits for PRD No. 68, or as otherwise
determined by the Planning Manager, the final map for TSM No. 659 shall be
recorded and the appropriate number of copies returned to the City.



. The final map shall be in substantial conformance with the approved site
plan for PRD No. 68 and TSM No. 659, except as modified by this resolution.

. Prior to acceptance of the final map by the City Council, a landscape
maintenance easement shall be depicted on the map. The landscape
maintenance easement shall be depicted over all of the landscaped areas at
the site that are outside the private rear yards for the individual units.

. Prior to acceptance of the final map by the City Council, new Conditions,
Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) shall be recorded.

. The final map shall be accepted by the City Council and prepared for
recordation in accordance with EI Cajon Municipal Code Chapter 16.20.

. The recordation of the final map shall be in accordance with the time limits
permitted in Government Code §66452.6 et seq.



Magnolia Trails
_ Attachment 5
Planning Commission Resolutions

PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 10778

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING CITY COUNCIL ADOPTION OF A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND MITIGATION
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR THE MAGNOLIA
TRAILS RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, A FOURTY-FOUR-UNIT
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT THE CORNER OF CHASE AND
MAGNOLIA AVENUES SUBJECT TO APPROVAL OF A ZONE
RECLASSIFICATION ~ NO. 2313, PLANNED  RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT NO. 68, AND TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP NO. 659.

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission held a duly advertised public
hearing on October 21, 2014 to consider Zone Reclassification No. 2313 to change the
zoning designation from RM-4300, RS-6, and RS-20 to PRD-low (Planned Residential
Development), Planned Residential Development No. 68 for an 44 unit common interest
residential development, and Tentative Subdivision Map No. 659 requesting a 49-lot
subdivision, including five common lots, for a development known as Magnolia Trails, on
property located on the southeast corner of Magnolia and Chase Avenues; and

WHEREAS, the City prepared a draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project
in accordance with California Environmental Quality Act guidelines, which indicates that
the potential environmental effects of the proposed project would be less than significant
with mitigation measures; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 21082.1 of the Public Resources Code, the draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program was
circulated for public review from September 15, 2014 through October 5, 2014; and

WHEREAS, no comments were received during the public review period; and

WHEREAS, the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation and Monitoring and
Reporting Program reflects the City’s independent judgment as required by Section 21082.1
of the Public Resources Code; and

WHEREAS, prior to making a recommendation to the City Council on the proposed
project, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in
the proposed draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program; and

WHEREAS, the draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will ensure that
the proposed project will not result in any significant impacts; and



Planning Commission Resolution No. 10778

WHEREAS, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(c), the custodian of
the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is
the El Cajon Community Development Department, and all supporting documentation is
in the Planned Residential Development No. 68 file; and

WHEREAS, after considering the evidence and facts, the Planning Commission
considered the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program as presented at its October 21, 2014, meeting.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the El Cajon Planning Commission as
follows:

Section1.  That the foregoing recitals are true and correct, and are findings of fact
of the El Cajon Planning Commission in regard to the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

Section2.  That based upon said findings of fact, the El Cajon Planning
Commission hereby RECOMMENDS City Council ADOPTION of the draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Magnolia
Trails Residential Development.

A.  Adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program shall only apply to the subject project and shall not waive
compliance with all other provisions of the Zoning Code and all other applicable City
ordinances in effect at the time that the building permit is issued.

B. The applicant shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City, its agents,
officers, and employees from any and all claims, actions, proceedings, damages, judgments,
and costs, including attorneys’ fees, against the City or its agents, officers or employees,
relating to this Mitigated Negative Declaration determination (the “CEQA
Determination”), and relating to the approval of Zone Reclassification No. 2313, Planned
Residential Development No. 68, Tentative Subdivision Map No. 659, and Revocation of
Conditional Use Permit Nos. 2,3, 110, and 175 (the “ Approvals”) including, but not limited
to, any action to attach, set aside, void, challenge, or annul the Approvals and the CEQA
Determination. The City may elect to conduct its own defense, participate in its own
defense, or obtain independent legal counsel in defense of any claim related to this
indemnification. In the event of such election, applicant shall pay all of the costs related
thereto, including without limitation reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs. Intheeventofa
disagreement between the City and applicant regarding litigation issues, the City shall

Page2of 4



Planning Commission Resolution No. 10778
have the authority to control the litigation and make litigation related decisions, including,
but not limited to, settlement or other disposition of the matter. However, the applicant

shall not be required to pay or perform any settlement unless such settlement is approved
by the applicant.

{The remainder of this page intentionally left blank}
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 10778

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the El Cajon Planning Commission at a regular
meeting held October 21, 2014 by the following vote:

AYES: CIRCO, DANKHA, MROZ, SOTTILE
NOES: NONE

ABSENT: NONE

DISQUALIFY: HERNANDEZ . ‘

Paul CIRCO, Chairman

ATTEST:

WL

A\nt%y SHUTE, AICP, Secretary
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 10779

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL OF
ZONE RECLASSIFICATION NO. 2313 FOR THE REZONING OF
PROPERTY LOCATED AT THE CORNER OF MAGNOLIA AND CHASE
AVENUES FROM RM-4300, RS-6, AND RS-20 TO THE PLANNED
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (PRD) LOW ZONE; APN: 492-500-17-00;
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (LR).

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission held a duly advertised public
hearing on October 21, 2014, to consider Zone Reclassification No. 2313, to consider a
change in the zoning designation from the RM-4300, RS-6 and RS-20 to the PRD-Low zone,
as submitted by SAM-EI Cajon 55 LLC, for the property at the corner of Magnolia and
Chase Avenues, and addressed as 103 Chase Avenue; APN: 492-500-17; and

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission adopted the next resolution in
order, recommending to the El Cajon City Council the approval of the proposed draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration , including attachments, and Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program; and

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission considered the draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration, including attachments, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15074 for the proposed project; and

WHEREAS, at the public hearing the Planning Commission received evidence
through public testimony and comment, in the form of verbal and written communications
and reports prepared and presented to the Planning Commission, including (but not
limited to) evidence such as the following;:

A. The proposed zone reclassification of the subject site to the PRD-Low zone is
consistent with the Land Use Element of the General Plan, and with the goals,
objectives, and policies therein, because the proposed PRD-Low zone is consistent
with the Low Density Residential land use designation of the General Plan. The
proposed PRD-Low zone fulfills the planned densities according to the General Plan
land use designation for the subject site and the proposed zone change is consistent
with the Housing Element, because it provides the opportunity for the development
of a variety of housing in terms of type, price point and style.

B. The zone reclassification is consistent with Specific Plan No. 321, which was adopted
with the sole purpose of restricting residential density to ten units per acre or less
and requiring a public hearing for the approval of a residential project. The
proposed PRD-low zone limit density to less than ten dwelling units per acre
consistent with the specific plan.



Planning Commission Resolution No. 10779

C. The proposed zone reclassification to the PRD-Low zone will result in the
production of additional housing units in conformance with the Housing Element’s
goal of providing additional housing opportunities in El Cajon to meet the regional
housing needs allocation. The creation of additional housing units for various age
and income groups is in the interest of public necessity and convenience, and
general welfare.

WHEREAS, after considering such evidence and facts the Planning Commission did
consider Zone Reclassification No. 2313 as presented at its meeting,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the El Cajon Planning Commission as
follows:

Section 1. That the foregoing recitals are true and correct, and are findings
of fact of the El Cajon Planning Commission in regard to Zone Reclassification No. 2313,

Section 2. That based upon said findings of fact, the El Cajon Planning
Commission hereby RECOMMENDS City Council APPROVAL of Zone Reclassification
No. 2313 to rezone property from the RM-4300, RS-6, and RS-20 zones to the PRD-low
zone, located at the southeast corner of South Magnolia and Chase Avenues, in accordance
with the attached Exhibit “A”, and subject to the condition that this zone reclassification
shall become null and void if the accompanying Tentative Subdivision Map No. 659 is not
recorded within the time frame permitted under the Subdivision Map Act.

{The remainder of this page is intentionally blank}
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 10779

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the El Cajon Planning Commission at a regular
meeting held October 21, 2014 by the following vote:

AYES: CIRCO, DANKHA, MROZ, SOTTILE
NOES: NONE

ABSENT: NONE

DISQUALIFY: HERNANDEZ

Dol G

Paul CIRCO, Chairman

ATTEST:

2=

Anthqfly SHUTE, AICP, Secretary
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Exhibit "A"
P.C. Resolution No. 10779
Zone Reclassification No. 2313
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 10780

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL OF
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT NO. 68 FOR A FORTY-FOUR-
UNIT COMMON INTEREST SINGLE-FAMILY  RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT AT THE CORNER OF CHASE AND MAGNOLIA
AVENUES IN THE PENDING PRD-LOW ZONE, APN: 492-500-17-00;
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: LR (LOW DENSITY, 3-10).

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission held a duly advertised public
hearing on October 21, 2014, to consider Planned Residential Development (PRD) No. 68,
as submitted by SAM-EI Cajon 556 LLC.,, requesting a 44-unit common interest single-family
residential development in the pending PRD-Low (Planned Residential Development)
zone, at the corner of Chase and Magnolia Avenues; and

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission adopted the next resolution in order,
recommending to the El Cajon City Council the approval of the proposed draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration, including attachments, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program; and

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission adopted the next resolution in order,
recommending to the El Cajon City Council the approval of proposed Zone Reclassification
No. 2313 rezoning the subject site from the RM-4300, RS-6, and RS-20 zones to the Planned
Residential Development (PRD) Low zone; and

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission considered the draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration, including attachments, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15074 for the proposed project; and

WHEREAS, at the public hearing the Planning Commission received evidence
through public testimony and comment, in the form of verbal and written communications
and reports prepared and presented to the Planning Commission, including (but not
limited to) evidence such as the following:

A, The project density falls within the General Plan’s land use designation of the
subject site; the housing type and design is creative and attractive; the housing is
compatible with existing development; and, the project’s overall design adds to the
existing quality of the neighborhood with high standards of design.

B. The project is a comprehensively planned design that specifically relates to the level
topography of the site as well as the development in the surrounding area. The
proposed building elevations meet the intent of the PRD ordinance and the



Planning Commission Resolution No. 10780

architectural guidelines contained within the Zoning Code with surface relief and
variation in the external form of the proposed structures through the use of building
materials that are balanced and emphasized on all elevations. There is variation in
the proposed roof styles, variation in the placement of decorative building
materials, and three distinctive architectural styles proposed for the project. The
quality of the proposed project architecture is consistent with other recently built
projects and is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. Additionally, the
project complies with the applicable development regulations.

The project complies with the intent and purpose of the requested PRD zones,
because it is a comprehensively planned design that specifically relates to the level
topography of the site as well as the development in the surrounding area. The
proposed building elevations meet the intent of the PRD ordinance and the
architectural guidelines contained within the Zoning Code with surface relief and
variation in the external form of the proposed structures through the use of building
materials that are balanced and emphasized on all elevations. There is variation in
the proposed roof styles, variation in the placement of decorative building
materials, and three distinctive architectural styles building proposed for the
project. The quality of the proposed project architecture is consistent with other
recently built projects and is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
Additionally, the project complies with the applicable development standards of the
PRD-low zone.

The project would provide needed housing on an underutilized property and will
contribute to the provision of housing needed to meet local and regional housing
goals.

Conditions of approval, where appropriate, have been incorporated to ensure the
compatibility of the project with its environment and surrounding development.
These include, but are not limited to the approval of CC&Rs, storm water
maintenance plan, and a landscape documentation package.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that based upon said findings of fact stated

above, the El Cajon Planning Commission hereby RECOMMENDS City Council
APPROVAL of Planned Residential Development No. 68 for a forty-four-unit, detached,
single-family PRD at the corner of Chase and Magnolia Avenues in the pending PRD-Low
zone, on the above described property, subject to the following conditions:

1.

Prior to the issuance of building permits, or as otherwise determined by the
Planning Manager, the applicant shall submit and obtain approval of a revised, one-
page, 24" by 36” mylar site plan that reflects the following specific notes and
changes:
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 10780

Include the following note: “Separate utility connections shall be provided
for each unit in the approved PRD.”

Include the following note: “Trash bins shall not be permitted to obstruct the
approved private street and driveways.”

Indicate that there will be gates in the vinyl privacy fences to allow trash
receptacles to be moved for collection day from the storage areas on the side
of each unit.

Indicate all easements, including landscape and common area maintenance
easements.

Include the following note: “This project shall comply with the Standard
Conditions of Development from Planning Commission Resolution No.
10649, as applicable, which are incorporated herein by reference.”

The revised site plan shall reflect the applicable comments and include all of
the required notes from the Public Works Dept. attached to this resolution as
“Exhibit B” and dated 03-12-14.

The revised site plan shall reflect the applicable comments listed in the
Building comments from the Building and Fire Safety Division attached to
this resolution as “Exhibit C” and dated 03-11-14.

The revised site plan shall reflect the applicable comments and include all of
the required notes listed in the Fire comments from the Building and Fire
Safety Division attached to this resolution as “Exhibit D” and dated 03-11-14.
The revised site plan shall reflect the applicable comments from the Helix
Water District attached to this resolution as “Exhibit E” and dated 02-24-14.

2. Prior to the issuance of building permits, or as otherwise determined by the
Planning Manager, the applicant shall complete the following:

a.

b.

Submit the required copies of the recorded final subdivision map. The map
shall be in conformance with the approved PRD No. 68 Site Plan.

Submit a final lighting plan in accordance with El Cajon Municipal Code
Section 17.130.150. The plan shall include the location of all external lighting

“elements and their respective design. Planning Division approval of the plan

is required before building permit issuance.

The approved building material types and colors of all exterior elevations
shall be shown on the construction drawings submitted for building permits
and shall be in substantial conformance with the materials approved by the
City Council.

Submit a letter indicating proof of trash and recycling collection services
from the City’s solid waste collection contractor (Waste Management, Inc.)
Comply with the Public Works Department comments attached to this
resolution as “Exhibit B” and dated 03-12-14 to the satisfaction of the Deputy
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 10780

Director of Public Works and the Planning Manager.

f. Comply with the building comments from the Building and Fire Safety
Division attached to this resolution as “Exhibit C” and dated 03-11-14.
g. Comply with the fire comments from the Building and Fire Safety Division

attached to this resolution as “Exhibit D” and dated 03-11-14.

h. Comply with the comments from the Helix Water District attached to this
resolution as “Exhibit E” and dated 02-24-14.

1. Obtain approval of a Landscape Documentation Package (LDP) in
conformance with the requirements of Chapter 17.195 of the Zoning Code,
and consistent with the guidelines provided in the City of El Cajon
Landscape Design Manual. The LDP shall further indicate landscaping in all
areas excluding the dwelling units and the private rear yards for the
dwelling units.

j. Satisfy all mitigation measures in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program attached to this resolution as “Exhibit F”.

3. Prior to the issuance of building permits or as otherwise determined by the Planning
Manager, Zone Reclassification No. 2313 shall become effective and Tentative
Subdivision Map No. 659 shall be finaled and recorded.

4, Submit one electronic copy of the draft Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions
(CC&Rs) for the common ownership and maintenance of the project for approval by
the Planning Division, Storm Water Division, and City Attorney. Prior to the
granting of a certificate of occupancy of any units the applicant shall record the
CC&Rs and submit one electronic copy (PDF format) of the recorded document to
the Planning Division on a compact disc. The CC&Rs shall include the maintenance
of the private street, sidewalks, driveways, common lighting, common fencing,
stormwater facilities, and required landscape areas including street yards and the
common recreation lot, and shall contain the following language:

"A.  This entire project and property shall be subject to all of the conditions and
restrictions contained within the resolution adopted by the City of EI Cajon
which approved the tentative subdivision map for the project, as well as
being subject to all the conditions and restrictions contained in any permits
issued for the project which were approved by the City of El Cajon, along
with accompanying site plans, elevations and landscape plans.”

"B.  The City of El Cajon is hereby given supervisory jurisdiction over the
enforcement of the provisions of this Declaration dealing with maintenance,
cleanliness and repair of the landscape and pavement maintenance easement
and exterior appearance of the project. In the event of breach of any duty
pertaining to such maintenance, cleanliness, repair or exterior appearance,
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lIC.

IID'

IIE'

IIF.

the City of El Cajon may give written notice of such breach to the Association
or Owners, together with a demand upon them to remedy such breach. If
they refuse to do so, or fail to take appropriate action within 30 days of the
receipt of such notice, the City of El Cajon shall have the standing and the
right (but not the obligation) to both bring an action in a court of proper
jurisdiction to enforce the provisions of this Declaration and/or initiate
abatement proceedings pursuant to the ordinances of the City of El Cajon.
Nothing contained herein shall limit any other right or remedy which the
City may exercise by virtue of authority contained in ordinance or state law."

The City Attorney of El Cajon must give prior approval to any amendments
to this Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions which deal
with any of the following topics:

1. Amendments with regard to the fundamental purpose for which the
project was created (such as a change from residential use to a
different use), and amendments which would affect the ability of the
City of El Cajon to approve or disapprove external modifications to
the project.

2. Amendments with regard to the supervisory jurisdiction for
enforcement granted to the City of El Cajon by this Declaration.

3. Property maintenance obligations, including maintenance of
landscaping, sidewalks, and driveways, and cleanliness or repair of
the project.”

No alteration or modification shall be made to the landscape and pavement
maintenance easement which is contrary to the development plan approved
by and on file with the City of El Cajon without the approval of the City.”

Parking shall only occur in the approved parking spaces and individual
private driveways depicted on the final approved PRD No. 68 site plan. No
parking is permitted along the private street except that which is identified
on the site plan.

A minimum of two garage parking spaces at each unit shall be maintained
and available for parking.”

5. Prior to the granting of occupancy for any unit, or as otherwise determined by the
Planning Manager, all on-site improvements shall be completed or guaranteed in
accordance with the approved PRD No. 68 site plan. In addition, the following
items shall be completed and/ or inspected:
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a. Record the CC&Rs, and submit one electronic copy of the recorded
document (PDF format) to the Planning Division on compact disc.

b. Complete the installation of the approved landscaping and irrigation system
and obtain approval of a Certificate of Completion.

c. Satisfy all requirements of the Public Works Department, Building Division,

Fire Safety Division, & Helix Water District as indicated in the attached
comments dated and labeled 03-12-14 (Exhibit B), 03-11-14 (Exhibit C), 03-11-
14 (Exhibit D), & 02-24-14 (Exhibit E) respectively.

6.  All advertising for unit sales shall comply with the City’s sign ordinance.

{The remainder of this page intentionally left blank}
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the El Cajon Planning Commission at a regular
meeting held October 21, 2014 by the following vote:

AYES: CIRCO, DANKHA, MROZ, SOTTILE
NOES: NONE
ABSENT: NONE

DISQUALIFY: HERNANDEZ {
DOW&L C/LLO/

Paul CIRCO, Chairman

ATTEST:

M%/ |

An‘tﬁor@VSﬁUTﬁ, AICP, Secretary
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 10781

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL OF
TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP NO. 659 FOR A FORTY-NINE-LOT
SUBDIVISION ON THE CORNER OF MAGNOLIA AND CHASE
AVENUES, APN: 492-500-17; GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: LOW
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (LR).

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission duly advertised and held a public
hearing on October 21, 2014, to consider Tentative Subdivision Map (TSM) No. 659, as
submitted by Raymond Dorame with SAM-El Cajon 55 LLC, requesting an 49-lot
residential subdivision in the Planned Residential Development (PRD)-low zone; and

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission adopted the next resolution in order,
recommending to the El Cajon City Council the approval of the proposed draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration, including attachments, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program; and

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission adopted the nextresolution in order,
recommending to the El Cajon City Council the approval of proposed Zone Reclassification
No. 2313 rezoning the subject site from the RM-4300, RS-6, and RS-20 zones to the Planned
Residential Development (PRD) Low zone; and

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission adopted the next resolution in order,
recommending to the El Cajon City Council the approval of the proposed Planned
Residential Development No. 68 for a forty-four-unit residential project; and

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission considered the draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration, including attachments, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15074 for the proposed project; and

WHEREAS, at the public hearing the Planning Commission received evidence
through public testimony and comment, in the form of verbal and written communications
and reports prepared and presented to the Planning Commission, including (but not
limited to) evidence such as the following:

A.  The proposed map is consistent with the General Plan and the General Plan goals
related to housing that seek to provide a variety of residential development
opportunities in the City to fulfill regional housing needs. The proposed project
would result in a density of eight dwelling units per acre consistent with Specific
Plan No. 321.



Planning Commission Resolution No. 10781

The proposed subdivision map design results in 44 residential lots and five common
lots for a 44-unit residential project, which is consistent with the goals and objectives
of the General Plan. Furthermore, the site is generally level and physically suited for
the type of development as well as the density of the development that is proposed
for this property.

The proposed project site has no habitat value and is located in an urbanized area.
Furthermore, the subject property is in a disturbed condition, surrounded by urban
development, not environmentally sensitive, and there are no fish or wildlife
populations that would be harmed by the residential development of the subject
property. The Mitigated Negative Declaration provides mitigation measures to
avoid or mitigate potential environmental impacts to a level of less than significance
for archeological resources, biological resources, and air quality.

The design of the subdivision and type of improvements are required to incorporate
storm water management improvements that will contribute to healthier streams,
rivers, bays and the ocean. Furthermore, the design of the proposed subdivision will
accommodate passive heating and cooling opportunities because the proposed
homes are designed with windows that open and would allow occupants to take
advantage of the prevailing west winds. The units are separated to allow air flow
through and around the units.

The proposed map will not conflict with easements of record or easements
established by court judgment, acquired by the public at large, for access through or
use of property within the proposed map, and there are no existing easements that
will be affected by the proposed construction because the map will relocate, or
abandon other existing easements that are no longer pertinent.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that based upon said findings of fact stated

above, the El Cajon Planning Commission hereby RECOMMENDS that the City Council
APPROVES Tentative Subdivision Map No. 659 for a 49-lot subdivision, including five
common lots, in the PRD-low zone on the above described property, subject to the
following conditions:

1.

The applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Public Works Department
as indicated in the comments attached to the resolution recommending City Council
approval of the Planned Residential Development (PRD) No. 68 as “Exhibit B” and
dated 3-12-14.
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2. Prior to the issuance of building permits for PRD No. 68, or as otherwise determined
by the Planning Manager, the final map for TSM No. 659 shall be recorded and the
appropriate number of copies returned to the City.

3. The final map shall be in substantial conformance with the approved site plan for
PRD No. 68 and TSM No. 659, except as modified by this resolution.

4. Prior to acceptance of the final map by the City Council, a landscape maintenance
easement shall be depicted on the map. The landscape maintenance easement shall
be depicted over all of the landscaped areas at the site that are outside the private
rear yards for the individual units.

5. Prior to acceptance of the final map by the City Council, new Conditions,
Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) shall be recorded.

6. The final map shall be accepted by the City Council and prepared for recordation in
accordance with El Cajon Municipal Code Chapter 16.20.

7. The recordation of the final map shall be in accordance with the time limits
permitted in Government Code §66452.6 et seq.

{The remainder of this page is intentionally blank}
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 10781

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the El Cajon Planning Commission at a regular
meeting held October 21, 2014 by the following vote:

AYES: CIRCO, DANKHA, MROZ, SOTTILE

NQOES: NONE

ABSENT; NONE

DISQUALIEY: HERNANDEZ ) )
DY Gy

Paul CIRCO, Chairman

ATTEST:

=

Anth(@ﬁz?iUTé/AICP Secretary
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 10782

A RESOLUTION REVOKING CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NOS. 2, 3, 110,
AND 175 FOR ABANDONED USES INCLUDING CONVALESCENT CARE,
RESIDENTIAL CARE, AND HOSPITAL FACILIUTIES AT AN EXISTING
VACANTSITE IN THE RM-4300, RS-6 AND RS-20 (RESIDENTIAL) ZONES,
APN:492-500-17-00 , GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: LOW DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL (LR).

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission duly advertised and held a public
hearing on October 21, 2014, to consider the revocation of Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
Nos. 2, 3, 110, and 175, as requested by Raymond Dorame, SAM-EI Cajon 556 LLC, in
conjunction with a Zone Reclassification, Planned Residential Development, and Tentative
Subdivision Map for a 44-unit residential development ona vacant property located on the
southeast corner of Chase and Magnolia Avenues; and

WHEREAS, the El Cajon Planning Commission considered the draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration, including attachments, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15074 for the proposed project; and

WHEREAS, at the public hearing the Planning Commission received evidence
through public testimony and comment, in the form of verbal and written communications
and reports prepared and presented to the Planning Commission, including (but not
limited to) evidence such as the following:

A. Based upon the record as a whole, the Planning Commission hereby finds that the
proposed conditional use permit revocation is exempt from CEQA pursuant to the
“General Rule” that CEQA only applies to projects that have the potential for
causing a significant physical effect on the environment, (CEQA Guidelines, Section
15061 (b) (3)). The proposed revocation of conditional use permits will further
restrict allowed uses on the site and would not result in a potential physical impact.
Therefore, this does not raise this project to a level of significance that warrants
CEQA analysis because the intensity of allowable development is not increased and
there are no potentially significant environmental effects.

B. The convalescent care, residential care, and hospital facilities authorized by
Conditional Use Permit Nos. 2, 3, 110, and 175 have been discontinued for more
than one year and the buildings associated with the use have been demolished; and

C The Director of Community Development has deemed the use abandoned by virtue
of the period of time period that has elapsed since the property was used and thus it
is subject to revocation by reason of such inactivity; and



Planning Commission Resolution No. 10782

D. The property owner has requested the revocation of the Conditional Use Permits in
conjunction with a residential development project on the site.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the El Cajon Planning Commission as follows:
Section 1. That the foregoing recitals are true and correct, and are findings of fact
of the El Cajon Planning Commission in regard to the revocation of Conditional Use Permit
Nos. 2, 3,110, and 175..
Section 2. That based upon said findings of fact, the El Cajon Planning
Commission hereby REVOKES Conditional Use Permit Nos. 2, 3, 110, and 175 for

convalescent care, residential care, and hospital facilities located at the southeast corner of
Magnolia and Chase Avenues.

{The remainder of this page intentionally left blank}
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 10782

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the El Cajon Planning Commission at a regular
meeting held October 21, 2014 by the following vote:

AYES: CIRCO, DANKHA, MROZ, SOTTILE
NOES: NONE

ABSENT: NONE

DISQUALIFY: HERNANDEZ

Do G

Paul CIRCO, Chairman

ATTEST:

M) -

! 4 . yd
Antha‘ny SI@UTE, XICP, Secretary
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DRAFT EXCERPT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE
EL CAJON PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
October 21, 2014

Agenda ltem:
 Project Name:
Request: -
| CEQA Recommendation
'STAFF RECOMMENDATIO

'OCATION OF NON-PERTINENTCUPS
Zone Reclassification No. 2313, Planned Residential Development
No. 68, and Tentative Subdivision Map No. 659

Project Nu mbér(s):

Location: Southeast corner of Chase and Magnolia Avenues
Applicant: Raymond Dorame, SAM-El Cajon 55 LLC

Project Planner: Melissa Devine; 619.441.1773; mdevine@cityofelcajon.us
City Council Hearing Required? Yes [ November 18, 2014

Recommended Actions: 1. Conduct the public hearing; and

2. MOVE to adopt the next resolutions in order
recommending City Council approval of the Mitigated
Negative Declaration; zoning reclassification from RM-
4300, RS-6, and RS-20 zones to the PRD-Low zone;
planned residential development; and tentative
subdivision map, subject to conditions.

3. MOVE to adopt the next resolution in order revoking
conditional use permit no. 2, 3, 110, and 175.

HERNANDEZ recused himself because of a financial conflict with the developer’s engineer and left the
Chambers.

SHUTE introduced new members of the team: Melissa Devine, Senior Planner; Lorena Cordova,
Associate Planner; and Casey Shaw, Assistant City Attorney.

DEVINE summarized the agenda report in a PowerPoint presentation.
SOTTILE asked what separated the development from the elementary school.
DEVINE answered a six-foot masonry wall was proposed.

CIRCO opened the public hearing and invited any speakers to the podium.

Ray DORAMIE, applicant from Mastercraft Homes, outlined the project and praised staff for facilitating
a better project. He suggested one change to a condition of approval regarding an easement.

1

Magnolia Trails
Attachment g
nutes excerpt



DRAFT EXCERPT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE
EL CAJON PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
October 21, 2014

Dennis DAVIES advised that this would be satisfactory and will work with the applicant.

Motion was made by MROZ, seconded by DANKHA, to close the public hearing; carried 4-0.

All Commissioners praised the project, in particular the design of the homes.

Motion was made by CIRCO, seconded by DANKHA, to adopt the next resolutions in order
recommending City Council approval of the Mitigated Negative Declaration; proposed Zone
Reclassification No. 2313; proposed Planned Residential Development No. 68; and proposed Tentative
Subdivision Map No. 659; carried 4-0.

Motion was made by CIRCO, seconded by SOTTILE, to adopt the next resolution in order recommending
City Council approval of proposed revocation of Conditional Use Permit Nos. 2, 3, 110, and 175; carried

4-0.

HERNANDEZ returned to Chambers.



City of El Cajon
Zoning Consistency Chart — Adopted by City Council on July 13, 2010 — Resolution No. 94-10
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Footnotes: A. Rezoning to add hillside overlay may be found consistent, if at least 50% of the lot has an average natural slope of 10%

or more.
B. May be found consistent with applicable General Plan land use designation, if property owner makes such a request and there is no public
purpose in requiring a more intense use.
C. May be found consistent with Light Industrial land use designation under unique and unusual circumstances — such finding enables the
property to be used for all purposes and uses authorized by the M zoning district.

General Notes: 1. All zones may be found consistent with General Plan public institution, school, and park land use designations.
2. All zones may be found consistent with special development areas, if found to further the provisions of the particular
special development area.
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Aerial Photograph

Magnolia Trails
Southeast Corner of Chase and Magnolia Avenues
MND, ZR No. 2313, PRD No. 68, and TSM No. 659
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED ZONE RECLASSIFICATION, PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
AND TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP FOR MAGNOLIA TRAILS

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the E! Cajon Planning Commission will hold a public hearing at 7:00 p.m., Tuesday, October 21, 2014, and the E! Cajon City
Council will hold a public hearing at 7:00 p.m., Tuesday, November 18, 2014 in the City Council Chambers, 200 Civic Center Way, El Cajon, CA, to consider:

MAGNOLIA TRAILS — ZONE RECLASSIFICATION NO. 2313, PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT NO. 68, AND TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP NO.
659, as submitted by SAM-El Cajon 55 LLC (Raymond Dorame), to rezone the subject property from RM-4300, RS-6, and RS-20 to Planned Residential
Development (PRD) Low for a 44-unit single-family detached residential project and a tentative subdivision map for 44 residential lots and five common interest
lots. Non-pertinent Conditional Use Permits for previous uses on the site will be considered for revocation at the Planning Commission hearing. A Draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration has been prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act. The subject property is located at the southeast corner of
Magnolia and Chase Avenues.

The public is invited to attend and participate in these public hearings. The agenda reports for this project will be available 72 hours prior to the meeting for
Planning Commission at www.ci.el-cajon.ca.us/dept/comm/planning agendas.aspx and for City Council at http://www.ci.el-cajon.ca.us/council/agendas.aspx. To
download a copy, click the current agenda ~ full version link, then the agenda item. In an effort to reduce the City’s carbon footprint, paper copies will not be
provided at the public hearings, but will be available at the Planning Division and City Clerk counters upon request.

If you challenge the matter in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearings described in this notice orin
written correspondence delivered to the Commission or Council at, or prior to, the public hearings. The City of El Cajon encourages the participation of disabled
individuals in the services, activities, and programs provided by the City. Individuals with disabilities who require reasonable accommodation in order to participate
in the public hearing should contact the Planning Division at 619.441.1742. More information about planning and zoning in El Cajon is available at www.cl.el-

cajon.ca.us/dept/comm/planning.html.
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Application & Disclosure Statement

Community Development Department
QRAL i Planning Division
City of El Cajon DISCRETIONARY PERMIT APPLICATION

Type of Discretionary Permit(s) Requested

[lazp [Jcup Jua [=] PRD []puUD
[} Specific Plan []TPm [=] TSM [JVAR ZR
[] other: PRD (g TSM 59 2R 2313

Applicant Information (the individual or entity proposing to carry out the project; not for consultants)

Company Name: SAM-EI Cajon 55 LLC

Contact Name: Raymond Dorame

Address: 20201 SW Birch St, Ste 100, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: 949-252-1122 Email.  Fdorame@mastercrafthomeslic.com
Interest in Property: Own ' [Lease []option

Project Representative Information (if different than applicant; consultant information here)

comparyteme: _RBE Concutting
Contact Name: 5}6?[’!607!@ Clle/le License:
Address: arss Claremat Meea Blel,san Dieap
Phone: BSB - ol4 - G073 emai: _SCHENG(® REF. £o1/)

Property Owner Information (if different than applicant)

Company Name:

Contact Name:

Address:

Phone: Email:

200 Civic Center Way | El Cajon | California | 92020 | 619-441-1742 Main | 619-441-1743 Fax



Project Location

Parcel Number (APN): 492-500-17

Address: - SE Corner of Chase Ave & Magnolia Ave

Nearest Intersection: Chase Ave & Magnolia Ave

Project Description (or attach separate narrative)

See attached Project Description.

Hazardous Waste and Substances Statement

Section 65962.5(f) of the State of California Government Code requires that before the City of El Cajon
accepts as complete an application for any discretionary project, the applicant submit a signed
statement indicating whether or not the project site is identified on the State of California Hazardous
Waste and Substances Sites List. This list identifies known sites that have been subject to releases of
hazardous chemicals, and is available at http://www.calepa.ca.gov/sitecleanup/corteselist/. Check the
appropriate box and if applicable, provide the necessary information:

The development project and any alternatives proposed in this application:

is/are NOT contained on the lists compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.
[Jis/are contained on the lists compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.

If yes, provide Regulatory ldentification Number: Date of List:

Authorization

Date: //‘2’0// Y

Applicant Signature®:

RAYMOND E, DORAME
Property Owner Signature’: AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE Date:

1. Applicant’s Signature: | certify that | have read this application and state that the above information Is correct, and that | am the property
owner, authorized agent of the property owner, or other person having a legal right, interest, or entitlement to the use of the property
that is the subject of this application. | understand that the applicant is responsible for knowing and complying with the governing
policies and regulations applicable to the proposed development or permit. The City is not liable for any damages or loss resulting from
the actual or alleged failure to inform the applicant of any applicable laws or regulations, including before or during final inspections. City
approval of a permit application, including all related plans and documents, is not a grant of approval to violate any applicable policy or
regulation, nor does it constitute a waiver by the City to pursue any remedy, which may be available to enforce and correct violations of
the applicable policies and regulations. | authorize representatives of the City to enter the subject property for inspection purposes.

2. Property Owner's Signature: If not the same as the applicant, property owner must also sign. A signed, expressed letter of consent to
this application may be provided separately instead of signing this application form. By signing, property owner acknowledges and
consents to all authorizations, requirements, conditions and notices described in this application. Notice of Restriction: property owner

further acknowledges and consents to a Notice of Restriction being recorded on the title to their property related to approval of the
requested permit. A Notice of Restriction runs with the land and binds any successors in interest.



Community Development Department
Planning Division

City of EI'Cajon DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

Disclosure Statement

This statement is intended to identify and avoid potential conflicts of interest that may
exist between the project proponents and the decision makers; including City staff,
Planning Commissioners, and City Council members.

The following information must be disclosed:

1.

List the names and addresses of all persons having a financial interest in the
application.

SAM-EIl Cajon, LLC - 1399 Frankiin Bivd, Eugene, OR 97403 SAM - Cielo 3, LLC - 1399 Franklin Blvd, Eugene, OR 97403

Chase El Cajon, LLC - 1399 Franklin Bivd, Eugene OR 97403 SFP €l Cajon, LLC ~ 20201 SW Birch St. Suite 100 Newport Beach, CA 92660

List the names and address of all persons having any ownership interest in the
property involved.

Same as Above

If any person identified pursuant to (1) above is a corporation or partnership, list the
names and addresses of all individuals owning more than 10% of the shares in the
corporation or owning any partnership interest in the partnership.

Donald W. Woolley, Thomas Connor, Thomas C. Connor, Jr. - 1399 Franklin Bivd. D a n i e l S T h O m p SO n

Bill Bernards, Tony Westerberg - 1399 Franklin Bivd, Eugene, OR 97403 20201 SW Birch St., Suite 100 Newport Beach, CA 92660

If any person identified pursuant to (1) above is a trust, list the name and address of
any person serving as trustee or beneficiary or trustor of the trust.

200 Civic Center Way | El Cajon | California | 92020 | 619-441-1742 Main | 619-441-1743 Fax



4, Have you or your agents transacted more than $500.00 worth of business with any
member of City staff, Boards, Commissions, Committees and CouTﬁLl\ﬁithin tT.e_t ast
12 months or $1,000.00 with the spouse of any such person? Yes No \/

If yes, please indicate person(s), dates, and amounts of such transactions or gifts.

“Person” is defined as “Any individual, proprietorship, firm, partnership, joint venture,
syndicate, business trust, company, corporation, association, committee, and any other
/foﬁ'Mat19W group of persons acting in concert.” Gov't Code §82047.

A - — BAYMOND E. DORAME
ya / / 20 / / y AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE
éignature of applicant / date Print or type name of applicant

NOTE: Attach appropriate names on additional pages as necessary.



Sam-El Cajon 55, LLC

20201 SW Birch St., Suite 100
Newport Beach CA, 92660

January 10, 2014

To Whom It May Concern:

This letter serves to authorize Ray Dorame and Daniel Thompson to sign,
process and submit the following documents as an “authorized agent” for Sam-
El Cajon 55, LLC.:

Project Applications, including but not limited to, Entitlement
Applications, Planning Applications, Design Review Applications,
Deposit Forms, and Discretionary Permit Applications.

Permits, including but not limited to, Temporary Use Permit (TUP),
Conditional Use Permit (CUP), Encroachment, Grading, Public
Improvements, improvement bonds, Water Meter applications and
Building Permits.

Public Utility Company Contracts and Easements.

Consultant and Contractor Contracts.

Final Maps, CC&R’s, Purchase & Sale Agreements, Disclosures, Sale
Addendums, HUD and FHA Forms, Grant Deeds, and Notices of
Completion. (Excluding HUD 1 Forms and Final Closing Statements)
Erosion control and SWPPP Documentation.

Sincerely,

Bill Bernards
Manager

Magnolia Trails
PRD 68/ TSM 659 / ZR 2313
Received 2-06-14
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éy,;tlj.i;f*,r'w;Slte Informatlon - cha

s APN: ‘ 492 500 17

e Site Size: 5.47 Acres

e Legal Description: Parcel 1 of Parcel Map No. 10870, in the City of El Cajon, County of San Diego,
State of California, filed in the office of the County Recorder of San Diego County, January 13,
1981 as file No. 81-011177 of Official Records. .

e  Existing Zoning Designation: RM-4300, RS-20, RS-6 . )

e Proposed Zoning: Planned Residential Development (PRD Low)

o Proposed Number of Lots: 49 (44 residential lots + 5 HOA lots)

¢ Number of Floors of Construction: 2

The Magnoha Tranls pro;ect (Pro;ect) proposes a 44 lot smgle-famlly resxdentual development at the
southeast corner of Chase Avenue and Magnolia Avenue in the City of El Cajon. The property consists of
one parcel on 5.47 acres. The property was previously a convalescent home with a surface parking lot
and a few supplemental structures for storage. The site is currently vacant. The previous facility and
associated structures and surface parking lot have been demolished, with the exception of one storage
structure to be demolished. The site is enclosed by a chain-link fence and is surrounded by single-family
residential uses to the north, west, and south, and an elementary school to the east.

The General Plan Designation for the site is Low Residential (LR), which allows for 3-10 dwellings/acre;
single-family homes or low-density townhomes. The proposed project includes 44 residential units at a
density of approximately 8 dwellings/acre. Therefore, the proposed project complies with the existing
“General Plan Designation for the site.

Res:dent;al Units

The project proposes to develop 44 smgle—famlly residential dwelling units ranging from approximately
1,770 to 2,230 square feet. Three floor plans are proposed: the smallest floor plan is approximately
1,770 square feet and includes 3 bedrooms and 2.5 bathrooms.. The mid-sized floor plan is
approximately 1,970 square feet and includes 3 bedrooms plus a loft and 2.5 bathrooms. The largest
floor plan is approximately 2,230 square feet and includes 4 bedrooms and 3 bathrooms. All units will
be constructed as two-story homes. The anticipated sale price range is $380,000 to $420,000.

The proposed plan mix and building placements are for illustrative pufposes. The actual mix may be
subject to change at the building permit plot plan phase.

Magnolia Trails
PRD 68 / TSM 659 / ZR 2313
Received 2-06-14
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Parking

Per the requirements of the PRD zone, the project must provide a minimum of two covered parking
spaces for each dwelling unit (DU). Additional parking for residents/guests shall be provided at a ratio of
one space per DU. Supplemental parking spaces shall be provided at a ratio of one-half space per DU up
to 20 units. For projects with more than 20 units, additional supplemental parking spaces at a ratio of
one-quarter parking space per DU over 20 shall be provided. Based on these parkmg requirements, the
project is required to provide a total of 148 spaces as listed below:

Parking Summary

Parking SR(:\cciggegr $DU #Spaces | #Spaces

Requirement P DU P Required | Provided
Covered (Garage) 2 44 88 88
Additional resident/guest (Driveway)’ 1 44 44 44
Supplemental A: 1-20 DU % 20 10 10

Supplemental B: 21-44 DU Y 24 6 6

TOTAL REQUIRED PARKING 148 148

“The City of El Cajon Parking Regulations allow for only one driveway space to be included in the total
parking count. However, the project is designed to provide two parking spaces on each driveway (+44).

The Magnolia Trails project will provide four parking spaces per unit on-site (attached two-car garage
plus two on-site parking spaces on the driveway), 13 on-street parking spaces along the interior
roadway, and an additional three guest spaces in front of the common lot. Ultimately, the project will
provide approximately 192 parking spaces.

Proposed Schedule

- Anticipated start of construction for the Magnolia Trails project is the end of 2014, with project opening
anticipated for mid-2016.

III ‘,?‘_Entltlements & k o

The Chase Magnoha project mcludes the followmg approvals by the Clty of El CaJon
1. A Zoning Reclassification from RS-20, RM-4300, RS-6 to Planned Residential Development (PRD)
Low
2. APlanned Residential Development (PRD Low) ,
3. A Tentative Subdivision Map (TSM) to subdivide the 5.47 acres into 45 residential lots for
homes, common areas, and improvements.

Zoning Reclassification

The proposed project includes a zoning reclassification of the proposed re5|dentlal project from RM-
4300, RS-20, and RS-6 to PRD. The current zoning for the property consists of the following zones and as
illustrated below:

e  RM-4300 (multi-family residential): 1 unit per 4,300 sf of total lot area
e RS-20 (single-family residential): 1 unit per 20,000 sf lot
e RS-6 (single-family residential): 1 unit per 6,000 sf lot
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Planned Residential Development {PRD Low — 10 units per net acre, 50% max lot coverage)

The PRD zone will unify the zone of the project site and ensure the project reflects a comprehensively
planned development that specifically relates to the topography and natural characteristics of the site as
well as the scale, density, and type of development in the surrounding area. The PRD Low zone is
consistent with low density residential General Plan designation.

Site Plan
A Site Plan is required to implement the site’s PRD designation and associated setbacks. The Site Plan
will establish the required PRD setbacks, which include:
A. Al buildings and structures in a PRD must maintain a minimum setback of 10’ from the PRD
zone district-boundary
B. All buildings other than front-entry garages or carports shall maintain a minimum distance of 10’
from the right-of-way of a public street or a private street or driveway
C. All buildings other than front-entry garages or carports shall maintain a minimum distance of 5’
from any sidewalk
D. Front-entry garages and carports shall provide a minimum setback of 20’ from the right-of-way
of a public street or edge of a private street
E. The minimum distance between any building used for human habitation and any other building
on the same lot or sublot shall be 10’

Tentative Subdivision Map ;
The Tentative Subdivision Map is proposed to create 49 lots for 44 single-family homes, common area.
lots, and improvements. The residential lots will be accessed from Magnolia Avenue. The residential
lots will range in size from approximately 3,580 to 8,048 square feet and will be served by the existing
water and sewer system. A common area tot lot (Lot C) is planned in the center of the property and has:
been designated as a community park.
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V. EnvironmentalSetting

The project is a rectangular shaped parcel of land that was previously occupied by a convalescent home.
The site comprises of approximately 5.47 acres located at 103 East Chase Street, southeast of the
intersection of Chase Avenue and Magnolia Avenue, in the City of El Cajon. Topographically, site
elevations range from approximately 482 feet to 478 feet above Mean Sea Level {MSL) with a gentle
. grade to the north. The site was formerly the location of a convalescent home with buildings and
associated structures of which most were demolished sometime in 2008. The property consists of
vacant land within the northern and western portions of the site. An old asphalt parking lot within the
southeastern portion of the site remains with six light poles. Along the northwest portion of the parking
area is a small building that has been boarded closed. The majority of the debris from the demolition
has been removed however pieces of concrete and other construction debris remain in the topsoil
across the site. The site is generally covered with a light to moderate growth of grasses/weeds with high
shrubs along the eastern fence line and numerous mature trees both inside and long the perimeter of
the site. The southwestern portion of the site is covered with grass with several large trees.

The site exhibits a generally flat topography and no mapped landslides exist within or near the site.
Based on the topography of the site, the potential for landsliding is considered negligible.

A feasibility geotechnical investigation was done on the site in October 2013 by Petra Geotechnical, Inc.
A copy of the report is provided as an attachment to the tentative map submittal. The study found that
the site is suitable for the proposed residential development. The exploratory borings encountered 2 to
5 feet of loose or disturbed soils from the demolition process or as artificial fills mantling the site. The
disturbed soil overlies approximately 2 feet of loose to medium dense alluvium with slight to moderate
porosity, which overlies very dense older alluvial deposits that vary from 1 to 27 feet in thickness.
Beneath the alluvium lies very hard granite bedrock that breaks down to clayey sand and poorly-graded
sand where encountered. The geotechnical investigation study concluded that the site is not within a
currently designated State of California Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and no active faults were
identified on the site.

The project site is surrounded by low-density single-family residential uses to the north, west, and south
that front Chase Avenue and Magnolia Avenue. An existing elementary school (Chase Elementary) is
located immediately east of the project site. The residential units to the west are single-story dwelling
units. Single and two-story residential homes currently exist north of the project site. Therefore, the
proposed use and scale of the Chase/Magnolia project is consistent with the existing surroundings.

Photos of the existing site and surroundings are provided as an attachment to this project description.
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City of El Cajon, California Errata to the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Errata to the Draft IS/MND

1.0 Introduction

1.1 Purpose

As defined by Section 15050 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the
City of El Cajon Planning Division (City) is serving as "Lead Agency" in preparation of the
Environmental Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Magnolia Trails
Project (Project). The Draft ISSMND presents the environmental information and analyses that have
been prepared for the Project to date, and identifies appropriate mitigation measures to ensure that
significant environmental impacts resulting with the Project are reduced to a level of less than
significant.

The Draft IS'MND for the Project was prepared and circulated for a 20-day public review period,
commencing on September 15, 2014 and ending on October 5, 2014. No comments from any public
agencies, organizations, or other members of the public were received on the IS/MND. As such, no
revisions were made to the environmental document for purposes of clarification, correction, or to
address any concerns or issues identified during the public review period.

However, since the close of the public review period, minor changes have been made to the proposed
Project, per request of the City. At the time that the ISSMND for the Magnolia Trails Project was
prepared, the mapping component of the Project was proposed to be a Vesting Tentative Subdivision
Map. Following Project review, the City raised concerns as to vesting of the map, in that once
Conditions of Approval for the Project are identified and adopted with final City approval, they
would apply to the Project indefinitely. Prior to the City giving approval of a project, the City requires
that improvements are installed (including improvements to address water quality) so that the City
can ensure that when a final map is recorded, all improvements are built to current standards and that
the conditions set forth in the vesting of the map are met.

Through the City’s standard Tentative Subdivision Map process, the understanding is that Conditions
of Approval shall be met in a timely manner and that street improvements can be bonded for to be
built within one year (or the map will expire). As such, the City has requested that the Project
mapping component be revised from a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map to a Tentative Subdivision
Map in order to allow the City to better ensure that the lands affected by the proposed Project are not
subdivided by a map having no expiration date (i.e. a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map) and that
when the applicant constructs the required improvements, that the adopted Project Conditions of
Approval are current and applicable to the required standards at the time when such improvements
occur.

As the Draft ISIMND that was circulated to the public identified the proposed Project as including a
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, minor changes are now required to ensure that the IS/MND
reflects the mapping product currently intended (Tentative Subdivision Map). The specific text
revisions to the IS/MND to reflect the current Project are identified below in Section 1.3, Errata to the
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Magnolia Trails Project October 21, 2014
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1.2 Justification Not to Recirculate Draft IS/MND

Under Section 15073.5, Recirculation of a Negative Declaration Prior to Adoption,” of the CEQA
Guidelines, a Lead Agency may be required to recirculate the environmental document following the
public review period if the following conditions apply:

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate a negative declaration when the document must be
substantially revised after public notice of its availability has previously been given pursuant
to Section 15072, but prior to its adoption. Notice of recirculation shall comply with Sections
15072 and 15073.

(b) A “substantial revision” of the negative declaration shall mean:

(1) A new, avoidable significant effect is identified and mitigation measures or project
revisions must be added in order to reduce the effect to insignificance, or

(2) The lead agency determines that the proposed mitigation measures or project revisions
will not reduce potential effects to less than significance and new measures or revisions
must be required.

(c) Recirculation is not required under the following circumstances:

(1) Mitigation measures are replaced with equal or more effective measures pursuant to
Section 15074.1.

(2) New project revisions are added in response to written or verbal comments on the
project's effects identified in the proposed negative declaration which are not new
avoidable significant effects.

(3) Measures or conditions of project approval are added after circulation of the negative
declaration which are not required by CEQA, which do not create new significant
environmental effects and are not necessary to mitigate an avoidable significant effect.

(4) New information is added to the negative declaration which merely clarifies, amplifies, or
makes insignificant modifications to the negative declaration.

(d) If during the negative declaration process there is substantial evidence in light of the whole
record, before the lead agency that the project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the
environment which cannot be mitigated or avoided, the lead agency shall prepare a draft EIR
and certify a final EIR prior to approving the project. It shall circulate the draft EIR for
consultation and review pursuant to Sections 15086 and 15087, and advise reviewers in
writing that a proposed negative declaration had previously been circulated for the project.

The minor text changes to the text of the Draft ISSMND for the Magnolia Trails Project are not
considered to be substantial, based on the conditions identified in Section 15073.5. Therefore, the
City of El Cajon, acting as the Lead Agency, is not required to recirculate the ISSMND for public
review. The minor text changes (errata) required to the IS/MND text to reflect the current Project
(revised from *“Vesting” Tentative Subdivision Map to Tentative Subdivision Map) are specifically
identified below in Section 1.3, Errata to the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. This list of errata

Magnolia Trails Project October 21, 2014
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shall be adopted by the City of El Cajon as part of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
Magnolia Trails Project and made available to the public upon request.

1.3 Errata to the Draft IS/MND

The following errata are provided for the text of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration prepared for the Magnolia Trails Project. Amended text is identified by page number.
Clarifications to the Draft MND text are shown with underlining and text removed from the Draft

EIR is shown with strikethrough.

No changes to the actual text within the body of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration will be
made. Rather the following errata identify the page number and text where revisions are required to
reflect the current Project. As stated above, the list of errata shall be adopted by the City of EI Cajon
as part of the Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Magnolia Trails Project.

Page 2
8. Project Description:

The Project consists of a Mesting—Tentative Subdivision Map (MTSM) and Planned Residential
Development (PRD) Site Plan for the development of 44 single-family detached residential housing
units on an approximately 5.5-acre site located at the southeast corner of the intersection of E. Chase
Avenue and S. Magnolia Avenue in the City of El Cajon, California. The Project would require a
zone reclassification to change the existing zones of RM-4300; RS-20; and, RS-6 to Planned
Residential Development (PRD); the proposed project is consistent with the City of EI Cajon General
Plan land use designation of LR (Low Residential); therefore, no changes to the existing General Plan
land use designation is required.

Page 6-7
Residential Units

The Project proposes to develop 44 single-family residential dwelling units ranging from
approximately 1,770 to 2,230 square feet (s.f.). Figure 3A, PRD Site Plan, illustrates the Project’s
conceptual site plan. Figure 3B, Landscape Concept Plan, illustrates the Project’s conceptual
landscaping plan. Three different floor plans are proposed: the smallest floor plan is approximately
1,770 s.f. and would include three bedrooms and 2.5 bathrooms. The mid-sized floor plan would be
approximately 1,970 s.f. and would include three bedrooms plus a loft and 2.5 bathrooms. The largest
floor plan would be approximately 2,230 s.f. and would include four bedrooms and three bathrooms.
A mixture of three architectural styles is proposed, including Spanish, Cottage, and Traditional. All
units would be constructed as two-story homes. The anticipated sale price range is $380,000 to
$420,000. Conceptual floor plans and elevations for each type and architectural style of the proposed
housing types are illustrated in Figures 4A through 4D.

The proposed housing plan mix and placement shown on the Site Plan and M¥TSM are intended
illustrative purposes only. The actual mix may be subject to change at the building permit plot plan
phase.

Magnolia Trails Project October 21, 2014
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Page 8
Entitlements

The proposed Project requires the following approvals by the City of EI Cajon:

1. A Zoning Reclassification from RS-20, RM-4300, RS-6 to Planned Residential
Development (PRD) Low

2. A Planned Residential Development (PRD Low)

3. A Mesting-Tentative Subdivision Map (MTSM) to subdivide the approximately 5.5 acres
into 49 residential lots for homes, common areas, and improvements.

Page 9
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map

The Mesting Tentative Subdivision Map is proposed to create 49 lots for 44 single-family homes and
five (5) lots for common areas, private streets, and improvements. The Mesting Tentative Subdivision
Map will illustrate all proposed improvements, consistent with applicable local and State
requirements, to allow for City review and approval.

Page 23

The Project consists of a Mesting-Tentative Subdivision Map and Planned Residential Development
Site Plan for the development of 44 single-family detached residential housing units on an
approximately 5.5-acre site. The existing General Plan land use designation for the site is Low
Residential (LR), which allows for 3-10 dwellings/acre; single-family homes or low-density
townhomes. The Project includes 44 residential units at a density of eight (8) dwelling units/acre
(DU/AC). Therefore, the Project would comply with the existing General Plan land use designation
for the site, and no changes are proposed. In addition, as discussed in Section Ill.b below,
construction and operational emissions would not exceed the SDAPCD thresholds. As a result, the
Project would not result in violations or affect air quality attainment status in the SDAPCD, and a less
than significant impact would occur. No mitigation measures are required.

Page 50

b: Less than Significant Impact. The Project consists of a Mestirg-Tentative Subdivision Map and
Planned Residential Development Site Plan for the development of 44 single-family detached
residential housing units on an approximately 5.5-acre site. The existing General Plan land use
designation for the site is Low Residential (LR), which allows for 3-10 dwellings/acre; single-family
homes or low-density townhomes. The proposed Project includes 44 residential units at a density of
eight (8) dwelling units/acre (DU/AC). Therefore, the proposed Project would comply with the
existing General Plan land use designation for the site, and no changes are proposed. Therefore, an
amendment to the General Plan to accommodate a change in land use is not required.
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City of El Cajon, California Errata to the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Figures

The following revisions are required to the referenced figures in support of the evaluation within the
MND:

Figure 3A: Reference to “Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map” in the Figure Title and Title Block
shall be revised to read “Tentative Subdivision Map:”

MAGNOLIA TRAILS

CITY OF EL CAJON, CA

VESHNG TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP NO. 659
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT NO. 68
ZONE RECLASSIFICATION NO. 2313

Title Block:
Application:
Assessor Parcel No(s): 492-500-17

Request: Mesting Tentative Subdivision Map No. 659, Planned Residential Development No. 68 and
Zoning Reclassification No. 2313

Figure 3B: Reference to “Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map” in the Figure Title and Title Block
shall be revised to read “Tentative Subdivision Map:”

MAGNOLIA TRAILS

CITY OF EL CAJON, CA

VESHNG TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP NO. 659
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT NO. 68
ZONE RECLASSIFICATION NO. 2313

Title Block:
Application:
Assessor Parcel No(s): 492-500-17

Request: Mesting Tentative Subdivision Map No. 659, Planned Residential Development No. 68 and
Zoning Reclassification No. 2313

Magnolia Trails Project October 21, 2014
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City of El Cajon

Initial Study / Environmental Checklist / Mitigated Negative
Declaration

This Initial Study / Environmental Checklist has been prepared pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) [Public Resources Code 821000, et seq.] and the
2012 State CEQA Guidelines [California Code of Regulations 815000, et seq.]. This
Initial Study / Environmental Checklist determines that the Magnolia Trails Project
(“Project”) will result in no impacts or less than significant impacts with proposed
mitigation measures on the environmental resources and issues evaluated herein,
and hence would not have a significant impact on the environment.

This document is being made available for a 20-day public review comment period
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073(a), beginning September 15, 2014 and
ending October 5, 2014. Comments regarding this Initial Study / Environmental Checklist
must be made in writing to: Melissa Devine, Senior Planner, Community Development
Department, City of ElI Cajon, 200 Civic Center Way, El Cajon, California 92020.
Comments must be received by 5:00 p.M. on the last day of the public review period.

1. Project Title: Magnolia Trails

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of El Cajon
200 Civic Center Way

El Cajon, CA 92020

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: ~ Melissa Devine
Senior Planner

City of El Cajon
200 Civic Center Way
El Cajon, CA 92020

4. Project Location: 103 E. Chase Avenue; County Assessor
Parcel No. 492-500-17 (Figure 1,
Regional/Local Vicinity Map)

5. Project Applicant: SAM-EI Cajon 55 LLC
Contact: Ray Dorame
20201 SW Birch St., #100
Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: 949.252.1122, Ext. 132

6. General Plan Designation: Low Residential (LR)

7. Zoning Designation: RM-4300, RS-20, RS-6



8.

10.

11.

Initial Study / Environmental Checklist for the Magnolia Trails Project

Project Description:

The Project consists of a Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) and Planned Residential
Development (PRD) Site Plan for the development of 44 single-family detached
residential housing units on an approximately 5.5-acre site located at the southeast
corner of the intersection of E. Chase Avenue and S. Magnolia Avenue in the City of
El Cajon, California. The Project would require a zone reclassification to change the
existing zones of RM-4300; RS-20; and, RS-6 to Planned Residential Development
(PRD); the proposed project is consistent with the City of ElI Cajon General Plan land
use designation of LR (Low Residential); therefore, no changes to the existing
General Plan land use designation is required.

Setting and Surrounding Land Uses:

The subject property consists of one parcel of approximately 5.5 acres (APN 492-
500-17). The property was previously developed with a convalescent home, surface
parking lot, and several supporting structures utilized for storage; however, the
convalescent facility and surface parking lot have since been demolished. Three
small storage structures remained onsite following such former demolition activities;
however, the current owner (Project applicant) has recently demolished these
structures due to concerns for public safety. As such, the demolition of these
structures is not a part of the proposed Project activities that will be considered by
the City for discretionary approval, nor part of the existing conditions evaluated under
CEQA.

The boundary of the subject site is enclosed by a chain-link fence. Single-family
residential uses are present to the north, west, and south of the site. The Chase
Avenue Elementary School abuts the Project site to the east; refer to Figure 2, Aerial
Photograph/Surrounding Land Uses.

Approvals Required:

Zone Reclassification No. 2313 (ZR No. 2313), Planned Residential Development
No. 68 (PRD No. 68), Tentative Subdivision Map No. 659 (TSM No. 659), and CEQA
document certification by the City Council.

Other public agencies whose approvals are required (e.g., permits, financing
approval, or participation agreement):
N/A
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

Based upon the initial evaluation presented in the following Initial Study / Environmental
Checklist, it is concluded that the Project would not result in any potentiaily significant:
adverse environmental impacts to the following resource areas:

¢ Aesthetics e Hydrology and Water e Utilities and Service
e Agriculture & Forestry Quality Systems
Resources e Land Use and Planning e Mandatory Findings of
e Air Quality e Mineral Resources Significance
e Geology and Soils * Noise
e Greenhouse Gas e Population and Housing
Emissions e Public Services
e Hazards and Hazardous e Recreation
Materials e Transportation / Traffic

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

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

DX 1 find that although the project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project
have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

(] 1 find that the project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (a)
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and (b) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT (EIR) is required.

[] I find that although the project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an
earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
(MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation
megsures that are imposed upon the project, nothing further is required.

i / ~

Aﬁthé)nyghe, AICP, Planning Manager Date
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

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

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

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur,
the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less
than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant
Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be
significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the
determination is made, an EIR is required.

4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from
“Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency
must describe the mitigation measures and briefly explain how they reduce the effect
to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses”, as
described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other
CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or
(mitigated) negative declaration pursuant to Section 15063(c)(3)(D) of the CEQA
Guidelines. In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above
checklist were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such
effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With
Mitigation Measures Incorporated”, describe the mitigation measures that
were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to
which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to
information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances).
Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate,
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
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7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources
used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats;
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist
that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than
significant.

Impact Terminology

The following terminology is used to describe the potential level of significance of
impacts:

A finding of no impact is appropriate if the analysis concludes that the project would
not affect the particular resource in any way.

An impact is considered a less than significant impact if the analysis concludes
that it would not cause substantial adverse change to the environment and requires
no mitigation.

An impact is considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated if the
analysis concludes that it would not cause substantial adverse change to the
environment with the inclusion of environmental commitments that have been agreed
to by the applicant.

An impact is considered a potentially significant impact if the analysis concludes
that it could have a substantial adverse effect on the environment and requires
mitigation.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Environmental Setting

The Project site is a rectangular-shaped parcel of land. Topographically, site elevations
range from approximately 478 feet to 482 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL). The
property slopes gently upward from north to south.

As stated earlier, the site was previously occupied by a convalescent home. The
buildings and associated structures were largely demolished sometime in 2008. The
property therefore consists of vacant land within the northern and western portions of the
site. An asphalt parking lot within the southeastern portion of the site remains with six
light poles. The majority of the debris from the demolition has been removed; however,
pieces of concrete and other construction debris remain in the topsoil.

The site is generally covered with a light to moderate growth of grasses/weeds with high
shrubs along the eastern fence line and numerous mature trees both inside and along
the perimeter of the site. The southwestern portion of the site is covered with grass with
several large trees.

The Project site is surrounded by low-density single-family residential uses to the north,
west, and south that front Chase and Magnolia Avenues. An existing elementary school
(Chase Avenue Elementary) is located immediately east of the Project site. The
residential units to the west are single-story dwelling units. Single- and two-story
residential homes currently exist north of the Project site.

The General Plan land use designation for the site is Low Residential (LR). This
category is used to identify areas best suited for the residential densities associated with
standard single family development. The density range allows for 3 to 10 dwelling units
per acre in a mixture of housing types from single family detached units to low density
townhouse developments. The proposed Project includes 44 residential units at a
density of eight (8) dwelling units/acre (DU/AC).

The existing site is relatively flat and fully graded. The site generally slopes downward
from the southeast to the northwest with an average slope of about 1.5%.

Residential Units

The Project proposes to develop 44 single-family residential dwelling units ranging from
approximately 1,770 to 2,230 square feet (s.f.). Figure 3A, PRD Site Plan, illustrates the
Project’s conceptual site plan. Figure 3B, Landscape Concept Plan, illustrates the
Project’s conceptual landscaping plan. Three different floor plans are proposed: the
smallest floor plan is approximately 1,770 s.f. and would include three bedrooms and 2.5
bathrooms. The mid-sized floor plan would be approximately 1,970 s.f. and would
include three bedrooms plus a loft and 2.5 bathrooms. The largest floor plan would be
approximately 2,230 s.f. and would include four bedrooms and three bathrooms. A
mixture of three architectural styles is proposed, including Spanish, Cottage, and
Traditional. All units would be constructed as two-story homes. The anticipated sale
price range is $380,000 to $420,000. Conceptual floor plans and elevations for each
type and architectural style of the proposed housing types are illustrated in Figures 4A
through 4D.
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The proposed housing plan mix and placement shown on the Site Plan and VTM are
intended illustrative purposes only. The actual mix may be subject to change at the
building permit plot plan phase.

Private Park

Additionally, the Project proposes construction of a private park totaling approximately
3,800 s.f. to provide Project residents with an opportunity for recreation. The park would
be provided on the common lot in the central portion of the site and would support active
and passive recreational activities and will include such amenities as a picnic area, play
area, and bike rack.

Parking

Based on requirements of the PRD zone, the Project is required to provide a minimum of
two covered parking spaces for each dwelling unit (DU). Additional parking for
residents/guests shall be provided at a ratio of one space per DU. Supplemental parking
spaces shall be provided at a ratio of one-half space per DU up to 20 units. For projects
with more than 20 units, additional supplemental parking spaces at a ratio of one-quarter
parking space per DU over 20 shall be provided. Based on these parking requirements,
the Project is required to provide a total of 148 spaces as listed below in Table 1,
Parking Summary:

Table 1: Parking Summary

Parking Requirement Requ:)r:rdDSS aces #DU ﬁesc?l?i(;zg ﬁrso?/?gi
Covered (Garage) 2 44 88 88
Additional Resident/Guest (Driveway)? 1 44 44 44
Supplemental A: 1-20 DU Yo 20 10 10
Supplemental B: 21-44 DU Ya 24 6 6

TOTAL PARKING SPACES: 148 148

"The City of El Cajon Parking Regulations allow for only one driveway space to be included in the total parking.

The Magnolia Trails Project provides three parking spaces per unit onsite (attached two-
car garage plus one on-site parking space on the driveway) and 16 on-street parking
spaces along the interior roadways.

Grading

Project grading would require an estimated 6,500 cubic yards (c.y.) of balanced cut and
fill to allow for development of the site as proposed. This quantity does not include
excavation for retaining walls, building footings, remedial grading, utility trenching, or
adjustments due to bulking/shrinkage. No import or export of soils is required or
proposed.
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Proposed Schedule

Anticipated start of construction for the Magnolia Trails Project is second quarter of
2015. The Project is expected to open during mid-2016.

Entitlements
The proposed Project requires the following approvals by the City of El Cajon:

1. A Zoning Reclassification from RS-20, RM-4300, RS-6 to Planned Residential
Development (PRD) Low

2. A Planned Residential Development (PRD Low)

3. A\Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map (VTM) to subdivide the approximately 5.5
acres into 49 residential lots for homes, common areas, and improvements.

Zoning Reclassification

The proposed Project includes a zoning reclassification of the proposed residential
project from RM-4300, RS-20, and RS-6 to PRD. The current zoning for the property
consists of the following zones:

RM-4300 (multi-family residential): 1 unit per 4,300 s.f. of total lot area
RS-20 (single-family residential): 1 unit per 20,000 s.f. lot
RS-6 (single-family residential): 1 unit per 6,000 s.f. lot

Planned Residential Development (PRD Low — 10 units per net acre, 50% max lot
coverage)

The PRD zone would unify the existing zones of the Project site and ensure that the
Project reflects a comprehensively planned development that specifically relates to the
topography and natural characteristics of the site as well as the scale, density, and type
of development in the surrounding area. The PRD Low zone would be consistent with
the current low-density residential General Plan designation.

Site Plan

A Site Plan is required to implement the site’s proposed PRD designation and
associated setbacks. The Site Plan will establish the required PRD setbacks which
include:

A. All buildings and structures in a PRD must maintain a minimum setback of 10’
from the PRD zone district boundary.

B. All buildings other than front-entry garages or carports shall maintain a minimum
distance of 10’ from the right-of-way of a public street or a private street or
driveway.

C. All buildings other than front-entry garages or carports shall maintain a minimum
distance of 5’ from any sidewalk.

D. Front-entry garages and carports shall provide a minimum setback of 20’ from
the right-of-way of a public street or edge of a private street.

E. The minimum distance between any building used for human habitation and any
other building on the same lot or sublot shall be 10'.
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Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map

The Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map is proposed to create 49 lots for 44 single-family
homes and five (5) lots for common areas, private streets, and improvements. The
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map will illustrate all proposed improvements, consistent
with applicable local and State requirements, to allow for City review and approval.
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AREA PRD-LOW REQUIREMENT

TOTAL

STREETS 50%| OF | 40,470 |SF

DRIVEWAYS 100%| OF | 18,196|SF

|BUILDING 100%| OF | 63,384|SF

20,235|SF
18,196/SF
63,384|SF

TOTAL PROJECT LOT SIZE = 5.47 ACRES|

PROJECT TOTAL LOT COVERAGE| 101,815|SF

MAX. ALLOWABLE COVERAGE (50%) = 2.735 ACRES| OR

119,137|SF

PROJECT TOTAL LOT COVERAGE

-101,815 |SF

TOTAL EXCESS LOT COVERAGE FOR FUTURE ADDITIONS

17,322|SF

* MAX. 3562 S.F. FUTURE EXPANSION IS PERMITTED
(15,522 SF /44 LOTS = 352.77 SF )

OPEN SPACE SUMMARY

OPEN SPACE REQUIRED
REQUIREMENT PERDU | #DU (5.F.)

REQUIRED

PROVIDED
(S.F)

PRD LOW 400 SF a4 17,600

FRONT YARDS

PRIVATE YARDS (50%) 200 SF 44 8,800,

8,800}
16,275

TOT LOT (LOT €)

3,804

TOTAL OPEN SPACE

28,879

POR. LOT E
PM 1583

EX. STREET LIGHT
TO BE UPGRADED
TO 250W LED

PARKING SUMMARY

TOTAL #DU: a4
REQUIRED | PROVIDED
GARAGED PARKING 88 88
ADD'TL RESI./GUEST| 44 a4
SUPPLEMENTAL 1 (1-20 DU). 10 10
SUPPLEMENTAL 2 (21-44 DU) 6 6
TOTAL| 148 148

NOTE: AN ADDITIONAL PARKING SPACE IS AVAILABLE FOR
RESIDENTS OR GUESTS ON EACH SFD DRIVEWAY (+44)

PROPOSED EASEMENTS

O | DESCRIPTION

52’ GENERAL UTILITY ¥ PRIVATE ROAD EASEMENT
10" PRIVATE STORM DRAIN EASEMENT

18" REPLACEMENT PRIVATE WELL & ACCESS EASEMENT
15" PUBLIC SEWER EASEMENT
COMMON_LANDSCAPE_EASEMENT

NOO® 12" 16"E
65.16"

SD:

24.00"

NB9°39°37"N

GENERAL NOTES

1.

g™

NT-3

10.
11.

12.
13.

GROSS AREA = 5.47 AC.

NET LOT AREA = 4.25 AC (EXCLUDE GENERAL UTILITY &
PRIVATE ROAD EASEMENT)

PROJECT PROPOSES 49 LOTS, INCLUDING 44 SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL LOTS AND 5 HOA NON-BUILDABLE LOTS (LOTS A &
B-PRIVATE STREET, LOT C-PLAY AREA, LOT D-BIORETENTION /
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT BASIN, LOT E-HOA / EXISTING WELL)
LOT COVERAGE 2.64 AC (48.2%)

AREA DEVOTED TO LANDSCAPING = 111,854 SF, (TOTAL IN
TABLE BUT INCLUDE 100% OF BACKYARDS)

AREA DEVOTED TO COMMON RECREATION = 3,804 SF (TOTAL OF
TOT LOT AREA)

GROSS BUILDING AREA = 117,840 SF

PLAN MIX SHOWN FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY. ACTUAL
MIX SUBJECT TO CHANGE AT BUILDING PERMIT PLOT PLAN PHASE.
SEE LANDSCAPE CONCEPT PLAN FOR FENCING LOCATIONS AND
DETAILS.

A MIN. 24-FT CLEAR TRAVELNAY SHALL BE PROVIDED WITHIN
THE PROJECT’S PRIVATE ROADS. CURBSIDE PARKING SPACES
SHALL BE DELINEATED ACCORDINGLY.

TRASH CONTAINERS SHALL BE STORED ALONG SIDE YARD.

ALL OPERATIONS MUST BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE CITY'S
STORM WATER ORDINANCE (MUNICIPAL CODE 13.10 AND 16.60)
TO MINIMIZE OR ELIMINATE POLLUTANT DISCHARGES TO THE
STORM DRAIN SYSTEM. FOR PUBLIC NORKS REQUIREMENTS ON
THIS PLANNING ACTION, PLEASE REFER TO THE CONDITIONS OF
APPROVAL. THIS SITE PLAN MAY NOT CLEARLY SHOW EXISTING
OR PROPOSED [MPROVEMENTS IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY AND
SHOULD NOT BE USED FOR PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT CONSTRUCTION
PURPOSES.

ALL ON-SITE UTILITIES ARE TO BE UNDERGROUND.

AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEM TO BE INSTALLED PER CBC OR
CITY OF EL CAJON.

. COMMON LANDSCAPE EASEMENT TO BE GRANTED TO THE CITY OF

EL CAJON OVER ALL COMMONLY MAINTAINED LANDSCAPE AND
COMMUNITY AREAS, E.G. STORMWATER FACILITIES.

STREET LIGHTING NOTES

THE LOCATIONS OF STREET LIGHTS DEPICTED ON THESE PLANS IS
APPROXIMATE. THE FINAL LOCATIONS, QUANTITY, POLE HEIGHT,
FIXTURE TYPE, WATTAGE, LIGHT SOURCE AND RELATED
EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES WILL DETERMINED BASED ON
STUDIES AND CALCULATIONS PREPARED BY A LICENSED LIGHTING
AND ELECTRICAL ENGINEER. A ON-SITE LIGHTING PLAN SHALL
BE PREPARED DURING THE FINAL DESIGN PHASE AND WILL BE
SUBMITTED TO THE CITY FOR REVIEWN AND APPROVAL PRIOR TO
BUILDING PERMITS.

PUBLIC STREET LIGHTING SHALL BE DESIGNED IN ACCORDANCE
NITH THE CITY'S GENERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR STREET LIGHTING
AND STREET LIGHT DESIGN STANDARDS, THE CALIFORNIA GREEN
BUILDING CODE, PER ALL APPLICABLE BUILDING AND
ELECTRICAL CODES AND AS REQUIRED TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE
LIGHTING FOR VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY.

STREET LIGHTS SHALL LIGHT THE INTENDED AREA, AVOID OFF
SITE SPILLAGE AND CONTROL GLARE.

STREET LIGHTS SHALL BE COMPLIMENTARY TO THE ARCHITECTURE
STYLE OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD AND SHALL BE SIMILAR OR EQUAL
TO 'REDONDO FAMILY", ‘TRADITIONAL FAMILY"OR ‘IRWINDALE
FAMILY” BY SOUTHCOAST LIGHTING.
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. AESTHETICS

Would the project:

Potentially si Lr?i?i?:;r?tavr\]/i th Less Than
Issue Significant gMitigation Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated =
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista? o u u B
b. Substantially damage scenic resources,
including but not limited to, trees, rock ] (] (] |Z

outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its (] ] X ]
surroundings?

d. Create a new source of substantial light
or glare that would adversely affect day ] [] 4 []
or nighttime views in the area?

Explanation of Checkilist:

a-b: No Impact. No designated scenic vistas or State scenic highways are located
onsite or within the vicinity of the proposed Project; however, the County of San Diego
General Plan identifies Interstate 8 (I-8) as a County Scenic Roadway from the El Cajon
City limits to the Imperial County line, and I-8 is designated by Caltrans as an “Eligible”
(not officially designated) State Scenic Highway from State Route (SR) 67 east to the
Imperial County line. The site is located approximately 1.6 miles south of the nearest
portion of 1-8 considered as “Eligible,” and views of the Project site from this roadway
would not be afforded.

Additionally, the Project site is located within an urbanized area within the City of El
Cajon and is highly disturbed. No resources of scenic value, such as hillsides, ridgelines,
rock outcroppings, or historic buildings are present onsite or on adjacent lands. A
number of trees (generally pines and palm trees) are present onsite; however, these
trees are not of significant scenic value and would be removed from the site with Project
implementation. Therefore, the proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista or substantially damage any scenic resources within a State
Scenic Highway. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

c: Less than Significant. The Project site was previously developed and is in a highly-
disturbed state. The site is currently vacant and a chain link fence defines the perimeter.
Limited vegetation (grass) is present on portions of the site, and a number of trees are
scattered throughout the interior of the site and along portions of the perimeter; refer to
Figure 2, Aerial Photograph/Surrounding Land Uses.

Single-family residential uses are present to the north, west, and south. The Chase
Avenue Elementary school borders the Project site immediately to the east. The Project
proposes two-story, single-family detached residential uses similar in character to
residential uses that presently exist in the surrounding area. The proposed density, lot
coverage, and height would all be consistent with that allowed under the existing
General Plan land use designation and zoning (with reclassification of the existing zone
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to PRD), and therefore, would reflect uses intended by the City for the subject property.
Additionally, conceptual architectural styles have been conceived to illustrate the
intended visual character of the residences and to ensure compatibility with the existing
neighborhood setting; refer to Figures 4A through 4D. Furthermore, a Conceptual
Landscape Plan has been prepared to illustrate how the site would be enhanced with
landscape plantings that would blend the proposed development into the existing
surroundings; refer to Figure 3B, Landscape Concept Plan. Therefore, the Project would
not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or its
surroundings. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
required.

d: Less than Significant. It is anticipated that exterior lighting would be installed with
each residential unit for purposes of security and pedestrian movement. Additionally,
streetlamps would be installed within the interior of the site along the main north-south
trending roadway to ensure adequate onsite circulation and safety. Two new streetlights
are also proposed for installation along S. Magnolia Avenue: one at the Project entrance
and one between Lots 4 and 5.

All lighting installed with the Project would be in conformance with the City’s exterior
lighting standards and Section 17.165.180, Lighting, of the City of ElI Cajon Municipal
Code. The use of natural building materials (e.g. wood, stone, etc.) is anticipated for
construction, and the structures would not incorporate large expanses of glass or use of
reflective glass, thereby minimizing the potential for glare occurrence; refer to Figures 4A
to 4D. Therefore, the Project would not create a substantial new source of light or glare.
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1. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Less Than

Potentially e . Less Than
Issue Significant Slg,\r/} :I:;:rt}:)\:]mh Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated Lt

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the [] [] [] 4
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b. Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act [] ] ] X
Contract?

c.  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 1220[g]),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources [] [] [] 4
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g])?

d. Resultin the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest [] [] [] 4
use?

e. Involve other changes in the existing
environment, which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of [ u u X
Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Explanation of Checkilist:

a-e: No Impact. The Project site is located in an existing highly-urbanized area within
the City of El Cajon. No lands designated as Farmland or Timberland are located onsite
or within the Project vicinity. Neither the project site nor surrounding lands are subject to
a Williamson Act Contract. The site was previously developed and is presently in a
highly-disturbed state with limited onsite vegetation. According to the City of El Cajon
Zoning Code and Map, the site is not zoned for agricultural or forestry use. Therefore,
the Project would not result in the conversion of Important Farmland; would not conflict
with agricultural zoning; and, would not otherwise cause the conversion of farmland or
forest land to a non-agricultural/non-forest use. No impact would occur, and no
mitigation measures are required.
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1. AIR QUALITY

Would the project:

Less Than

Potentially L . Less Than
Issue Significant Slgﬁ;{:;gg’:)\r/]mh Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated Lt
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation u u X u

of the applicable air quality plan?

b. Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or ] X ] ]
projected air quality violation?

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

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

[]
X
[]
[]

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

[]
[]
X
X

Explanation of Checklist:

a: Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is located in the San Diego Air Basin
(SDAB), which is governed by the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD).
The SDAPCD is responsible for protecting the public health and welfare within the
County of San Diego through the administration of federal and State air quality laws,
regulations, standards, and policies. The SDAPCD monitors air pollution, implementation
of the County’s portion of the State Implementation Plan (SIP), and application of the
SDAPCD Rules and Regulations. The SIP contains strategies and tactics to be applied
in order to attain and maintain acceptable air quality in the County, called the Regional
Air Quality Strategy (RAQS). The RAQS is the applicable air quality plan for the Project.

Consistency with the RAQS is determined by two standards: (1) whether a project would
exceed assumptions contained in the RAQS; and, (2) whether a project would increase
the frequency or severity of violations of existing air quality standards, contribute to new
violations, or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or interim reductions as
contained in the RAQS.

The air quality emission projections and emission reduction strategies in the RAQS are
based on information from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) regarding mobile and area source emissions, as
well as growth in the County (including the City of ElI Cajon). The CARB mobile source
emissions projections and SANDAG growth projections are derived from population and
vehicle use trends, and land use plans developed by the cities and County as part of
their general plans. A project that proposed development consistent with the growth
anticipated in a general plan would be consistent with the RAQS.
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The Project consists of a Vesting Tentative Map and Planned Residential Development
Site Plan for the development of 44 single-family detached residential housing units on
an approximately 5.5-acre site. The existing General Plan land use designation for the
site is Low Residential (LR), which allows for 3-10 dwellings/acre; single-family homes or
low-density townhomes. The Project includes 44 residential units at a density of eight (8)
dwelling units/acre (DU/AC). Therefore, the Project would comply with the existing
General Plan land use designation for the site, and no changes are proposed. In
addition, as discussed in Section lll.b below, construction and operational emissions
would not exceed the SDAPCD thresholds. As a result, the Project would not result in
violations or affect air quality attainment status in the SDAPCD, and a less than
significant impact would occur. No mitigation measures are required.

b: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.
Short-Term Construction Emissions

The Project involves construction activities associated with, grading, paving, building
construction, and architectural coating applications. These construction activities would
result in temporary increases in air pollutant emissions at the Project site. The Project
would be constructed over approximately 18 months, beginning in November/December
2014. Construction activities would require approximately 6,500 cubic yards of balanced
cut and fill on the Project site during earthwork. Table 2, Construction Air Emissions,
depicts the construction emissions anticipated with the Project; refer also to Appendix A
of this Initial Study for detailed results of the modeling performed for the Project. Emitted
pollutants would include volatile organic compounds (VOCSs), carbon monoxide (CO),
nitrogen oxides (NOy), sulfur dioxide (SOy), respirable particulate matter (PMyo), and fine
particulate matter (PM,5). VOC emissions would be the greatest during the paving and
architectural coating phases of construction. The largest amount of CO and NOy
emissions would occur during the construction phase. PM,o and PM, s emissions would
occur from fugitive dust (due to earthwork and excavation) and from construction
equipment exhaust. The majority of PM;, and PM, s emissions would be generated by
fugitive dust from earthwork activities.

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) calculates criteria pollutants
associated with construction activity emissions. As depicted in Table 2, unmitigated
construction-related emissions would not exceed the established SDAPCD thresholds
for criteria pollutants. Therefore, the Project would not violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. Air quality impacts
from construction of the Project would be less than significant; however, standard
measures are proposed (MM AQ-1) to ensure that emissions do not result in an adverse
effect on air quality during the construction phase.

Naturally Occurring Asbestos

Asbestos is a term used for several types of naturally occurring fibrous minerals that are
a human health hazard when airborne. The most common type of asbestos is chrysotile,
but other types such as tremolite and actinolite are also found in California. Asbestos is
classified as a known human carcinogen by State, federal, and international agencies
and was identified as a toxic air contaminant by the CARB in 1986.
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Table 2: Construction Air Emissions

Pollutant (pounds/day)*?

Emissions Source
VOC NOx (6{0) SOx PMuo PMys

2014
Unmitigated Emissions 7.19 81.33 56.58 0.06 11.88 7.12
Mitigated Emissions 7.19 81.33 56.58 0.06 6.91 491

SDAPCD Thresholds | 75 250 550 250 100 55

Is Threshold Exceeded After

Mitigation? No No No No No No
2015

Unmitigated Emissions 7.08 79.61 55.50 0.06 11.83 7.06
Mitigated Emissions 7.08 | 79.61 | 55.50 0.06 6.85 4.84

SDAPCD Thresholds | 75 250 550 250 100 55

Is Threshold Exceeded After

Mitigation? No No No No No No
2016

Unmitigated Emissions 35.78 | 29.07 19.95 0.03 2.14 1.90
Mitigated Emissions 35.78 | 29.07 19.95 0.03 2.10 1.89

SDAPCD Thresholds | 75 250 550 250 100 55

Is Threshold Exceeded After

Mitigation? No No No No No No

Notes:

1. Emissions were calculated using CalEEMod, as recommended by the SCAQMD.

2. The reduction/credits for construction emission mitigations are based on mitigation included in the CalEEMod model
and as typically required by the SCAQMD. The mitigation includes the following: properly maintain mobile and other
construction equipment; replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly; water exposed surfaces twice daily; cover
stock piles with tarps; water all haul roads twice daily; and limit speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour.

3. Refer to Appendix A, Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Data, for assumptions used in this analysis.

Asbestos can be released from serpentinite and ultramafic rocks when the rock is
broken or crushed. At the point of release, the asbestos fibers may become airborne,
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causing air quality and human health hazards. These rocks have been commonly used
for unpaved gravel roads, landscaping, fill projects, and other improvement projects in
some localities. Asbestos may be released to the atmosphere due to vehicular traffic on
unpaved roads, during grading for development projects, and at quarry operations. All of
these activities may have the effect of releasing potentially harmful asbestos into the air.
Natural weathering and erosion processes can act on asbestos bearing rock and make it
easier for asbestos fibers to become airborne if such rock is disturbed. According to the
Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology, A General Location Guide
for Ultramafic Rocks in California — Areas More Likely to Contain Naturally Occurring
Asbestos Report (August 2000), serpentinite and ultramafic rocks are not known to
occur within the Project area. Thus, there would be no impact in this regard, and no
mitigation measures are required.

Long-Term (Operational) Emissions
Mobile Source Emissions

Mobile sources are emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative
emissions. Depending upon the pollutant being discussed, the potential air quality
impact may be of either regional or local concern. For example, VOCs, NOy, SO,, PMyy,
and PM,s are all pollutants of regional concern (NOx and VOCs react with sunlight to
form O; [photochemical smog], and wind currents readily transport SO,, PMj,, and
PM,5); however, CO tends to be a localized pollutant, dispersing rapidly at the source.

Project-generated vehicle emissions have been estimated using CalEEMod. Trip
generation rates associated with the Project (10 trips/unit) were based on data from
SANDAG. The Project would result in 440 daily vehicle trips. Table 3, Long-Term Air
Emissions, presents the anticipated mobile source emissions. As shown in Table 3,
emissions generated by vehicle traffic associated with the Project would not exceed
established SDAPCD thresholds; refer also to Appendix A of this Initial Study for detailed
results of the modeling performed for the Project.

Table 3: Long-Term Air Emissions

Pollutant (pounds/day)1

Emissi
missions Source VOC | NOy co SOy | PMw | PMas

Unmitigated Area Source Emissions 69.83 | 096 | 86.63 | 0.03 | 11.67 | 11.67
Unmitigated Energy Emissions 0.04 0.31 0.13 0.00 0.02 0.02
Unmitigated Mobile Emissions 181 413 | 1875 | 0.04 2.73 0.76
Total Unmitigated Emissions 7168 | 540 | 10551 | 0.07 | 14.42 | 1245

SCAQMD Threshold | 75 250 550 250 100 55

Is Threshold Exceeded?

(Significant Impact?) No No No No No No

Notes:
1. Based on CalEEMod modeling results, worst-case seasonal emissions for area, energy, and mobile emissions have been
modeled; refer to Appendix A, Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Modeling Data, for assumptions used in this analysis.

Long-term air quality impacts would consist of mobile source emissions generated from
Project -related traffic and from stationary source emissions. Emissions associated with
each of these sources were calculated and are discussed below.
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Area Source Emissions

Area source emissions would be generated due to an increased demand for natural gas
associated with the development of the Project. The primary use of natural gas
producing area source emissions by the Project would be for consumer products,
architectural coating, and landscaping. As shown in Table 3, unmitigated area source
emissions from the Project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for VOCs, NOy, CO,
SOy, PMyg, or PM55.

Energy Source Emissions

Energy source emissions would be generated as a result of electricity and natural gas
usage associated with the Project. The primary use of electricity and natural gas by the
Project would be for space heating and cooling, water heating, ventilation, lighting,
appliances, and electronics. As shown in Table 3, unmitigated energy source emissions
from the Project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, NOy, CO, SOy, PMy,
or PM,s.

As indicated in Table 3, unmitigated operational emissions from the Project would not
exceed SDAPCD thresholds. If stationary sources, such as backup generators, are
installed on-site, they would be required to obtain the applicable permits from SDAPCD
for operation of such equipment. The SDAPCD is responsible for issuing permits for the
operation of stationary sources in order to reduce air pollution, and to attain and maintain
the national and California ambient air quality standards in the SDAB. Backup
generators would be used only in emergency situations, and would not contribute a
substantial amount of emissions capable of exceeding SCAQMD thresholds. Thus,
operational air quality impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation
measures are required.

Mitigation Measures

AQ-1: Prior to issuance of any Grading Permit, the City Engineer and the Chief
Building Official shall confirm that the Grading Plan, Building Plans, and
specifications stipulate that excessive fugitive dust emissions shall be
controlled by regular watering or other dust prevention measures.
Implementation of the following measures would reduce short-term fugitive
dust impacts on nearby sensitive receptors:

All active portions of the construction site shall be watered every three
hours during daily construction activities and when dust is observed
migrating from the Project site to prevent excessive amounts of dust;

Pave or apply water every three hours during daily construction activities
or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking
areas, and staging areas. More frequent watering shall occur if dust is
observed migrating from the site during site disturbance;

Any onsite stockpiles of debris, dirt, or other dusty material shall be
enclosed, covered, or watered twice daily, or non-toxic soil binders shall
be applied;

All grading and excavation operations shall be suspended when wind
speeds exceed 25 miles per hour;

Disturbed areas shall be replaced with ground cover or paved
immediately after construction is completed in the affected area,;
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Gravel bed trackout aprons (3 inches deep, 25 feet long, 12 feet wide per
lane and edged by rock berm or row of stakes) shall be installed to
reduce mud/dirt trackout from unpaved truck exit routes;

Onsite vehicle speed shall be limited to 15 miles per hour;

All onsite roads shall be paved as soon as feasible, watered twice daily,
or chemically stabilized,;

Visible dust beyond the property line which emanates from the Project
shall be prevented to the maximum extent feasible;

All material transported offsite shall be either sufficiently watered or
securely covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust prior to departing
the job site;

Re-route construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive
receptor areas;

Track-out devices shall be used at all construction site access points;
and,

All delivery truck tires shall be watered down and/or scraped down prior to
departing the job site.

c: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.

Cumulative Construction Impacts

The County of San Diego is designated as non-attainment area for the federal ozone
standard, and is also a non-attainment area for the State standards for ozone, PM,, and
PM,s. As such, significant cumulative impacts to air quality for VOCs (0zone precursor),
NOy (ozone precursor), PMy,, and PM, 5 exist. The greatest concern involving criteria air
pollutants is whether a project would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of PM;o and/or PM, 5, or exceed screening level thresholds of ozone precursors (VOCs
and NO,). According to the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance
and Report Format and Content Requirements for Air Quality, cumulatively considerable
net increases during the construction phase would typically happen if two or more
projects near each other are simultaneously constructing projects, or if a project's PMyy,
PM.,s, NO,, and/or VOCs emissions are in exceedance of SDAPCD thresholds. There
are currently no cumulative construction projects in the vicinity of the Project site. As
discussed under Section b), above, the Project would not generate construction air
pollutant emissions in exceedance of SDAPCD thresholds. In addition, implementation
of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which requires dust-minimizing Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to be implemented during all construction activities, would reduce potential PMq
and PM, s emissions to a less than significant level.

Cumulative Long-Term Impacts

As discussed previously, the Project would not result in long-term air quality impacts, as
emissions would not exceed the SDAPCD adopted operational thresholds. Additionally,
adherence to ADAPCD rules and regulations would alleviate potential impacts related to
cumulative conditions on a project-by-project basis. Emission reduction technology,
strategies, and plans are constantly being developed. As a result, the Project would not
contribute a cumulatively considerable net increase of any non-attainment criteria
pollutant. Therefore, cumulative operational impacts associated with implementation of
the Project would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.
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Mitigation Measures: Refer to Mitigation Measure AQ-1.

d: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.

Sensitive receptors are defined as facilities or land uses that include members of the
population that are particularly sensitive to the effects of air pollutants, such as children,
the elderly, and people with illnesses. Examples of these sensitive receptors are
residences, schools, hospitals, and daycare centers. CARB has identified the following
groups of individuals as the most likely to be affected by air pollution: the elderly over 65,
children under 14, athletes, and persons with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory
diseases such as asthma, emphysema, and bronchitis.

The closest sensitive receptors to the Project site include Chase Avenue Elementary
bordering the Project site to the east, and residential uses to the north, south, and west.
Construction activities in close proximity to these locations would potentially expose
residents, students, and school faculty/staff to fugitive dust. In order to avoid potential
impacts to students, faculty, and staff at Chase Avenue Elementary School, the Project
would be required to comply with Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which would require
implementation of fugitive dust-control BMPs during all construction activities.
Construction activities would be short-term in nature, and would cease upon completion.
As noted above in Table 3, operational emissions from the Project would be below
SDAPCD thresholds. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: Refer to Mitigation Measure AQ-1.

e: Less Than Significant Impact. According to the County of San Diego Guidelines
for Determining Significance and Report Format and Content Requirements for Air
Quality, land uses associated with odor complaints typically include heavy industrial
uses and livestock farming operations. The Project includes development of 44 single-
family residential housing units on an approximately 5.5-acre site and does not include
any uses identified as being associated with the generation or release of odors.

Construction activities associated with the Project may generate detectable odors from
heavy-duty equipment exhaust. Construction-related odors would be short-term in nature
and cease upon Project completion. Any impacts to existing adjacent land uses would
be short-term and are less than significant.
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A\ BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Less Than

Potentially L . Less Than
Issue Significant Slg,\r/} :I:;:rt}:)\:]mh Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated Lt

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

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other community
identified in local or regional plans, ] ] 4 []
policies, and regulations or by the
CDFW or USFWS?

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, ] ] 4 []
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?

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

e. Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as tree preservation L] L] L] >
policy or ordinance?

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

Explanation of Checkilist:

a: Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The site was
previously developed with other lands uses; however, such physical improvements have
since been demolished, and the site currently lies in a highly-disturbed state.
Furthermore, the site is bounded by two roadways, and surrounding lands to the north,
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west, and south of the site are developed with single-family residential uses, with the
Chase Avenue Elementary School located adjacent to the east.

Based on a cursory review of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), the
following sensitive bird species is known to occur within two miles of the Project site:
coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica). Additionally, coastal
cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus sandiegensis) was identified within two
miles of the Project site.

Due to the conditions described above, neither the Project site nor surrounding lands
offer habitat of significant value for sensitive wildlife species. No sensitive plant species
occur onsite, and no riparian habitat or wetland resources are located on or immediately
adjacent to the property. As a result, the Project would not directly or indirectly impact
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

However, a number of existing trees (pines, palms, other) are located onsite and would
be removed with the Project as designed. Additionally, existing trees are scattered along
portions of the Project boundaries and/or along the boundary of adjacent properties;
refer to Figure 2, Aerial Photograph/Surrounding Land Uses. The potential for migrating
birds, protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), to utilize these trees for
breeding and/or roosting may occur. As such, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is proposed to
require a pre-construction nesting survey to avoid any impacts on such activities during
the Project construction phase. With implementation of the proposed mitigation
measure, Project impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-1: Project-related ground-disturbing or vegetation removal activities may be
conducted outside of the nesting bird season (February 1% through August
31%). If such activities are to occur during the nesting season, a nesting bird
survey shall be conducted within seven days prior to any ground-disturbing
activities in order to determine if any nesting birds are present within the
Project site. If nesting birds are not found on the Project site, no further action
is required. If nesting birds are observed onsite, no construction activity shall
occur within 250 feet (500 feet for raptors) of any active nests. Construction
activity may only occur within 250 feet of an active nest at the discretion of a
biological monitor, or if the biologist determines that the young have fledged.
Construction activity may occur within the buffer area at the discretion of the
biological monitor. A barrier (fence) shall be installed during the construction
phase, if it is determined to be necessary by the biological monitor.

b: Less than Significant Impact. Refer also to Response a) above regarding the
Project setting. As previously stated, due to the existing onsite conditions, neither the
Project site nor surrounding lands offer habitat of significant value. No riparian habitat or
wetland resources are located on or immediately adjacent to the property. As a result,
the proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by
the CDFW or USFWS. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation
measures are required.

c: Less than Significant Impact. Refer also to Response a) above regarding the
Project setting. As previously stated, due to the existing onsite conditions, no wetland
resources are located on or immediately adjacent to the property. Therefore, the
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proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
required.

d: No Impact. The site is located within a highly-urbanized area and is bordered by
existing roadways to the north and west; the Chase Avenue Elementary School to the
east; and, single-family residential uses to the south. No designated open space areas
or wildlife corridors occur onsite or within the immediate vicinity. Therefore, no impact
would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

e: No Impact. The site is highly-disturbed and is not anticipated to support any sensitive
habitat or animal species. Portions of the property currently support unmaintained
ornamental grass left over from the previous onsite land use, and a number of trees are
present onsite; refer to Figure 2, Aerial Photograph/Surrounding Land Uses. All onsite
trees would be removed with the proposed Project to allow for development; however,
the City of El Cajon does not have an adopted tree preservation policy or ordinance.
Therefore, removal of the onsite trees would not result in conflict with any such policies
or ordinances.

f: No Impact. The Project site is not located within the boundaries of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan or other local, regional, or State conservation plan. Therefore, the
Project would not result in conflict with any such plan. No impact would occur, and no
mitigation measures are required.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially si Lr?i?i?:;r?tavr\]/i th Less Than
Issue Significant gMi tigation Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated Lt

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in

as defined in §15064.5?

the significance of an historical resource [] [] [] =
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in
[]

the significance of an archaeological ] X []
resource pursuant to §15064.5?
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or (] ] X ]
unique geologic feature?
d. Disturb human remains, including those u u u X

interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Explanation of Checkilist:

a: No Impact. The Project site is highly disturbed, as it was previously developed.
Therefore, no designated historical resources are located onsite (or on adjacent
properties), and no historical resources would be adversely impacted by Project
development. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

b: Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As the site has been
previously disturbed (graded and developed), it is not anticipated that significant
archaeological resources have a high potential to occur onsite; however, Anthony Shute,
the Planning Manager for the City indicated that an archaeological resource was found
at an undisclosed location in the general vicinity of the Project site (Personal
Communication, June 4, 2014). Although onsite grading to allow for Project construction
would be limited to approximately 6,500 cubic yards of already disturbed soils, some
excavation would be required. Such activities are not anticipated to disturb or excavate
more than two feet below previously excavated areas; however, given the recent
discovery in the vicinity, there is a potential for unknown archaeological resources to
exist below the surface of the existing foundation. Therefore, the Project’s impact on
cultural resources is considered potentially significant unless mitigated. Mitigation
Measure CUL-1 would reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

CUL-1:  Unanticipated Discovery of Resources. Project excavation or grading
activities within the designated limits of disturbance shall be monitored by a
gualified archeological monitor and Native American monitor to search for
potential buried historic, and/or archaeological resources. If unknown cultural
resources are discovered during the construction of the Project, the following
protocol shall be followed:

If evidence of archeological resources (e.g., chipped or ground stone,
historical debris, building foundations, or human bone) is identified by the
gualified monitor during excavation, all work within 60 feet of the discovery
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site shall stop until a qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of
the find.

The monitor shall notify appropriate staff of the City of EI Cajon Community
Development Department — Planning Division.

Consultation shall be undertaken, as appropriate, between the City; a
gualified archaeologist; Native American representatives (if appropriate); and,
other appropriate agencies to determine whether the intact portions of the
discovered resource can be avoided or if impacts have not occurred, whether
work can continue. If it is determined that the resource has been impacted
and an assessment of its significance is required, then a qualified
archaeologist shall develop appropriate treatment measures for the
discovered and impacted resource in consultation with appropriate agencies.
Work in the area of the discovery will not resume until permission is received
from the City of El Cajon.

All recovered artifacts shall be taken to an archaeological laboratory for
sorting, cataloging, and analysis. All data shall be entered into a database
program. A report shall be written by a qualified archeologist detailing the
results of the monitoring, analyzing the materials recovered, and discussing
the importance of the materials as they relate to the history or prehistory of El
Cajon.

In the unlikely event that human remains are discovered, existing laws and
protocols are required to be followed before proceeding with any project
action that would further disturb the remains. Provisions set forth in California
Public Resources Code Section 5097.78 and State Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5 would be implemented in consultation with the most likely
descendant identified by the Native American Heritage Commission.

c: Less than Significant Impact. As the site has been previously disturbed (graded
and developed), it is not anticipated that significant paleontological resources have a
high potential to occur onsite. Furthermore, onsite grading to allow for Project
construction would be limited to approximately 6,500 cubic yards of already disturbed
soils; therefore, would not represent extensive disturbance of onsite soils. Although
some excavation would be required with the Project, such activities are not anticipated to
disturb or excavate more than two feet below previously excavated areas. Therefore,
Project impacts on paleontological resources would be less than significant.

d: No Impact. No formal or informal cemeteries have been identified onsite. Given the
disturbed nature of the site and minimal grading/excavation below what was previously
graded/excavated, Project implementation would not impact any such resources. No
impact would occur.
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant | No Impact
Impact

Potentially
Issue Significant
Impact

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

i.  Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault?

ii. ~ Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii. ~ Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

iv. Landslides?

[]
[]
X
[]

b. Resultin substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?

Ood
N NN
XX X X
N NN

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

[]
[]
X
[]

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to L L] > L]
life or property?

e. Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems ] [] [] 4
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

Explanation of Checklist:

a: Less than Significant Impact. The City of El Cajon lies within southern California
which is a seismically-active region. The potential for people and/or structures to
experience strong ground shaking, ground failure, or soil instability due to a seismic
event therefore exists. Ground surface rupture along an earthquake fault may cause
damage to aboveground infrastructure and other features.

The State of California has mapped known active faults that may cause surface fault
rupture in inhabited areas as part of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. The
known active faults within proximity to the Project site include the Rose Canyon Fault
Zone, located approximately 14.5 miles to the west, generally parallel to the Pacific
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Coastline. This Fault Zone generally runs from La Jolla southward to Downtown San
Diego. Additionally, the La Nacion Fault Zone trends from north to south approximately
6.5 miles to the west/southwest of the Project site. Other major faults within the San
Diego County region include the San Jacinto Fault Zone (near Borrego Springs);
Elsinore Fault Zone (near Julian); and, the San Clemente Fault Zone (offshore near San
Clemente Island). These Fault Zones are designated as Alquist-Priolo Fault Zones under
the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and are capable of experiencing major
ground shaking or surface rupture during a seismic event; however, the Project site itself
is not located within a designated State of California Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone for surface fault rupture, and no active or potentially active faults are known to
underlie the property.

The proximity of the site to the La Nacion Fault Zone and Rose Canyon Fault Zone
systems suggest that the Project site (and surrounding City) would experience moderate
to severe grounds shaking in the event of a strong earthquake. To reduce the potential
for damage to occur from such events, all construction is subject to compliance with the
design standards given in Title 24 of the California Building Code (CBC). Furthermore,
development would be subject to any applicable design requirements identified in the
Alquist—Priolo Act, the Uniform Building Code, and local building standards implemented
by the City. Project adherence to applicable construction standards would minimize
potential impacts relative to seismic hazards. Impacts would be less than significant, and
no mitigation measures are required.

b-d: Less than Significant Impact. Geologically, the proposed Project site lies within
the Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province. The Peninsular Range region is underlain
primarily of plutonic rock of the Southern California Batholith and is generally
characterized by alleviated basins, elevated erosion surfaces, and northwest trending
faults. The subject site lies within the San Diego Embayment, which is a downdropped
structural block, encompassing the western portion of San Diego County from south of
Carlsbad, east to Rancho Bernardo, and south into the northern portion of Mexico. The
site is underlain by Quaternary-age alluvial deposits.

A Feasibility/Due Diligence Geotechnical Investigation was undertaken for the Project
site in October 2013 by Petra Geotechnical, Inc.; refer to Appendix B of this Initial Study.
The study found that the site is suitable for the proposed residential development. The
exploratory borings performed encountered two to five feet of loose or disturbed soils
from the previous demolition process or as artificial fills mantling the site. The disturbed
soil overlies approximately two feet of loose to medium dense alluvium with slight to
moderate porosity, which overlies very dense older alluvial deposits that vary from 1 to
27 feet in thickness. Beneath the alluvium lies very hard granite bedrock that breaks
down to clayey sand and poorly-graded sand where encountered.

The Project site and surrounding lands are generally flat, and no substantial hillsides
occur within the Project vicinity; however, according to the General Plan, numerous
ancient landslides have been mapped along the western slopes of the El Cajon Valley
within the Friars formation soil classification. Due to the general topography of the
Project area and vicinity, and the character of underlying soils, the potential for
landslides to occur is considered to be low.

Preparation of a final geotechnical study is required as a condition of approval. The
geotechnical study serves as the guide for proper design and engineering of the site as
defined in the 2013 California Building Code. Adherence to building requirements
identified by the City and the requirements of the CBC, Project impacts would less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.
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Additionally, only limited grading (6,500 c.y. balance cut and fill) is required for
development of the site. The Project would implement Best Management Practices
(BMPs) for short-term construction and long-term operational activities to reduce the
potential for substantial erosion of surface soils to occur. With implementation of such
measures, impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant, and no mitigation
measures are required.

e: No Impact. The Project would connect to the City’s public wastewater treatment
system and would be served by the Helix Water District. Therefore, the Project would not
require the use of septic systems. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures
are required.
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VIl.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Would the project:

Potentially si Lr?i?if:;r?tavr\:i th Less Than
Issue Significant gMitigation Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated =
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the L L > L]
environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse o o 3 L]
gases?

Explanation of Checkilist:
a: Less than Significant Impact.
Global Climate Change

California is a substantial contributor of global greenhouse gases (GHGSs), emitting over
400 million tons of carbon dioxide (CO,) per year.' Climate studies indicate that
California is likely to see an increase of three to four degrees Fahrenheit (°F) over the
next century. Methane is also an important GHG that potentially contributes to global
climate change. GHGs are global in their effect, which is to increase the earth’s ability to
absorb heat in the atmosphere. As primary GHGs have a long lifetime in the
atmosphere, accumulate over time, and are generally well-mixed, their impact on the
atmosphere is mostly independent of the point of emission.

The impact of human activities on global climate change is apparent in the observational
record. Air trapped by ice has been extracted from core samples taken from polar ice
sheets to determine the global atmospheric variation of CO,, methane (CH,), and nitrous
oxide (N20) from before the start of industrialization (approximately 1750), to over
650,000 years ago. For that period, it was found that CO, concentrations ranged from
180 parts per million (ppm) to 300 ppm. For the period from approximately 1750 to the
present, global CO, concentrations increased from a pre-industrialization period
concentration of 280 ppm to 379 ppm in 2005, with the 2005 value far exceeding the
upper end of the pre-industrial period range.

Regulations and Significance Criteria

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed several emission
trajectories of GHGs needed to stabilize global temperatures and climate change
impacts. The Panel concluded that a stabilization of GHGs at 400 to 450 ppm carbon
dioxide equivalent (CO.eq)® concentration is required to keep global mean warming

1  California Energy Commission, California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2012, May 13, 2014.

2 Carbon Dioxide Equivalent (CO2eq) — A metric measure used to compare the emissions from various greenhouse gases
based upon their global warming potential.
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below two degrees Celsius (°C), which in turn is assumed to be necessary to avoid
dangerous climate change.

Executive Order S-3-05 was issued in June 2005, which established the following GHG
emission reduction targets:

2010: Reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;
2020: Reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and,
2050: Reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

Assembly Bill (AB) 32 requires that CARB determine what the Statewide GHG emissions
level was in 1990, and approve a Statewide GHG emissions limit that is equivalent to
that level, to be achieved by 2020. CARB has approved a 2020 emissions limit of 427
million metric tons (MMT) of CO.eq.

Due to the nature of global climate change, it is not anticipated that any single
development project would have a substantial effect on global climate change. In
actuality, GHG emissions from the Project would combine with emissions emitted across
California, the United States, and the world to cumulatively contribute to global climate
change.

In June 2008, the California Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
published a Technical Advisory, which provides informal guidance for public agencies as
they address the issue of climate change in CEQA documents.® This is assessed by
determining whether a project is consistent with or obstructs the 39 Recommended
Actions identified by CARB in its Climate Change Scoping Plan which includes nine
Early Action Measures (qualitative approach). The Attorney General's Mitigation
Measures identify areas where GHG emissions reductions can be achieved in order to
achieve the goals of AB 32. As set forth in the OPR Technical Advisory and in the
proposed amendments to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4, this analysis examines
whether a projects GHG emissions are significant, based on qualitative and
performance based standards (Proposed CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(a)(1) and

(2)).
County of San Diego Thresholds

The County of San Diego published its Guidelines for Determining Significance for
Climate Change on November 7, 2013. The guidelines administer GHG reduction
targets for all cities within the County in order to achieve regional compliance with the
provisions of AB 32. The County’s guidelines establish a screening level threshold of
2,500 metric tons of CO, annually (MTCO.eq/yr). Therefore, a project that emits more
than 2,500 MTCOeq/yr would result in a potentially significant impact.

Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases

Project-related GHG emissions would include emissions from direct and indirect
sources. The Project would result in direct and indirect emissions of CO,, N,O, and CH,,
and would not result in other GHGs that would facilitate a meaningful analysis.
Therefore, this analysis focuses on these three forms of GHG emissions. Direct Project-
related GHG emissions include emissions from construction activities, area sources, and
mobile sources, while indirect sources include emissions from electricity consumption,

3 Governor's Office of Planning and Research, CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review, 2008.
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water demand, and solid waste generation. Operational GHG estimations are based on
energy emissions from natural gas usage and automobile emissions. The California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) relies upon Project-generated trip data, and
specific land use data to calculate emissions. Based on trip rates from SANDAG (10
trips/unit), the Project would generate approximately 440 daily vehicle trips. Table 4,
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions, presents the estimated CO,, N,O, and CH,
emissions of the Project. The CalEEMod outputs are provided in Appendix A, Air
Quality/Greenhouse Gas Modeling Data.

Table 4: Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions

CO; CH4 N2O Total
Metric
Source Metric Metric T'\g?]t:gf Metric T'\g?]t:gf ch))rf'1s
Tonslyr | Tons/yr COseq! Tonslyr COeql | COsq
Direct Emissions
Construction
(total of 561.32 MTCO2eq 18.61 0.00 0.1 0.00 0.00 18.62
amortized over 30 years)
Area Source 65.04 0.04 1.00 0.00 0.00 66.08
Mobile Source 534.20 0.23 5.80 0.00 0.00 540.23
Total Unmitigated | o170 | 57 6.80 0.00 000 | 624.93
Direct Emissions?
Indirect Emissions
Energy 167.37 0.01 0.25 0.00 0.00 167.63
Water Demand 19.67 0.09 2.30 0.00 0.00 22.06
Waste 10.49 0.62 15.50 0.00 0.00 26.61
Total Unmitigated | 5, 05 | 79 18.05 0.00 000 | 216.30
Indirect Emissions?
Total Unmitigated
Project-Related Emissions? 841.23 MTCO-eqlyr

Notes:

1. CO; Equivalent values calculated using the U.S. EPA Website, Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies Calculator,
http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/calculator.html, accessed August 2014.

2. Totals may be slightly off due to rounding.

Refer to Appendix A, Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Modeling Data, for detailed model input/output data.
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Direct Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases

Construction Emissions. Construction GHG emissions are typically summed and
amortized over the lifetime of the Project (assumed to be 30 years), then added to the
operational emissions.” As seen in Table 4, the Project would result in 561.32
MTCOeq/yr, which represents approximately 18.62 MTCO,eq when amortized over 30
years.

Area Source. The Project would directly result in 66.08 MTCO.eq/yr from area source
emissions.

Mobile Source. The Project would generate 440 daily trips. The trips associated with the
Project would directly result in 540.23 MTCO.eq/yr of mobile source-generated GHG
emissions; refer to Table 4, above.

Indirect Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases

Energy Consumption. Energy Consumption emissions were calculated using CalEEMod
and Project-specific land use data. Electricity would be provided to the Project site via
San Diego Gas & Electric. The Project would indirectly result in 167.63 MTCO,eq/year
due to energy consumption; refer to Table 4, above.

Water Demand. The Project operations would result in a demand of approximately 4.68
million gallons of water per year. Emissions from indirect energy impacts due to water
supply would result in 22.06 MTCO.eq/year.

Solid Waste. Solid waste associated with operations of the proposed Project would
result in 26.61 MTCO,eqg/year; refer to Table 4, above.

Total Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases

As shown in Table 4, above, the total amount of Project-related “business as usual’
GHG emissions from direct and indirect sources combined would total 841.23
MTCOeqlyr.

Project Features

As depicted in Table 4, the Project’s “business as usual” GHG emissions would be
841.23 MTCO.eq/yr, which would not exceed the 2,500 MTCO,eq/yr GHG threshold.
Although GHG emissions would be below County of San Diego thresholds, the Project
includes Project design features that would further reduce Project-related GHG
emissions. The Project represents infill development on a previously-developed parcel.
The Project would result in construction of new residential units within an area of the City
where existing neighborhood amenities and employment opportunities exist, thereby
reducing the potential need for residents to travel great distances to access such
resources, as well as the need to construct or supply such resources to meet
neighborhood demands. The proposed residential units would be constructed in
compliance with applicable energy efficiency and water use reduction goals
implemented by the City, as well as other design and operational standards identified in
the California Green Building Standards, as appropriate. The Project features would
further reduce operational GHG emissions at the Project site.

4 The project lifetime is based on the standard 30-year assumption of the South Coast Air Quality Management District Minutes
for the GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working Group Meeting #5. http://www.aqgmd.gov/docs/default-
source/cega/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-cega-significance-thresholds/year-2008-2009/ghg-meeting-5/ghg-meeting-5-
minutes.pdf?sfvrsn=2. Accessed August 7, 2014.
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Conclusion

As depicted in Table 4, implementation of the Project would result in Project-related
GHG emissions of 841.23 MTCO.eq/yr. Therefore, the Project would not exceed the
2,500 MTCO.eqlyr significance threshold. As described above, the Project's features
would further reduce operational GHG emissions due to the Project’s location, and
compliance with California Green Building Standards and the City’s water efficiency
standards. Impacts in this regard would be less than significant, and no mitigation
measures are required.

b: Less than Significant Impact. Currently, the City of El Cajon does not have a
climate action plan or GHG reduction plan; however, the County of San Diego adopted
their Climate Action Plan in June 2012 (2012 Climate Action Plan). The 2012 Climate
Action Plan identifies goals and policies related to residential, commercial and industrial
growth, education, energy and water use, air quality, transportation, waste reduction,
economic development, and open space and natural habitats to reduce GHG emissions.
The City's efforts to reduce GHG emissions and become a green and sustainable
community are consistent with the GHG emissions reduction efforts set forth in AB 32,
the actions of the EPA, and the Kyoto Protocol.

The 2012 Climate Action Plan identifies key energy efficiency targets and separate
associated goals, policies, and actions for community and municipal activities. The
Project proposes to incorporate energy efficiency design features (i.e., energy efficient
lighting and appliances) that would comply with Title 24 requirements as well as the
California Green Building Code standards that are consistent with the 2012 Climate
Action Plan’s efficiency measures. The Project is considered an infill development within
a developed residential area, and would generate GHG emissions well below SDAPCD
thresholds (1,658.77 MTCO.eq/yr below thresholds). Further, the Project is consistent
with the City’s General Plan land use designation; therefore the Project is consistent with
the planned use for the Project site and associated GHG emissions.

Conclusion

As noted above, the Project would adhere to CalGreen standards, and would implement
energy efficient design features consistent with the 2012 Climate Action Plan.
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with the 2012 Climate Action Plan. Also, as
previously discussed, the Project would result not in substantial construction-related or
operational GHG emissions. The Project would not hinder the State’s GHG reduction
goals established by AB 32. Thus, a less than significant impact would occur in this
regard, and no mitigation measures are required.
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VIll. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Would the project:

Potentially si Lr?i?ii;r?tavr\:i th Less Than
Issue Significant gMitigation Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated =
a. Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous N L X L
materials?

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

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within [] [] 4 []
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

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

e. For aproject located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would [] [] [] 4
the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project
area?

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

g. Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation L] L] > L]
plan?

h. Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized L] L] L] >
areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?
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Explanation of Checkilist:

a-c: Less than Significant Impact. A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)
was prepared for the site by Petra Geotechnical, Inc. in May 2013 in conformance with
the scope and limitations of the American Standard Testing of Materials (ASTM) Practice
E 1527 and the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) All Appropriate Inquiry (AAI)
regulations 40 CFR Part 312; refer to Appendix C of this Initial Study. Recognized
environmental conditions (RECs) are defined by the ASTM as any hazardous substance
or petroleum product under conditions that indicate an existing, past, or material threat of
release into the structures, ground, groundwater, or surface water at a subject site. If the
presence of RECs is identified on a subject site, additional research, site investigation,
and/or action may be warranted.

The Phase | ESA revealed no evidence of RECs on the Project site or on offsite
properties within the vicinity that would have the potential to result in public exposure to
environmental hazards and/or hazardous substances with regard to the Project site. No
sites were identified in the search of various government agency database records that
appear to have impacted the soils or groundwater beneath the Project site.

Based on historic use of the property, the Phase | ESA determined that buried tanks
and/or pipes may have existed or do exist and that may not have been visible at the time
of the site reconnaissance. The presence of septic tanks and/or leach fields was also
unknown at the time of the Phase | ESA; however, if encountered during construction
activities, evaluation and removal of any such buried structures would be required to
occur in accordance with applicable federal, State, and/or local regulations.

Based on a data search of the various government agency records, the Project site was
listed on the HAZNET database; however, no releases or violations have been
documented. Therefore, this listing was considered to not represent a REC with regard
to the subject site.

Ten additional sites were listed on properties surrounding the Project site within the
search radius; refer to Appendix C for a description of the sites listed. Based on the
nature of the listing (e.g. hazardous materials release or violation); elevation/location of
the property relative to the Project site (e.g. downgradient); and/or, status of the listed
site (e.g. prior remediation or closure of a site), none of the ten listed sites are
considered to represent a REC with regards to the subject site.

Review of relevant agencies and databases (e.g. County of San Diego, Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), various government agencies, etc.), no records of
existing underground storage tanks (USTs), aboveground storage tanks (ASTs), or any
releases that may have impacted onsite soils or groundwater beneath the site were
identified. Information obtained in conducting the Phase | ESA indicated that no fuel
USTs or ASTs are currently located onsite, nor have any such tanks been historically
located on the property.

At the time of preparation of the Phase | ESA, the property owner indicated that two
groundwater wells were present onsite; however, only one well was identified during the
site surveys and through review of available maps and photos of the site. No other
documentation reviewed has indicated the presence of an additional well. The known
groundwater well is located in the very southeastern portion of the site and would be
placed within an easement for access purposes. The easement would be dedicated to
the adjacent landowner to the south of the Project site as part of the proposed Project.
Consistent with the recommendations made in the Phase | ESA, any known or
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undiscovered groundwater wells onsite that are not to be utilized would be abandoned in
accordance with the California Well Standards as published by the California
Department of Water Resources (Bulletin 74-81 and 74-90) with oversight provided by
the appropriate agencies.

Based on the findings of the Phase | ESA, no known conditions are present onsite or on
surrounding properties that would potentially result in human health risks or adversely
affect groundwater or soils, thereby creating a significant hazard to the public or the
environment. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
required. The proposed Project would result in future construction of 44 single-family
residential units. Limited use of hazardous materials would occur during construction
and/or operation of the Project (e.g. use of vehicle use, operation of mechanical and
construction equipment, fuels for lawn mowers and hand-held power tools, etc.);
however, the use of such materials would not occur in substantial quantities, and the
release of any such materials in a manner that would create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment is not anticipated. Additionally, all use, handling, transport, and
disposal of any hazardous materials would occur in conformance to applicable local,
State, and federal laws. No significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures
are required.

The Project is located adjacent to the Chase Avenue Elementary School. Presently, the
site is vacant and is surrounded by similar single-family residential uses to the north,
west, and south. As such, although limited quantities of hazardous materials would be
used onsite during Project construction and/or operation, the Project would not generate
significant quantities of hazardous materials, emit hazardous emissions, or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste in a manner that would
result in a significant hazard to the general public or those occupying the Elementary
School. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

d: Less than Significant Impact. Refer also to Response a-c), above. Consistent with
the findings of the Phase | ESA, the proposed Project site is not included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, and
therefore, would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

e-f-  No Impact. Two airports are located within the vicinity of the City of ElI Cajon.
These include Gillespie Field Airport (public), located at 1960 Joe Crosson Drive in El
Cajon, approximately three miles to the northwest of the Project site, and Montgomery
Field Airport (public), located at 3750 John J. Montgomery Drive in San Diego,
approximately 10 miles to the northwest of the Project site. Therefore, the Project is not
located within two miles of a public or private airstrip.

The Project site is not located within the boundaries of an airport land use plan for the
above mentioned airports, and therefore, is not within any Airport Safety or Overflight
Zones or Airport Influence Area for either airport. As such, the Project as proposed is
considered to be a compatible land use and would not interfere with any aspect of airport
operations or safety. The Project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing
or working in the Project area with regard to public or private airports. No impact would
occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

g: Less than Significant Impact. The City of El Cajon Fire Department as a joint
power with Heartland Fire & Rescue (Cities of El Cajon, La Mesa, and Lemon Grove)
provides emergency response services for the general public. Heartland Fire & Rescue
offers free disaster preparedness classes through its Community Emergency Response
Team (CERT) Academy program. The CERT program provides training in basic disaster
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response skills, such as fire safety, light search and rescue, team organization, and
disaster medical operations in the event of a disaster or other unexpected event when
professional responders are not immediately available.

The Project as proposed would result in future development of 44 single-family homes
on the site. Adequate emergency access can be provided to the site from E. Chase
Avenue or S. Magnolia Avenue with no street improvements are proposed that would
temporarily or permanently obstruct traffic flows along either street. Circulation along
Magnolia Avenue may be temporarily affected during construction while vehicles and/or
equipment are moved to and from the site. As a condition of approval the City requires
preparation of a Traffic Control Plan to ensure that adequate emergency access is
maintained along the street and that no adverse effects on public safety occur during
construction activities. Therefore, the Project would not impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

h: No Impact. The Project site is located within a highly-urbanized area. According to
the County of San Diego Wildland-Urban Interface at Risk and Fire Zones of Influence
Map (July 2007), no areas designated as urban/wildfire interface areas are located on or
within the vicinity of the Project site. Therefore, the Project would not expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

45



Initial Study / Environmental Checklist for the Magnolia Trails Project

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Would the project:

Potentially si Lr?i?i?:;r?tavr\]/i th Less Than
Issue Significant gMitigation Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated =
a. Violate any water quality standards or u u X u

waste discharge requirements?

b. Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume L] L] L] >
or a lowering of the local groundwater
table?

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

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase [] [] 4 []
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner, which would result in flooding
on- or off-site?

e. Create or contribute runoff water, which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems [] [] 4 []
or provide substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff?

f.  Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality? L] L] > L]

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

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

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

- Contribute to inundation by seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow? L [ [ X
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Explanation of Checkilist:

a and f: Less than Significant Impact. A preliminary Stormwater Mitigation Plan
(SWMitP) was prepared by RBF Consulting for the Project (February 5, 2014) in
conjunction with the Countywide Model Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP); refer to Appendix D-1. The study determined that the site provides an
opportunity to convert the vacant property into a quality residential development that
enhances the downstream water quality, as well as provides a measure of flow control to
lessen the burden on downstream facilities.

The SWMitP identifies a list of anticipated pollutants from the Project; Low Impact
Development (LID) principles; final source control and treatment control Best
Management Practices (BMPs); sizing calculations for stormwater BMPs; and, defines
an appropriate maintenance plan. BMPs and LID features are applied to all projects to
identify long-term solutions to water quality and to assist in minimizing erosion in
downstream water bodies. The SWMitP will help to determine and identify the most
appropriate Source Control, Site Design, Treatment Control, and LID BMPs and ensure
their effectiveness proposed by verifying that they have been sized properly,
maintenance requirements are feasible, and that the design is based on long-term fiscal
planning.

The Project discharges to the County Ditch Basin which is not one of the basins located
within the City that are listed on the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List of Impaired
Water Quality Limited Segments as being an “impaired water body;” however, the
discharge from the County Ditch Basin discharges to Forrester Creek which is listed for
Fecal Coliform, Selenium, Total Dissolved Solids and pH. The preliminary Stormwater
Mitigation Plan will address the use of Site Design, Source Control, LID and Treatment
Control BMPs to help mitigate the discharge of pollutants associated with the anticipated
land use and reduce the potential of further impacts to the receiving water body. The
proposed development would be located on a previously-developed site within the
highly-urbanized City of El Cajon. The City identifies procedures and regulations to
require implementation of BMPs, preparation of Storm Water Mitigation Plans, and
preparation of Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, and Erosion Control Plans in
conformance with requirements relative to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES).

The Project would comply with all local and State regulations pertaining to stormwater
quality, as appropriate. Conformance with such regulations, combined with the
implementation of BMPs and stormwater control measures, would reduce Project effects
on water quality to a less than significant level.

Therefore, the Project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
required.

b: No Impact. The Project would be served by the municipal public water system.
Water service would be provided by Helix Water District. Therefore, the Project would
not substantially deplete groundwater supplies. The Project would increase the amount
of impervious materials over existing conditions; however, the site includes landscaped
areas and a 3,800 s.f. park, which is separate from the bioretention basins. Therefore,
the Project would allow for groundwater recharge and not substantially interfere with
groundwater recharge. No lowering of the local groundwater table would occur with the
Project. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.
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c-e: Less than Significant Impact. The City maintains regulations that restrict or
prohibit new development projects from generating stormwater runoff volumes or
velocities with the potential to cause the City’s existing storm drain system to exceed its
design capacity. Therefore, all development is required to be designed to ensure that
runoff volumes and velocities post-development do not exceed those experienced prior
to construction.

The property owner adjacent to the southeast of the Project site intends to develop his
property (with residential housing units) in the future. The proposed Project has been
designed to allow stormwater flows from the adjacent property to the southeast to flow
through the Project site (underground) and exit the Project site near the point that
Project flows would (at the southeast corner of the E. Chase Avenue/S. Magnolia
Avenue intersection); however, the Project does not require offsite improvements to the
adjacent property.

A Preliminary Hydromodification and Water Quality Evaluation (Technical Memorandum)
was performed by RBF Consulting in November 2013 and later revised in February
2014; refer to Appendix D-2 of this Initial Study. In order to accommodate Project flows,
two aboveground bioretention basins are proposed in the northern portion of the site. All
proposed lots onsite would drain to the bioretention basins. The bioretention basins
would be designed to accomplish both stormwater quality and stormwater quantity goals
for the Project and would have footprints of 3,905 s.f. and 3,186 s.f., respectively, with
an effective depth of pond of 4.5 feet.

With regard to accommodating flows from the adjacent property, a Preliminary Offsite
Hydrology Technical Memo was prepared by RBF Consulting (February 2014) and
determined that a total of 3.3 cubic feet per second (cfs) would flow onto the subject
property from the adjacent property in a 100-year storm event (Qig) under current
conditions; refer to Appendix D-3 of this Initial Study. The pre-project and post-project
Q100 at the southeastern portion of the site would be 3.3 cfs. A 12-inch diameter circular
pipe would be required to convey this flow (at 1.0% minimum slope) through the Project
site; however, a 24-inch pipe is being proposed to ensure that all flows from the Project
site and any future development on the adjacent property can be accommodated over
the long-term. The addition of any stormwater flows from additional land area not
considered in the preliminary analysis may cause the divergence of flows and would be
the responsibility of the property developer to justify drainage patterns and discharges
from such development.

Should the property to the southeast be developed, it is anticipated that existing
drainage patterns would be maintained, meaning that a maximum of 3.3 cfs would
continue to be discharged onto the proposed Project site. The County of San Diego
Municipal Storm Water NPDES Permit (Order N0.R9-2013-0001) requires that any
future development on the site to the southeast provide for required stormwater
treatment and detention/retention controls onsite. Since the run-on flows would already
be “treated” and “controlled, once they enter the boundaries of the Project site, they
would bypass the onsite storm drain system and discharge directly to the City of El
Cajon Municipal Storm Drain system without combining with onsite flows.

Stormwater flows from the Project site would exit the site in the northwestern corner of
the property and flow to an existing storm drain that is part of the storm drain system
operated and maintained by the City. The system is adequate to accommodate flows
from the Project site without expansion or additional improvements required.

The Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner, which
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would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site or flooding. The Project
would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
required.

g-h: No Impact. The Project site is not located within the boundaries of a 100-year
floodplain. Therefore, the Project would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FIRM) or other flood hazard delineation map, or place within a 100-year flood hazard
area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows. No impacts would occur, and
no mitigation measures are required.

i: No Impact. Refer to responses g) and h), above. The City of El Cajon is not located in
an area that would be impacted in the event of failure of any dam or levee. Therefore,
the Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. No
impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

j: No Impact. The City is not located within the vicinity of any large bodies of water (e.g.
reservoir), and no hillsides are located on lands surrounding the Project site that would
be susceptible to slope failure and mudslides. Therefore, the occurrence of a seiche or
risk of mudflow, typically caused by seismic events, is not anticipated to occur.
Additionally, the City lies approximately 14 miles east of the Pacific Ocean, and
therefore, is not located within a designated tsunami inundation area. No impacts would
occur, and no mitigation measures are required.
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Would the project:

Less Than

Potentially L . Less Than
Issue Significant Slg&:{:;:rt}g\:]mh Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated Lt
a. Physically divide an established u u u X

community?

b. Conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project adopted [] [] 4 []
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community L] L] L] X
conservation plan?

Explanation of Checklist:

a: No Impact. The subject property is located within a highly-urbanized area of the City
of El Cajon. The site is generally surrounded by single-family residential uses, with
limited multi-family and small-scale commercial (office) uses further to the
northwest/northeast. Additionally, the Chase Avenue Elementary School abuts the site to
the east. The site was previously developed and now stands vacant with a chain-link
fence delineating the property boundary. Development of the site as proposed would not
create a division within the surrounding established community, and would represent a
use that would be consistent with surrounding land uses and with development
anticipated for the site in the General Plan. Therefore, no impact would occur, and no
mitigation measures are required.

b: Less than Significant Impact. The Project consists of a Vesting Tentative Map and
Planned Residential Development Site Plan for the development of 44 single-family
detached residential housing units on an approximately 5.5-acre site. The existing
General Plan land use designation for the site is Low Residential (LR), which allows for
3-10 dwellings/acre; single-family homes or low-density townhomes. The proposed
Project includes 44 residential units at a density of eight (8) dwelling units/acre (DU/AC).
Therefore, the proposed Project would comply with the existing General Plan land use
designation for the site, and no changes are proposed. Therefore, an amendment to the
General Plan to accommodate a change in land use is not required.

The Project would require a zone reclassification to change the existing zones of RM-
4300; RS-20; and, RS-6 to Planned Residential Development. Upon City approval of the
rezone, the Project would be consistent with the Zoning Ordinance.

The proposed single-family residential use would be consistent with similar residential-
type uses on surrounding lands. Therefore, the Project would be compatible with such
uses, and no land use conflicts would occur.

Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project adopted for the purpose of
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avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Impacts would be less than significant,
and no mitigation measures are required.

c: No Impact. Referto Section IV(f). The Project site is not within the boundaries of any
adopted habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. Therefore,
no impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potetlly | g0 ) i | Less Than
Issue Significant Mitigation Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated =
a. Resultin the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of L] L] L] >
the state?
b. Resultin the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local [] [] [] B
general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

Explanation of Checkilist:

a-b: No Impact. According to the City’'s General Plan, the City does not support any
known mineral resources having significant value or that are categorized as locally
important. Therefore, the loss of availability of such resources with future development
within the City would not occur. The proposed Project would not cause a loss of
availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region or State, or of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site. No impact would occur, and no mitigation
measures are required.
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Xll.  NOISE

Would the project:

Potentially si Lr?i?i?:;r?tavr\]/i th Less Than
Issue Significant gMitigation Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated Lt

a. [Expose persons to or generate noise
levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or [] [] 4 []
noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?

b. Expose persons to or generate
excessive ground borne vibration or [] [] B []
ground borne noise levels?

C. Resultin a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing L] L] > L]
without the project?

d. Resultin a substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above existing L] L] > L]
without the project?

e. Foraproject located within an airport
land use plan, or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would [] [] [] 4
the project expose people residing or
working in the area to excessive noise
levels?

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

Explanation of Checkilist:

a-d: Less than Significant Impact. The City of El Cajon General Plan and Noise
Ordinance set forth measures for regulation of daytime and nighttime noise levels within
the City. The Noise Element of the City’s General Plan establishes the City’'s standard
for ambient noise levels and transportation noise. The City of El Cajon Noise Ordinance
is contained in Section 17.115.130 of the City’'s Municipal Code. Section
17.115.130(C)(3) pertains to equipment noise, including construction. The Noise
Ordinance states:

It is unlawful for any person within any residential zone, or within a radius
of 500 feet from any residential zone, to operate equipment or perform
any outside construction, maintenance or repair work on buildings,
structures, landscapes or related facilities, or to operate any pile driver,
power shovel, pneumatic hammer, power hoist, leaf blower, mower, or
any other mechanical device, between the hours of 7:00 p.m. of one day
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and 7:00 a.m. of the next day in such a manner that a reasonable person
of normal sensitivities residing in the area is caused discomfort or
annoyance. This subsection shall also apply to any property in the
Mixed-Use zone having one or more residential units. This restriction
does not apply to emergency work made necessary to restore property
to a safe condition, restore utility service, or to protect persons or
property from an imminent exposure to danger.

Day-night levels (Lq4,) of noise are used as a method of evaluating transportation-related
noise impacts with regard to various types of land uses. The Ly, represents a 24-hour A-
weighted decibel average sound level [dB(A) Leg). This sound level is achieved by
adding 10 decibels (dB) to noise levels generated between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m., as sensitive receptors (e.g. residential uses, schools, etc.) are more
susceptible to noise during the nighttime hours (therefore, a higher threshold is used).
The City of El Cajon uses a 65 Lg, as the maximum acceptable standard for noise-
sensitive land uses, as identified in the General Plan.

Potential noise impacts generated by activities at a given location are required to occur
in compliance with the City’s Municipal Code. Maximum one-hour average sound level
limits are identified for that measured level at the boundary of a property and represent
maximum allowable noise levels at any location on the property boundaries or within the
parcel. For single-family residential uses, the Noise Ordinance establishes a 60 dB(A)
Leq between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.; 55 dB(A) Le¢q between 7:00 p.m. and
10:00 p.m.; and, 50 dB(A) Leq between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Chase and Magnolia Avenues represent the major noise sources within the Project
vicinity. According to SANDAG, in 2010, average weekday traffic volumes along Chase
Avenue between Emerald Avenue and Magnolia Avenue were 26,100 and 25,550
between Magnolia and Avocado Avenues. Average weekday traffic volumes on
Magnolia Avenue between Washington and Chase Avenues were 8,300.

The Project would result in future construction of 44 single-family detached residential
units that would generate an estimated 440 ADT, based on SANDAG's standard trip
generation rate of 10 ADT per household. Due to the limited number of ADT generated
by the proposed Project, the addition of Project-generated traffic to traffic volumes on
Magnolia or Chase Avenues is not anticipated to result in a substantial permanent
increase in noise levels.

As designed, 15 residential lots would front onto S. Magnolia Avenue. Front yards on
private property are not considered to be noise sensitive areas by the City; however, the
proposed common recreation area (park) would be considered a noise-sensitive use.
The park would be located adjacent to the Chase Avenue Elementary School and
distanced approximately 250 feet east of the centerline of S. Magnolia Avenue. Due to
the distance from the roadway and partial shielding of noise from proposed intervening
residential units and Project landscaping, noise levels at the park would not exceed
noise level standards identified in the City’s General Plan. Furthermore, interior noise
levels within the residential units would be required to be in compliance with California
Building Code regulations. Building design would be subject to City review prior to the
issuance of a building permit. Standard design and construction methods would ensure
that an adequate exterior to interior noise reduction occurs in order to achieve an interior
noise environment that meets established interior noise thresholds.

Construction of the Project as proposed would result in short-term, temporary or periodic
increases in noise levels and/or ground-borne noise and vibration during grading,
excavation, installation of utilities, and/or construction of the housing units and
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roadways. Such activities may affect the Project site or surrounding adjacent uses. The
length of time or the level of such increases would be experienced would vary based
upon the type of construction equipment being used and the specific construction
activity, as well as the distance between the source of the noise and the receiver.

All Project construction would occur in compliance with the City’s established time limits
identified in the City’'s Noise Ordinance to ensure that any noise or vibration generated
by the Project would not exceed the established thresholds or cause disturbance to
neighboring sensitive receptors outside of the allowable hours.

Therefore, the Project would not result in a substantial temporary or permanent increase
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity above levels existing without the Project or expose
persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the adopted
General Plan or Noise Ordinance. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation measures are required.

e-f: No Impact. The nearest airport to the Project site is Gillespie Field (public), located
approximately three miles to the northwest. The Project site is not within the vicinity of a
private airport. According to Exhibit I1l-3, Compatibility Policy Map: Noise, of the Gillespie
Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (January 25, 2010), the Project site is located
outside of the 60 dB community noise equivalent level (CNEL) contour line for the
airport. Therefore, the Project would not expose people residing or working in the area to
excessive noise levels No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.
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Xill.  POPULATION AND HOUSING

Would the project:

Less Than

Potentially S Less Than
Issue Significant SHgTEE: Significant A
Impact with Mitigation Impact Impact
P Incorporated P

a. Induce substantial population growth in
an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or [] [] 4 []
indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of [] [] [] B
replacement housing elsewhere?

c. Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of [] [] [] 4
replacement housing elsewhere?

Explanation of Checkilist:

a: Less than Significant Impact. The City of El Cajon 2013-2021Housing Element
indicates that the 2010 Census reported that El Cajon’s population increased by
approximately five percent from 2000 to 2010, or from 94,819 to 99,478, respectively.
The SANDAG 2050 Regional Growth Forecast estimates that the population of ElI Cajon
will be approximately 109,623 by 2020.

The Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) developed and adopted by SANDAG
considers an eleven-year period over which growth projection and planning for
population growth are considered (January 1, 2010 through December 31, 2020). A
housing production is assigned to each jurisdiction within the region, generally based on
recent growth trends, income distribution, and capacity for future growth. Each
jurisdiction is then required to provide their identified share of the regional housing need
for the 2010-2020 period by identifying adequate land with appropriate zoning and
development standards to accommodate its allocation of the housing need for the
region. Per the RHNA, El Cajon’s share of regional future housing needs is 5,805 new
housing units to be provided between January 1, 2010 and December 31, 2020.

The Project would allow for future construction of 44 single-family detached residential
units. The Project would offer new housing opportunities for existing and future residents
and would assist the City in meeting the housing goals set forth in its Fiscal Year (FY)
2014 — FY 2017 Consolidated Plan, which provides an assessment of the City's
anticipated residential housing needs over upcoming years.

The Project site is currently served by existing infrastructure (e.g. water, sewer,
roadways, electricity, etc.) as it was formerly developed and is located in a highly-
urbanized area. Therefore, the Project would not extend any new utilities or services to
the site that would otherwise not have already had access to such facilities, thereby
creating the potential to induce population growth.

Therefore, although the Project would result in the construction of new housing within
the community, it would not indirectly or directly result in a substantial growth in
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population. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
required.

b and c: No Impact. The Project site is currently vacant. Therefore, the Project would
not displace any existing housing or people. No impact would occur, and no mitigation
measures are required.
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Would the project:

Less Than

Potentially L : Less Than
Issue Significant Slg&:{:;:rt}g\:]mh Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated =
a. Resultin substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:
. Fire protection? ] ] X ]
ii.  Police protection? [] ] X ]
iii. -~ Schools? [] ] X ]
iv. Parks? [] ] X ]
v.  Other public facilities? [] ] X ]

Explanation of Checkilist:

a(i.-v.): Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is located within the service
boundaries of the Heartland Fire & Rescue, which is a joint powers authority providing
fire protection and emergency medical services for the Cities of El Cajon, Lemon Grove,
and La Mesa. This cooperative service manages eight fire stations, nine engine
companies, two truck companies, three paramedic transport units, and one battalion
chief. The joint powers agreement serves a population of 180,000 and responds to
approximately 20,000 calls for service each year.” The closest station to the Project site
is located at 100 E. Lexington in El Cajon, approximately 0.85 mile to the north.

Police protection for the Project site would be provided by the City of ElI Cajon Police
Department. The main facility is located at 100 Civic Center Way, approximately 1.15
miles to the north.

The El Cajon Branch Library is part of the San Diego County Library system and is
located at 201 E. Douglas Avenue, approximately 0.95 mile to the north of the Project
site.

Educational services for school-aged children of Project residents would be provided by
the Chase Avenue Elementary School, located at 195 E. Chase Avenue, adjacent to the
east of the Project site. The Cajon Valley Middle School, located at 550 E. Park Avenue,
approximately 1.3 miles to the northeast of the site, and EI Cajon Valley High School,
located at 1035 East Madison Avenue, approximately 1.5 miles to the northeast of the

5 City of EI Cajon Fire Department. http://www.ci.el-cajon.ca.us/dept/fire.html. Accessed April 22, 2014.
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site would also serve the Project. According to current student generation rates used by
the Cajon Valley Union School District and Grossmont Union District, the Project would
generate an estimated 22 students.

Public parks are available in the Project vicinity and include Tuttle Park, located at 390
W. Chase Avenue, approximately 0.2 miles west of the site; and, Renette Park, located
at 935 S. Emerald Avenue, approximately 0.35 mile northwest of the site.

The Project proposes a total of 44 single-family residential units on approximately 5.5
acres of land. As a limited number of residences would be constructed, the Project as
proposed is not anticipated to substantially increase the existing level of demand for
public services or to generate the need for construction of new or expanded public
facilities. All existing facilities affected by the Project would be adequate to serve the
development. Additionally, the Project proposes construction of a private park totaling
approximately 3,800 s.f. to provide residents with an opportunity for recreation.
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XV. RECREATION

Would the project:

Potentially IS_:esnsi ﬁT:;]rl Less Than
Issue Significant wi tthi tigation Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated Lt

a. Increase the use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical [] [] 4 []
deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated?

b. Include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities, which might have ] ] X ]
an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Explanation of Checkilist:

a-b: Less than Significant Impact. The Project proposes 44 single-family residential
lots. In addition, a private park totaling approximately 3,800 s.f. is proposed to provide
residents with an opportunity for recreation. Overall, the Project would provide 111,854
s.f. of landscaping (includes backyards). Public parks are available in the Project vicinity
and include Tuttle Park, located at 390 W. Chase Avenue, approximately 0.2 miles west
of the site; and, Renette Park, located at 935 S. Emerald Avenue, approximately 0.35
mile northwest of the site. The Project would not result in a substantial increase in
demand on public recreational facilities within the community, and the proposed onsite
park would adequately fulfill anticipated future demands of residents for recreational
amenities. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to significantly increase the use of
existing parks within the City such that deterioration of such facilities would occur or be
accelerated, or that would require the construction or expansion of such facilities that
might result in an adverse environmental effect. Impacts would be less than significant,
and no mitigation measures are required.
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC

Would the project:

Potentially si Lr?i?ii;r?tavr\:i th Less Than No
Issue Significant gMitigation Significant Impact
Lt Incorporated Lt

a. Conflict with an applicable plan,
ordinance, or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and
non-motorized travel and relevant L] L] > L]
components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and
travel demand measures, or other [] [] 4 []
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c. Resultin a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results L] L] L] >
in substantial safety risks?

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

e. Resultin inadequate emergency access? [] [] [] B

f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise [] [] 4 []
decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities?

Explanation of Checkilist:

a-b: Less than Significant Impact. The Project proposes 44 single-family residential
units that would generate approximately 440 average daily trips (ADT) based on
SANDAG trip generation rates of 10 trips per unit. The addition of these trips onto S.
Magnolia Avenue and E. Chase Avenue would not substantially degrade the existing
level of service (LOS) on the affected roadway segments.

According to available City of El Cajon traffic count data, in 2013, average weekday
traffic volumes along Chase Avenue between Emerald and Magnolia Avenues were
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25,200, and 26,700 between Magnolia and Avocado Avenues. Average weekday traffic
volumes on Magnolia Avenue between Washington and Chase Avenues were 7,900;
refer to Appendix E-1, 2013 City of El Cajon Annual Traffic Count Summary.

The City of El Cajon does not have adopted significance thresholds for evaluating traffic
impacts. Therefore, Project impacts were determined using County of San Diego Public
Road Standards (March 2012). Using such standards, Magnolia Avenue would be
classified as a Major Road with Intermittent Turn Lanes (4.1B) with acceptable operating
conditions (LOS D or better) occurring with less than 30,800 ADT. Chase Avenue would
be classified as a Major Road with Raised Median (4.1A) with acceptable operating
conditions (LOS D or better) being less than 33,400 ADT; refer to Appendix E-2, County
of San Diego Public Road Standards. Based on the existing traffic volumes, the addition
of 440 ADT (direct, with no consideration of anticipated trip distribution) on Magnolia
Avenue or on Chase Avenue would not exceed these thresholds, and therefore, would
not adversely affect the LOS on either roadway. LOS would remain unchanged with
implementation of the proposed Project.

The Project site is located less than one quarter mile from Downtown El Cajon. The
Downtown area offers a number of bus routes, pedestrian routes, and bike lanes along
West Washington Avenue and other area roadways. Additionally, Chase Avenue within
the Project vicinity offers a bike lane. The Transit Center offers direct and/or indirect
connection to the San Diego trolley system, Coaster, Sprinter, and the Metropolitan
Transit System (MTS) for bus, trolley, and train service. Construction of the Project
would not conflict or interfere with the existing or planned operation of any of these
modes of transit.

As such, the Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, or
conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to
LOS standards and travel demand measures. Impacts would be less than significant,
and no mitigation measures are required.

c: No Impact. The nearest airport to the Project site is the Gillespie Field Airport
(public), located at 1960 Joe Crosson Drive in El Cajon, approximately three miles to the
northwest of the Project site. Due to the nature of the proposed use (single-family
residential), the Project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns or increase risk
to public safety. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

d-e: No Impact. Access to the Project site would be from S. Magnolia Avenue. The
street is constructed as a four-lane street with parking on both sides. The street is
adequate to support traffic generated by the proposed Project without any
improvements. The main internal roadway would provide access to each individual unit,
with each unit accommodating two vehicles within a garage, and one parking space is
provided for guest on each driveway. An additional 16 on-street parking spaces would
be provided along the interior roadway. All onsite streets would be designed to
accommodate emergency vehicles and on-street parking. Two cul-de-sacs of adequate
turning radius would be provided at the northern and southern ends of the main onsite
road. Therefore, the Project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature or incompatible uses or result in inadequate emergency access. No impact
would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

f. Less than Significant Impact. Refer to Response XVl.a-b, above. Impacts would be
less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Would the project:

Potentially si Lr?i?ii;r?tavr\:i th Less Than
Issue Significant gMitigation Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated Lt

a. Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional ] ] X ]
Water Quality Control Board?

b. Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing [] [] 4 []
facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

c. Require or result in the construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the [] [] 4 []
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

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

e. Resultin a determination by the
wastewater treatment provided which
serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the L] L] > L]
project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments?

f.  Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the [] [] 4 []
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g. Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulation related to solid [] [] 4 []
waste?

Explanation of Checkilist:

a-e: Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is located within the City of El
Cajon which is highly urbanized. The site presently has access to public utilities (water,
sewer, storm water systems, electricity, etc.). As such, the construction of new or
extension of existing infrastructure to adequately serve the site is not required. The
Project would connect to the City’s wastewater and storm water systems for such
services. Helix Water District is the provider of water within the City and has adequate
resources to serve the Project as proposed. Furthermore, as the Project proposes 44
new residential units, it is not subject to the requirement to prepare a water supply
assessment for evaluation of anticipated water use demands, as required by California
Senate Bill (SB) 221. Projects that exceed 500 new units are subject to such
requirements.
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According to current water consumption rates for the Helix Water District and San Diego
Metro water demand for the 44-unit Project would be approximately 11 acre-feet per
year (0.25 acre-feet per year, per unit). Wastewater generated would be approximately
140 gallons per day (gpd) per unit per day, or 6,160 gpd total. The construction of 44
new residential units would result in an incremental increase in the demand for public
water, wastewater, and storm water disposal and treatment services above existing
conditions; however the additional demands created by daily operation of the housing
units is not anticipated to result in a substantial adverse effect on the capacity of such
systems or the ability of the service providers to provide such services.

f-g: Less than Significant Impact. Residents of the City are estimated to generate
approximately 4.96 pounds of solid waste per person per day, according to current City
of El Cajon solid waste generation rates. Solid waste disposal for the Project site would
be provided by Waste Management, who is contracted directly by the City of ElI Cajon.
Solid waste that is not recyclable is disposed of at the Sycamore Landfill, located at
8514 Mast Boulevard in the City of Santee, approximately 5.8 miles to the northwest of
the Project site. Waste Management provides collection of non-recyclable solid waste
and recyclable materials. It is anticipated that collection of green waste would be
contracted through the Homeowners Association (HOA).

The Sycamore Landfill has adequate capacity to serve the site. The Landfill has a
maximum capacity of 71,233,171 c.y., with a remaining capacity of 42,246,551 c.y. The
anticipated closure date is October 2031.° The addition of 44 new residential units would
result in an incremental increase in the demand on solid waste disposal services within
the City; however, such services can be adequately provided for the Project with
payment of the appropriate fees by individual homeowners.

Additionally, to reduce the amount of solid waste disposal at local landfills, the City
currently maintains its Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SREE). The SREE is
required pursuant to the California State Legislature’s Integrated Waste Management
Act, which requires that all incorporated cities in California reduce the amount of solid
waste generated by their residents that would otherwise be disposed of in landfills.
Construction and operation of the proposed Project would therefore be subject to
compliance with the SREE in order to reduce the overall amount of solid waste disposed
of at the Sycamore Landfill.

Based on the above, Project would therefore be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the Project’s anticipated solid waste disposal needs.
Additionally, the Project would be in compliance with all applicable federal, State, and
local statutes and regulations relative to solid waste. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

6 CalRecycle, Sycamore Landfill. http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/37-AA-0023/Detail/. Accessed April 18, 2014.
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XVIIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Does the project:

Potentially si Lr?i?i?:;r?tavr\]/i th Less Than
Issue Significant gMitigation Significant | No Impact
Lt Incorporated Lt

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

b. Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental
effects of a project are considerable when [] [] 4 []
viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable
futures projects)?

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

Explanation of Checkilist:

a: Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed above,
the Project would have the potential to impact biological resources during the
construction phase. The potential for such impacts to occur is relatively low as the
Project site was previously developed and lies within a highly-urbanized portion of the
City of El Cajon.

To ensure that potential Project impact on sensitive avian and bat species are reduced
to a level of less than significant, mitigation measures are proposed and would be
implemented during the construction phase. As a result, the Project would not degrade
the quality of the environment, threaten or substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

b: Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the 44 single-family residential
dwelling units as proposed would result in an incremental increase in population in the
City of El Cajon; however, it would not result in significant growth when considered either
individually or cumulatively. All utilities and services are adequate to serve the proposed
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residences without causing a significant impact on such resources. Additionally, all
impacts determined to be significant through preparation of this Initial Study (biological
and cultural resources) would be reduced to a level of less than significant through
implementation of mitigation, thereby minimizing the potential to contribute to a
cumulatively considerable impact on such resources.

Furthermore, construction of the Project would generate air quality and GHG emissions
from construction and operation of the proposed uses; however, due to the limited scope
of work anticipated and the length of the construction period and the limited number of
homes proposed, the Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact
with regard to GHG. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation
measures are required. The Project would however, contribute to a cumulative impact
with regard to PM;o and PM,s. Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which requires dust-minimizing
BMPs to be implemented during all construction activities, would reduce potential PM;q
and PM, s emissions to a less than significant level.

No change to the existing General Plan land use designation is proposed, and the
Project would therefore be consistent with the City’s General Plan and the growth
anticipated with buildout of the City under the Plan. No new cumulative impacts were
identified as resulting with Project implementation. Therefore, cumulative impacts
beyond those previously considered in the General Plan EIR would be less than
significant.

c: Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would affect previously-
disturbed lands within the City of El Cajon. Air quality and GHG emissions generated
during Project construction, or the use or handling of minor amounts of hazardous
materials during Project construction, would be short-term and of limited extent due to
the anticipated scope of work and length of the construction period. As noted above, the
Project would contribute to a cumulative impact with regard to PM,o, and PM,s. Mitigation
Measure AQ-1, which requires dust-minimizing BMPs to be implemented during all
construction activities, would reduce potential PM;o and PM,s emissions to a less than
significant level. As such, due to the nature of the Project and the type of improvements
proposed, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant environmental effects that
would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.
Furthermore, potential effects of the Project on human beings (e.g. aesthetics, air
quality, hydrology/water quality, noise, population and housing, hazards and hazardous
materials, and traffic) have been evaluated herein within this Initial Study. Impacts
resulting with the Project have been found to be less than significant or it has been
determined that impacts could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of
mitigation measures. Therefore, based on the above analysis and the conclusions
identified in this Initial Study, the Project would not cause substantial adverse effects,
directly or indirectly, to human beings. Potential direct and indirect impacts on human
beings resulting from the proposed Project would be less than significant.
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XIX. DETERMINATION AND PREPARERS

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE FEE DETERMINATION

(Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, Statutes of 2006 — SB 1535)

[ X] It is hereby found that this project involves no potential for any adverse effect,
either individual or cumulatively, on wildlife resources and that a request for a
“No Effect Determination” may be prepared by the applicant for this project.

[ 1 Itis hereby found that this project could potentially impact wildlife, individually or
cumulatively, and therefore, fees in accordance with Section 711.4(d) of the Fish
and Game Code shall be paid to the County Clerk.

Report Preparers
RBF Consulting, 9755 Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, Suite 100, San Diego, CA 92124

XX. REFERENCES

Section 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines permits an environmental document to
incorporate by reference other documents that provide relevant data. The documents
listed below are hereby incorporated by reference. The pertinent material is summarized
throughout this Initial Study / Environmental Checklist where that information is relevant
to the analysis of impacts of the Project. The following references were used in the
preparation of this Initial Study / Environmental Checklist and are available for review at
the City Hall located at 200 Civic Center Way in the City of El Cajon.

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
2008 “CEQA & Climate Change,” January.
http://www.energy.ca.qov/2008publications/ CAPCOA-1000-2008-
010/CAPCOA-1000-2008-010.PDF. Accessed April 23, 2014.

California Department of Conservation
2010 Important Farmland, San Diego County (Sheet 1 of 2). Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program.
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dirp/FEMMP/pdf/2010/sdg10_w.pdf. Accessed April
17, 2014.

California Department of Toxic Substances Control
2014 EnviroStor Database. http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.qgov/public/. Accessed
April 17, 2014.

California Energy Commission, California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2012,
May 13, 2014.

California Governor’'s Office of Planning and Research, CEQA and Climate Change:
Addressing Climate Change through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Review, 2008.

CalRecycle, Sycamore Landfill. http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWEFacilities/Directory/37-
AA-0023/Detail/. Accessed April 18, 2014.
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City of El Cajon

2001 General Plan

2013 Draft Housing Element Update

Department of Parks and Recreation — Recreation Map. http://www.ci.el-
cajon.ca.us/dept/rec/_map.html. Accessed April 21, 2014.

City of El Cajon Fire Department. http://www.ci.el-cajon.ca.us/dept/fire.html. Accessed
April 22, 2014.

Annual Traffic County Summary (Available at the City of EI Cajon). H
\TRAFFIC\Count Data \Annual_ Traffic_ Count_ Summary\Annual_ Traffic_
Count_ Summary 2013 EI_ Cajon_Final.xIs6/30/2014. 2013.

County of San Diego Department of Public Works — Public Road Standards. March
2012.

County of San Diego Wildland-Urban Interface at Risk and Fire Zones of Influence Map.
http://frap.cdf.ca.gov/projects/mast/maps/san _diego/WUI zones San Diego
2.pdf. Accessed April 21, 2014.

Google Earth. October 2013.

Petra Geotechnical,Inc. Feasibility/Due Diligence Geotechnical Investigation — 103 East
Chase Avenue, City of El Cajon, Riverside County, California. October 28,
2013.

Petra Geotechnical, Inc. Phase | Environmental Site Assessment. May 8, 2013.
RBF Consulting. Preliminary Hydromodification and Water Quality Evaluation. November
7,2013.

RBF Consulting. Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Modeling Data (CalEEMod Version:
CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2). August 2014.

Preliminary Offsite Hydrology for Property at 102 E. Chase Ave, El Cajon,
California. August 1, 2013; Revised February 24, 2014.

Stormwater Mitigation Plan - Mastercraft Homes, Magnolia Trails. January 20,
2014; Revised May 6, 2014.

South Coast Air Quality Management District. Minutes for the GHG CEQA Significance
Threshold Stakeholder Working Group Meeting #5.
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-
(ghg)-cega-significance-thresholds/year-2008-2009/ghg-meeting-5/ghg-
meeting-5-minutes.pdf?sfvrsn=2. Accessed August 7, 2014.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM SUMMARY

MAGNOLIA TRAILS PROJECT, 103 E. CHASE AVENUE, EL CAJON, CA

Responsible Responsible Method of Timing of Verification

Mitigation Measures for Mitigation | for Verification | Verification Verification Date Notes
AIR QUALITY
AQ-1: Prior to issuance of any Grading Prolgct Community Notg OrT Prior to
Permit, the City Engineer and the Chief Appllcant' and | Development grad.mg plans; app(jrpval of
Building Official shall confirm that the | COnstruction ) Department ) on-site grading
Grading Plan, Building Plans, and Manager verification sermlt(s),
specifications stipulate that excessive uring

fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled
by regular watering or other dust
prevention measures. Implementation of
the following measures would reduce
short-term fugitive dust impacts on nearby
sensitive receptors:

All  active portions of the
construction site shall be watered
every three hours during daily
construction activities and when
dust is observed migrating from the
Project site to prevent excessive
amounts of dust;

Pave or apply water every three
hours during daily construction

construction




Mitigation Measures

Responsible
for Mitigation

Responsible
for Verification

Method of
Verification

Timing of
Verification

Verification
Date

Notes

activities or apply non-toxic soil
stabilizers on all unpaved access
roads, parking areas, and staging
areas. More frequent watering shall
occur if dust is observed migrating
from the site during site
disturbance;

Any onsite stockpiles of debris, dirt,
or other dusty material shall be
enclosed, covered, or watered
twice daily, or non-toxic soil binders
shall be applied,;

All  grading and excavation
operations shall be suspended
when wind speeds exceed 25 miles
per hour;

Disturbed areas shall be replaced
with ground cover or paved
immediately after construction is
completed in the affected area;

Gravel bed trackout aprons (3
inches deep, 25 feet long, 12 feet
wide per lane and edged by rock
berm or row of stakes) shall be
installed to reduce mud/dirt
trackout from unpaved truck exit




Mitigation Measures

Responsible
for Mitigation

Responsible
for Verification

Method of
Verification

Timing of
Verification

Verification
Date

Notes

routes;

Onsite vehicle speed shall be
limited to 15 miles per hour;

All onsite roads shall be paved as
soon as feasible, watered twice
daily, or chemically stabilized,

Visible dust beyond the property
line which emanates from the
Project shall be prevented to the
maximum extent feasible;

All material transported offsite shall
be either sufficiently watered or
securely covered to prevent
excessive amounts of dust prior to
departing the job site;

Re-route construction trucks away
from congested streets or sensitive
receptor areas;

Track-out devices shall be used at
all construction site access points;
and,

All delivery truck tires shall be
watered down and/or scraped
down prior to departing the job
site.




Responsible Responsible Method of Timing of Verification

Mitigation Measures for Mitigation | for Verification | Verification Verification Date Notes
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
BIO-1: Project-related ground-disturbing Projept Community Submittal of | Prior to
or vegetation removal activities may be | Applicant, Development | additional approval  of
conducted outside of the nesting bird | Construction Department biological grading
season (February 1* through August 31%). If | Manager report(s) prior | permit(s);
such activities are to occur during the to approval of | during

nesting season, a nesting bird survey shall
be conducted within seven days prior to
any ground-disturbing activities in order to
determine if any nesting birds are present
within the Project site. If nesting birds are
not found on the Project site, no further
action is required. If nesting birds are
observed onsite, no construction activity
shall occur within 250 feet (500 feet for
raptors) of any active nests. Construction
activity may only occur within 250 feet of
an active nest at the discretion of a
biological monitor, or if the biologist
determines that the young have fledged.
Construction activity may occur within the
buffer area at the discretion of the
biological monitor. A barrier (fence) shall be
installed during the construction phase, if it
is determined to be necessary by the
biological monitor.

grading plans;

note on
grading plans;
permit
condition; on-
site
verification

construction




Responsible Responsible Method of Timing of Verification

Mitigation Measures for Mitigation | for Verification | Verification Verification Date Notes
CULTURAL RESOURCES
CUL-1: Unanticipated  Discovery  of Projept Community Pre- Prior to
Resources. Project excavation or grading | Applicant, Development | construction | approval  of
activities within the designated limits of | Construction Department Meeting; grading
disturbance shall be monitored by a | Manager permit(s);
qualified archeological monitor and Native Prior to during

American monitor to search for potential
buried historic, and/or archaeological
resources. If unknown cultural resources
are discovered during the construction of
the Project, the following protocol shall be
followed:

If evidence of archeological resources (e.g.,
chipped or ground stone, historical debiris,
building foundations, or human bone) is
identified by the qualified monitor during
excavation, all work within 60 feet of the
discovery site shall stop until a qualified
archaeologist can assess the significance of
the find.

The monitor shall notify appropriate staff of
the City of El Cajon Community
Development Department - Planning
Division.

Consultation shall be undertaken, as
appropriate, between the City; a qualified

approval  of
grading plans,
applicant  to
provide
agreement
with
archaeological
and Native
American
monitor; note
on grading
plans; permit
conditions

construction




Mitigation Measures

Responsible
for Mitigation

Responsible
for Verification

Method of
Verification

Timing of
Verification

Verification
Date

Notes

archaeologist; Native American
representatives (if appropriate); and, other
appropriate agencies to determine whether
the intact portions of the discovered
resource can be avoided or if impacts have
not occurred, whether work can continue.
If it is determined that the resource has
been impacted and an assessment of its
significance is required, then a qualified
archaeologist shall develop appropriate
treatment measures for the discovered and
impacted resource in consultation with
appropriate agencies. Work in the area of
the discovery will not resume until
permission is received from the City of El
Cajon.

All recovered artifacts shall be taken to an
archaeological laboratory for sorting,
cataloging, and analysis. All data shall be
entered into a database program. A report
shall be written by a qualified archeologist
detailing the results of the monitoring,
analyzing the materials recovered, and
discussing the importance of the materials
as they relate to the history or prehistory of
El Cajon.

In the unlikely event that human remains




Mitigation Measures

Responsible
for Mitigation

Responsible
for Verification

Method of
Verification

Timing of
Verification

Verification
Date

Notes

are discovered, existing laws and protocols
are required to be followed before
proceeding with any project action that
would further disturb the remains.
Provisions set forth in California Public
Resources Code Section 5097.78 and State
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
would be implemented in consultation with
the most likely descendant identified by the
Native American Heritage Commission.
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APPENDIX A

Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Modeling Data
(August 2014)
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1

Date: 8/6/2014 8:02 AM

Magnolia Trails SF Residential Development

San Diego County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

I Land Uses I Size I Metric I Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area I Population I
I Single Family Housing : 44.00 : Dwelling Unit : 14.29 : 79,200.00 : 126 I
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 40
Climate Zone 13 Operational Year 2016
Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric
CO2 Intensity 720.49 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20O Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)
1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
Project Characteristics -
Land Use -
Construction Phase - Per AQ Construction Questionnaire
Grading - Per AQ Construction Questionnaire
Trips and VMT - Per AQ Construction Questionnaire
Vehicle Trips - per SANDAG Trip Generation Rate
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - PM reductions
Water Mitigation -
Table Name I Column Name I Default Value I New Value
tbIConstDustMitigation ' CleanPaved-RoadPercentﬁeduction ' 0 ' 26
""""" ftil'c'dﬁs't'ra'ciibh'ﬁﬁééé"'"'"';""'"'"'"N'drh'éé{/é'""""""'5""""""""2'6.'06""'"" 7ooo




tblConstructionPhase : NumDays : 300.00 : 270.00
------------------------------------- Aesssssssssscssscssssnsnennnnnnnnnnndecsesee e sseeceeccee e nennnn =
tblConstructionPhase : NumDays : 30.00 : 45.00
""""" tbiConstructionPhase 1 NumDays i T 77TZoo00 T TTTTTTNTTTTTTTTTTTgso0 T
""""""" tolGrading 1 TAcresOfGrading % TTTiiZiso T TTTTTTTTTITTTTTTTTTTTTTEo0 T
------------------------------------- I L N T T L T T T T T
tblGrading : MaterialExported : 0.00 : 6,500.00
""""""" toiGrading i Materiaimported  + 0,000 TTTTTTTITTTTTTTTTTTEB00000
"""" tblProjectCharacteristics & Operationaivear 4TI 646
..................................... R I R .
tblTripsAndVMT : HaulingTripLength : 20.00 : 0.10
"""""" tolVehicieTrips % WD_TR N T eyt T 0,00 T
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOX co S0z | Fugtive | Exnaust | PMIO ] Fugitive ] Exnaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2] . CHA N20 COze
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2014 W 7.1895 T BL3375 T 565840 | 00642 T 7.0065 | 3.8835 | LL8S00 | 3.5514 T 35728 T 7.1242 i 00000 16,767.11416,767.1147T L0485 T 0.0000 T16,808.032
" H H H H H H H H H H : 7 H H H H
o015 T 770804 1 796140 1 555002 | 0.0641 1 8.0221 + 3.8057 | 11.8278 I 35577 1 3.5012 1 7.0580 ! 0.0000 16,692.10016,692.1005! 1.9470 1 0.0000 16.732.9967
" H H H H H H H H H H H 5 H H H H
o016 T 5357777 1 29.0653 + 10.9506 & 0.0296 + 0.1646 '+ 1.0756 * 2.1402 1 00443 : 1.8560 * 10004 ! 0.0000 +2,918.17312,918.1734: 0.6699 ! 0.0000 12,932.242]
" H H H H H H H H H H H 4 H H H H
- = — — — = I I
Total 50.0476 | 190.0177 [132.0357| 0.1578 | 16.1832 | 9.6649 | 25.8481 | 7.1534 | 8.9301 | 16.0835 J 0.0000 |16,377.39|16,377.397| 4.5654 | 0.0000 |16,473.271
77 7 5
Mitigated Construction
E— _ E— _ - _ — _
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




Year I Ib/day I Ib/day
2014 n 71895 1+ 81.3375 1 56.5849 + 0.0642 : 3.0299 : 3.8835 : 6.9134 : 13344 : 35728 : 49072 : 0.0000 :6,767.11416,767.1147+ 1.9485 + 0.0000 1:6,808.032
] : : : : : : : : : : 7T : : :
--------------- T R R L L L R L T Ly T Py T r EE Ry S T T PR P e E PRI TP PE
2015 u 7.0804 ' 79.6149 ' 55.5002 ' 0.0641 ' 3.0489 ' 3.8057 ' 6.8546 ' 1.3391 ' 3.5012 ' 4.8403 ' 0.0000 ' 6,692.109 :6,692.1095: 1.9470 ' 0.0000 :6,732.9967
n ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 5 ' ' ' '
............... L e T R O R R e e T T Y N S
2016 w 35.7777 . 29.0653 : 19.9506 : 0.0296 . 0.1287 . 1.9756 : 2.1043 ; 0.0355 ,; 1.8560 : 1.8915 . 0.0000 ;2,918.173:2,918.1734; 0.6699 : 0.0000 :2,932.2421]
" : : : : : : : : : : Vo4 : : :
Total 50.0476 190.0177 | 132.0357 0.1578 6.2075 9.6649 15.8723 2.7089 8.9301 11.6390 0.0000 ]16,377.39]16,377.397] 4.5654 0.0000 ]16,473.271
77 7 5
___ _ ___ _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio-CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 61.64 0.00 38.59 62.13 0.00 27.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
__ - __ - . -
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area w 69.8270 + 0.9567 1 86.6331 + 0.0326 v 11.6742 « 11.6742 ' 11.6%’;8 ' 11.6%’;8 1 1,221.956 + 519.0069 :1,740.9630: 1.1343 .+ 0.0961 41,794.579
n ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 2 ' ' ' ' '
............... L L L e e e .
Energy w 0.0360 : 0.3072 : 0.1307 . 1.9600e- : v 0.0248 1 0.0248 v 0.0248 § 0.0248 . 1 392.1849 1 392.1849 ; 7.5200e- ; 7.1900e- : 394.5716
n : : ;003 : : : : : : : : i 003 ;003
............... R T T e T . T T O e e B T T T T T e e —
Mobile " 18120 ! 4.1273 1} 18.7457 ! 0.0377 ! 2.6793 ! 0.0520 ! 2.7313 ! 0.7152 ! 0.0478 ! 0.7630 ! 13,292.766 13,292.7663! 0.1442 ! 13,295.794
" : : : : : : : : : : o3 : : :
- ] —_— . . — . . . . . . . . .
Total 71.6750 5.3911 105.5095 0.0723 2.6793 11.7510 14.4303 0.7152 11.7464 12.4617 §1,221.956|4,203.958 |5,425.9142] 1.2861 0.1033 ]5,484.946
2 1
Mitigated Operational
__ __ __ __ _ ___ __
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total




Category I Ib/day I Ib/day
Area n 69.8270 : 0.9567 1 86.6331 : 0.0326 ! v 11,6742 1 116742 1 v 11.6738 + 11.6738 :1,221.956 519.0069 11,740.9630+ 1.1343 + 0.0961 :1,794.579
" . . . . . . . . . . 2 . . . . .
""" Energy  m 00360 1 03072 1 01307 :19600e-1 1 00248 1 00248 1 1 00248 1 00248 1 139218491 3921849 1 7.5200e- 1 7.1900e" 1 3945716 |
. . i 003 . . . . . . . . i 003 ;003
............. R Ll T T O e R T M TmrT T T T T T s Y Y Y Y YT YT Y YT YT YT T T I Y YT Y Y Y Y Y Y YT Y Y Y ' '''''s Yy
Mobile v 41273 1 18.7457 4 0.0377  2.6793 . 0.0520 . 2.7313 . 0.7152 . 0.0478 i 0.7630 . 13,292.76613,292.7663,  0.1442 13,295.794
. . . . . . . . . . v 3 . . .
Total 716750 | 5.3911 [105.5095| 0.0723 2.6793 | 11.7510 | 14.4303 | 0.7152 | 11.7464 | 12.4617 J1,221.956 [4,203.958]5,425.9142| 1.2861 0.1033 |5,484.946
2 1
. __ __ __ __ . _
ROG NOX CcO 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
- - _ _
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num DaysfNum Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 1Grading 1Grading 111/1/2014 11/2/2015 : 5: 45:
2T Paving T Paving T 11/3/2015 13062015 T T
""""""""""""""" iBuilding Construction  13/7/2015  :3/18/2016  : &1 270i TR
/A iArchitectural Coating” ~‘Architectural Coating 13/19/2016 ~ :6/24/2016 A N

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 75

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 160,380; Residential Outdoor: 53,460; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: O (Architectural Coating —

OffRoad Equipment

S ——— . —————
I Phase Name I Offroad Equipment Type I Amount I Usage Hours I Horse Power I Load Factor
[Architectural Coating :Air Compressors : 1 6.00: 7-. 0.48
Grading T ‘Excavators poTTTTTT T 2v T goor 1620 T 0.38




Building Construction Cranes TTTTTTTTT """""""""" 1’ """""" %.'665' """""" 5'2'6'5 """""""""

Building Construction .i:'o'r'kl'ufté """"""""""""" Ty “ """""" é.'dd;‘ """"""" éé'; """""""""

Building Construction -'cs'éﬁé?étb'r'ééié """""""""""""""""""" 1" """""" é.'ddi' """"""" éh‘; """""""""

Paving T Pavers """"""""""" 2’ """""" é.'dd;’ """""" i'z's'g """""""""

Paving T .'R'du'ér's """"""""""""""""""""""""" 2“' """""" é.'ddi' """"""" éb‘; """""""""

Grading o TTTTTTTTTRYY -'R'dkSBéF Tired Dozers o TTTTTTTTTTTTIRReS 1" """""" é.'ddi' """""" 2'5'5; """""""""

Building Construction :'T'ré'cfér's'/ibé'd'ér's'/éé'c'k'h'dés' """""""""""""" 3 " """""" %'665 """"""" é'?'i I e 7/

Grading T .'G'r'a'd'ér's """"""""""""""""""""""" 1L """""" goor T 1747 04

Grading T -'T'ré'cfér's'/ibé'd'ér's'/éé'c'k'h'dés' """" Vo 2" """""" é'ddi' """"""" é'?‘; I e 7/

Paving T -b'éﬁﬁ;;'é&h];}r'ﬁéﬁt"'"'"""""é """""""""" 2’ """""" é'ddi """""" iébi""'""""b'éis

Grading T .'s'c'rébé'ré """""""""""" """""""""" 2" """""" é'ddi' """""" é'e'f; N (W

Building Construction -Wéidér's' """""""""""" """""""""" 1" """""" é'dd;’ """"""" 216‘; TTTTTTTTTTTT0.45

Trips and VMT

I Phase Name |Oﬁroad Equipmentl Worker ?rip | Vendor ?rip |Hau|ing ?ripl Worker ?rip | Vendor ?rip |Hau|ing ?ripl Worker Vehicle | Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle ClassjVehicle Clas

Grading ' 8 20.00 0.00r 813.00: 10.80r 7.30 0. 10'|_5 Mix tHDT_Mix  tHHDT

Bliing Consirucion 37T . 60T 5007 AT S (I T X :H'sf'm.'x""iﬁnb? """

Paving 6 """" 15 'o'o; """"" 0.000 0 'ob;""""ib'ééi """"" 7 30 """" éé'dc') D Mix :I-|-ID-'T'-M|;<""€I-|-I-|I-D:I: """

Architectural Coating T 3000 606y O HETIY: 56T éé'dc') LB Wi T BT M T DT T

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Replace Ground Cover

Water Exposed Area

Water Unpaved Roads

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Grading - 2014
Unmitigated Construction On-Site




I _ I
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— _
Fugitive Dust = ' ' ' ' 7.8302 : 0.0000 : 7.8302 r 3.5072 : 0.0000 : 3.5072 ' + 0.0000 ' + 0.0000
""OffRoad  u 6.8480 1 80.7211 1 5158311 00618 1 V3879271 38792y 35680 1 35680 1 16,554.83316554.83371 19370 1 16595511
" H H H H H H H H H H H 7 H H H H
— — — i E———
Total 6.8480 80.7211 | 51.5831 0.0618 7.8302 3.8792 11.7094 3.5072 3.5689 7.0761 6,554.83316,554.8337] 1.9370 6,595.511
7
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
I _ I
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 w 02514 [ 0.5040 ; 3.9260 , 4.3000e- ; 2.0100e- ; 2.9200e- ; 4.9300e- ; 5.8000e- ; 2.6700e- ; 3.2500e- ; » 37.3468 , 37.3468 . 1.1600e- , y 37.3712
H : : » 004 : 003 . 003 + 003 + 004 : 003 .+ 003 i : : v 003 :
T Vendor T T0.0000 ¢ T0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 § 00000 1 17,0000 " 3"70.0000" 7+ T0.0000 1 T 1776.0000"
T Worker T T 0.0861 7 v 01125 1110758 1 1.96006- 1 0.1643 11.38006- 1 0.1657 1 0.0436 1 1.0600e- 1 0.0448 1 7777 11746342 1717493427 Tolo103 1T 17175.1503
u : : v 003 v 003 : v 003 : : : : : :
Total 0.3415 0.6165 5.0018 2.3900e- 0.1663 4.3000e- 0.1706 0.0442 3.9300e- 0.0481 212.2810 | 212.2810 0.0115 212.5215
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I _ I
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




“FugitveDust 3 C o 1 : : i ] : T ; 0.00007 T :
GfiRoad ™™ 68480 T 60 7311 T BT 5831 T ' ] ! 3 : ' . ! 8554833 16554 8387 19870
" . . . . . . . . . . . 7o . . .
— — k ——
Total 6.8480 | 80.7211 | 51.5831 [ 0.0618 2.9011 | 3.8792 | 6.7803 1.2994 3.5689 4.8683 0.0000 |6,554.833(6,554.8337| 1.9370 6,595.511
7
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling w 0.2514 | 0.5040 , 3.9260 , 4.3000e- , 1.6800e- , 2.9200e- , 4.6000e- , 5.0000e- , 2.6700e- , 3.1700e- , , 37.3468 , 37.3468 , 1.1600e- , 37.3712
" 003 .+ 003 003 004 003 003 003
: i v 1700000 17 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 "0.0000 ¢ 0.0000 * 0.0000 i $770.0000 1 T 0.0000 } 1"70.0000"
Worker "W " 0.0661 v 01125 "1 1.6758 & 1.96006- i 0.1272 1 1.38006- % 0.1286 % 00345 't 1.2600e- i 0.0357 & T V1746343 3717493427 Too103 1T 17175.1503
" : : v 003 003 : v 003 : : : : : :
Total 0.3415 0.6165 | 5.0018 | 2.3900e- | 0.1289 | 4.3000e- | 0.1332 0.0350 | 3.9300e- | 0.0389 212.2810 | 212.2810 | 0.0115 212.5215
003 003 003
3.2 Grading - 2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust n ' ' ' ' 7.8302 ' 0.0000 ' 7.8302 ' 3.5072 ' 0.0000 ' 3.5072 ' ' ' 0.0000 ' '
TTTOffRoad W 6.7751 \ 79.0467 1 50.8400 + 0.0618 i 1 3.8022 % 3.8022 1 V734080 134080 1 T16,486.24316,486.24331  1.9364 1 16,526.908
: : : : : : : : : : : 3 : :
P ___ h
Total 6.7751 | 79.0467 | 50.8400 [ 0.0618 7.8302 | 3.8022 | 11.6324 | 3.5072 3.4980 7.0052 6,486.243 6,486.2433] 1.9364 6,526.908

3




Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

I _ I
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 w 02237 « 0.4667 1+ 3.6956 1 4.2000e- » 0.0276 1 2.2500e-+ 0.0299 .+ 6.8700e- » 2.0500e- :+ 8.9300e- v 36.8122 « 36.8122 . 1.1600e- + 36.8365
" ' ' ' 004 + 003 ' 003 003 003 ' ' ' ' 003 '
.............. B N L L L L L O I O T N N I T O T N O T L T L T T T I T EETYTTT
Vendor w 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 v 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; v 0.0000
.............. - SOy - -yt SOy - U SRR SRR
Worker " 0.0815 ! 0.1015 ! 0.9647 : 1.9600e- ! 0.1643 ! 1.2900e-: 0.1656 ; 0.0436 : 1.1800e- : 0.0448 ! 1 169.0541 § 169.0541 @ 9.4300e- ! 1 169.2522
" : : v 003 & v 003 . : v 003 . : : : v 003 & :
Total 0.3052 0.5682 4.6603 | 2.3800e- 0.1919 3.5400e- 0.195-5 0.0505 3.2300e- 0.0537 205.8663 | 205.8663 0.0106 206.0887
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I e I
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— _
Fugitive Dust ™ ' ' ' ' 2.9011 + 1.2994 ® 0.0000 ' 1.2994 ! ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
-------------- e, Ny ey
Off-Road " 6.7751 : 79.0467 : 50.8400 : 0.0618 : 3.8022 : : 3.4980 : 3.4980 : ,486.243 :6,486.243 : :6,526.908
" : : : : : : : : 3 : : : :
Total 6.7751 79.0467 | 50.8400 0.0618 2.9011 3.8022 6.7033 1.2994 3.4980 4.%74 0.0000 |6,486.243]6,486.2433| 1.9364 6,526.908
3

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

E— ———— E—
ROG NOx CcoO 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 I Ib/day I Ib/day
Hauling n 02237 : 0.4667 : 3.6956 : 4.2000e- ' 0.0206 :2.2500e- @ 0.0229 & 5.1600e- 1 2.0500e- & 7.2100e- * 1 36.8122 1 36.8122 : 1.1600e- * ' 36.8365
u : : Y004t 003 * * 003 * 003 ! 003 °: : : 003 t :
-------------- T B g B e T PEPPPTPTTS PEPEPRERE PRTS Il BRSSP PPl PPPT PP, PEPERREES PP PPPPS
Vendor ® 00000 + 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 s 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ 00000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 1 :0.0000
.............. S S SO St O S S S-Sty S-S SR S
Worker w 00815 1 0.1015 : 0.9647 : 1.9600e- ; 0.1272 1 1.2900e-: 0.1285 : 0.0345 ; 1.1800e- ; 0.0357 1 169.0541 7 169.0541 1 9.4300e- 1 169.2522
" : : ;003 ;003 : ;003 : : : ;003 :
Total 0.3052 05682 | 26603 | 238006 | 01478 ] 35400e ] O.1512 0.0396 | 3.2300e- | 0.0429 205.8663 | 205.8663 | 0.0106 206.0887
003 003 003
3.3 Paving - 2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road w23172 % 251758 ! 14.9781 % 0.0223 ! V1.4148 3 1.4148 % v 13016 ! 1.3016 ! 12,339.89812,339.8984! 0.6986 ! 12,354.568
" H H H H H H H H H H H 4 H H H H
T Paving W T0.00667 T [ poTT [ 1706660737 0.00667 T 700600 '+ 60000 1T [ 177000007 T P 1776.0000"
Total 2.3172 | 25.1758 | 14.9781 [ 0.0223 1.4148 | 1.4148 1.3016 1.3016 2,339.898 12,339.8984] 0.6986 2,354.5681}
4
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 = 00000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 . 0.0000 s 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 1 : 00000 : 0.0000 &+ 0.0000 1 + 0.0000
.............. A O S-S O SO O S-S - O U B RO SR
Vendor w 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 . 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 1 » 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 . » 0.0000
e mmmm e meemm e e H Meeeaaaan H . R Femmnaann - H R H R . R R
Worker " 00611 ! 0.0761 ! 0.7235 ! 1.4700e- ! 0.1232 ! 9.7000e- ! 0.1242 ! 0.0327 ! 8.9000e- ! 0.0336 ! ' 126.7906 ! 126.7906 ! 7.0800e- * ' 126.9392
" ' ' v 003 v 004 ' v 004 . ' ' ' » 003 '




___ .
Total 0.0611 0.0761 0.7235 1.4700e- 0.1232 9.7000e- 0.1242 0.0327 8.9000e- 0.0336 126.7906 | 126.7906 | 7.0800e- 126.9392
003 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road = 23172 + 251758 + 14.9781 + 0.0223 1 1.4148 + 1.3016 : 1.3016 : 0.0000 :2,339.8981:2,339.8984: 0.6986 ! 12,354,568
'"'Hév?ﬁé""';:'"oféééd"i """"" ' """" " """" ' 'o'.6666"§ """"" 5"6.'60'0'0"{"6.6666":' "70.0000" ; ' """" ‘:"0'.6666'
Total 2.3172 25.1758 14.9781 0.0223 1.4148 1.3016 1.3016 0.0000 |2,339.898]2,339.8984] 0.6986 2,354.5681]
4
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling w 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 } 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000 } 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 °: ' 0.0000
Tt Vendor T T 0.0000 " v T0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 1 0.0000 i 0.0000 1 0.0000 T 0.0000 i 0.0000 & 77T 17,0000 17 70.0000" T 00000 1T 1776.0000"
T Worker” T W T 0.0611 v 010761 1 0.7235 1 1.47006- 1 0.0954 19.7000e- 1 0.0964 1 00259 Tt 8.9000e- 1 0.0267 1 17126.7906 1 126.7906 1 7.0800e- 1 17156.9392
" H H v 003 . 004 | H v 004 H H H v 003 H
- — . S ——
Total 0.0611 0.0761 0.7235 1.4700e- 0.0954 9.7000e- 0.0964 0.0259 8.9000e- 0.0267 126.7906 | 126.7906 | 7.0800e- 126.9392
003 004 004 003
3.4 Building Construction - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site




I _ I
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
e —— N
Off-Road = 3.6591 : 30.0299 : 18.7446 1 0.0268 ! v 21167 1 21167 : v 1.9904 @ 1.9904 : 12,689.57712,689.5771r 0.6748 1 12,703.748
" H H H H H H H H H H H 1 H H H H
" e ——
Total 3.6591 30.0299 18.7446 0.0268 2.1167 2.1167 1.9904 1.9904 2,689.577]2,689.5771] 0.6748 2,703.748
1
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
I _ I
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
Hauling 0.0000 . + 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ,; » 0.0000
"TT"Vendor T T0.0684 v 05589 ! 0.8050 * 1.1900e- ! 0.0332 +6.0400e- * 0.0422 1 94700e- | 8.32006- | 0.0178™ 1T 111977942 1 119.7942 % 1.0700e- ¢ 17116.8166
: : : v 003 :
TT T Worker T w T 0.0652 v 00812 1 07718 * 1.5600e- 1 0.1314 1 1.0300e- 1 01325 1 0.0349 * 9.5000e- ' 00358 1 T 171352433 17135 24331 78500e- 1 1'135.2018
' ' ' v 003 '
. e .
Total 0.1336 0.6401 1.5776 2.7500e- 0.1646 0.0101 0.1747 0.0443 9.2700e- 0.0536 255.0374 | 255.0374 | 8.6200e- 255.2184
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I _ I
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




TTTOffRoad T w 3.6591 + 30.0299 1 16.7446 % 00268 1 V267 ZAder Ty T ¥ 719904 377193047 100000 :2,689.577125689.57713 06748 1 12,708,748
: : : : : : : : : : o1 : : :
a ——
Total 3.6591 30.0299 18.7446 0.0268 2.1167 2.1167 1.9904 1.9904 0.0000 |2,689.577]2,689.5771] 0.6748 2,703.748
1
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling w 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , ., 0.0000
YT Vendor T T W T G.06847 VT 055589 |+ 0.8050 ¢ 1.19006- * T 0.0266 " 179.04006- * 0.0360 % 793006 + 8.3200e- 1 0.0162 & TTTTTTT V1197642 171187925 107006 1T V{58166
H : : 1 003 1 003 i i 003 . 003 : : : i 003 :
T Worker” T W T 0.0652 7 v 00812 "+ 0.7718 & 1.56006- * 0.1017 1 1.03006- 3 0.1028 % "6.0276 '+ 9.5000e- i 0.0285 & " 171352433 171352433V 78500e- 1 1'135.2018
H : : i 003 i 003 : 1004 : : : i 003 :
= _____ ___ a __ ___
Total 0.1336 0.6401 1.5776 2.7500e- 0.1287 0.0101 0.1387 0.0355 9.2700e- 0.0448 255.0374 | 255.0374 | 8.6200e- 255.2184
003 003 003
3.4 Building Construction - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
_ _  _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
e "
Off-Road n 3.4062 ' 28.5063 ' 18.5066: 0.0268 ' ' 1.9674 ' 1.9674 ' ' 1.8485 ' 1.8485 ' :2,669.286:2,669.2864: 0.6620 ' :2,683.189
" H H H H H H H H H H H 4 H H H H
Total 3.4062 28.5063 18.5066 0.0268 1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485 2,669.286 12,669.2864] 0.6620 2,683.189
4




Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

I _ I
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 w 0.0000 « 0.0000 « 0.0000 s« 0.0000 : 0.0000 « 0.0000 + 0.0000 « 0.0000 « 0.0000 + 0.0000 « 0.0000 i« 0.0000 = + 0.0000
.............. S AU SAPRRUOU R TRy S SR - S-SRIy - SOy SRyt SRRt SR SRR
Vendor w 0.0603 : 0.4853 ; 0.7486 ; 1.1800e- ; 0.0332 : 7.2400e- 1 9.4700e- ; 6.6600e- ; 0.0161 ; 1 118.3796 ; 118.3796 ; 9.5000e- . 1 118.3995
: : : ;003 P 003 i 003 i 003 : : : P 004 :
-------------- L I R L L R L R o R R e R R T L L LR ]
Worker " 0.0593 ! 0.0737 ! 0.6954 ! 1.5600e- ! 0.1314 ! 9.9000e- ! 0.1324 ! 0.0349 ! 9.1000e- ! 0.0358 ! ' 130.5074 ! 130.5074 ! 6.9600e- ! ' 130.6536
" . . . 003 . » 004 . . . 004 . . . . . 003 . .
u ' ' ' ' ' ' — . ' ' ' ' ' ' '
Total 0.1196 0.5590 1.4440 2.7400e- 0.1646 8.2300e- 0.1729 0.0443 7.5700e- 0.0519 248.8870 | 248.8870 | 7.9100e- 249.0531
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I _ I
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
e ——
Off-Road ™ 3.4062 ! 28.5063 ' 18.5066 ! 0.0268 ! 1 1.9674 1+ 1.9674 1t 1 1.8485 1 1.8485 1 0.0000 !2,669.28612,669.28641 0.6620 ! 12,683.189
" H H H H H H H H H H H 4 H H H H
Total 3.4062 28.5063 18.5066 0.0268 1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485 0.0000 |2,669.286]2,669.2864| 0.6620 2,683.189
4

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

E— ———— E—
ROG NOx CcoO 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 I

Hauling = 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 : : : * 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ : : ' 0.0000
""" Vendor "' "0.0603 " '5"6.'4'8'5'3' ' 0.7486 " ' ‘ : 'E'%.'g'sbbéi " %'ééddé-'{' '6.6'1216":' : ‘ ; ' """" ‘:'Il'é.éééé
H : : v 003 v 003 i 003 3 003 : : : i 004 :
.............. e T T T T T T T TfTmsMmM s T I T M T T MMM T T T T T T T T T TfMMsTTTfTfMSTrTrTrTTfrTfTTTfT IrTTfrTTfTTfrT T I IreTTTTTTT T I T I ITTMMRsTTMsSTTTSTTT’UTTTT T mNMmMmTTrTT T MMYYTTEYTYTS
Worker w 0.0593 . 0.0737 . 0.6954 ; 1.5600e- : 0.1017  9.9000e-: 0.1027 : 0.0276 : 9.1000e- ; 0.0285 . 1 130.5074 1 130.5074 : 6.9600e- . 1 130.6536
: 5 P o P00 5 P oo 5 5 5 P00 5
Total 0.1196 0.5590 1.4440 2.7400e- 0.1287 8.2300e- 0.1369 0.0355 7.5700e- 0.0431 248.8870 | 248.8870 | 7.9100e- 249.0531
003 003 003 003
3.5 Architectural Coating - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating ¥ 35.3982 ! R R R *70.0000 ! 0.0000 ! *0.0000 ! 0.0000 ¢! R ¥ 0.0000 ! R *0.0000
TTTOffRoad W 0.3685 v 23722 3 18839 2.9700e- 3 T V006667 0dg66 T T v701gee + 01966 1 V08144813 7281.4281 7 00332 10T 173821249
H : : i 003 : : : : : : : : : : :
Total 35.7666 2.37-22 1.8839 2.9700e- 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000
.............. R O S SRR - S S-S S S-S S
Vendor w 0.0000 . 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : v 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 . + 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 . v 0.0000
e mmmm e meema e e H M eeemaaan H Femmnnannn . H R H H R N
Worker » 0.0111 ! 0.0138 ; 0.1304 : 2.9000e- : 1 6.5400e- ; 1.7000e- : 6.7100e- ; 1 24.4701 . 1 24.4976
" ' ' v 004 v 003 : 004 . 003 . ' ' ' '




Total 0.0111 0.0138 0.1304 2.9000e- 0.0246 1.8000e- 0.0248 6.5400e- | 1.7000e- | 6.7100e- 24.4701 24.4701 1.3100e- 24.4976
004 004 003 004 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I _ I
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
Archit. Coating i: 35.3982 : : : 0.0000 + 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ : : : +0.0000
"TTOffRoad W 0.3685 1 23722 1 18839 1 2.9700e- 1 01966 3 101966 1 01966 1 0.0000 :281.44811 A 172821449
" H H v 003 H H H H H H ' H H
Total 35.7666 2.37-22 1.8839 2.9700e- 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.0000 | 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
I _ I
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 w 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 1 1 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 1 0.0000
""" Vendor "W 0.0000 "+ "00000 § 0.0600 * 0.0000 i 0.0600 * 0.0000 * 0.0006° 1 0.0000 ! 00000 & 060000 & 170.0000 17 76.0000 + "0.0000 + T 1770.0000"
T Worker” T 70,0141 v 7010138 10,1304 1 2.90006- 1 0.0191 1 1.8000e- 1 0.0193 1 571700e- T 1.7000e- 1 53400e- 1 124470171 2274701 ¥ 13100e- 1 1V 244976
" H H H 004 H v 004 H 003 H 004 H 003 H H H H 003 H H
Total 0.0111 0.0138 0.1304 2.9000e- 0.0191 1.8000e- 0.0193 5.1700e- | 1.7000e- | 5.3400e- 24.4701 24.4701 1.3100e- 24.4976
004 004 003 004 003 003

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile




0.510118:

0.133166.:

0.005265:

0.012605:

0.021642;

0.002083:

0.006548.:

0.000610:

I e I
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 I
Category Ib/day Ib/day
o " T e — T T T T T T T T T
Mitigated N LB120 | 41273 107457 100377 T 20703 100520 T 2733 T o7z Tooars T 07630 2 3,292.76643,292.7663, 0.1442 , 13,295.794
u : : : : : : : : : : i3 : : :
" Unmitigated L8120 471273 1 16.7457 1 00377 1§ 2.6793 & 00520 i 2.7313 1 07152 1 00478 | 07630 & 130597.766 13292.76631 01442 & 7T 137295.7941
u : : : : : : : : : : i3 : : :
4.2 Trip Summary Information
| Average Daily Trip Rate | Unmitigated | Mitigated
I
Land Use I Weekday Saturday  |Sunday I Annual VMT I Annual VMT
Single Eamily Housing 440.00 r 44352 : 385.88 1,235,694 1,235,694
.
Total I 440.00 [ 44352 | 38588 | 1,235,694 | 1,235,694
4.3 Trip Type Information
. — E—
I I Miles I Trip % I Trip Purpose % I
Land Use I H-W or C-W | H-S or C-C |H-O or C-NW | H-W or C- | H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW | Primary Diverted Pass-by I
Single Family Housing : 10.80 | 7.30 : 7.50 v 4160 § 1880 39.60 : 86 : 11 : I
P e I
LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
e e _
0.073510: 0.192396 0.036737: 0.001847: 0.003471]

5.0 Energy Detail

4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy



ROG NOX CO S02 ] Fugtive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugtive | Exhaust | PM25  JBio- CO2 [NBlo- CO2] Total CO2] . CHA N20 COze
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
e
NaturalGas * 0.0360 ' 0.3072 ' 0.1307 ! 1.9600e- ! 0.0248 ' 0.0248 ! 10.0248 ! : 7.5200e- ! 7.1900e- ! 394.5716
Mitigated . . ! 003 ! : . . . : 003 i 003 .
NaturaiGas 703072 "1 0.1307 Tt 1.9600e- : 10,0248 737 0.02487 T § 70,0248 3 : 1 392.1849 :"392.1849 v 7'5200e- 1 7.1900e- 1
Unmitigated ~ * : : ! 003 ! : : : : : : : : ! 003 ' 003 !
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
__ __ __ __ _ __ __
NaturalGalf] ROG NOX CcO S0O2 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
, _ I I
Single Family | 333357 j; 0.0360 , 0.3072 ; 0.1307 ; 1.9600e- } 1 0.0248  0.0248 1 0.0248 ; 0.0248 | 1 392.1849 ; 392.1849 ; 7.5200e- ; 7.1900e- } 394.5716
Housing ' " ' ' . 003 . ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' . 003 . 003 .
Total 0.0360 | 0.3072 | 0.1307 | 1.9600e- 0.0248 | 0.0248 0.0248 0.0248 392.1849 | 392.1849 | 7.5200e- | 7.1900e- | 394.5716
003 003 003
Mitigated
__ __ __ __ _ __ __
NaturalGalf] ROG NOX CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2[Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Single Family 1 3.33357 m 0.0360 : 0.3072 : 0.1307 1 1.9600e- 1 1 00248 + 00248 1 0.0248 1 00248 1 392.1849 + 392.1849 + 7.5200e- 1 7.1900e- 1 394.5716
Housing 1 H ' ' 1003 ) ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' {003 i 003




Total 0.0360 0.307-2 0.1307 1.9600e- 0.0248 0.0248 0.0248 0.0248 392.1849 | 392.1849 | 7.5200e- | 7.1900e- | 394.5716
003 003 003
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
__ __ __ __ - . _
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 :: 69.8270 ' 0.9567 ' 86.6331 ' 0.0326 ' ' 11.6742 ' 11.6742 ' ' 11.6%’;8 ' 11.6%’;8 ' 1,221.956 ' 519.0069 :1,740.9630: 1.1343 ' '
" . . . . . . . . . . 2 . . . . .
"““Unmitigated  w 69.8270 1 0.9567 1 86.6331 s 00326 1 . s 116742 1 116742 % i 116738 & 11.6738 11,221.956 519.0069 11,740.9630: 1.1343 + 0.0961 11,794.5798
" . . . . . . . . . . 2 . . . . .
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
__ __ __ __ - . _
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
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural i: 0.6789 ' ' ' * 0.0000 : 0.0000 - + 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' + 0.0000 ' + 0.0000
Coating " H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H
"7 Consumer T h 16949 1 T Vo . Vo 17700000 100000 1 T 1700000 1700000 1T VoY Yooo00 4T . 700000 |
Products " H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H
--------------- R A D L A S LA I S ol L L Ll R L Lol R L bl DAttt LI it PRl Plt Lol EE At bt L g
Hearth w 67.3374 . 0.9136 . 829524 . 0.0324 . » 11.6543 « 11.6543 v 11.6540 « 11.6540 1,221.956. 512.4706 :1,734.4267, 1.1277 .+ 0.0961 .1,787.903
" . . . . . . . . . . 2 . . . . .
............... - O SO Sy S-S JOy U Uyt Uy Y- ST N
Landscaping . 0.1159 | 0.0431 ; 3.6806 ; 1.9000e- ; . 0.0199 ; 0.0199 ; . 0.0199 [ 0.0199 ; . 6.5363 | 6.5363 ; 6.6600e- ; . 6.6762
" . . . 004 . . . . . . . . . . 003 . .




e ————————
Total 69.8270 | 0.9567 | 86.6331 | 0.0326 11.6742 | 11.6742 11.6738 | 11.6738 [1,221.956 | 519.0069 |1,740.9630] 1.1343 | 0.0961 [1,794.579
2
Mitigated
I _ I
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
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 0.6789 : : : + 0.0000 : + 0.0000 : 0.0000 - ' H
Coating H : : : : : : : : : : :
Consumer ~m 16949 1 Vo o Vo 70,0000 3 1700000 3 00000 i v v : :
Products H : : : : : : : : : : : : :
............... Nesennnnenebonnennnendecnnnnnalaccccncadecncnnnnndencnnnand Leccsennnndoacnnnnnandancannnad Leeeennsndecnnnnnndacannnnns
Hearth w 67.3374 ; 09136 . 82.9524 , 0.0324 . i 11.6543 & v 11,6540 3 11.6540 :1,221.956 » 11277 . 0.0961 .1,787.903
" . . . . . . . . o2 o . . .
............... S JO - s SO PR A FA - S - P N
Landscaping n 0.1159 | 0.0431 ; 3.6806 ; 1.9000e- | » 0.0199 ; 1 0.0199 : 0.0199 : \ 6.6600e- 1 6.6762
" : : v 004 : : : : : : v 003 :
Total 69.8270 | 0.9567 | 86.6331 | 0.0326 11.6742 | 11.6742 11.6738 | 11.6738 [1,221.956 | 519.0069 [1,740.9630] 1.1343 | 0.0961
2
7.0 Water Detalil
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
Use Water Efficient Irrigation System
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
- _ - - . e —
Equipment Type I Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power I Load Factor I Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1

Date: 8/6/2014 8:12 AM

Magnolia Trails SF Residential Development

San Diego County, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

I Land Uses I Size I Metric I Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area I Population I
I Single Family Housing : 44.00 : Dwelling Unit : 14.29 : 79,200.00 : 126 I
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 40
Climate Zone 13 Operational Year 2016
Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric
CO2 Intensity 720.49 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20O Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)
1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
Project Characteristics -
Land Use -
Construction Phase - Per AQ Construction Questionnaire
Grading - Per AQ Construction Questionnaire
Trips and VMT - Per AQ Construction Questionnaire
Vehicle Trips - per SANDAG Trip Generation Rate
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - PM reductions
Water Mitigation -
Table Name I Column Name I Default Value I New Value
tbIConstDustMitigation ' CleanPaved-RoadPercentﬁeduction ' 0 ' 26
""""" ftil'c'dﬁs't'ra'ciibh'ﬁﬁééé"'"'"';""'"'"'"N'drh'éé{/é'""""""'5""""""""2'6.'06""'"" 7ooo




tblConstructionPhase : NumDays : 300.00 : 270.00
------------------------------------- Aesssssssssscssscssssnsnennnnnnnnnnndecsesee e sseeceeccee e nennnn =
tblConstructionPhase : NumDays : 30.00 : 45.00
""""" tbiConstructionPhase 1 NumDays i T 77TZoo00 T TTTTTTNTTTTTTTTTTTgso0 T
""""""" tolGrading 1 TAcresOfGrading % TTTiiZiso T TTTTTTTTTITTTTTTTTTTTTTEo0 T
------------------------------------- I L N T T L T T T T T
tblGrading : MaterialExported : 0.00 : 6,500.00
""""""" toiGrading i Materiaimported  + 0,000 TTTTTTTITTTTTTTTTTTEB00000
"""" tblProjectCharacteristics & Operationaivear 4TI 646
..................................... R I R .
tblTripsAndVMT : HaulingTripLength : 20.00 : 0.10
"""""" tolVehicieTrips % WD_TR N T eyt T 0,00 T
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOX co S0z | Fugtive | Exnaust | PMIO ] Fugitive ] Exnaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2] . CHA N20 COze
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2014 N 7.1300 T BL3268 T 554016 | 00643 T 7.0065 | 3.883L | LL8795 T 35514 T 35724 T 7.1238 i 00000 16781681 6,781.6813] L0483 T 00000 16,822,506
" H H H H H H H H H H : 3 H H H H
o015 T 770200 1 79.6048 1 544344 | 0.0643 1 8.0221 + 3.8054 1 11.8275 1 35577 1 3.5000 1 7.0586 & 0.0000 '6,706.27616.706.27661 1.0468 1 0.0000 +6,747.1609
" H H H H H H H H H H H 6 H H H H
o016 T 5357771+ 29.0458 + 10.7787 % 0.0297 + 0.1646 1 1.9755 + 2.1402 1 0.0443 : 1.8560 * 19003 | 0.0000 *2,027.54512,027.5457% 0.6699 & 0.0000 12,941.6139
" H H H H H H H H H H H 7 H H H H
Total #0.0371 | 180.0775 | 120.7046] O.1582 ] 16.1832 ] 0.6640 | 258472 | 7.1534 | 80203 ] 160826 J 00000 ]16.41550]16,415.503] 45651 ] 0.0000 |16.511.37
36 6 4
Mitigated Construction
__ __ __ __ _ ___ __
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




Year I Ib/day I Ib/day
2014 o 71300 ! BL3268 ! 554916 1 00643 1 30299 | 38831 1 69130 I L3044 ! 35724 1 49068 1 00000 16,/81.68116,/816813; 1.9483 & 0.0000 16822596
] : : : : : : : : : : Vo3 : : :
--------------- R L R L L L R L T Ly g e T L LTS ST T PP P e PR P T PPy
2015 u 7.0290 ' 79.6048 ' 54.4344 ' 0.0643 ' 3.0489 ' 3.8054 ' 6.8543 ' 1.3391 ' 3.5009 ' 4.8400 ' 0.0000 ' 6,706.276 :6,706.2766: 1.9469 ' 0.0000 :6,747.160
n ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 6 ' ' ' '
.......................... e T e T N T T T T T T I T T T T I T T T T I T T T T T Y T e,
2016 w 35.7771 . 29.0458 ; 19.7787 . 0.0297 . 0.1287  1.9755 : 2.1042 ; 0.0355 ; 1.8560 . 1.8915 : 0.0000 ;2,927.545,2,927.5457: 0.6699 : 0.0000 ,;2,941.613
" : : : : : : : : : : o7 : : :
Total 49.9371 189.9ﬁ 129.7046 0.1582 6.2075 9.6640 15.8714 2.7089 8.9293 11.6382 0.0000 ]16,415.50]16,415.503] 4.5651 0.0000 ]16,511.37
36 6 3
___ _ ___ _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio-CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 61.64 0.00 38.60 62.13 0.00 27.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
__ - __ - . -
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area w 69.8270 + 0.9567 1 86.6331 + 0.0326 v 11.6742 « 11.6742 ' 11.6%’;8 ' 11.6%’;8 1 1,221.956 + 519.0069 :1,740.9630: 1.1343 .+ 0.0961 41,794.579
n " " " " " " " " " " 2 " " " "
............... L L L e e e .
Energy w 0.0360 : 0.3072 : 0.1307 . 1.9600e- : v 0.0248 1 0.0248 v 0.0248 § 0.0248 . 1 392.1849 1 392.1849 ; 7.5200e- ; 7.1900e- : 394.5716
n : : ;003 : : : : : : : : i 003 ;003
............... R T T e T . T T O e e B T T T T T e e —
Mobile " 16980 ! 3.8832 ! 17.9271 ! 0.0397 ! 2.6793 ! 0.0517 ! 2.7310 ! 0.7152 ! 0.0476 ! 0.7628 ! '13,460.659 13,460.6591! 0.1441 ! '3,463.6857]
" : : : : : : : : : : A B : : :
$otal 71.5609 5.1470 104.6908 0.0743 2.6%3 ll.%07 14.4301 0.7152 11.7462 12.4615 §1,221.956|4,371.850|5,593.8070] 1.2860 0.1033 ]5,652.8371)
2 9
Mitigated Operational
__ __ __ __ _ ___ __
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total




Category I Ib/day I Ib/day
Area n 69.8270 : 0.9567 1 86.6331 : 0.0326 ! v 11,6742 1 116742 1 v 11.6738 + 11.6738 :1,221.956 519.0069 11,740.9630+ 1.1343 + 0.0961 :1,794.579
. . . . . . . . . . 2 : . . . .
1 03072 1 01307 1 1.9600e 1 V002487 00248 % 1100248 3 00248 3 1392.184917392.1849 4 7.5200e- 1 7.1900e" 1 394.5716 |
. . i 003 . . . . . . . : i 003 ;003
Lseneammnn demmmmmnn | denmmmmmn [ [ - s ammn | T Jacemmnmmn - [ T Ty — - [ [ .
v 3.8832 . 17.9271 . 0.0397 : 2.6793 . 0.0517 : 2.7310 . 0.7152 . 0.0476 : 0.7628 . 1 3,460. 659 13,460. 6591, 0.1441 . 13,463.6857
. . . . . . . . . : . 1 . . . .
Total 715609 | 5.1470 ]104.6908| 0.0743 2.6793 | 11.7507 | 14.4301 | 0.7152 | 11.7462 | 12.4615 J1,221.956 [4,371.850]5,593.8070] 1.2860 0.1033 |5,652.8371
2 9
. __ __ __ __ . _
ROG NOX CcO 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
- - _ _
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num DaysfNum Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 1Grading 1Grading 111/1/2014 11/2/2015 : 5: 45:
2T :'F;e'u}uh'g """""""""""" ': Paving 7 :’i/'3'/'26'1'5 """" -é?éiz'dié """" T T
1372005 -'a?ié/'z'dié """ A 50 270i T
/A .'A'r'ch]féc'th'rél' Coating I'A'réﬁfté'c't&?él'éb?a’tfr{gi """" .':-'3/'16/'2'0'1'6 T '.'67221/'2'616 """ A N

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 75

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 160,380; Residential Outdoor: 53,460; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: O (Architectural Coating —

OffRoad Equipment

I Phase Name I

S ——— . —————
Offroad Equipment Type

__
Amount I Usage Hours I Horse Power I

Load Factor

Architectural Coating

EAir Compressors

—
7

[

6.00:

N
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.
.
.
.
.
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.
.
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Building Construction Cranes TTTTTTTTT """""""""" 1’ """""" %.'665' """""" 5'2'6'5 """""""""

Building Construction .i:'o'r'kl'ufté """"""""""""" Ty “ """""" é.'dd;‘ """"""" éé'; """""""""

Building Construction -'cs'éﬁé?étb'r'ééié """""""""""""""""""" 1" """""" é.'ddi' """"""" éh‘; """""""""

Paving T Pavers """"""""""" 2’ """""" é.'dd;’ """""" i'z's'g """""""""

Paving T .'R'du'ér's """"""""""""""""""""""""" 2“' """""" é.'ddi' """"""" éb‘; """""""""

Grading o TTTTTTTTTRYY -'R'dkSBéF Tired Dozers o TTTTTTTTTTTTIRReS 1" """""" é.'ddi' """""" 2'5'5; """""""""

Building Construction :'T'ré'cfér's'/ibé'd'ér's'/éé'c'k'h'dés' """""""""""""" 3 " """""" %'665 """"""" é'?'i I e 7/

Grading T .'G'r'a'd'ér's """"""""""""""""""""""" 1L """""" goor T 1747 04

Grading T -'T'ré'cfér's'/ibé'd'ér's'/éé'c'k'h'dés' """" Vo 2" """""" é'ddi' """"""" é'?‘; I e 7/

Paving T -b'éﬁﬁ;;'é&h];}r'ﬁéﬁt"'"'"""""é """""""""" 2’ """""" é'ddi """""" iébi""'""""b'éis

Grading T .'s'c'rébé'ré """""""""""" """""""""" 2" """""" é'ddi' """""" é'e'f; N (W

Building Construction -Wéidér's' """""""""""" """""""""" 1" """""" é'dd;’ """"""" 216‘; TTTTTTTTTTTT0.45

Trips and VMT

I Phase Name |Oﬁroad Equipmentl Worker ?rip | Vendor ?rip |Hau|ing ?ripl Worker ?rip | Vendor ?rip |Hau|ing ?ripl Worker Vehicle | Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle ClassjVehicle Clas

Grading ' 8 20.00 0.00r 813.00: 10.80r 7.30 0. 10'|_5 Mix tHDT_Mix  tHHDT

Bliing Consirucion 37T . 60T 5007 AT S (I T X :H'sf'm.'x""iﬁnb? """

Paving 6 """" 15 'o'o; """"" 0.000 0 'ob;""""ib'ééi """"" 7 30 """" éé'dc') D Mix :I-|-ID-'T'-M|;<""€I-|-I-|I-D:I: """

Architectural Coating T 3000 606y O HETIY: 56T éé'dc') LB Wi T BT M T DT T

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Replace Ground Cover

Water Exposed Area

Water Unpaved Roads

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Grading - 2014
Unmitigated Construction On-Site




I _ I
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— _
Fugitive Dust = ' ' ' ' 7.8302 : 0.0000 : 7.8302 r 3.5072 : 0.0000 : 3.5072 ' + 0.0000 ' + 0.0000
""OffRoad  u 6.8480 1 80.7211 1 5158311 00618 1 V3879271 38792y 35680 1 35680 1 16,554.83316554.83371 19370 1 16595511
" H H H H H H H H H H H 7 H H H H
— — — i E———
Total 6.8480 80.7211 | 51.5831 0.0618 7.8302 3.8792 11.7094 3.5072 3.5689 7.0761 6,554.83316,554.8337] 1.9370 6,595.511
7
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
I _ I
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 w 01984 [ 0.5055 ; 2.8102 ; 4.4000e- ; 2.0100e- ; 2.4700e- ; 4.4800e- ; 5.8000e- ; 2.2500e- ; 2.8300e- ; » 40.5962 , 40.5962 . 1.0300e- , » 40.6178
H : : » 004 : 003 . 003 + 003 + 004 : 003 .+ 003 i : : v 003 :
T Vendor T T0.0000 ¢ T0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 § 00000 1 17,0000 " 3"70.0000" 7+ T0.0000 1 T 1776.0000"
T Worker T T 0.0845 7 v 01003 1 1.0983 1 2.08006- 1 0.1643 11.38006- 1 0.1657 1 0.0436 1 1.2600e- 1 0.0448 1 7777 171862513 1 186.2513 7 "0.0108 1 17186.2674
u : : v 003 v 003 : v 003 : : : : : :
Total 0.2829 0.6058 3.9085 2.5200e- 0.1663 3.8500e- 0.1702 0.0442 3.5100e- 0.0477 226.8475 | 226.8475 0.0113 227.0852
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I _ I
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




“FugitveDust 3 C o 1 : : i ] : T ; 0.00007 T :
GfiRoad ™™ 68480 T 60 7311 T BT 5831 T ' ] ! 3 : ' . ! 8554833 16554 8387 19870
" . . . . . . . . . . . 7o . . .
— — k ——
Total 6.8480 | 80.7211 | 51.5831 [ 0.0618 2.9011 | 3.8792 | 6.7803 1.2994 3.5689 4.8683 0.0000 |6,554.833(6,554.8337| 1.9370 6,595.511
7
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling W 01084 T 05055 T 28102 T 44000c T 168006 T 247006 T 4.16006- T 5.0000e. T 2.2500e. T 27500 40.5962 , 40.5962 , 1.0300e- ,
" 003 .+ 003 003 004 003 003 003
: i v 1700000 17 0.0000 10,0000 % "0.0000 § 0.0000 + 0.0000 70,0000 " 1776.0000 T 0.0000 } :
Worker "W 0.0845 v 01003 "} 1.0983 & 2.08006- i 0.1272 11.38006- % 0.1286 % "0.0345 't 1.2600e- i 0.0357 186.2513 + 18625137 00103 ¢ 1'186.2674
" : : v 003 003 : v 003 : : : :
= _
Total 0.2829 0.6058 | 3.9085 | 2.5200e- | 0.1289 | 3.8500e- | 0.1327 0.0350 | 3.5100e- | 0.0385 226.8475 | 226.8475 | 0.0113 227.0852
003 003 003
3.2 Grading - 2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust n ' ' ' ' 7.8302 ' 0.0000 ' 7.8302 ' 3.5072 ' 0.0000 ' 3.5072 ' ' ' 0.0000 ' '
TTTOffRoad W 6.7751 \ 79.0467 1 50.8400 + 0.0618 i 1 3.8022 % 3.8022 1 V734080 134080 1 T16,486.24316,486.24331  1.9364 1 16,526.908
' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 3 ' ' '
Total 6.7751 | 79.0467 | 50.8400 [ 0.0618 78302 | 20022 | LL6324 | 35072 3.4980 7.0052 6,486.243 6,486.2433] 1.9364 6,526.908

3




Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

I _ I
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 w 01772 « 0.4677 1 2.6056 « 4.4000e- «» 0.0276 1 1.8900e- » 0.0295 . 6.8700e- « l.%OOe— + 8.6000e- + 40.0316 « 40.0316 i 1.0200e- + 40.0531
" ' ' ' 004 + 003 ' 003 003 003 ' ' ' ' 003 '
......................... e sssssnslecennnnnbecnnnnnnldeocnnnnnnndecnnnnnndenennnnndennnnnnnnhcnnnnnnnlennnennnnloncennnelecnennendennennnnnecnnnnnnnbloccnnenadecannnns
Vendor w 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 v 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 . v 0.0000
.............. - S - -y Uyt - SOy Uy SO SRR
Worker " 00767 ' 0.0904 ! 0.9888 ' 2.0800e- ! 0.1643 * 1.2900e- ' 0.1656 ° 0.0436 ! 1.1800e- ! 0.0448 ! ''180.0017 * 180.0017 ! 9.4300e- ! ''180.1998
" . . . 003 . » 003 . . . 003 . . . . . 003 . .
Total 0.2539 0.5582 3.5945 2.5200e- 0.1919 3.1800e- 0.1951 0.0505 2.9100e- 0.0534 220.0333 | 220.0333 0.0105 220.2529
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I e I
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— _
Fugitive Dust = : : : : 2.9011 @ 1.2994 : 0.0000 @ 1.2994 1 © 0.0000 ! : ' 0.0000
-------------- Ly L e Ly P T S PET P PR T T ST EE LR LT T T EE PP PO TTL PET Ty PR TR PR TRy
Off-Road " 6.7751 : 79.0467 : 50.8400 : 0.0618 : 3.8022 : : 3.4980 : 3.4980 : ,486.243 :6,486.243 : 1.9364 : :6,526.908
" H H H H H H H H 3 H H H H
Total 6.7751 79.0467 | 50.8400 0.0618 2.9011 3.8022 6.7033 1.2994 3.4980 4.%)74 0.0000 |6,486.243]6,486.2433| 1.9364 6,526.908
3
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
I e T —————
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 I Ib/day I Ib/day
Hauling n 01772 1 04677 : 2.6056 : 4.4000e- 1 0.0206 : 1.8900e-: 0.0225 : 5.1600e- * 1.7-300e-: 6.8800e- 1 40.0316 @ 40.0316 : 1.0200e- * ' 40.0531
u : : Y004t 003 * * 003 * 003 ! 003 °: : : 003 t :
-------------- T B g B e T PEPPPTPTTS PEPEPRERE PRTS Il BRSSP PPl PPPT PP, PEPERREES PP PPPPS
Vendor ® 00000 + 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 s 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ 00000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 1 :0.0000
.............. S S SO St O O S S-Sty S-S S S
Worker w 00767 i 0.0904 ; 0.9888 : 2.0800e- ; 0.1272 1 1.2900e-: 0.1285 : 0.0345 ; 1.1800e- ; 0.0357 1 180.0017 7 180.0017 1 9.4300e- 1 180.1998
" : : ;003 ;003 : ;003 : : : ;003 :
Total 0.2539 05582 | 35045 | 250006 | 01478 ] 31g00e ] 0.1510 0.0396 | 2.9100e- | 0.0425 220.0333 | 220.0333 | 0.0105 220.2529
003 003 003
3.3 Paving - 2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road w23172 % 251758 ! 14.9781 % 0.0223 ! V1.4148 3 1.4148 % v 13016 ! 1.3016 ! 12,339.89812,339.8984! 0.6986 ! 12,354.568
" H H H H H H H H H H H 4 H H H H
T Paving W T0.00667 T [ poTT [ 1706660737 0.00667 T 700600 '+ 60000 1T [ 177000007 T P 1776.0000"
Total 2.3172 | 25.1758 | 14.9781 [ 0.0223 1.4148 | 1.4148 1.3016 1.3016 2,339.898 12,339.8984] 0.6986 2,354.5681}
4
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 = 00000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 . 0.0000 s 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 1 : 00000 : 0.0000 &+ 0.0000 1 + 0.0000
.............. A O S-S O SO O S-S - O U B RO SR
Vendor w 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 . 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 1 » 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 . » 0.0000
e mmmm e eemm e e H Meeenaann H . R Femmnaann - H R H T . R R
Worker " 0.0575 ! 0.0678 ! 0.7416 ' 1.5600e- ! 0.1232 ! 9.7000e- ! 0.1242 ! 0.0327 ! 8.9000e- ! 0.0336 ! ' 135.0013 ! 135.0013 ! 7.0800e- * ' 135.1499
" ' ' v 003 v 004 ' v 004 . ' ' ' » 003 '




Total 0.0575 0.0678 0.7416 1.5600e- 0.1232 9.7000e- 0.1242 0.0327 8.9000e- 0.0336 135.0013 | 135.0013 | 7.0800e- 135.1499
003 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road = 23172 + 251758 + 14.9781 + 0.0223 1 1.4148 + 1.3016 : 1.3016 : 0.0000 :2,339.8981:2,339.8984: 0.6986 ! 12,354,568
'""F;e{v'iﬁé""';:'"o'.éééd"i """"" ' """" " """" ' '016666"5 """"" 5"6.'60'0'0"{"6.6666":' : ‘:"0'.6666' ; ' """" ‘:"0'.6666'
Total 2.3172 25.1758 14.9781 0.0223 1.4148 1.3016 1.3016 0.0000 |2,339.898]2,339.8984] 0.6986 2,354.5681]
4
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling w 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 } 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000 } 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 °: ' 0.0000
Tt Vendor T T 0.0000 " v T0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 1 0.0000 i 0.0000 1 0.0000 T 0.0000 i 0.0000 & 77T 17,0000 17 70.0000" T 00000 1T 1776.0000"
T Worker” T T 0.0575 v 010678 1 0.7416 1 1.56006- 1 0.0954 19.7000e- 1 0.0964 1 00259 Tt 8.9000e- 1 0.0267 1 171350013 1 135.0013 1 7.0800e- 1 17135.1299
" ' ' v 003 v 004 ' , 004 ' ' ' 003 '
Total 0.0575 0.0678 0.7416 1.5600e- 0.0954 9.7000e- 0.0964 0.0259 8.9000e- 0.0267 135.0013 | 135.0013 | 7.0800e- 135.1499
003 004 004 003
3.4 Building Construction - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site




_ _  _
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
e _
Off-Road n 36591 r 30.0299 * 18.7446 + 0.0268 1 v 21167 1 21167 © 19904 1 1.9904 1 12,689.57712,689.57711 0.6748 1 12,703.748
" : : : : : : : : : : : 1 : : : :
: e —
Total 3.6591 30.0299 | 18.7446 | 0.0268 2.1167 | 2.1167 1.9904 1.9904 2,689.577|2,689.5771] 0.6748 2,703.748
1
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling w 0.0000 ; 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 ., » 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : + 0.0000
T NVendor W T0.0500 7 v T0B454 + 0.6074 1§ 1.19006- 1 0.0332 1 6.04006- 1 0.0451 ¥ 94700e- § 8.2200e- + 0.0177 + 7T V50,7148 1 120.714877 1.08006- ¢ T 17150.7367
" ' ' 003 1 003 v 003 . 003 ' ' ' 003 '
T Worker” T W T 0.0613 7 v 700723 "1 0.7911 1 1.67006- 1 0.1314 11.03006- 1 0.1325 1 "6.0349 T 9.5000e- 1 0.0358 1 " 171440014 1 "144.0014 v 78500e- 1T 17144.1569
" : : v 003 v 003 : v 004 : : : v 003 :
Total 0.1204 0.6177 1.3985 | 2.8600e- | 0.1646 | 9.9700e- | 0.1746 0.0443 | 9.1700e- | 0.0535 264.7161 | 264.7161 | 8.6000e- 264.8966
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
_ _  _
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day




TTTOffRoad T w 3.6591 + 30.0299 1 16.7446 % 00268 1 V267 ZAder Ty T ¥ 719904 377193047 100000 :2,689.577125689.57713 06748 1 12,708,748
: : : : : : : : : : o1 : : :
a ——
Total 3.6591 30.0299 18.7446 0.0268 2.1167 2.1167 1.9904 1.9904 0.0000 |2,689.577]2,689.5771] 0.6748 2,703.748
1
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling w 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , ., 0.0000
T Vendor T TR T G.0580 TV T 055454 T T 0.6074 1 1.19006- + T 0.0266 " 176.94006- * " 0.0359 "+ 79300e- + 8.9300e- 1 0.0161 & TTTTTTT V1207148 17120 71487 108006 ¢ T 1150.7367
H : : 1 003 1 003 i i 003 . 003 : : : i 003 :
T Worker T W T 0.06137 v 700723 "1 0.7911 1 1.67006- + 0.1017 1 1.03006- 3 0.1028 % "6.0276 '+ 9.5000e- i 0.0285 & " 11440014 3 "144.0014Y 78500e- 1T 1'144.1589
H : : i 003 i 003 : 1004 : : : i 003 :
Total 0.1204 0.61# 1.3985 2.8600e- 0.1287 9.9700e- 0.1386 0.035-5 9.1700e- 0.0447 264.7161 | 264.7161 | 8.6000e- 264.8966
003 003 003 003
3.4 Building Construction - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
_ _  _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
e "
Off-Road n 3.4062 ' 28.5063 ' 18.5066: 0.0268 ' ' 1.9674 ' 1.9674 ' ' 1.8485 ' 1.8485 ' :2,669.286:2,669.2864: 0.6620 ' :2,683.189
" H H H H H H H H H H H 4 H H H H
Total 3.4062 28.5063 18.5066 0.0268 1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485 2,669.286 12,669.2864] 0.6620 2,683.189
4




Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

I _ I
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 w 0.0000 « 0.0000 « 0.0000 s« 0.0000 : 0.0000 « 0.0000 + 0.0000 « 0.0000 « 0.0000 + 0.0000 « 0.0000 i« 0.0000 = + 0.0000
.............. OIS AR SAPRRUOU e SOOIy SR SR - SO LUy - St UpUpuy: SRt SOt SR SR
Vendor w 00522 [ 0.4739 ; 0.5562 ; 1.1900e- ; 0.0332 : 7.1700e- 1 9.4700e- ; 6.5900e- ; 0.0161 ; 1 119.2942 | 119.2942 ; 9.2000e- & 1 119.3136
: : : ;003 P 003 i 003 i 003 : : : P 004 :
-------------- L R R R L L N R R R L L L L R E R R R R R N L IR I
Worker " 0.0559 ! 0.0656 ! 0.7158 ! 1.6700e- ! 0.1314 ! 9.9000e- ! 0.1324 ! 0.0349 ! 9.1000e- ! 0.0358 ! ' 138.9651 !} 138.9651 ! 6.9600e- ! '139.1113
" . . . 003 . » 004 . . . 004 . . . . . 003 . .
Total 0.1081 0.5395 1.27-20 2.8600e- 0.1646 8.1600e- 0.17-28 0.0443 7.5000e- 0.0518 258.2593 | 258.2593 | 7.8800e- 258.4249
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I _ I
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
e ——
Off-Road ™ 3.4062 ! 28.5063 ' 18.5066 ! 0.0268 ! 1 1.9674 1+ 1.9674 1t 1 1.8485 1 1.8485 1 0.0000 !2,669.28612,669.28641 0.6620 ! 12,683.189
" H H H H H H H H H H H 4 H H H H
Total 3.4062 28.5063 18.5066 0.0268 1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485 0.0000 |2,669.286]2,669.2864| 0.6620 2,683.189
4

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

E— ———— E—
ROG NOx CcoO 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 I

Hauling = 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 : : : * 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ : : ' 0.0000
“T""Vendor n T0.0522° 04739 ' " 0.5562 " ' ‘ : " 7.9300e- " 6.59008- ' "70.0145 ' : ‘ ; ' """" ‘:'1'1'9'.5156
H : : v 003 v 003 i 003 3 003 : : : i 004 :
......................... e - T I ' ' ' ' "mfmMmMmmsrMmMmMmmm M TrTfMMMTmM T S TrTTfrTTMTMM T IrrTTfTMMTTf T IrrTTfTTTTfTTE I IOTTETT I TTMTsm|MmMmMmMMT]msMmTTsTTTTsTTTTI T TrTTYTY YT
Worker w 0.0559 . 0.0656 . 0.7158 : 1.6700e- : 0.1017  9.9000e-: 0.1027 : 0.0276 : 9.1000e- ; 0.0285 . 1 138.9651 ; 138.9651 ;1 6.9600e- . 1 139.1113
" : : 003 ;004 : ;004 : : : ;003 :
Total 0.1081 0.5395 1.27-20 2.8600e- 0.1287 8.1600e- 0.1368 0.0355 7.5000e- 0.0430 258.2593 | 258.2593 | 7.8800e- 258.4249
003 003 003 003
3.5 Architectural Coating - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating ¥ 35.3982 ! R R R *70.0000 ! 0.0000 ! *0.0000 ! 0.0000 ¢! R ¥ 0.0000 ! R *0.0000
TTTOffRoad W 0.3685 v 23722 3 18839 2.9700e- 3 T V006667 0dg66 T T v701gee + 01966 1 V08144813 7281.4281 7 00332 10T 173821249
H : : i 003 : : : : : : : : : : :
Total 35.7666 2.37-22 1.8839 2.9700e- 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000
.............. R O S SRR - S S-S S S-S S
Vendor w 0.0000 . 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : v 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 . + 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 . v 0.0000
e mmmm e e e R Meeenaaan H Femmnnannn . H R HE H R N
Worker » 0.0105 1 0.0123 ; 0.1342 ; 3.1000e- ; 1 6.5400e- ; 1.7000e- : 6.7100e- ; 1 26.0560 . 1 26.0834
" ' ' v 004 v 003 : 004 . 003 . ' ' ' '




Total 0.0105 0.0123 0.1342 3.1000e- 0.0246 1.8000e- 0.0248 6.5400e- | 1.7000e- | 6.7100e- 26.0560 26.0560 1.3100e- 26.0834
004 004 003 004 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
I _ I
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
Archit. Coating i: 35.3982 : : : 0.0000 + 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ : : : +0.0000
"TTOffRoad W 0.3685 1 23722 1 18839 1 2.9700e- 1 01966 3 101966 1 01966 1 0.0000 :281.44811 A 172821449
" H H v 003 H H H H H H ' H H
Total 35.7666 2.37-22 1.8839 2.9700e- 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.0000 | 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
I _ I
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 w 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 1 1 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 1 0.0000
""" Vendor "W 0.0000 "+ "00000 § 0.0600 * 0.0000 i 0.0600 * 0.0000 * 0.0006° 1 0.0000 ! 00000 & 060000 & 170.0000 17 76.0000 + "0.0000 + T 1770.0000"
T Worker” T W 70,0105 " v T010123 "1 0.1342 1 3.10006- 1 0.0191 1 1.8000e- 1 0.0193 3 571700e- T 1.7000e- 1 53400e- 1 1756.0560 1 26.0560 1 1.3100e- 1 17260834
" H H H 004 H v 004 H 003 H 004 H 003 H H H H 003 H H
Total 0.0105 0.0123 0.1342 3.1000e- 0.0191 1.8000e- 0.0193 5.1700e- | 1.7000e- | 5.3400e- 26.0560 26.0560 1.3100e- 26.0834
004 004 003 004 003 003

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile




e
Fugitive | Exhaust

I
Fugitive

[
Exhaust

p—
PM2.5

E—
NBio- CO2

-
Total CO2

ROG NOXx CO SO2 PM10 Bio- CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated w1080 | 38032 170271 1 00307 T 20703 T 00517 T 27310 T 0752 T oo0476 T ooz » 3,460.65943,460.6591, 0.1441 , 13,463.685
u : : : : : : : : : : o1 : : :
""Unmitigated 16980 1 38832 1 17.0271 1 00397 + 2.6793 & 00517 i 2.7310 1 07152 1 00476 § 07628 & $30460.650 13460.65011 04441 & T TTT 137463.685
u : : : : : : : : : : Vo1 : : :
4.2 Trip Summary Information
| Average Daily Trip Rate | Unmitigated | Mitigated
I
Land Use I Weekday Saturday  |Sunday I Annual VMT I Annual VMT
Single Eamily Housing 440.00 r 44352 : 385.88 1,235,694 1,235,694
.
Total I 440.00 [ 44352 | 38588 | 1,235,694 | 1,235,694
4.3 Trip Type Information
. — E—
I I Miles I Trip % I Trip Purpose % I
Land Use I H-W or C-W | H-S or C-C [H-O or C—NW| H-W or C- | H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW | Primary Diverted Pass-by I
Single Family Housing : 10.80 | 7.30 : 7.50 v 4160 § 1880 39.60 : 86 : 11 : 3 I
P e I
LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.510118:; 0.073510: 0.192396 0.133166: 0.036ﬁ. 0.005265: 0.012605: 0.021642; 0.001845. 0.002083: 0.006548: 0.000610: 0.003471]

5.0 Energy Detail

4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy



ROG NOX CO S02 ] Fugtive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugtive | Exhaust | PM25  JBio- CO2 [NBlo- CO2] Total CO2] . CHA N20 COze
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
e
NaturalGas * 0.0360 ' 0.3072 ' 0.1307 ! 1.9600e- ! 0.0248 ' 0.0248 ! 10.0248 ! : 7.5200e- ! 7.1900e- ! 394.5716
Mitigated . . ! 003 ! : . . . : 003 i 003 .
NaturaiGas 703072 "1 0.1307 Tt 1.9600e- : 10,0248 737 0.02487 T § 70,0248 3 : 1 392.1849 :"392.1849 v 7'5200e- 1 7.1900e- 1
Unmitigated ~ * : : ! 003 ! : : : : : : : : ! 003 ' 003 !
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
__ __ __ __ _ __ __
NaturalGalf] ROG NOX CcO S0O2 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
, _ I I
Single Family | 333357 j; 0.0360 , 0.3072 ; 0.1307 ; 1.9600e- } 1 0.0248  0.0248 1 0.0248 ; 0.0248 | 1 392.1849 ; 392.1849 ; 7.5200e- ; 7.1900e- } 394.5716
Housing ' " ' ' . 003 . ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' . 003 . 003 .
Total 0.0360 | 0.3072 | 0.1307 | 1.9600e- 0.0248 | 0.0248 0.0248 0.0248 392.1849 | 392.1849 | 7.5200e- | 7.1900e- | 394.5716
003 003 003
Mitigated
__ __ __ __ _ __ __
NaturalGalf] ROG NOX CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2[Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Single Family 1 3.33357 m 0.0360 : 0.3072 : 0.1307 1 1.9600e- 1 1 00248 + 00248 1 0.0248 1 00248 1 392.1849 + 392.1849 + 7.5200e- 1 7.1900e- 1 394.5716
Housing 1 H ' ' 1003 ) ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' {003 i 003




Total 0.0360 0.307-2 0.1307 1.9600e- 0.0248 0.0248 0.0248 0.0248 392.1849 | 392.1849 | 7.5200e- | 7.1900e- | 394.5716
003 003 003
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
__ __ __ __ - . _
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 :: 69.8270 ' 0.9567 ' 86.6331 ' 0.0326 ' ' 11.6742 ' 11.6742 ' ' 11.6%’;8 ' 11.6%’;8 ' 1,221.956 ' 519.0069 :1,740.9630: 1.1343 ' '
" . . . . . . . . . . 2 . . . . .
"““Unmitigated  w 69.8270 1 0.9567 1 86.6331 s 00326 1 . s 116742 1 116742 % i 116738 & 11.6738 11,221.956 519.0069 11,740.9630: 1.1343 + 0.0961 11,794.5798
" . . . . . . . . . . 2 . . . . .
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
__ __ __ __ - . _
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
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural i: 0.6789 ' ' ' * 0.0000 : 0.0000 - + 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' + 0.0000 ' + 0.0000
Coating " H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H
"7 Consumer T h 16949 1 T Vo . Vo 17700000 100000 1 T 1700000 1700000 1T VoY Yooo00 4T . 700000 |
Products " H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H
--------------- R A D L A S LA I S ol L L Ll R L Lol R L bl DAttt LI it PRl Plt Lol EE At bt L g
Hearth w 67.3374 . 0.9136 . 829524 . 0.0324 . » 11.6543 « 11.6543 v 11.6540 « 11.6540 1,221.956. 512.4706 :1,734.4267, 1.1277 .+ 0.0961 .1,787.903
" . . . . . . . . . . 2 . . . . .
............... - O SO Sy S-S JOy U Uyt Uy Y- ST N
Landscaping . 0.1159 | 0.0431 ; 3.6806 ; 1.9000e- ; . 0.0199 ; 0.0199 ; . 0.0199 [ 0.0199 ; . 6.5363 | 6.5363 ; 6.6600e- ; . 6.6762
" . . . 004 . . . . . . . . . . 003 . .




e ————————
Total 69.8270 | 0.9567 | 86.6331 | 0.0326 11.6742 | 11.6742 11.6738 | 11.6738 [1,221.956 | 519.0069 |1,740.9630] 1.1343 | 0.0961 [1,794.579
2
Mitigated
I _ I
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
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 0.6789 : : : + 0.0000 : + 0.0000 : 0.0000 - ' H
Coating H : : : : : : : : : : :
Consumer ~m 16949 1 Vo o Vo 70,0000 3 1700000 3 00000 i v v : :
Products H : : : : : : : : : : : : :
............... Nesennnnenebonnennnendecnnnnnalaccccncadecncnnnnndencnnnand Leccsennnndoacnnnnnandancannnad Leeeennsndecnnnnnndacannnnns
Hearth w 67.3374 ; 09136 . 82.9524 , 0.0324 . i 11.6543 & v 11,6540 3 11.6540 :1,221.956 » 11277 . 0.0961 .1,787.903
" . . . . . . . . o2 o . . .
............... S JO - s SO PR A FA - S - P N
Landscaping n 0.1159 | 0.0431 ; 3.6806 ; 1.9000e- | » 0.0199 ; 1 0.0199 : 0.0199 : \ 6.6600e- 1 6.6762
" : : v 004 : : : : : : v 003 :
Total 69.8270 | 0.9567 | 86.6331 | 0.0326 11.6742 | 11.6742 11.6738 | 11.6738 [1,221.956 | 519.0069 [1,740.9630] 1.1343 | 0.0961
2
7.0 Water Detalil
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
Use Water Efficient Irrigation System
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
- _ - - . e —
Equipment Type I Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power I Load Factor I Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Page 1 of 1

Magnolia Trails SF Residential Development

1.0 Project Characteristics

San Diego County, Annual

Date: 8/6/2014 8:13 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Trips and VMT - Per AQ Construction Questionnaire
Vehicle Trips - per SANDAG Trip Generation Rate

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - PM reductions
Water Mitigation -
Table Name I Column Name I Default Value I New Value
tbIConstDustMitigation ' CleanPaved-RoadPercentﬁeduction ' 0 ' 26
------------------------------------- e L L L T T N L L T TN I IR
tblConstructionPhase : NumbDays : 20.00 : 70.00

I Land Uses I Size I Metric I Lot Acreage I Floor Surface Area I Population I
I Single Family Housing : 44.00 : Dwelling Unit : 14.29 : 79,200.00 : 126 I
1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 40

Climate Zone 13 Operational Year 2016

Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric

CO2 Intensity 720.49 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20O Intensity 0.006

(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use -

Construction Phase - Per AQ Construction Questionnaire

Grading - Per AQ Construction Questionnaire
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T %016 T
v T o000 TR T, 010 ]
. - T T T T S T T LI LT Ty
tblVehicleTrips WD_TR ! 9.57 10.00
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction
__ . __ __ - - N . N -
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2014 w 01540 , 1.7489 . 1.2085 , 1.3800e- , 0.1797 , 0.0835 , 0.2632 , 0.0798 , 0.0768 , 0.1567 , 0.0000 , 132.0596 , 132.0596 , 0.0380 . 0.0000 , 132.8576
Ei : : 003 : : : : : : : i : : i
2015 T n7°04653 ' 3.9207 ! 25750 ' 3.7700e- ! 0.1963 ' 0.2632 ' 0.4595 ' 0.0843 ' 0.2468 ' 03311 ' 0.0000 342.4612' 342.4612 ' 0.0825 ' 0.0000 ' 344.1939]
H : : i 003 . : : : : : : : : : : :
o016 T 513507 1 0.8974 1 0.6272 1 9.40006- ! 5.3500e- + 0.0622 : 0.0676 * 1.4400e- * 00589 + 0.0603 ' 00000 ! 83.8925 : 83.8925 * 0.0181  0.0000 : 84.2728 |
H : : i 004 : 003 : i 003 ! : : : : : : :
- = — = — —
Total 1.9700 6.5760 4.4107 6.0900e- 0.3813 0.4089 0.7902 0.1656 0.3824 0.5480 0.0000 558.4133 | 558.4133 0.1386 0.0000 561.3244
003
Mitigated Construction
__ __ __ __ _ __ __
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total




__
Year I tons/yr I MT/yr

2014 v 01540 @ 17489 + 12085 : 1.3800e- ¢+ 0.0680 @ 0.0835 + 0.1515 : 0.0300 & 0.0768 : 0.1068 & 0.0000 @ 132.0594 1 132.0594 + 0.0380 : 0.0000 ! 132.8575
M ' ' v 003 ' ' ' ' ' ' ' : ' ' :
--------------- T o I A T T P T T P T Trrr
2015 no 04653 1 3.9297 1 25750 i 3.7700e- : 0.0810 1 02632 : 03442 . 00336 : 0.2468 : 0.2803 : 0.0000 :342.4609 + 342.4609 + 0.0825 : 0.0000 1 344.1935
M ' ' v 003 ' ' ' ' ' ' ' : ' ' :
............... L T T Y N O N T T T T T T Y Y
2016 w 13507 i 0.8974 i 0.6272 i 9.4000e- : 4.1800e- » 0.0622 i 0.0664 : 1.1500e- . 0.0589 : 0.0600 : 0.0000 i 83.8924 ; 83.8924 i 0.0181 . 0.0000 : 84.2727
" : : i 004 i 003 ; : i 003 i : : : E : : E
. - __
Total 1.9700 6.5759 | 4.4107 | 6.0900e- | 0.1531 | 0.4089 | 0.5621 | 0.0647 0.3824 0.4471 0.0000 | 558.4127 | 558.4127 | 0.1386 0.0000 | 561.3237
003
___ _ _ _
ROG NOX CcO 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 59.84 0.00 28.87 60.94 0.00 18.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
__ - __ - . -
ROG NOX CcO 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 w 32045 1+ 00413 + 3.7323 + 1.3500e- 1 04796 1 04796 1 + 04796 1+ 04796 1 454501 + 19.5948 1 65.0449 1 0.0425 :3.5-700e—: 67.0454
M ' ' v 003 ' ' ' ' ' ' ' : ' v 003
............... L e e e
Energy W 6.5600e- ; 0.0561 . 0.0239 : 3.6000e- 1 4.5300e- ; 4.5300e- i i 4.5300e- i 4.5300e- i 0.0000 i 167.3747 ; 167.3747 i 5.3700e- i 2.0400e- i 168.1209
5003 i io004 i {003 : 003 {003 i 003 i i 003 : 003
., a L9 A mm - - A mm - - L [ - | R ] [ - L - | - -
: : : 104646 ! 9.1900e- 0.4738 ! 0.1243 } 8.4500e- : 0.1327 ! 0.0000 }534.1952 534.1952 ! 0.0232 ! 0.0000 | 534.6824
' ' ' ' . 003 . ' . 003 . ' ' : ' ' :
: : : prTT E 10,0000 T 700000 : 10,0000 171074865 ¢ 06197 ¢ 0.0000 : 23.5010 |
: [ 17000007 T ¢ 70.0000 : : 1718.76137171056708 1 0.0942 1 2.3600e- : 22.3806 |
' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' : ' v 003
Total 3.5129 0.8272 | 6.9981 | 8.4600e- | 0.4646 | 0.4933 | 0.9580 | 0.1243 0.4926 0.6160 § 56.8462 ] 730.0260 ] 796.7721 ] 0.7650 ] 7.0700e | 815.7301
003 003

Mitigated Operational




Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 75

I _ I
ROG NOX CcO 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
e
Area n 32045 1 0.0413 3.7323 ' 1.3500e- ! 1 04796 1 0.4796 ! 1 04796 ' 0.4796 ' 454501 ' 19.5948 ' 65.0449 1 0.0425 1 3.5700e- ! 67.0454
" : : v 003 : : : : : : : H : v 003
--------------- T L L S e e e R EE L LTl EPCS ST EE T L e P e TT TS et Y E LT RSP PLEY
Energy » 6.5600e- + 0.0561 : 0.0239 : 3.6000e- : : 4.5300e- 1 4.5300e- 1 45300e- 1 4.5300e- 1 0.0000 : 167.3747 : 167.3747 i 5.3700e- + 2.0400e- : 168.1209
: : 004t * 003 : 003 * 003 * 003 & : : * 003 * 003 !
""""""""""""""""""""""""" 6.75006- 1 0.4646 1 9.1900e- 3 0.4738 & 0.1243 : 8.45006- : 0.1327 1 0.0000 i 534.1952 % 534.1952°) "0.0232 1 0.0000 | 534.6824 |
R R 5 5 P
-------- IEE TR EEE P EL L L L L L L 4 memmmssblecccsccndancn s
: 1 0.0000 : v 0.0000 ; 0.0000 . : H 1 0.6197 } 0.0000 ; 23.5010
Tt [ 70,0000 " F £70.0000 § 0.0000 1 0.9095 § 183610 1 103705 : 0.0941 | 2.3600e- i 21.9774 |
: : : . . : : , : v 003 .
Total 3.5129 0.8272 | 6.9981 | 8.4600e- | 0.4646 | 0.4933 0.1243 0.4926 0.6169 [ 56.8462 | 739.5257 | 796.3718 | 0.7849 | 7.9700e- | 815.3270
003 003
. __ __ __ __ . _
ROG NOX CcO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 [ Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [FBio- 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 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.05
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
- - - q
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num DaysfNum Days Phase Description
Number Week
" — -
1 :Gradlng :Gradlng '11/1/2014 '1/2/2015 '
""""" Pavmgl/3/20153/6/2015
""""""""""""""" -éh?lh]ﬁg';'ééhé’tr’dc’tféﬁ T '-3'/'7'/é6'1'5' T 353/'1'{%/'2'61'(% Y
7 "A'r'ch'n'éc'th'rél' Coating 'A'réﬁfté'cidr'eil ‘Coating '3'/'119'/26'113 """ 'é/'z'zi/'z'dié """ :



Acres of Paving: 0
Residential Indoor: 160,380; Residential Outdoor: 53,460; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating —

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name I Offroad Equipment ?ype I Amount I Usage Hours I Horse Power- I Load Factor

rchitectural Coating ;Air Compressors : 1 6.00: 78: 0.48
Grading Tt -'E'x'cavia'ta;; """"""""""" A /T g 'o'o'; """"""" 7 038
éana.'n'g'c'aa;fr'u'c't.z;a"'"'"'"'""i'c}aaz;s'"'"""""""""""i """""""""" A 7008 T . 039
Building Construction """ -I-:E)-rIZI-lf-té """""""""""" R Y I A 0136
Buiiding Construction ™™™ -é'éﬁér'e{tb'r's'éfs' """"""""" A A gogs T gatrrrr 074
2 -V ST ggr T 7 043
Baving 1T :I-Q-o-l g 7T """""""""" 5 """""" 8 'o'o'E """"""" 80 """"""" 038
Grading 7T 'hh'b'b'ér"ﬁr'e'ci Bozers ™™™ A T gogy T 351 W
Building 'c'aa;fr'u'c't.z;ﬁ"'"'"'"'""iﬁaafar'gLaaa'e'r'siéa'c'khaés'"'""i""""""""""3'5 """""" oo grirm 037
Grading ™77 :é-r-a-d-e-r-s """""""""""" """""""""" i """""" 8 oo """"""" ﬁag """"""" o4
Grading ™I Htaciorsiloatiersigackhoss YT 50T Ao T 037
Paving TTTTTTTITT T {paving Equipment T R T g6y f3pfmrrr 0736
Grading ™7 tgapers T e 2T g6 T S 0
Building Construction ™ ~~™™ T Weiders T frormrnrnene AR R agiTTTT 035

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment ] Worker Trip § Vendor Trip fHauling Tripf Worker Trip § Vendor Trip ffHauling Trip| Worker Vehicle | Vendor S| Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle ClassjVehicle Class|
Grading 5 B} 20.00; 0.00;  813.00; 10.60; ?.305 0-10;LD_Mix EHD? Mix :HHD?
Blilding Construction 4777777777777 A T o' A Ko H 167808 30T 3600 1'5' M FADT i '"i’ﬁ'H'b'T """"
Paving T BT oo a0 T e T 16860 730 RGOS M T DT Mk iR T
Architectural Coating """"""""" 1 """"" 3 .b'o*i""""b'.éb';"""'b'.bb'; """" ié.’éd;‘ """"" 7 30 """" 2'6'0'6 D Mix T E‘Hb'T';Mii""E‘H'Hb'T """"

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Replace Ground Cover



Water Exposed Area
Water Unpaved Roads
Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Grading - 2014
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

__ - __ - . -
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
[ _ __
Fugitive Dust % : : : v 0.1762 ! 0.0000 % 0.1762 ! 0.0789 ! 0.0000 ; 0.0789 0.0000 ! 0.0000 % 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
TTOffRoad | ® 04472 % 17355 % 11000 * 1.3300e- & 1700834 1 00834 T 00767 1 0.0767 1278486 | 127.8486 1+ 0.0378 & 0.0000 : 128.6420
" : : v 003 : : : : : : : : :
__ = I I — ___ I
Total 0.1472 1.7355 1.1090 | 1.3300e- | 0.1762 | 0.0834 | 0.2596 0.0789 0.0767 0.1556 127.8486 | 127.8486 | 0.0378 0.0000 | 128.6420
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
— = — = 0 — —
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 « 4.9400e- + 0.0110 + 0.0765 : 1.0000e- : 4.0000e- + 6.0000e- : 1.0000e- + 1.0000e- : 5.0000e- + 6.0000e- : 0.0000 : 0.7652 : 0.7652 : 2.0000e- : 0.0000 : 0.7656
" 003 : * 005 * 005 * 005 * 004 * 005 * 005 * 005 @} : : ' 005 :
""" 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 i 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- e R e I O R I e R N R O s N U
Worker w 1.7900e- i 2.3800e- : 0.0229 i 4.0000e- i 3.4500e- ; 3.0000e- ; 3.4800e- ; 9.2000e- i 3.0000e- : 9.4000e- i 0.0000 : 3.4458 | 3.4458 1 2.0000e- : 0.0000 : 3.4500
w 003 . 003 v 005 &+ 003 + 005 &+ 003 :+ 004 .+ 005 & 004 : : v 004 :
Total 6.7300e- | 0.0134 | 0.0994 | 5.0000e- | 3.4900e- | 9.0000e- | 3.5800e- | 9.3000e- | 8.0000e- | 1.0000e- § 0.0000 | 4.2110 4.2110 | 2.2000e- [ 0.0000 4.2157

003 005 003 005 003 004 005 003 004




Mitigated Construction On-Site

[
Exhaust

p—
PM2.5

E—
NBio- CO2

p—
Total CO2 CH4

NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Bio- CO2 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugltlve Dust ' ' ' + 0.0653 « 0.0000 « 0.0653 « 0.0292 . 0.0000 « 0.0292 . 0.0000 . 0.0000 « 0.0000 « 0.0000 « 0.0000 . 0.0000
.-L ........ R Loeooanns R Loeomanns R Loceoonns R demaeoaaas R R Lewonan-s AR I R eceeonon
Off-Road w 01472 | 17355 ; 1.1090 ; 1.3300e- ; v 0.0834 ; 0.0834 ; v 0.0767 ; 0.0767  0.0000 ; 127.8484: 127.8484 ; 0.0378 : 0.0000 ; 128.6418
; 5 oo P 5 5 5 P 5 5 5
[ - I
Total 0.1472 1.7355 1.1090 1.3300e- 0.0653 0.0834 0.1487 0.0292 0.0767 0.1060 0.0000 127.8484 | 127.8484 0.0378 0.0000 128.6418
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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 4.9400e- * 0.0110 * 0.0765 ' 1.0000e- * 4.0000e- * 6.0000e- ! 9.0000e- ! 1.0000e- ' 5.0000e- * 6.0000e- ! 0.0000 ' 0./652 ' 0.7652 ' 2.0000e- ! 0.0000 ' 0.7656
:: 003 H H H 005 H 005 ; 005 ; 005 H 005 H 005 H 005 H H H H 005 H H
-------------- B L e g L g g T L TS R T LR Ty S S
Vendor w 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @* 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
T Worker T W 1.7900e- 1 2:3800e- 1 0.0229 + 4.0000e- 1 2.6700e- 1 3.0000e- 1 2.7000e- 1 7.3000e- + 3.0000e- 1 7.5000e- + 0.0000 1 3.4458 1 3.4458 1 2.0000e- 1 0.0000 1 3.4500
003 H 003 H H 005 H 003 : 005 ! 003 H 004 H 005 H 004 H H H H 004 H H
- H
Total 6.7300e- 0.0134 0.0994 5.0000e- | 2.7100e- | 9.0000e- | 2.7900e- | 7.4000e- | 8.0000e- | 8.1000e- 0.0000 4.2110 4.2110 2.2000e- 0.0000 4.2157
003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004
3.2 Grading - 2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total




Category I tons/yr I M?/yr

P _ I I _
Fugitive Dust = : : : + 01762 @ 0.0000 : 0.1762 : 0.0789 : 0.0000 : 0.0789 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
"TTOff'Road  w 6.7800e- 3 00791 1 00508 i 6.0000e- 1 1'38000e- 1 3.8000e 1 'V 355000e- 1 3.5000e- + 0.0000 1 58842 1 58842 1 1.7600e- 1 0.0000 1 59211
" 003 ' ' ' 005 ' ' 003 : 003 ' ' 003 ' 003 ' ' ' ' 003 ' '
j— — h
Total 6.7800e- | 0.0791 0.0508 | 6.0000e- | 0.1762 [ 3.8000e- | 0.1800 0.0789 | 3.5000e- | 0.0824 0.0000 5.8842 5.8842 | 1.7600e- | 0.0000 5.9211
003 005 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-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 tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling "°2.1000e- | 4.7000e- ! 3.3400e-; 0.0000 : 3.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 3.0000e- ; 1.0000e- ¢ 0.0000 ! 1.0000e- : 0.0000 ! 0.0351 , 0.0351 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0351
w 004 . 004 . 003 . v 005 . i 005 & 005 . . 005 ' ' ' ' '
Tt Vendor T T 0.0000 T T T0.0000 *0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 I 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 00000 ' 0.0000 1 0.0000 I 0.0000 ! 0.0000 1 0.0000 ' 00000 * 0.0000"
T Worker™ ™" '6.00006- 1 1:0000e- 1 9.6000e- + 0.0000 1 1.60006- 1 0.0000 1 1.6000e- 1 4.0000e- 1 0.0000 1 4.0000e- 1 0.0600 1 0.1549 i 0.1549 1 1.0000e- i 0.0000 i 0.1551
" 005 ! 004 * o004 o004 ! ' 004 * 005 ! ' 005 ! ' ' ' 005 ! '
Total 2.9000e- | 5.7000e- | 4.3000e-| 0.0000 | 1.9000e- | 0.0000 | 1.9000e- | 5.0000e- | 0.0000 | 5.0000e- § 0.0000 0.1900 0.1900 | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 0.1902
004 004 003 004 004 005 005 005
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 tons/yr MT/yr
P
Fugitive Dust : : : : 00653 . 0.0000 s 0.0653 : 0.0292 . 0.0000 : 0.0292 . 0.0000 . 0.0000 :+ 0.0000 . 0.0000 . 0.0000 : 0.0000
.............. M e e cmedecanacaeahosnncaectananaaaeahesnaaaeakoscsoaeakoscaoasadaanaaaeadeenaoasaakanncasanchosoaeanakoaoasasabosaaeasndeeoasannahonasanaakoaeannn
Off-Road w 6.7800e- : 0.0791 : 0.0508 . 6.0000e- : 1 3.8000e- : 3.8000e- . » 3.5000e- » 3.5000e- : 0.0000 . 5.8842 . 5.8842 . 1.7600e-: 0.0000 . 5.9211
B 003 i i005 i i 003 i 003 i i 003 1 003 i i 003 i
-------------- L L L L R N L R L L L L L R S A N T L R LA L L L




Total 6.7800e- 0.0791 0.0508 | 6.0000e- 0.0653 | 3.8000e- | 0.0691 0.0292 3.5000e- 0.0327 0.0000 5.8842 5.8842 1.7600e- 0.0000 5.9211
003 005 003 003 003

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

_ _  _
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling u 2.1000e- + 4.7000e- 1 3.3400e- + 0.0000 : 2.0000e- + 0.0000 + 2.0000e- : 1.0000e- + 0.0000 & 1.0000e- : 0.0000 : 0.0351 : 0.0351 s 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0351
" 004 ' 004 ' 003 °! ' 005 ! ' 005 ' 005 @ o005 : : : : :
TTT Vendor w 0.0000 1+ 0.0000 i1 0.0000 s 0.0000 i 0.0000 i+ 0.0000 i 0.0000 & 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 & 0.0000 i 0.0000 s 0.0000 » 0.0000 & 0.0000 i 0.0000
feeeeneaseaeeahaeeaeaan Femennannn R e enans R H HE I demenaann R Neeeneas R Leccencnn Femennennn N eaens eeennens
Worker w 8.0000e- ; 1.0000e- ; 9.6000e- ) 0.0000 ; 1.2000e- i 0.0000 ; 1.3000e- i 3.0000e- ; 0.0000 ; 3.0000e- i 0.0000 ; 0.1549 } 0.1549 ; 1.0000e- ; 0.0000 ; 0.1551
005 004 004 004 004 005 005 005
Total 2.9000e- | 5.7000e- | 4.3000e- [ 0.0000 | 1.4000e- | 0.0000 | 1.5000e- | 4.0000e- | 0.0000 | 4.0000e- § 0.0000 | 0.1900 0.1900 | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 0.1902
004 004 003 004 004 005 005 005
3.3 Paving - 2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 00521 ' 05665 ' 0.3370 ! 5.0000e- ! 10.0318 ' 0.0318 ! 10.0293 ' 0.0293 ! 0.0000 ' 47.7612 ' 47.7612 ' 0.0143 ' 0.0000 ! 48.0606
" : : V004 i : : : : : : : : : : :
""" Paving B 0.0000 & x Tttt 0.0000 1T 0.0000 1T i T6:0000 1 0.0000° 1 0.0000 t 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 i 0.0000
Total 0.0521 0.5665 | 0.3370 | 5.0000e- 0.0318 | 0.0318 0.0293 0.0293 0.0000 | 47.7612 | 47.7612 | 0.0143 0.0000 | 48.0606
004

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site




ROG NOX CcO 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
Hauling 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000
TTT"Vendor T w o 0.0000 1 00000 1 0.0000 + 0.0000 1 0.0000 i 0.0000 "70.0000 & 0.0000 i 0.0000 1 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000
TT " Worker T w 1.2700e” + 1.6900e- + 0.0162 s 3.0000e- + 2.7100e- s 2.00006- s 2.7300e- i 7.2000e- + 2/0000e- "+ 7.4000e- 1 0.0000 & 2.6137 i 2.6137 + 1.4000e- s 0.0000 & 2.6167
003 i i 005 i 003 i 005 005 : 004 i io004 i
- :
Total 1.2700e- | 1.6900e- | 0.0162 | 3.0000e- | 2.7100e- | 2.0000e- | 2.7300e- | 7.2000e- | 2.0000e- | 7.4000e- J§ 0.0000 | 2.6137 2.6137 | 1.4000e- | 0.0000 2.6167
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX CcO 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
_
Off-Road w0.0521 ; 05665 ; 0.3370 ) 5.0000e- } 1 0.0318 ; 0.0318 10.0293 § 0.0293 | 0.0000 ; 47.7611 i 47.7611 , 0.0143 | 0.0000 } 48.0606
" : : v 004 : : : : : : : : : : :
""" Paving B 0.0000 & T T 0.0000 F T 0.0000 + T TTTWT6:0000 + 00000 ¢ 0.0000 * 0.0000 i 0.0000 & 0.0000 ! 0.0000 i 0.0000
Total 0.0521 0.5665 | 0.3370 | 5.0000e- 0.0318 | 0.0318 0.0293 0.0293 0.0000 | 47.7611 | 47.7611 | 0.0143 0.0000 | 48.0606
004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX CcO 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




: "0.0000 "1 ©0:0000 i 0.0000
T L T Ry T Ry R L g e e R R EE L Py L Py PP e Fememeaas frmmmmaas
: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Worker i 1.6900e- + 0.0162 & 3.0000e- + 2.1000e- + 2.00006- : 2.12006- + 5.7000e- + 2.0000e- + 5.9000e- + 0.0000 & 2.6137 + 2.6137 + 1.4000e- + 0.0000 + 2.6167
' 003 ' ' 005 ' 003 ' 005 ' 003 ' 004 ' 005 004 ' '
Total 1.2700e- | 1.6900e- | 0.0162 | 3.0000e- | 2.1000e- | 2.0000e- | 2.1200e- | 5.7000e- | 2.0000e- | 5.9000e- f§ 0.0000 | 2.6137 2.6137 | 1.4000e- | 0.0000 2.6167
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004
3.4 Building Construction - 2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOX CcO 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
. ___
Off-Road " 0.3915 | 3.2132 ; 2.0057 , 2.8700e- } v 0.2265 ; 0.2265 102130 ; 0.2130 , 0.0000 ; 261.0739 ; 261.0739 ; 0.0655 | 0.0000 } 262.4495
" ' ' v 003 . ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
___ . .
Total 0.3915 3.2132 | 2.0057 | 2.8700e- 0.2265 | 0.2265 0.2130 0.2130 0.0000 | 261.0739 | 261.0739 | 0.0655 0.0000 | 262.4495
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
_ __  _
ROG NOX CcO 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
Hauling 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000
“T""Vendor T 6.8000e- 1 0.0602 1 0.0791 1 1.3000e- ; 3.4800e- ; 9.60006- 1 4.4400e- i 1.0000e- | \ 8.8000e- 1 1.8800e- i 0.0000 1 11.6801 1 11.6801 + 1.0000e- + 0.0000 i 11.6823
' ' 004 ' 003 ' 004 ' ' 004 ' ' 004 ' '
..................... Lecessnennsscsncnnnnnbocncnnnnnlccnnnnncblaccnnns messssss s e e m .. messsssbloccscnendennnnnnnnhannnnnnnloccnnnnn
Worker 8.5500e- ; 0.0820 ; 1.7000e- ; 0.0137 | 1.1000e-; 0.0138 1} 3.6500e- ; 1.0000e- 1 13.2581 ; 13.2581 1 7.3000e- : 0.0000 ; 13.2735
003 004 004 003 004 004
Total 0.0687 | 0.1611 | 3.0000e- | 0.0172 | 1.0700e- | 0.0183 | 4.6500e- | 9.8000e- | 5.6300e- § 0.0000 | 24.9382 | 24.9382 | 8.3000e- | 0.0000 | 24.9558
004 003 003 004 003 004




Mitigated Construction On-Site

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

I _ I
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
_ i I e
Off-Road " 0.3915 : 3.2132 : 2.0057 : 2.8700e- : : 0.2265 : 0.2265 : : 0.2130 : 0.2130 : 0.0000 : 261.0736 : 261.0736 : 0.0655 : 0.0000 : 262.4492
" . . v 003 . . . . . . . . . . .
__ k e I =
Total 0.3915 3.2132 2.0057 | 2.8700e- 0.2265 0.2265 0.2130 0.2130 0.0000 | 261.0736 | 261.0736 0.0655 0.0000 262.4492
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
I _ I
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 “7°0.0000 ! 0.0000 } 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 }; 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
""" Vendor 7w 6.8300e- 1 0.0602 | 00791 1 1.3000e- 3 2.8300e- i 9.6000e- 1 3.79006- 3 8.4000e- ! 8.8000e- § 1.7200e- 1 0.0000 ' 11.6801 I 11.6801 1 1.0000e- * 0.0000 i 11.6823
" 003 H H H 004 | 003 ; 004 003 004 | 004 | 003 H H H H 004 | H
-------------- P = = = m m e e = e m e e e E = m = e i = e E R e e R N e e F R R N e A PR R E e A e R N A A e R N R N A R e s s s A A AN MR A EssEssFSSssssSssS=SsssssssAssssssssgEsssssss
Worker n 6.4600e- * 8.5500e- 1 0.0820 i 1.7000e- * 0.0106 : 1.1000e- : 0.0108 : 2.8900e- : 1.0000e- : 2.9900e- : 0.0000 : 13.2581 : 13.2581 : 7.3000e- : 0.0000 : 13.2735
“ 003 ! 003 Y004t 004t * 003 * 004 ! 003 : : 004t :
Total 0.0134 0.0687 0.1611 | 3.0000e- 0.0135 1.0700e- 0.0145 3.%006- 9.8000e- | 4.7100e- 0.0000 24.9382 24.9382 | 8.3000e- 0.0000 24.9558
004 003 003 004 003 004
3.4 Building Construction - 2016



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
 _ ___ —
Off-Road w 0.0954 | 0.7982 , 05182 , 7.5000e- , . 0.0551 ; 0.0551 , , 0.0518 , 0.0518 , 0.0000 , 67.8030 , 67.8030 , 0.0168 , 0.0000 , 68.1562
i : oo P : : : I : : :
e ___
Total 0.0954 0.7982 0.5182 | 7.5000e- 0.0551 | 0.0551 0.0518 0.0518 0.0000 | 67.8030 | 67.8030 | 0.0168 0.0000 | 68.1562
004
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 = 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
"7""Vendor "W 1.5900e- 3 00137 1 0.0192 1 3.0000e- 3 9.1000e- ; 2.0000€- 1 1.1100e- 1 2.6000e- + 1.9000e- 5 4.5000e- 1 0.0000 ; 3.0205 : 3.0205 1 2.0000e-; 0.0000 : 3.0210
003 ' ' ' 005 ' 004 ' 004 003 ' 004 ' 004 ' 004 ' ' ' ' 005 ' '
............................... e T T . T T T Ty i
Worker 1.5400e- 1 2.0300e- : 0.0194 i 4.0000e- : 3.5900e- ; 3.0000e- ; 3.6200e- » 9.5000e- : 3.0000e- : 9.8000e- : 0.0000 : 3.3480 . 3.3480 : 1.8000e- : 0.0000 . 3.3517
003 1 003 i i 005 i 003 1 005 i 003 i 004 i 005 i 004 @ 1004 i
___ ___ - .
Total 3.1300e- | 0.0157 0.0385 | 7.0000e- | 4.5000e- | 2.3000e- | 4.7300e- | 1.2100e- | 2.2000e- | 1.4300e- § 0.0000 6.3684 6.3684 | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 6.3726
003 005 003 004 003 003 004 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
e ___
Off-Road w0.0954 0.7982 0.5182 ! 7.5000e- 0.0551 § 0.0551 0.0518 0.0518 0.0000 ! 67.8029 § 67.8029 ! 0.0168 0.0000 } 68.1561

P
Fmmmmn
e
P

» 004




e ___
Total 0.0954 0.7982 | 05182 | 7.5000e- 0.0551 | 0.0551 0.0518 0.0518 0.0000 | 67.8029 | 67.8029 | 0.0168 0.0000 | 68.1561
004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
_ _  _
ROG NOX CcO 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
Hauling w 0.0000 s+ 0.0000 s 0.0000 s« 0.0000 s+ 0.0000 s 0.0000 s+ 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 « 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 » 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 i 0.0000
femeeseasemeeathaeeneaan Femennannn Levncnans e eaaans R H R deemnans deennaann R Neeeneas R Leccencnn Fenennennn Neaens H
Vendor w 1.5900e- ; 0.0137 ; 0.0192 ) 3.0000e- ; 7.4000e- } 2.0000e- ; 9.4000e- i 2.2000e- ; 1.9000e- i 4.0000e- i 0.0000 ; 3.0205  3.0205 ; 2.0000e- ; 0.0000 ; 3.0210
003 005 004 004 004 004 004 004 005
YT Worker T W 154006+ 2.0300e- | 0.0194 1 4.00006- + 2.78006- + 3.00006- } 2.81006- + 7.6000e- I 3.0000e- § 7.8000e- * 0.0000 ' 3.3480 ! 3.3480 1 1.8000e. % 0.0000 ! 3.3517
w 003 i 003 i\ 005 i 003 i 005 i 003 i 004 i 005 i 004 i : : 1004 :
Total 3.1300e. | 00157 ] 00385 | 7.0000e | 35200e | 2.3000e-] 3.7500e- ] o.0000e. | 2.2000e- | L.1eooe. J 00000 | 63664 6.3684 | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 6.3726
003 005 003 004 003 004 004 003 004
3.5 Architectural Coating - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
_ _  _
ROG NOX CcO 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
Archit. Coating = 1.2389 1 : : : + 0.0000 & 0.0000 @ + 0.0000 & 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000
"""OffRoad W 0.0129 1 00830 1 00659 + 1.0000e- & 1'6.8300e- + 6.8800e- + ¥ 6.8800e- 1 6.8800e- 1 0.0000 & 8.9364 1 8.9364 1 1.0500e- 1 0.0000 i 8.9585
n ' ' 1004 ' 003 * 003 ! ' 003 ' 003 ot ' ' ' 003 '
Total 1.2518 0.0830 | 0.0659 | 1.0000e- 6.8800e- | 6.8800e- 6.8800e- | 6.8800e- § 0.0000 | 8.9364 8.9364 | 1.0500e- | 0.0000 8.9585
004 003 003 003 003 003

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site




ROG NOX CcO 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
Hauling 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000
TTT"Vendor T w o 0.0000 1 00000 1 0.0000 + 0.0000 1 0.0000 i 0.0000 "70.0000 & 0.0000 i 0.0000 1 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000
TTT"Worker T 3.6000e- 1 278000e- & 4.5300e- » 1.0000e- & 8.40006- + 1.00006- + 8.5000e- + 2.20008- + 1.0000e- 3 2.3000e- + 0.0000 + 0.7847 + 0.7847 1 4.0000e- 1 0.0000 + 0.7856
004 & 003 : 005 & 004 i Q05 005 : 004 i {005 i
h J—
Total 3.6000e- | 4.8000e- | 4.5300e- | 1.0000e- | 8.4000e- | 1.0000e- | 8.5000e- | 2.2000e- | 1.0000e- | 2.3000e- f 0.0000 | 0.7847 0.7847 | 4.0000e- | 0.0000 0.7856
004 004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX CcO 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
Archit. Coating 4 1.2389 | : : : +0.0000 ; 0.0000 +0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000
T OfRoad T T0.0126 "% T0.0830 ¢ 0.0659 *+ 1.0000e- & T 16.8800e- ¢ 6.8800e- + T V' 6.8800e- + 6.8800e- ! 0.0000 + 8.9364 1 8.9364 + 1.0500e- ¢ 0.0000 ! 8.9585
. . : v 004 v 003 i 003 i v 003 i 003 i : : v 003 i :
Total 1.2518 0.0830 | 0.0659 | 1.0000e- 6.8800e- | 6.8800e- 6.8800e- | 6.8800e- § 0.0000 | 8.9364 8.9364 | 1.0500e- | 0.0000 8.9585
004 003 003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX CcO 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




T Hauling” T T0.0000 3 T0.0000 ¢ 00000 * 00000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.6600 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0600 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000"
""7"Vendor T 0.0000 1 0.0000 i 0.0000 + 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000
T Worker” W 3.60006- + 4.8000e- 1 4.5300e- 1 1.0000e- 1 6.5000e- : 1.00006- + 6.60006- : 1.8000e- 1 1.0000e- 1 1.8000e- i 0.0000 i 0.7847 i 0.7847 ' 4.0000e- i 0.0000 i 0.7856
" 004 ' 004 + 003 005 004 + 005 004 » 004 » 005 ' 004 ' ' ' ' 005 '
Total 3.6000e- | 4.8000e- | 4.5300e- | 1.0000e- | 6.5000e- | 1.0000e- | 6.6000e- | 1.8000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.8000e- § 0.0000 | 0.7847 | 0./847 | 4.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.7856
004 004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 005
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
I _ I
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 tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated = 03019 ¢ 0.7298 1 3.2420 :6.%00&: 0.4646 1 9.1900e- * 04738 © 01243 '+ 8.4500e- * 0.1327 * 0.0000 :534.19521 534.1952 : 0.0232 : 0.0000 ! 534.6824
H . . . 003 v 003 . v 003 . . . . . .
------ e L Ty T E O S AT Y E P Y Ey P P e e T Y EE T PR R rr FORE I EEI PP L e P CPLEr EECT IR EERL TS TS
Unmitigated ~ » 0.3019 + 07298 . 3.2420 : 6.7500e- : 0.4646 :9.1900e-: 0.4738 . 0.1243 : 8.4500e- : 01327 : 0.0000 :534.1952, 5341952+ 0.0232 : 0.0000 : 534.6824
H . . v 003 . 003 . v 003 . . . . . .
4.2 Trip Summary Information
| Average Daily Trip Rate | Unmitigated | Mitigated
S —— —— I
Land Use I Weekday Saturday  |Sunday I Annual VMT I Annual VMT
Single Family Housing ' 440.00 ' 443.52 ' 385.88 ' 1,235,694 ' 1,235,694
__
Total [ 44000 [ 44352 ] 38588 | 1,235,694 | 1,235,694
4.3 Trip Type Information
I Miles I Trip % I Trip Purpose % I
Land Use I H-W or C-W | H-S or C-C [H-O or C—NW| H-W or C- | H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW | Primary Diverted Pass-by I
_ _ _ ¥ e —— y iy
Single Family Housing : 10.80 7.30 : 7.50 ¢ 4160 : 1880 39.60 : 86 : 11 : 3 I




LDA LDTL LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD? MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.510118;  0.073510; 0.102396 0.133166: 0.03673/: 0.005265; 0.012605; 0.021642; 0.001847; 0.002083: 0.006548; 0.000610: 0.003471]

5.0 Energy Detail
4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

I e I
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
Electricity Mitigated H H . H , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 0.0000 , 102.4441, 102.4441 , 4.1200e- , 8.5000e- , 102.7951
i : N R i S P oo {ooos
" Hectricy W T [ gt [ gt $70.0000 "} " 06000 1T 700000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 §102:4441 } 102.4441 % 4712006 | 8.50006- + 102.7951
Unmitigated  w H H H H H H H H H H H H v 003 . 004 .
""NaturalGas ~ w 6.56006- + 0.0561 | 0.0239 1 3.6000e- 3 1453006 1 45300e- 1T T 455300e- 1 4.5300e- 1 0.0000 ! 64.9306 1 64.9306 1 1.0400e- * 1.1900e- | 653258
Mitigated " 003 H H H 004 | v 003 003 | H 003 H 003 H H H H 003 | 003 H
-------------- P = = m = m e e = m e e e e E N e e i = e E e e R R F R R N N e A e E N E A m R R AR A R e R e N N e e R e N s s e A A MR sEsEEAF=SSssssss=ssssssssAssssssssgEsssssss
NaturalGas = 6.5600e- : 0.0561 * 0.0239 : 3.6000e- : ' 4.5300e- 1 4.5300e- ! i 45300e- 1 4.5300e- : 0.0000 : 64.9306 : 64.9306 : 1.2400e- : 1.1900e- : 65.3258
Unmitigated ® 003 ! : Y004t * 003 * 003 ! * 003 * 003 ! : : * 003 * 003 !
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
__ __ __ __ - - .
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
e — — ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥
Single Family +1.21675e+ws 6.5600e- « 0.0561 . 0.0239 . 3.6000e- . + 4.5300e- « 4.5300e- » 45300e- « 4.5300e- . 0.0000 . 64.9306 .« 64.9306 : 1.2400e- . 1.1900e- . 65.3258
Housing v 006 = 003 ' ' v 004 ' 003 003 v 003 003 ' ! ' ! 003 » 003 »
.............. L I L L L L L L L L L L L T e e e L L L L L L L L L L L L L A L L L L L L L LY EE T




Total 6.5600e- | 0.0561 0.0239 3.6000e- 4.5300e- | 4.5300e- 4.5300e- | 4.5300e- 0.0000 64.9306 64.9306 | 1.2400e- | 1.1900e- | 65.3258
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 003

Mitigated
I e I
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO S0O2 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
Single Family +1.21675e+u 6.5600e- « 0.0561 . 0.0239 . 3.6000e- 1 4.5300e- « 4.5300e- 1 4.5300e- « 4.5300e- .« 0.0000 . 64.9306 « 64.9306 : 1.2400e- . 1.1900e- « 65.3258
Housing + 006 = 003 ' ' 004 ' 003 + 003 + 003 003 ' ! ' ! 003 003
Total 6.5600e- 0.0561 0.0239 3.6000e- 4.5300e- | 4.5300e- 4.5300e- | 4.5300e- 0.0000 64.9306 64.9306 | 1.2400e- | 1.1900e- | 65.3258
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 003
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
Electricity |§ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
S —
Single Family ' 313468 * 102.4441 ' 4.1200e- ! 8.5000e- ! 102.7951
Housing . - 1 003 004 .
a - I
Total 102.4441 | 4.1200e- | 8.5000e- | 102.7951
003 004

Mitigated



Electricity |l Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
S —
Single Family * 313468 w 102.4441 1 4.1200e- * 8.5000e- ! 102.7951
Housing H " v 003 1 004
k —
Total 102.4441 | 4.1200e- | 8.5000e- | 102.7951
003 004
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
__ __ __ __ . .
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
Mitigated w 3.2045 . 0.0413 , 3.7323 . 1.3500e- . v 0.4796 . 0.4796 . v 04796 . 0.4796 . 45.4501 . 19.5948 , 65.0449 , 0.0425 , 3.5-7006- \ 67.0454
: : P pom f b : : : : o :
............... L L L R e N R L L L L T e L L L L L L L L L I R L L L I I
Unmitigated % 3.2045 ! 0.0413 ! 3.7323 ! 1.3500e- ! ' 0.4796 ! 0.4796 ! ' 0.4796 ! 0.4796 ' 454501 ! 19.5948 ! 65.0449 ! 0.0425 ‘' 3.5700e- ! 67.0454
" H H v 003 H H H H H H H H H v 003
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
__ __ __ __ . .
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
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr






