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SAN:JOAQUIN Community Development Department

—COUNTY—

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
NOTICE OF PREPARATION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC
SCOPING MEETING

GILL WOMEN'’S MEDICAL CENTER, LLC
WOMEN’'S HEALTH FACILITY &
HOSPITAL PROJECT

Date: January 13, 2020
To: Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, & Interested Persons
Re: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Gill

Women’s Medical Center

Project Number(s): PA-1900240 (SA) & PA-2000014 (ER)
Property Owner(s): Jasbir S. Gill Family LTD PTP
Applicant(s): Gill Women’s Medical Center, LLC

Lead Agency: San Joaquin County

Contact: Stephanie Stowers, Senior Planner
1810 E. Hazelton Avenue
Stockton, CA 95205
sstowers@sjgov.org
(209) 468-9653

Comment Period: January 15, 2020 to February 14, 2020

In accordance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), San
Joaquin County (County) has determined that the proposed Gill Women’s Medical Center will
require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The purpose of this Notice of
Preparation (NOP) is to provide sufficient information describing the proposed project and the
potential environmental effects to enable meaningful input related to the scope and content of the
information to be included in the EIR.

This NOP initiates the CEQA scoping process. The County will be the lead agency for the
preparation of the EIR.

Documents related to the project and EIR will be available for review on the County’s website at:

https://www.sjgov.org/commdev/cgi-bin/cdyn.exe?grp=planning&htm=actlist&typ=apd

Planning - Building - Neighborhood Preservation



PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD

This NOP is being circulated for public review and comment for a period of thirty (30) days,
beginning January 15, 2020 and concluding on February 14, 2020. The County, as the lead
agency, requests that responsible and trustee agencies, and the Office of Planning and Research,
respond in a manner consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15082(b). Responsible and trustee
agencies, and the Office of Planning and Research must submit any comments in response to
this notice no later than 30 days after receipt. In the event that the County does not receive a
response or request for additional review time from a responsible or trustee agency by the end of
the review period, the County may presume that the agency has no response to make.

PROVIDING COMMENTS ON THIS NOTICE OF PREPARATION

Comments on how the proposed project may affect the environment are welcomed. Please
contact Ms. Stowers if you have any comments regarding the project or questions about the
environmental review process. Comments in response to this notice must be submitted in writing.

Written and/or email comments on the NOP should be provided at the earliest possible date, but
must be received no later than 5:00 p.m. on February 14, 2020.

Comments should include the name and mailing address (email or physical) of the commenter in
the body of the response. Please provide the name of an applicable contact person if you are
providing comments on behalf of an agency.

SCOPING MEETING
The County will hold two (2) scoping meetings to provide an opportunity for agency

representatives and the public to assist the County in determining the scope and content of the
EIR.

Agency Scoping Meeting: Public Scoping Meeting:
Wednesday, February 5, 2020 Wednesday, February 5, 2020
3:30-5:00 PM 5:30-7:00 PM
Public Health Auditorium Public Health Auditorium
1601 East Hazelton Avenue 1601 East Hazelton Avenue
Stockton, CA 95205 Stockton, CA 95205

FOCUS OF INPUT

The County relies on responsible and trustee agencies to provide information relevant to the
analysis of resources falling within its jurisdiction. The County encourages input for the proposed
EIR, with a focus on the following topics:

Scope of Environmental Analysis: Guidance on the scope of analysis for this EIR, including
identification of specific issues that will require closer study due to the location, scale, and
character of the proposed project;

Mitigation Measures: Ideas for feasible mitigation that could potentially be imposed by the
County to avoid, eliminate, or reduce potentially significant or significant impacts;

Alternatives: Suggestions for alternatives to the Gill Women’s Medical Center that could
potentially reduce or avoid potentially significant or significant impacts; and



Interested Parties: Identification of public agencies, public and private groups, and individuals
the County should notice regarding the Gill Women’s Medical Center and the accompanying EIR.

PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Gill Women’'s Medical Center is located at 11000 N. West Lane, within
unincorporated San Joaquin County, approximately one (1) mile north of the City of Stockton. The
project encompasses three (3) parcels, totaling 60.83 acres; APNs: 059-080-07, -29, & -30 (See
attached, Exhibit A for a detailed project location map). The site is currently primarily planted in
vineyards, with one existing residence (Address: 11013 N. Ham Lane). Surrounding land uses
are primarily agricultural with scattered residences; detailed surrounding land uses are as follows:

North of the project site: Pixley Slough (one half [2] mile north), City of Lodi (two and a half [2
2] miles north)

East of the project site: Union Pacific Railroad (Fresno) (one half ['2] mile east), City of Stockton
(one half [2] of a mile east), State Route 99 (one and a half [1 2] miles east)

South of the project site: Industrial development (500 feet south), Bear Creek (one [1] mile
south), City of Stockton (one [1] mile south)

West of the project site: City of Stockton (three quarter [%] mile west), Union Pacific Railroad
(Sacramento) (one and a half [1 /2] miles west)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is a Site Approval application to establish a medical facility, including a
women’s health facility and hospital with heliport, in two (2) phases (Use Types: Public Services
— Essential). The proposed project includes a Development Agreement application, which, if
approved, will permit Phase 1 improvements to be constructed over five (5) years, and Phase 2
improvements to be constructed over ten (10) years (See attached, Exhibit B for site plan).

Phase 1 includes the construction of a 36,000 square foot single story women’s health facility,
which will provide labor, delivery, emergent medicine, and outpatient surgery center services
(OSHPD-3 “Alternative Birthing Center’ as designated by Health & Safety Code §1204[b][4]
including accessory urgent care medicine and outpatient surgery). On-site improvements
including encroachment from West Lane, parking, and private facilities for wastewater, water, and
stormwater will be provided with Phase 1.

Phase 2 includes the construction of a 28,000 square foot medical office building, a 140,000
square foot hospital with 100 beds, an emergency heliport landing area, and a 6,000 square foot
physical plant building (Level Ill Trauma Center designation from EMS pursuant to 22 Cal. Code
Regs. § 100263). On-site improvements including encroachment from Ham Lane and Eight Mile
Road, parking expansion, and expansion of private facilities for wastewater, water, and
stormwater will also be provided with Phase 2.

The project site encompasses three (3) parcels, and a Lot Line Adjustment is proposed to result
in Phase 1 and Phase 2 development to be located on stand-alone parcels.

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES
For the purposes of CEQA, the term “Responsible Agency” includes all public agencies (other

than federal agencies) beyond the Lead Agency that have discretionary approval power over the
project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15381). Discretionary approval power may include such
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actions as issuance of a permit, authorization, or easement needed to complete some aspect of
the proposed project. Responsible Agencies may include, but are not limited to, the following:

» California Department of Transportation (Caltrans): Encroachment permits for placement of
encroachments within, under, or over the state highway rights of way if improvements are
required at freeway interchanges

» California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) — Division of Aeronautics: Approval of
heliport-related permits

= California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD): Approval and
construction inspection of hospital buildings

= California Department of Public Health, Licensing, and Certification: Licensing and
certification of healthcare facilities

= Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB): Clean water quality
certification, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit

» San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD): Authority to construct, permit
to operate

» San Joaquin Council of Governments: Approval of participation and certificate of payment
confirming participation in the San Joaquin Multi-Species and Habitat Conservation Plan

» Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR): Encroachment permit for placement of encroachments within,
under, or over the UPRR rights-of-way

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The County has determined that the proposed project may have a significant effect on the
environment and, therefore, an EIR should be prepared. As required by CEQA, the EIR will
describe the existing conditions and evaluate the potential for environmental effects of the
proposed project and a reasonable range of alternatives, including the no-project alternative. It
will address direct, indirect, and cumulative effects. The EIR will also discuss potential growth-
inducing impacts and summarize significant and unavoidable environmental effects. The EIR will
identify feasible mitigation measures, if available, to reduce potentially significant impacts. The
EIR will focus on the potentially significant environmental impacts of the project. At this time, the
County has identified a potential for environmental impact in the areas identified below:

Aesthetics: The analysis will address the alteration of visual characteristics from the
development of the proposed hospital facility, and the potential for increases in light and glare in
within the vicinity of the project site.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources: The analysis will evaluate potential direct and indirect
effects on the existing surrounding agricultural uses that could result from implementation of the
proposed project.

Air Quality: The analysis will address short-term construction-related and long-term operations-
related increases in criteria air pollutants and precursors (e.g., reactive organic gases [ROG],
oxides of nitrogen [NOX], respirable particulate matter [PM10], and fine particulate matter
[PM2.5]). The analysis will also assess the potential for construction- and operations-related toxic
air contaminants (TACs) to result in levels of health risk exposure at off-site sensitive receptors.



The analysis will focus on diesel particulate emitted by heavy equipment during project
construction, and any additional trucks serving the project during operations.

Biological Resources: The analysis will evaluate potential direct and indirect impacts on
biological resources, including riparian habitat, special-status fish, and other terrestrial and
aquatic resources, that could result from implementation of the proposed project.

Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources: A record search will be conducted at the
Central California Information Center and pedestrian surveys of areas proposed for ground
disturbance will be conducted by a qualified archaeologist. Any tribal or other cultural resources
that are known or have the potential to occur on the project site will be assessed, and the potential
impacts that may occur to known and unanticipated resources because of project implementation
will be evaluated. The EIR will also document the results of required consultation and any
agreements on mitigation measures for California Tribal Cultural Resources.

Energy: The levels of electricity, natural gas, propane, gasoline, and diesel consumed in the
construction and operation of the project will be estimated, and whether the project would result
in the wasteful use of energy will be determined.

Geology and Soils: The analysis will evaluate the potential for project-related construction and
operations to cause impacts related to geology and soils, including mineral resources, which could
result from the development of the proposed project.

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change: The analysis will evaluate the project’s consistency
with California’s GHG reduction goals and related regulations and policies, and will determined
whether project-generated GHG emissions would be cumulatively considerable contribution to
the global impact of climate change.

Growth Inducement: The analysis will evaluate the project’s direct and indirect impacts on
economic and/or population growth including the construction of additional housing, in the project
vicinity.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials: The analysis will address the potential for project-related
construction and operations to create significant hazards to the public of the environment through
use of hazardous materials, or cause reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials.

Hydrology and Water Quality: The analysis will describe the existing drainage and water quality
conditions of the site, and provide a description of the applicable regulatory environment, and
evaluate the project’s hydrology and water quality impacts including” short-term construction-
related effects; permanent stormwater changes’ impacts to surface water quality’ impacts to
groundwater quality and quantity; and cumulative on- and off-site impacts.

Land Use: The analysis will describe the existing and proposed land uses in the project area and
evaluate the potential inconsistencies between the proposed project and the applicable General
Plan and zoning. The analysis will focus on changes in land use, land use compatibility, and
general plan consistency, to the extent that potential General Plan conflicts may lead to physical
impacts on the environment.

Noise and Vibration: The analysis will include information on the location of existing sensitive
receptors, ambient noise levels, and natural factors that relate to the attenuation thereof. Noise
and vibration impacts that would be anticipated to occur with construction and operational
activities associated with the proposed project will be assessed.



Public Services and Recreation: The analysis will address the potential impacts on public
services as a result of the proposed project. Public services include fire protection, law
enforcement, schools, parks and recreation, and libraries.

Transportation: The analysis will include a Traffic Study. The traffic study will analyze the
increase in vehicle traffic, and Level of Service and Vehicle Miles Travelled impacts to streets and
intersections potentially impacted by the project, including West Lane, Eight Mile Road, and Ham
Lane, and other surrounding roads.

Utilities and Service Systems: The analysis will address the potential for environmental affects
as a result of the proposed project’s increased impact on water supply, distribution, and treatment;
wastewater collection, conveyance, and treatment; solid waste collection and disposal; and
electricity and natural gas.
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S JCOG, Inc.

555 East Weber Avenue o Stockton, CA 95202 ¢ (209) 235-0600 e FAX (209) 235-0438

San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation & Open Space Plan (SJMSCP)

SJMSCP RESPONSE TO LOCAL JURISDICTION (RTLJ)
ADVISORY AGENCY NOTICE TO SJCOG, Inc.

To: Stephanie Stowers, San Joaquin County, Community Development Department
From: Laurel Boyd, SJCOG, Inc.
Date: January 16, 2020

Local Jurisdiction Project Title: Gill Women'’s Medical Center, LLC Women'’s Health Facility & Hospital Project
Assessor Parcel Number(s):  059-080-07, -29, -30

Local Jurisdiction Project Number: PA-1900240 (SA), PA-2000014 (ER)

Total Acres to be converted from Open Space Use: Unknown

Habitat Types to be Disturbed: Agricultural Habitat Land

Species Impact Findings: Findings to be determined by SUIMSCP biologist.

Dear Ms. Stowers:

SJCOG, Inc. has reviewed the application referral for the Gill Women’s Medical Center, LLC, Women’s Health Facility &
Hospital Project - PA-1900240 (SA), PA-2000014 (ER). This project consists of a Notice of Preparation of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the Gill Women’s Medical Center Project. The proposed project is a Site Approval
application to establish a medical facility, including a women’s health facility and hospital with heliport, in two (2) phases

e Types: Public Services — Essential). The proposed project includes a Development Agreement application, which is
approved, will permit Phase 1 improvements to be constructed over five (5) years, and Phase 2 improvements to be
constructed over ten (10) years.

Phase 1 includes the construction of a 36,000 square foot single story women’s health facility, which will provide labor,
deliver, emergent medicine, and outpatient surgery center services (OSHPD-3 “Alternative Birthing Center” as designated
by Health & Safety Code 1204[b][4] including accessory urgent care medicine and outpatient surgery). On-site
improvements including encroachment from West Lane, parking, and private facilities for wastewater, water, and
stormwater will be provided in Phase 1.

Phase 2 includes the construction of a 28,000 square foot medical office building, a 140,000 square foot hospital with 100
beds, an emergency heliport landing area, and a 6,000 square foot physical plant building (Level Il Trauma Center
designation from EMS pursuant to 22 Cal. Code Regs. 100263). On-site improvements including encroachment from
ham Lane and Eight Mile Road, parking expansion, and expansion of private facilities for wastewater, water, and
stormwater will also be provided with Phase 2.

The project site encompasses three (3) parcels, and a Lot Line Adjustment is proposed to result in Phase 1 and Phase 2
development to be located on stand-alone parcels. The project site is on the east side of West Lane, 460 feet north of
Eight Mile Road, north of Stockton (APN/Address: 059-080-07, -29, -30/11105 North Ham Lane, Lodi).

San Joaquin County is a signatory to San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan
(SJMSCP). Participation in the SIMSCP satisfies requirements of both the state and federal endangered species acts,
and ensures that the impacts are mitigated below a level of significance in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). The LOCAL JURISDICTION retains responsibility for ensuring that the appropriate Incidental Take
Minimization Measure are properly implemented and monitored and that appropriate fees are paid in compliance with the
SJMSCP. Although participation in the SIMSCP is voluntary, Local Jurisdiction/Lead Agencies should be aware that if
project applicants choose against participating in the SIMSCP, they will be required to provide alternative mitigation in an
ount and kind equal to that provided in the SIMSCP.

1 his project is subject to the SUMSCP and is located within the unmapped land use area. Per requirements of the
SJMSCP, unmapped projects are subject to case-by-case review. This can be a 90 day process and it is recommended
that the project applicant contact SIMSCP staff as early as possible. It is also recommended that the project applicant
obtain an information package. http://www.sjcog.org



2|8JCOG, Inc.

After this project is approved by the Habitat Technical Advisory Committee and the SJCOG Inc. Board, the followmg
process must occur to participate in the SIMSCP:

Ll Schedule a SIMSCP Biologist to perform a pre-construction survey prior to any ground disturbance

. SJMSCP Incidental take Minimization Measures and mitigation requirement:

1. Incidental Take Minimization Measures (ITMMs) will be issued to the project and must be signed by the project applicant prior to any
ground disturbance but no later than six (6) months from receipt of the ITMMs. If ITMMs are not signed within six months, the applicant
must reapply for SIMSCP Coverage. Upon receipt of signed ITMMs from project applicant, SJCOG, Inc. staff will sign the ITMMs. This
is the effective date of the ITMMs.

2. Under no circumstance shall ground disturbance occur without compliance and satisfaction of the ITMMs.

3. Upon issuance of fully executed ITMMSs and prior to any ground disturbance, the project applicant must:

a.  Postabond for payment of the applicable SIMSCP fee covering the entirety of the project acreage being covered (the bond
should be valid for no longer than a 6 month period); or
b.  Pay the appropriate SIMSCP fee for the entirety of the project acreage being covered; or
¢, Dedicate land in-lieu of fees, either as conservation easements or fee title; or
d.  Purchase approved mitigation bank credits.
4. Within 6 months from the effective date of the ITMMs or issuance of a building permit, whichever occurs first, the project applicant must:
a.  Pay the appropriate SJMSCP for the entirety of the project acreage being covered; or
b.  Dedicate land in-lieu of fees, either as conservation easements or fee title; or
c.  Purchase approved mitigation bank credits.
TFailure to satisfy the obligations of the mitigation fee shall subject the bond to be called.

= Receive your Certificate of Payment and release the required permit

It should be noted that if this project has any potential impacts to waters of the United States [pursuant to Section 404 Clean Water Act],
it would require the project to seek voluntary coverage through the unmapped process under the SIMSCP which could take up to 90
days. It may be prudent to obtain a preliminary wetlands map from a qualified consultant. If waters of the United States are confirmed
on the project site, the Corps and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) would have regulatory authority over those
mapped areas [pursuant to Section 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act respectively] and permits would be required from each of these
resource agencies prior to grading the project site.

If you have any questions, please call (209) 235-0600.
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SJCOG,Inc
San Joaguin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation & Open Space Plan

555 East Weber Avenue e Stockton, CA 95202 e (209) 235-0600 e FAX (209) 235-0438

SJMSCP HOLD

TO: Local Jurisdiction: Community Development Department, Planning Department, Building
Department, Engineering Department, Survey Department, Transportation Department,
Other:

FROM: Laurel Boyd, SICOG, Inc.

The landowner/developer for this site has requested coverage pursuant to the San Joaquin County Multi-
Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan (SIMSCP). In accordance with that agreement, the
Applicant has agreed to:

1) SJMSCP Incidental Take Minimization Measures and mitigation requirement:

1. Incidental Take Minimization Measures (ITMMs) will be issued to the project and must be signed by the
project applicant prior to any ground disturbance but no later than six (6) months from receipt of the ITMMs,
If ITMMs are not signed within six months, the applicant must reapply for SIMSCP Coverage. Upon receipt
of signed ITMMs from project applicant, SJCOG, Inc. staff will sign the ITMMs. This is the effective date
of the ITMMs.
Under no circumstance shall ground disturbance occur without compliance and satisfaction of the ITMMs.
Upon issuance of fully executed ITMMs and prior to any ground disturbance, the project applicant must:

a. Posta bond for payment of the applicable SIMSCP fee covering the entirety of the project acreage

being covered (the bond should be valid for no longer than a 6 month period); or

b. Pay the appropriate SIMSCP fee for the entirety of the project acreage being covered; or

¢. Dedicate land in-lieu of fees, either as conservation easements or fee title; or

d. Purchase approved mitigation bank credits.
4. Within 6 months from the effective date of the ITMMs or issuance of a building permit, whichever occurs

first, the project applicant must:
a. Pay the appropriate SIMSCP for the entirety of the project acreage being covered; or

b. Dedicate land in-lieu of fees, either as conservation easements or fee title; or
c¢. Purchase approved mitigation bank credits.
Failure to satisfy the obligations of the mitigation fee shall subject the bond to be called.

bl o

Project Title; NOP of an EIR for the Gill Women’s Health Facility Project (PA-1900240, PA-2000014)

Landowner: Jasbir S. Gill Family, LTD PTP Applicant: Gill Women’s Medical Center, LLC

Assessor Parcel #s; 059-080-07, -29. 30

T ,R , Section(s):

Local Jurisdiction Contact: Stephanie Stowers

The LOCAL JURISDICTION retains responsibility for ensuring that the appropriate
Incidental Take Minimization Measures are properly implemented and monitored and that
appropriate fees are paid in compliance with the SUMSCP.




DOcuUDIgN Envelope 10 48940LBL0-Y/ 3-4ABY-YEDE-YULLD/ 1 £1884F 1

C a I IfO m l a Gavin Newsom, Governor

. David Shabazian, Director
Department of Conservation
Geologic Energy Management Division

January 28, 2020

State Clearinghouse
State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
PO Box 3044

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

CEQA Project: SCH # 2020010176
Lead Agency: San Joaquin County
Project Title: PA-1900240 & PA-2000014 (ER) Gill Women's Medical Center

The California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) oversees the drilling,
operation, maintenance, and plugging and abandonment of oil, natural gas, and
geothermal wells. Our regulatory program emphasizes the wise development of oll,
natural gas, and geothermal resources in the state through sound engineering
practices that protect the environment, prevent pollution, and ensure public safety.
Northern California is known for its rich gas fields. CalGEM staff have reviewed the
documents depicting the proposed project.

The proposed project is a Site Approval application to establish a medical facility,
including a women's health facility and hospital with heliport, in two (2) phases (Use
Types: Public Services - Essential). The proposed project includes a Development
Agreement application, which, if approved, will permit Phase 1 improvements to be
constructed over five (5) years, and Phase 2 improvements to be constructed over ten
(10) years. Phase 1 includes the construction of a 36,000 square foot women's health
center. Phase 2 includes the construction of a 140,000 square foot hospital facility, a
28,000-medical office building, a 6,000 square foot waste freatment facility, a 4,000
square foot physical plant, a 2,000 square foot water freatment facility, and a heliport.

The attached maps show the location of a known gas well that was converted to a
water well in July of 1962. This well is referred to as the “North Stockion Unit A" 1 well,
AP1:0407700519. Based on the project map submitted, the well could be within the
construction area. No other wells impact or are impacted by the proposed work. Note
that the Division has not verified the actual location of the well nor does it make specific
statements regarding the adequacy of abandonment procedures with respect to
current standards.

For future reference, you can review wells located on private and public land at

CalGEM's website: hitps://maps.conservation.ca.gov/doggar/wellfinder/#close

The local permitting agencies and property owner should be aware of, and fully
understand, that significant and potentially dangerous issues may be associated with
development near oil and gas wells. These issues are non-exhaustively identified in the

State of California Natural Resources Agency | Department of Conservation
Northern District, 801 K Street, MS 18-05, Sacramento, CA 95814
conservation.ca.gov | T: (916) 322-1110 | F: (916) 445-3319




DOCUDIgN ENVEIoPpE 1] 4894 LB40-FY/ 3-4ABY-YEDE-YLD/ [ L/ 8841

CEQA Project: SCH # 2020010176
Lead Agency: San Joaquin County
January 28, 2020

following comments and are provided by CalGEM for consideration by the local
permitting agency, in conjunction with the property owner and/or developer, on a
parcel-by-parcel or well-by-well basis. As stated above, CalGEM provides the above
well review information solely to facilitate decisions made by the local permitting
agency regarding potential development near a gas well.

1. ltisrecommended that access to a well located on the property be maintained
in the event abandonment of the well becomes necessary in the future.
Impeding access to a well could result in the need to remove any sfructure or
obstacle that prevents orimpedes access. This includes, but is not limited fo,
buildings, housing, fencing, landscaping, trees, pools, patios, sidewalks, and
decking.

2. Nothing guarantees that a well abandoned fo current standards will not start
leaking oil, gas, and/or water in the future. It always remains a possibility that
any well may start to leak oil, gas, and/or water after abandonment, no matter
how thoroughly the well was plugged and abandoned. CalGEM acknowledges
that wells abandoned to current standards have a lower probability of leaking
oil, gas, and/or water in the future, but makes no guarantees as to the
adequacy of this well’'s abandonment or the potential need for future re-
abandonment.

3. Based on comments 1 and 2 above, CalGEM makes the following general
recommendations:
a. Maintain physical access to any gas well encountered.
b. Ensure that the abandonment of gas well(s) is to current standards.

If the local permitting agency, property owner, and/or developer chooses not to
follow recommendation "b" for a well located on the development site
property, CalGEM believes that the importance of following recommendation
"a" for the well located on the subject property increases. If recommendation
"a" cannot be followed for the well located on the subject property, then
CalGEM adlvises the local permitting agency, property owner, and/or developer
to consider any and all alternatives to proposed construction or development on
the site (see comment 4 below).

4. Sections 3208 and 3255(a)(3) of the Public Resources Code give CalGEM the
authority to order the abandonment or re-abandonment of any well that is
hazardous, or that poses a danger to life, health, or natural resources.
Responsibility for abandonment and or re-abandonment costs for any well may
be affected by the choices made by the local permitting agency, property
owner, and/or developer in considering the general recommendations set forth
in this letter. (Cal. Public Res. Code, § 3208.1.)

5. Maintaining sufficient access to a gas well may be generally described as
maintaining “rig access” to the well. Rig access allows a well servicing rig and
associated necessary equipment to reach the well from a public street or access
way, solely over the parcel on which the well is located. A well servicing rig, and
any necessary equipment, should be able to pass unimpeded along and over
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the route, and should be able to access the well without disturbing the integrity
of surrounding infrastructure.

é. If, during development of this proposed project, any unknown well(s) is/are
discovered, CalGEM should be notified immediately so that the newly-
discovered well(s) can be incorporated into the records and investigated.
CalGEM recommends that any well(s) found in the course of this project, and
any pertinent information obtained after the issuance of this letter, be
communicated to the appropriate county recorder for inclusion in the fitle
information of the subject real property. This is fo ensure that present and
future property owners are aware of (1) the well(s) located on the property,
and (2) potentially significant issues associated with any improvements near
oil or gas wells.

No well work may be performed on any oil or gas well without written approval from
CalGEM in the form of an appropriate permit. This includes, but is not limited to,
mitigating leaking fluids or gas from abandoned wells, modifications to well casings,
and/or any other re-abandonment work. (NOTE: CalGEM regulates the depth of any
well below final grade (depth below the surface of the ground). Title 14, Section
1723.5 of the California Code of Regulations states that all well casings shall be cut
off at least 5 feet but no more than 10 feet below grade. If any well needs to be
lowered or raised (i.e. casing cut down or casing riser added) to meet this grade
regulation, a permit from CalGEM is required before work can start.)

Sincerely,

DocuSigned by:

Urantene . Wandlow

067E7BDSEA114A7...
Charlene L Wardlow

Northern District Deputy

Attachments: Well Location Map
Well Location Map 2

cc: sstowers@sjgov.org
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Stowers, Stephanie

R
Im: Grundy, Farl@DOC <Farl.Grundy@conservation.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, February 6, 2020 11:42 AM
To: Stowers, Stephanie
Subject: Comments regarding Gill Women's Medical Center Project, SCH# 2020010176
Ms. Stowers,

| have reviewed the Notice of Preparation (SCH# 2020010176), and have a few comments/questions.

According to the project description in the Notice of Preparation, the proposed project is a site
approval application to establish a medical facility, including a women's health facility and hospital
with heliport, in two phases.

Currently the project site is zoned for Agriculture. As medical services are not an allowable use in any
of the Agricultural Zones, can it be assumed that the project will also involve a zoning
reclassification?2 A zoning reclassification that changes the permitted uses from agriculture to a
nonagricultural use would be subject to the County's Agricultural Mitigation Requirement as outline in
San Joaquin County Title, Division 10, Chapter 9-1080.3. The County's implementation of this
mitigation requirement should be discuss further in the Environment Impact Report.

Sincerely,

Farl Grundy

Associate Environmental Planner
Division of Land Resource Protection

California Department of Conservation

801 K Street, MS 14-15, Sacramento, CA 95814
T: (916) 324-7347

E: Farl.Grundy(@conservation.ca.gov

fv] > |@

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the use of the
individual or entity to which it is addressed. This message contains information, which may be privileged and
confidential. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any
action in reliance on the contents of this information may be prohibited. Repeated e-mail transmissions cannot be
guaranteed to be secured or error-free, as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or
incomplete. The sender therefore does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message,
which arise as a result of repeated e-mail transmissions.
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Meredith Williams, Ph.D., Director

o 8800 Cal Center Drive Gavin Newsom
Environmental Protection Sacramento, California 95826-3200

January 28, 2020

Ms. Stephanie Stowers

San Joaquin County

Community Development Department
1810 E. Hazelton Avenue

Stockton, California 95205

NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR THE PA-1900240 & PA-2000014 (ER) GILL
WOMEN’'S MEDICAL CENTER DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT —
DATED JANUARY 13, 2020 (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER: 2020010176)

Dear Ms. Stowers:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) received a Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for PA-1900240 & PA-2000014
(ER) Gill Women's Medical Center.

The proposed project is a Site Approval application to establish a medical facility,
including a women'’s health facility and hospital with heliport, in two phases. The
proposed project includes a Development Agreement application, which, if approved,
will permit Phase 1 improvements to be constructed over five years, and Phase 2
improvements to be constructed over ten years. Phase 1 includes construction of a
36,000 square foot women'’s health center. Phase 2 includes the construction of a
140,000 square foot hospital facility, a 28,000 square foot medical office building, a
6,000 square foot waste treatment facility, a 4,000 square foot physical plant, a
2,000 square foot water treatment facility, and a heliport.

DTSC recommends that the following issues be evaluated in the EIR, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials section:

1. The EIR should acknowledge the potential for project site activities to result in the
release of hazardous wastes/substances. In instances in which releases may
occur, further studies should be carried out to delineate the nature and extent of
the contamination, and the potential threat to public health and/or the
environment should be evaluated. The EIR should also identify the mechanism(s)
to initiate any required investigation and/or remediation and the government
agency who will be responsible for providing appropriate regulatory oversight.

® Printed on Recycled Paper



Ms. Stowers
January 28, 2020
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2.

If buildings or other structures are to be demolished on any project sites included
in the proposed project, surveys should be conducted for the presence of
lead-based paints or products, mercury, asbestos containing materials, and
polychlorinated biphenyl caulk. Removal, demolition and disposal of any of the
above-mentioned chemicals should be conducted in compliance with California
environmental regulations and policies. In addition, sampling near current and/or
former buildings should be conducted in accordance with DTSC’s 2006 Interim
Guidance Evaluation of School Sites with Potential Contamination from Lead
Based Paint, Termiticides, and Electrical Transformers
(https://dtsc.ca.gov/wpcontent/uploads/sites/31/2018/09/Guidance Lead
Contamination 050118.pdf).

If any projects initiated as part of the proposed project require the importation of
soil to backfill any excavated areas, proper sampling should be conducted to
ensure that the imported soil is free of contamination. DTSC recommends the
imported materials be characterized according to DTSC’s 2001 Information
Advisory Clean Imported Fill Material (https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/sites/31/2018/09/SMP_FS _Cleanfill-Schools.pdf).

If any sites included as part of the proposed project have been used for
agricultural, weed abatement or related activities, proper investigation for
organochlorinated pesticides should be discussed in the EIR. DTSC
recommends the current and former agricultural lands be evaluated in
accordance with DTSC’s 2008 Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural
Properties (Third Revision) (https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/sites/31/2018/09/Ag-Guidance-Rev-3-August-7-2008-2.pdf).

DTSC appreciates the opportunity to review the EIR. Should you need any assistance
with an environmental investigation, please submit a request for Lead Agency Oversight
Application, which can be found at: https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/sites/31/2018/09/VCP_App-1460.doc. Additional information regarding

voluntary agreements with DTSC can be found at: https://dtsc.ca.gov/brownfields/.
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If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 255-3710 or via email at
Gavin.McCreary@dtsc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

- W//%wfy -

Gavin McCreary

Project Manager

Site Evaluation and Remediation Unit
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program
Department of Toxic Substances Control

cc.  (via email)

Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov

Ms. Lora Jameson, Chief

Site Evaluation and Remediation Unit
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Lora.Jameson@dtsc.ca.gov

Mr. Dave Kereazis

Office of Planning & Environmental Analysis
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov
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Water Boards

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

28 January 2020
Stephanie Stowers CERTIFIED MAIL
San Joaquin County 7019 0700 0002 0111 6616

Community Development Department
1810 East Hazelton Avenue
Stockton, CA 95205

COMMENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION
FOR THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, PA-1900240 AND PA-
2000014 (ER) GILL WOMEN'S MEDICAL CENTER PROJECT, SCH#2020010176,
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY

Pursuant to the State Clearinghouse’s 14 January 2020 request, the Central Valley

Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) has reviewed the

Request for Review for the Notice of Preparation for the Draft Environmental Impact

Report for the PA-1900240 and PA-2000014 (ER) Gill Women's Medical Center Project,
-located in San Joaquin County.

Our agency is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and
groundwaters of the state; therefore our comments will address concerns surrounding
those issues.

.  Regulatory Setting

Basin Plan

The Central Valley Water Board is required to formulate and adopt Basin Plans for
all areas within the Central Valley region under Section 13240 of the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Each Basin Plan must contain water quality
objectives to ensure the reasonable protection of beneficial uses, as well as a
program of implementation for achieving water quality objectives with the Basin
Plans. Federal regulations require each state to adopt water quality standards to
protect the public health or welfare, enhance the quality of water and serve the
purposes of the Clean Water Act. In California, the beneficial uses, water quality
objectives, and the Antidegradation Policy are the State’s water quality standards.
Water quality standards are also contained in the National Toxics Rule, 40 CFR
Section 131.36, and the California Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.38.

The Basin Plan is subject to modification as necessary, considering applicable
laws, policies, technologies, water quality conditions and priorities. The original
Basin Plans were adopted in 1975, and have been updated and revised periodically

KarL E. LonGLEY ScD, P.E., cHAIR | PATRICK PULUPA, ESQ., EXECUTIVE OFFICER

11020 Sun Center Drive #200, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley
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as required, using Basin Plan amendments. Once the Central Valley Water Board
has adopted a Basin Plan amendment in noticed public hearings, it must be
approved by the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), Office
of Administrative Law (OAL) and in some cases, the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA). Basin Plan amendments only become effective after
they have been approved by the OAL and in some cases, the USEPA. Every three
(3) years, a review of the Basin Plan is completed that assesses the
appropriateness of existing standards and evaluates and prioritizes Basin Planning
issues. For more information on the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento
and San Joaquin River Basins, please visit our website:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/

Antidegradation Considerations

All wastewater discharges must comply with the Antidegradation Policy (State
Water Board Resolution 68-16) and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy
contained in the Basin Plan. The Antidegradation Implementation Policy is
available on page 74 at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin plans/sacsjr 201

805.pdf
In part it states:

Any discharge of waste to high quality waters must apply best practicable
treatment or control not only to prevent a condition of pollution or nuisance from
occurring, but also to maintain the highest water quality possible consistent with
the maximum benefit to the people of the State.

This information must be presented as an analysis of the impacts and potential
impacts of the discharge on water quality, as measured by background
concentrations and applicable water quality objectives.

The antidegradation analysis is a mandatory element in the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System and land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDRs) permitting processes. The environmental review document should
evaluate potential impacts to both surface and groundwater quality.

Permitting Requirements

Construction Storm Water General Permit

Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where projects
disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that
in total disturbs one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities
(Construction General Permit), Construction General Permit Order No. 2009-009-
DWQ. Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing, grading,
grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as stockpiling, or excavation, but does
not include regular maintenance activities performed to restore the original line,
grade, or capacity of the facility. The Construction General Permit requires the
development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
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(SWPPP). For more information on the Construction General Permit, visit the State
Water Resources Control Board website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.sht
ml :

Phase | and Il Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits'

The Phase | and || MS4 permits require the Permittees reduce pollutants and runoff
flows from new development and redevelopment using Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). MS4 Permittees have their own
development standards, also known as Low Impact Development (LID)/post-
construction standards that include a hydromodification component. The MS4
permits also require specific design concepts for LID/post-construction BMPs in the
early stages of a project during the entitlement and CEQA process and the
development plan review process.

For more information on which Phase | MS4 Permit this project applies to, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at: ‘
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/storm water/municipal p
ermits/ :

For more information on the Phase || MS4 permit and who it applies to, visit the
State Water Resources Control Board at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/stormwater/phase ii munici

pal.shtmi

Industrial Storm Water General Permit

Storm water discharges associated with industrial sites must comply with the
regulations contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order No. 2014-
0057-DWQ. For more information on the Industrial Storm Water General Permit,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water _issues/storm_water/industrial g
eneral _permits/index.shtml

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit

If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters
or wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be
needed from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If a Section
404 permit is required by the USACE, the Central Valley Water Board will review
the permit application to ensure that discharge will not violate water quality
standards. If the project requires surface water drainage realignment, the applicant
is advised to contact the Department of Fish and Game for information on

' Municipal Permits = The Phase | Municipal Separate Storm Water System (MS4)
Permit covers medium sized Municipalities (serving between 100,000 and 250,000
people) and large sized municipalities (serving over 250,000 people). The Phase |l
MS4 provides coverage for small municipalities, including non-traditional Small MS4s,
which include military bases, public campuses, prisons and hospitals.
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Streambed Alteration Permit requirements. If you have any questions regarding the
Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, please contact the Regulatory Division of the
Sacramento District of USACE at (916) 557-5250.

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit — Water Quality Certification
If an USACE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide Permit,

Letter of Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic
General Permit), or any other federal permit (e.g., Section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act or Section 9 from the United States Coast Guard), is required for this
project due to the disturbance of waters of the United States (such as streams and
wetlands), then a Water Quality Certification must be obtained from the Central
Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project activities. There are no waivers for
401 Water Quality Certifications. For more information on the Water Quality
Certification, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/water quality certificati
on/ ‘

Waste Discharge Requirements — Discharges to Waters of the State

If USACE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., “non-
federal” waters of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed
project may require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by
Central Valley Water Board. Under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act, discharges to all waters of the State, including all wetlands and other
waters of the State including, but not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to
State regulation. For more information on the Waste Discharges to Surface Water
NPDES Program and WDR processes, visit the Central Valley Water Board website
at:https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/waste to surface w
ater/

Projects involving excavation or fill activities impacting less than 0.2 acre or 400
linear feet of non-jurisdictional waters of the state and projects involving dredging
activities impacting less than 50 cubic yards of non-jurisdictional waters of the state
may be eligible for coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board Water
Quality Order No. 2004-0004-DWQ (General Order 2004-0004). For more
information on the General Order 2004-0004, visit the State Water Resources
Control Board website at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board decisions/adopted orders/water_quality/20
04/wgo/wgqo2004-0004.pdf

Waste Discharge Requirements — Discharges to Land

The discharge of wastewater and solids to land is subject to regulation under
individual WDRs, Central Valley Water Board Waivers, or State Water Board
General Orders.

In accordance with California Water Code Section 13260, the project proponent is
required to submit a Report of Waste Discharge (RWD) to apply for individual
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WDRs. We recommend that the RWD be submitted 12 to 18 months before the
expected startup date.

For more information on waste discharges to land, visit the Central Valley Water
Board website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/waste to land/index.sht
mi

Pursuant to the State Board’s Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems Policy, the
regulation of septic systems with design flows less than 10,000 gpd may be
regulated under the local agency’s management program.

For more information on septic system regulations, visit the Central Valley Water
Board’s website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/owts/sb_owts_policy.pdf

Domestic wastewater treatment systems with flows greater than 10,000 gpd or that
use ponds as part of the treatment system may be eligible for coverage under State
Water Resources Control Board Order WQ 2014-0153-DWQ (General Order 2014-
0153-DWQ). For more information on the General Order, visit the Central Valley
Water Board’s website at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/gen
eral orders/wqg-2014-0153-dwq.pdf

Dewatering Permit

If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be
discharged to land, the proponent may apply for coverage under State Water Board
General Water Quality Order (Low Threat General Order) 2003-0003 or the Central
Valley Water Board’s Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and Waste Discharge
Requirements (Low Threat Waiver) R5-2018-0085. Small temporary construction
dewatering projects are projects that discharge groundwater to land from
excavation activities or dewatering of underground utility vaults. Dischargers
seeking coverage under the General Order or Waiver must file a Notice of Intent
with the Central Valley Water Board prior to beginning discharge.

For more information regarding the Low Threat General Order and the application
process, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted orders/water quality/200
3/wqo/wgo2003-0003.pdf

For more information regarding the Low Threat Waiver and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/wai
vers/r5-2018-0085.pdf

Limited Threat General NPDES Permit
If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary to
discharge the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will
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require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. Dewatering discharges are typically considered a low or limited
threat to water quality and may be covered under the General Order for Limited
Threat Discharges to Surface Water (Limited Threat General Order). A complete
Notice of Intent must be submitted to the Central Valley Water Board to obtain
coverage under the Limited Threat General Order. For more information regarding
the Limited Threat General Order and the application process, visit the Central
Valley Water Board website at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/gen
eral_orders/r5-2016-0076-01.pdf

NPDES Permit

If the proposed project discharges waste that could affect the quality of surface
waters of the State, other than into a community sewer system, the proposed
project will require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit. A complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted
with the Central Valley Water Board to obtain a NPDES Permit. For more
information regarding the NPDES Permit and the application process, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/help/permit/

If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 464-4856
or Nicholas.White@waterboards.ca.gov.

A - &
/ | 4/ {A | /,Lr
[ W WY \»
Nicholas White

Water Resource Control Engineer

cc:  State Clearinghouse unit, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,
Sacramento (via email)
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February 4, 2020

Attn: Stephanie Stowers

San Joaquin County Community Development Department
Development Services Division

1810 East Hazelton Avenue

Stockton, CA 95205

Re: PA-1900240 (SA), PA-2000014 (ER)

Dear Ms. Stowers:

The San Joaquin Farm Bureau Federation is a private, not for profit organization dedicated to the
advancement of the agricultural industry within San Joaquin County. The protection of our
increasingly threatened agricultural land remains one of our highest priorities. Because of the unique
nature of this invaluable resource, we oppose the use of agricultural land for a women’s health
facility and hospital.

Uses that are open daily to the general public are not agricultural in nature and are disruptive to
adjacent agricultural uses because of traffic and parking, setbacks, and trash concerns. Non-
agricultural uses on agriculturally zoned property presents many challenges and conflicts for
existing, commercially productive agricultural operations that neighbor these sites. Agricultural
operations vary with different times of the year, which non-rural visitors may not be use to and find
inconvenient to themselves without regard to the necessity of the timing and procedure for the
grower to produce quality and safe food. Growers are under tremendous pressure from various
regulatory agencies because of the integration of public uses in rural, agricultural areas. Greater
buffer zones on the subject parcel are needed to avoid any restrictions on agricultural practices for
surrounding properties. Traffic in this small area will greatly impact and hinder the agricultural
operations and community residents.

Should this project move forward, the applicants must acknowledge the Right to Farm ordinance and
minimize disruption to the commercial agricultural production in the vicinity of the project site. In
addition, adequate setbacks should be required to limit potential impacts to those neighboring
agricultural production in regard to food safety and restrictions on normal farming practices.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this application, please keep us apprised of its status.

Sincerely,

C oy A
AR

David Strecker
President

3290 NORTH AD ART ROAD e (209) 931-4931 » STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 95215



APPENDIX B

Gill Medical Center Heliport Design and Operations Memorandum
21 October, 2021
Heliplanners, Aviation Planning Consultants — Heliport Specialists



HELIPLANNERS

Aviation Planning Consultants — Heliport Specialists
Page 1

Gill Medical Center

Heliport Design and Operations Assumptions
21 October 2021

Introduction

The Gill Medical Center (GMC) project will include a heliport for rapid transport of patients to facilities
with more critical care facilities when needed. It could also be used for incoming helicopters with at-
risk mothers on board. Therefore, the heliport would result in a community benefit in rapidly
transporting patients in need. The heliport would be built as part of the second phase of campus
development.

Note 1: Helicopter landing facilities are commonly referred to by a variety of names including
heliport, helistop, helipad, landing zone (LZ), etc. All meet the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
definition of “heliport”: “The area of land, water, or a structure used or intended to be used for the
landing and takeoff of helicopters, together with appurtenant buildings and facilities.” It is important to
understand that a “helistop” is simply a low intensity heliport that does not include helicopter
maintenance, rental, refueling, flight training, etc., activities that might occur at a more comprehensive
heliport. For example, a hospital “helistop” is typically a facility for helicopters to drop off or pick up
passengers (patients, medical teams, etc.) and/or cargo (live organs or medical equipment).
However, a helistop still meets FAA’s definition of a heliport. The term “heliport” is therefore used
herein as an all-inclusive term for all helicopter landing facilities.

Note 2: All directions used herein are referenced to true north

Basic Heliport Desigh Assumptions

2.1. Heliport Location
The heliport would be located on the northern half of the campus near the Emergency
Department. Due to airspace obstruction-clearance requirements, the heliport would be
elevated above grade on a berm or a free-standing structure, as will be described later.

2.1.1.Proximity to Emergency Department
In most hospitals, outgoing patients are prepped in the Emergency Department (ED) in
preparation for gurney transfer to the heliport. By the same token, patients can be
transported to the ED via helicopter. The heliport would be within easy gurney transport of
the heliport but far enough from the ED entrance so that rotorwash will not blow debris into
the ED when doors are opened.

2.1.2.Design Helicopter Model
FAA'’s heliport design criteria are based on helicopter size, under the principal that larger
helicopters need more room to operate than do smaller helicopters. Therefore, the
proposed heliport is sized, as described below, to accommodate helicopters used by
regional emergency medical services (EMS) who might be called to transport patients to or
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from the hospital. Helicopters used at this facility would be similar in size to those used at
other nearby hospitals including:

e Kaiser Permanente Manteca

e Mercy San Juan Hospital, Carmichael

e St. Joseph’s Medical Center, Stockton

Operators using helicopters within this size include:
REACH/CALSTAR

SkyLife of Central California

Air George, based at Valley Children’s Hospital in Madera
Stanford Life Flight.

The worst case (largest) helicopter generally used by such operators is the Airbus
Helicopters H145 (previously Eurocopter EC145). The newest version of the H145 weighs
under 9,000 pounds. Other helicopters in this class generally weigh less than 7,000
pounds. At this point, the heliport is envisioned to be ground-based. Should that change
(i.e., an elevated structure or a rooftop heliport) it would be designed to support at least
9,000 pounds static load and 13,500 pounds (50% safety factor) for dynamic (impact)
loading.

2.1.3.Non-trauma
GMC would not have a trauma designation. Therefore, there would be no need to design
for larger helicopters such as the Sikorsky UH-60 Blackhawk or its Firehawk variant used by
agencies such as the National Guard or Cal Fire. Such helicopters might be used in natural
disasters, widespread mass casualty events, etc. They are significantly larger and heavier
(22,000 pounds) than helicopters envisioned for use at GMC.

2.1.4.Long-range assumptions
Expectations are that the size and weight of helicopter using the GMC heliport will remain
relatively constant over time. Therefore, the small, light-weight helicopters currently
envisioned should be sufficient for the hospital’s long-term needs.

2.2. Flightpath alignments
Helicopter flightpaths are determined by a number of factors including prevailing winds, airspace
obstruction-clearance criteria, land use compatibility needs including noise abatement, etc.

2.2.1.Prevailing winds
Helicopters, like airplanes, realize safety and performance advantages by taking off and
landing into the wind. Headwinds are preferable. Moderate crosswinds are acceptable
within reason. Strong tailwinds can cause safety issues during landings and takeoffs,
resulting in a dangerous aerodynamic condition known as “loss of tailrotor effectiveness”
and should be avoided. Therefore, approach and departure flightpaths should be designed
as closely as possible to align with local prevailing winds. Prevailing winds in the Lodi-
Stockton area appear to be from the west through northwest. This is in keeping with
runway alignments at nearby airports (Stockton Metro Airport, Kingdon Airport, Lodi Airport,
etc.) which are typically laid out with prevailing winds and general wind behavior in the
northern San Joaquin Valley.

2.2.2.Airspace Obstruction Clearance
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Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace, of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (FARs) stipulates a series of obstruction-clearance surfaces in the
airspace surrounding airports and heliports. Their purpose is to provide a framework to
ensure obstruction-free airspace in which pilots can safely operate, especially under low
visibility conditions such as dusk and nighttime. The heliport owner’s obligation, as well as
that of regulatory agencies, is to maintain the airspace clear of obstructions per FAR Part
77 criteria. The criteria specific to heliports are depicted generically in Exhibit A-1 and
described below.

e A TLOF (touchdown and liftoff area) is the physical landing pad. It is the area upon
which a pilot lands and from which he/she takes off.

e A FATO (final approach and takeoff area) represents an area that is clear of
obstructions above TLOF elevation to provide maneuvering room for pilots while
executing a landing or takeoff.

o The Safety Area represents an additional margin surrounding the FATO. It must
also be kept clear of obstructions above TLOF elevation.

e Approach/Departure Surfaces slope up and out from the FATO edges along each
designated flightpath. They are sloped surfaces (8 feet horizontal to one foot
vertical). No object may penetrate an Approach Departure Surfaces.

e Transitional Surfaces slope up and out to the sides of each designated flightpath.
They start at the Approach/Departure Surface and FATO edges and extend laterally
to 250 feet from flightpath centerlines. Ideally, no object should penetrate a
Transitional Surface.

[

FLIGHT PATH CENTER LINE

Exhibit A-1 NOT TO SCALE

FAA Airspace Obstruction-Clearance Surfaces
\Isometric View

HELIPLANNERS hotpmners.com
Aviation Planning Consultants

2.2.3.Land Use Compatibility
See Exhibit 1. The property is adjacent to existing rural residential properties to the south
(along East 8 Mile Road) and to the east (along North Ham Lane). These land uses may be
sensitive from a helicopter noise standpoint. Other nearby uses (agricultural and light
industrial) appear could be considered compatible with heliport operations. There do not
appear to be schools, houses of worship, areas of public assembly or other noise sensitive
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uses nearby. The closest house of worship appears to be The Home Church,
approximately three fourths of a mile to the north-northwest from the proposed heliport site.
The closest school appears to be George Mosher Lincoln Elementary School approximately

1.4 miles to the southeast.

Given the above factors, the heliport is assumed to have a preliminary southeast/northwest
flightpath alignment as shown in Exhibit 1. Other factors could affect flightpath layout at the
actual time of heliport design during development Phase 2.
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Exhibit 1: Preliminary heliport and flightpath alignment layout

2.2.4 Preliminary Heliport Layout (Exhibit 1)
The heliport has not been designed at this early stage. It has only been planned in
conceptual terms. It is expected to be ground-based, although not at grade due to
proposed nearby on-campus driveways and parking areas. Cars, ambulances, etc. must be
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considered when applying the FAR Part 77 airspace obstruction-clearance criteria. A
heliport in its currently proposed location would need to be elevated on a berm or on a free-
standing structure sufficiently to provide specified clearance above grade for vehicles. The
maximum elevation would likely be ten feet and may be less, especially if the currently
proposed automobile circulation could be adjusted. A berm heliport is considered ground-
based and the dimensions to accommodate the design helicopter size would be 40 feet by
40 feet (or 40 feet in diameter). This represents FAA’s minimum design size for a hospital
heliport TLOF and is sufficient to accommodate the design helicopter size. A free-standing
structure would be considered an “elevated” heliport. The FAA and Caltrans Division of
Aeronautics, when permitting a heliport, apply more restrictive criteria for elevated heliports
(on free-standing structures or rooftops). Therefore, a heliport on a free-standing structure
would be slightly larger, at 45 feet by 45 feet.

3. Basic Helicopter Operational Assumptions

3.1.

3.2,

3.3.

Monthly Helicopter Operational Estimates

At this point, helicopter operational levels can only be based on the writer’'s educated judgement
based on many heliport development projects. There is obviously no historical record of
helicopter activity at the site from which to make estimates. And there will be no way of knowing
until the Medical Center is built and operational. Helicopter activity at a hospital is driven entirely
be medical emergency needs, not by schedule. Seasonal or weather-related variations can be
experienced as well. It is reasonable to assume an average of one landing and one takeoff per
week (or an average of 1/7 landing and 1/7 takeoff per day). This is an assumed average.
There may be no landings for two or three weeks and then one week may experience two or
three landings.

Daytime/Evening/Nighttime Breakdown
Transportation-related noise analysis in California uses the Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) metric. The CNEL methodology breaks a 24-hour day into three distinct sections as
listed below. Acoustics analysis is prepared by others. However, again using an “educated
guess” approach, the following estimates appear to be reasonable for a general analysis:
e Daytime (7:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m.) 75% (0.11 landings per day during this time period)
e Evening (7:00 p.m.—10:00 p.m.) 12.5% (0.18 landings per day during this time period)
¢ Nighttime (10:00 p.m. —7:00 a.m.) 12.5% (0.18 landings per day during this time period)

Descent/Ascent Profiles

Helicopters would descend to and climb from the GMC heliport on different vertical profiles that
may vary according to the pilot, weather, helicopter loading characteristics, etc. In general, it is
assumed for noise analysis purposes that default vertical flight profiles as included in computer
noise models would be used.

Aviation Safety Analysis

A number of documents provide safety-related heliport design criteria. Key documents described
below would be used during the heliport design process to help ensure operational safety.

4.1.

FAR Part 77
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Discussed above, this document lays out airspace obstruction-clearance surfaces to provide
clear airspace for a pilot to conduct approaches and departures. FAR Part 77 criteria extend
4,000 feet from the FATO edges along designated fligthpaths. Therefore, they not only protect
the airspace immediately surrounding the heliport but also provide enhanced safety over nearby
properties. The heliport would be designed to comply with FAR Part 77 to Caltrans Division of
Aeronautics’ (state permitting agency) satisfaction in order to qualify for the State’s Heliport
Permit. This is common with virtually all hospital heliports. Maintaining the areas clear of
obstructions is the responsibility of the owner, not the FAA or Caltrans Division of Aeronautics.
Only the local jurisdiction (County of San Joaquin) can provide legal protection against erection
of obstructions through its zoning powers. However, meeting FAR Part 77 criteria does not
typically result in the establishment of or requirement for avigation easements over neighboring
properties.

4.2. FAR Part 157
FAR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation of Airports,
specifies requirements for requesting FAA staff to conduct an “airspace study” for a proposed
new landing facility. (A heliport is defined as an airport under Federal regulations.) FAA’s
airspace study includes a site visit by a helicopter pilot Aviation Safety Inspector assigned to the
local (Oakland) Flight Standards District Office. That inspector reviews the site and campus
development plans and sends his or her comments to FAA’s San Francisco Airports District
Office for inclusion in the Heliport Airspace Analysis Determination. The Determination can
include any conditions that FAA’s inspector considers pertinent to enhance operational safety.

4.3. Caltrans Division of Aeronautics Heliport Permit
When granting its Heliport Permit, Caltrans Aeronautics staff conducts a final inspection to
ensure that the completed heliport and surrounding airspace environment fully comply with its
safety-related design criteria. Additionally, Caltrans Aeronautics’ Aviation Safety Officer
conducts annual inspections of all hospital heliports to ensure ongoing compliance. Should he
or she find discrepancies, they notify the hospital in writing of steps to be taken to remedy the
situation. Caltrans Aeronautics has the authority to order helicopter operations to cease if
discrepancies identified in its annual inspections are not corrected.

4.4. NFPA 418, Standard for Heliports
The National Fire Protection Association publishes its Standard for Heliports. The document
provides guidance on fire protection, emergency access, etc. The heliport would be designed to
comply with NFPA 418 criteria.

4.5. Beyond the above documents, EMS helicopter operators are responsible for operating the
helicopters that would land at GMC. All commercial helicopter pilots are licensed by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA). A fully equipped EMS helicopter costs several million dollars and
is staffed by a pilot with at least 1500 hours of flight time (frequently several thousand hours) as
well as, typically, a flight nurse and a flight paramedic. Helicopter accidents at or near a hospital,
while not unheard of, are extremely rare.

5. Heliport Regulatory Compliance Process

Heliports in California must undergo regulatory compliance processes at several governmental levels,
as summarized below.
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FEDERAL

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA): Part 157 of the Federal Aviation Regulations requires that
the proponent submit a proposed landing area to FAA for an “airspace study”. The study results in
an “Heliport Airspace Analysis Determination” (HAAD) stating that FAA “does not object” to the
project. Therefore, it is not an “approval” per se. The process is initiated with an online “Landing
Area Proposal” with an explanatory cover letter and exhibits. The process normally takes three to
eight months, during which time a helicopter specialist with FAA’s local Flight Standards District
Office (FSDO) visits the site and then sends his/her comments back to the Airports District Office for
inclusion in the HAAD.

STATE
Caltrans Division of Aeronautics: Caltrans Aeronautics’ approval is required for all heliports in
California (with certain exceptions). Caltrans’ process normally involves three parts:
1. “Conditional Plan Approval’ represents Caltrans’ agreement with the design concept
2. “Heliport Site Approval Permit” is issued once we can provide documentation of all other
agency processes (FAA, Airport Land Use Commission, CEQA and County Board of
Supervisors). This approval authorizes heliport construction.
3. “Heliport Permit”, which authorizes startup of flight operations, following Caltrans Aeronautics’
final inspection.

COUNTY

Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC): California’s PUC mandates ALUC review; normally a
finding of consistency with the County’s Airports Comprehensive Land Use Plan (ACLUP). The San
Joaquin County planning staff tasks one person with ALUC liaison responsibilities. Application
procedures, fees and review procedures vary from county to county. It is important to check a
county’s current procedures and fees, as they can change over time.

County Planning and Environmental: The local jurisdiction (San Joaquin County in this case,
because the project site lies outside Lodi city boundaries) will require that the project comply with its
zoning ordinance. While a project may occasionally be either “permitted” or “prohibited” in a parcel’s
specific zoning classification, most fall under the “conditional” category, requiring a conditional use
permit, (or similar terminology). It also requires compliance with applicable environmental review as
outlined in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors: California’s PUC requires that a county’s Board of
Supervisors approve the plans to build and operate a heliport when it falls outside city boundaries.
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Calculation Tables



Table 1A.

Land Evaluation Worksheet

Land Capability Classification (LCC)

and Storie Index Scores

A B C D E F G H
Soil Map | Project |Proportion off LCC | LCC | LCC Storie Storie Index
Unit Acres | Project Area Rating| Score Index Score
180 33.11 100% 3s 60 60 11 11
(Must Sum LCC Storie Index
Totals 33.11 t0 1.0) Total 60 Total 11

Table 1B.
Site Assessment Worksheet 1.

Project Size Score

I J K

LCC Class | LCC Class | LCC Class

-1l ] IV - VI
3311
Total Acres 33.11

Project Size
Scores 30
Highest Project 30
Size Score




Table 4. Site Assessment Worksheet 2 - Water Resources Availability

A B C D E
Water Weighted
Project Water Proportion of Availability Availability
Portion Source Project Area Score Score
(C x D)

1 Groundwater 100% 100 100

2

3

4

5

6

(Must Sum Total Water 100
to 1.0) Resource Score




Table 8. Final LESA Scoresheet

A B C D
Factor Factor Weighted
Factor Name Rating X Weighting Factor
(0-100 points) (Total = 1.00) Rating
Land Evaluation
1. Land Capability Classification <Line 1> _ 60 X 0.25 15
2. Storie Index Rating <Line 2> 11 X 0.25 2.75
Site Assessment A
. . <Line 3> 30 X 0.15 a
1. Project Size o <Line 4> 100 X 0.15 15
2. Water Resource Availability <Line 5> —90 135
3. Surrounding Agricultural Lands !ne — X 0.15 '
4. Protected Resource Lands <Line6>_0 _ X 0.05 0

Total LESA Score

(sum of weighted factor ratings)

<Line 7> 50.75




ATTACHMENT A

LESA Instructions
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For further information, please contact:

California Departnment of Conservation
O fice of Land Conservation
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FAX (916) 327-3430

© California Departnment of Conservation, 1997

The Departnent of Conservation nakes no warranties as to the
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) is a term used to define an approach
for rating the relative quality of land resources based upon specific measurable features.
The formulation of a California Agricultural LESA Model is the result of Senate Bill 850
(Chapter 812 /1993), which charges the Resources Agency, in consultation with the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, with developing an amendment to Appendix
G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines concerning agricultural
lands. Such an amendment is intended “to provide lead agencies with an optional
methodology to ensure that significant effects on the environment of agricultural land
conversions are quantitatively and consistently considered in the environmental review
process” (Public Resources Code Section 21095).

The California Agricultural LESA Model is composed of six different factors. Two
Land Evaluation factors are based upon measures of soil resource quality. Four Site
Assessment factors provide measures of a given project’s size, water resource availability,
surrounding agricultural lands, and surrounding protected resource lands. For a given
project, each of these factors is separately rated on a 100 point scale. The factors are then
weighted relative to one another and combined, resulting in a single numeric score for a
given project, with a maximum attainable score of 100 points. It is this project score that
becomes the basis for making a determination of a project’s potential significance, based
upon a range of established scoring thresholds. This Manual provides detailed instructions
on how to utilize the California LESA Model, and includes worksheets for applying the
Model to specific projects.



INTRODUCTION

Defining the LESA System

The Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) system is a point-based
approach that is generally used for rating the relative value of agricultural land resources. In
basic terms, a given LESA model is created by defining and measuring two separate sets
of factors. The first set, Land Evaluation, includes factors that measure the inherent soil-
based qualities of land as they relate to agricultural suitability. The second set, Site
Assessment, includes factors that are intended to measure social, economic, and
geographic attributes that also contribute to the overall value of agricultural land. While this
dual rating approach is common to all LESA models, the individual land evaluation and site
assessment factors that are ultimately utilized and measured can vary considerably, and
can be selected to meet the local or regional needs and conditions for which a LESA
model is being designed to address. In short, the LESA methodology lends itself well to
adaptation and customization in individual states and localities. Considerable additional
information on LESA may be found in A Decade with LESA - the Evolution of Land
Evaluation and Site
Assessment (8).

Background on LESA Nationwide

In 1981, the federal Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), known then
as the Soil Conservation Service, released a new system that was designed to provide
objective ratings of the agricultural suitability of land compared to demands for
nonagricultural uses of lands. The system became known as Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment, or LESA. Soon after it was designed, LESA was adopted as a procedural
tool at the federal level for identifying and addressing the potential adverse effects of
federal programs (e.g., funding of highway construction) on farmland protection. The
Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (5) spells out requirements to ensure that federal
programs, to the extent practical, are compatible with state, local, and private programs
and policies to protect farmland, and calls for the use of LESA to aid in this analysis.
Typically, staff of the NRCS is involved in performing LESA scoring analyses of individual
projects that involve other agencies of the federal government.

Since its inception, the LESA approach has received substantial attention from
state and local governments as well. Nationwide, over two hundred jurisdictions have
developed local LESA methodologies (7). One of the attractive features of the LESA
approach is that it is well suited to being modified to reflect regional and local conditions.
Typical local applications of LESA include assisting in decision making concerning the
sitting of projects, changes in zoning, and spheres of influence determinations. LESA is
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also increasingly being utilized for farmland protection programs, such as the identification
of priority areas to concentrate conservation easement acquisition efforts.

Because of the inherent flexibility in LESA model design, there is a broad array of
factors that a given LESA model can utilize. Some LESA models require the
measurement of as many as twenty different factors. Over the past 15 years, the body of
knowledge concerning LESA model development and application has begun to indicate
that LESA models utilizing only several basic factors can capture much of the variability
associated with the determination of the relative value of agricultural lands. In fact, LESA
models with many factors are increasingly viewed as having redundancies, with different
factors essentially measuring the same features, or being highly correlated with one
another. Additional information on the evolution and development of the LESA approach
is provided in, A Decade with LESA -The Evolution of Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment (8).

Development of the California Agricultural LESA Model

In 1990 the Department of Conservation commissioned a study to investigate land
use decisions that affect the conversion of agricultural lands in California. The study,
conducted by Jones and Stokes Associates, Inc., was prepared in response to concerns
about agricultural land conversion identified in the California Soil Conservation Plan (1)
(developed by the ad hoc Soil Conservation Advisory Committee serving the Department
of Conservation in 1987). Among these concerns was the belief that there was inadequate
information available concerning the socioeconomic and environmental implications of
farmland conversions, and that the adequacy of current farmland conversion impact
analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was not fully known. The
findings of this study are included in the publication, The Impacts of Farmland Conversion
in California (2).

Currently, neither CEQA nor the State CEQA Guidelines contains procedures or
specific guidance concerning how agencies should address farmland conversion impacts
of projects. The only specific mention of agricultural issues is contained in Appendix G of
the State CEQA Guidelines, which states that a project will normally have a significant
effect on the environment if it will “convert prime agricultural land to non-agricultural use or
impair the agricultural productivity of prime agricultural land”.

Among the conclusions contained in The Impacts of Farmland Conversion in
California study was that the lack of guidance in how lead agencies should address the
significance of farmland conversion impacts resulted in many instances of no impact
analysis at all. A survey of environmental documents sent to the Governor's Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) between 1986 and 1988 was performed. The survey
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showed that among projects that affected at least 100 acres of land and for which
agriculture was a project issue, nearly 30 percent received Negative Declarations, and
therefore did not did not receive the environmental impact analysis that would be provided
by an Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Of those projects involving the conversion of agricultural lands and being the subject
of an EIR, the study found a broad range of approaches and levels of detail in describing
the environmental setting, performing an impact analysis, and providing alternative
mitigation measures. The only agricultural impacts found to be significant in the EIRs were
those involving the direct removal of prime agricultural lands from production by the project
itself. The focus on prime farmland conversion in the projects surveyed was deemed to be
related to the narrow direction provided in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.

The formulation of a California LESA Model is the result of Senate Bill 850 (Chapter
812 /1993), which charges the Resources Agency, in consultation with the Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research, to develop an amendment to Appendix G of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Such an amendment is intended
“to provide lead agencies with an optional methodology to ensure that significant effects on
the environment of agricultural land conversions are quantitatively and consistently
considered in the environmental review process” (Public Resources Code Section 21095).
This legislation authorizes the Department of Conservation to develop a California LESA
Model, which can in turn be adopted as the required amendment to Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines.

Presentation of the California LESA Model
The California LESA Model is presented in this Manual in the following sections:

Section I. provides a listing of the information and tools that will typically be needed to
develop LESA scores for individual projects.

Section Il. provides step-by-step instructions for scoring each of the six Land Evaluation
and Site Assessment factors that are utilized in the Model, with an explanation of the
rationale for the use of each factor.

Section lll. defines the assignment of weights to each of the factors relative to one another,
and the creation of a final LESA score for a given project.

Section IV. assigns scoring thresholds to final LESA scores for the purpose of determining
the significance of a given project under CEQA where the conversion of agricultural lands
is a project issue.



Additionally:

Appendix A. provides an abridged set of step-by-step LESA scoring instructions that can
be used and reproduced for scoring individual projects.

Appendix B. demonstrates the application of the California LESA Model to the scoring of a
hypothetical project.



The California Agricultural LESA Model

Section |I. Required Resources and Information

The California Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Model requires the use and
interpretation of basic land resource information concerning a given project. A series of
measurements and calculations is also necessary to obtain a LESA score. Listed below
are the materials and tools that will generally be needed to make these determinations.

Land Evaluation and Site Assessment calculations will require:

1.

2.

A calculator or other means of tabulating numbers
An accurately scaled map of the project area, such as a parcel map

A means for making acreage determinations of irregularly shaped map units. Options
include, from least to most technical:

A transparent grid-square or dot-planimeter method of aerial measurement
A hand operated electronic planimeter
The automatic planimetry capabilities of a Geographic Information System (GIS)

A modern soil survey, generally produced by the USDA Natural Resources
Conservation Service, which delineates the soil-mapping units for a given project.
[Note: If modern soil survey information is not available for a given area of study, it may
be necessary to draw upon the services of a professional soil scientist to perform a
specific project surveyl].

Maps that depict land uses for parcels including and surrounding the project site, such
as the Department of Conservation’s Important Farmland Map series, the Department
of Water Resources Land Use map series, or other appropriate information.

Maps or information that indicate the location of parcels including and surrounding the
project site that are within agricultural preserves, are under public ownership, have
conservation easements, or have other forms of long term commitments that are
considered compatible with the agricultural use of a given project site.



Section Il. Defining and Scoring the California Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model Factors

This section provides detailed step-by-step instructions for the measurement and scoring
of each of the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment factors that are utilized in the
California Agricultural LESA Model, and is intended to serve as an introduction to the
process of utilizing the Model. Once users are familiar with the Model, a more streamlined
set of instructions and scoring sheets is available in Appendix A. In addition, the scoring of
a hypothetical project is presented using these scoring sheets in Appendix B.

Scoring of Land Evaluation Factors

The California LESA Model includes two Land Evaluation factors that are separately rated:

1. The Land Capability Classification Rating
2. The Storie Index Rating

The information needed to make these ratings is typically available from soil surveys that
have been conducted by the federal Natural Resources Conservation Service (formerly
known as the Soil Conservation Service). Consultation should be made with NRCS staff
(field offices exist in most counties) to assure that valid and current soil resource
information is available for the project site. Copies of soil surveys are available at local
field offices of the NRCS, and may also be available through libraries, city and county
planning departments, the Cooperative Extension, and other sources. In addition, a
Certified Professional Soil Scientist (CPSS) may also be consulted to obtain appropriate
soil resource information for the project site. A directory of CPSS registered soll
consultants is available through the Professional Soil Scientists Association of California,
P.O. Box 3213, Yuba City, CA 95992-3213; phone: (916) 671-4276.

1) The USDA Land Capability Classification (LCC) - The LCC indicates the
suitability of soils for most kinds of crops. Groupings are made according to
the limitations of the soils when used to grow crops, and the risk of damage
to soils when they are used in agriculture. Soils are rated from Class | to
Class VI, with soils having the fewest limitations receive the highest rating
(Class I). Specific subclasses are also utilized to further characterize soils.
An expanded explanation of the LCC is included in most soil surveys.

2) The Storie Index - The Storie Index provides a numeric rating (based upon a
100 point scale) of the relative degree of suitability or value of a given soil for
intensive agriculture. The rating is based upon soil characteristics only. Four
factors that represent the inherent characteristics and qualities of the soil are
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considered in the index rating. The factors are: profile characteristics,
texture of the surface layer, slope, and other factors (e.g., drainage, salinity).

In some situations, only the USDA Land Capability Classification information may
be currently available from a given published soil survey. However, Storie Index ratings can
readily be calculated from information contained in soil surveys by qualified soil scientists.
Users are encouraged to seek assistance from NRCS staff or Certified Professional Soll
Scientists to derive Storie Index information for the soils as well. If, however, limitations of
time or resources restrict the derivation of Storie Index ratings for the soils within a region,
it may be possible to adapt the Land Evaluation by relying solely upon the LCC rating.
Under this scenario the LCC rating would account for 50 percent of the overall LESA factor
weighting.

Identifying a Project’s Soils

In order to rate the Land Capability Classification and Storie Index factors, the evaluator
must identify the soils that exist on a given project site and determine their relative
proportions. A Land Evaluation Worksheet (Table 1A.) is used to tabulate these
figures, based upon the following:

Step 1.
Locate the project on the appropriate map sheet in the Soil Survey.

Step 2.
Photocopy the map sheet and clearly delineate the project boundaries on the map,
paying close attention to the map scale.

Step 3.

Identify all of the soil mapping units existing in the project site (each mapping unit
will have a different map unit symbol) and enter the each mapping unit symbol in
Column A of the Land Evaluation Worksheet (Table 1A).

Step 4.

Calculate the acreage of each soil mapping unit present within the project site using
any of the means identified in Section 1, Required Resources and Information,
and enter this information in Column B.

Step 5.



Divide the acres of each soil mapping unit by the total project acreage to determine
the proportion of each unit that comprises the project, and enter this information in
Column C.



1. Land Evaluation - The Land Capability Classification Rating

Step 1.

In the Guide to Mapping Units typically found within soil surveys, identify the Land
Capability Classification (LCC) designation (e.qg., IV -e) for each mapping unit that
has been identified in the project and enter these designations in Column D of the
Land Evaluation Worksheet (Table 1A.).

Step 2.

From Table 2., The Numeric Conversion of Land Capability Classification
Units, obtain a numeric score for each mapping unit, and enter these scores in
Column E.

Step 3.
Multiply the proportion of each soil mapping unit (Column C) by the LCC points for
each mapping unit (Column E) and enter the resulting scores in Column F.

Step 4.
Sum the LCC scores in Column F to obtain a single LCC Score for the project.
Enter this LCC Score in Line 1 of the Final LESA Worksheet (Table 8)

Table 2. Numeric Conversion of Land
Capability Classification Units

Land LCC
Capability Point
Classification Rating
I 100
lle 90
lls,w 80
llle 70
llls,w 60
Ve 50
IVs,w 40
\% 30
VI 20
VII 10
VI 0
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Table 1A.
Land Evaluation Worksheet

A

B

Land Capability Classification (LCC)
and Storie Index Scores

Table 1B.
Site Assessment Worksheet 1.

Project Size Score

C D E F G H | J K
Soil Map | Project |Proportion off LCC | LCC | LCC Storie Storie Index LCC Class | LCC Class | LCC Class
Unit Acres |Project Area Rating| Score Index Score [- I Il IV - VIII
(Must Sum LCC Storie Index Total Acres
Totals t0 1.0) Total Total

11

Project Size
Scores

Highest Project
Size Score




2. Land Evaluation - The Storie Index Rating Score

Step 1.

From the appropriate soil survey or other sources of information identified in
Appendix C, determine the Storie Index Rating (the Storie Index Rating is already
based upon a 100 point scale) for each mapping unit and enter these values in
Column G of the Land Evaluation Worksheet (Table 1A.).

Step 2.
Multiply the proportion of each soil mapping unit found within the project (Column
C) by the Storie Index Rating (Column G), and enter these scores in Column H.

Step 3.

Sum the Storie Index Rating scores in Column H to obtain a single Storie Index
Rating score for the project. Enter this Storie Index Rating Score in Line 2 of the
Final LESA Worksheet (Table 8)
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Scoring of Site Assessment Factors

The California LESA Model includes four Site Assessment factors that are separately
rated:

The Project Size Rating

The Water Resources Availability Rating

The Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating

The Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating

rownNpE

1. Site Assessment - The Project Size Rating

The Project Size Rating relies upon acreage figures that were tabulated under the Land
Capability Classification Rating in Table 1A. The Project Size rating is based upon
identifying acreage figures for three separate groupings of soil classes within the project
site, and then determining which grouping generates the highest Project Size Score.

Step 1.

Using information tabulated in Columns B and D of the Land Evaluation
Worksheet (Table 1A), enter acreage figures in Site Assessment Worksheet 1. -
Project Size (Table 1B) using either Column I, J, or K for each of the soil mapping
units in a given project.

Step 2.
Sum the entries in Column | to determine the total acreage of Class | and Il soils on
the project site.

Sum the entries in Column J to determine the total acreage of Class Il soils on the
project site.

Sum the entries in Column K to determine the total acreage of Class IV and lower
rated soils on the project site.

Step 3.

For each of the three columns, apply the appropriate scoring plan provided in Table
3, Project Size Scoring, and enter the Project Size Score for each grouping in
the Site Assessment Worksheet 1. - Project Size (Table 1B). Determine which
column generates the highest score. The highest score becomes the overall
Project Size Score. Enter this number in Line 3 of the Final LESA Scoresheet
(Table 8).
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Table 3. Project Size Scoring

LCC Class | or Il soils LCC Class lll soils LCC Class IV or lower
Acres Score Acres Score Acres Score
80 or above 100 160 or above 100 320 or above 100
60-79 90 120-159 90 240-319 80
40-59 80 80-119 80 160-239 60
20-39 50 60-79 70 100-159 40
10-19 30 40-59 60 40-99 20
fewer than 10 0 20-39 30 fewer than 40 0
10-19 10
fewer than 10 0

Explanation of the Project Size Factor

The Project Size factor in the California Agricultural LESA Model was developed in
cooperation with Nichols-Berman, a consulting firm under contract with the Department of
Conservation. A thorough discussion of the development of this rating is presented by
Nichols-Berman in a report to the Department entitled, Statewide LESA Methodologies
Report - Project Size and Water Resource Availability Factors (3).

The inclusion of the measure of a project’s size in the California Agricultural LESA
Models is a recognition of the role that farm size plays in the viability of commercial
agricultural operations. In general, larger farming operations can provide greater flexibility
in farm management and marketing decisions. Certain economies of scale for equipment
and infrastructure can also be more favorable for larger operations. In addition, larger
operations tend to have greater impacts upon the local economy through direct
employment, as well as impacts upon support industries (e.g., fertilizers, farm equipment,
and shipping) and food processing industries.

While the size of a given farming operation may in many cases serve as a direct
indicator of the overall economic viability of the operation, The California Agricultural LESA
Model does not specifically consider the issue of economic viability. The variables of
economic viability for a specific farm include such factors as the financial management and
farming skills of the operator, as well as the debt load and interest rates being paid by an

individual operator, which are issues that cannot readily be included in a statewide LESA
model.
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In terms of agricultural productivity, the size of a farming operation can be
considered not just from its total acreage, but the acreage of different quality lands that
comprise the operation. Lands with higher quality soils lend themselves to greater
management and cropping flexibility and have the potential to provide a greater economic
return per unit acre. For a given project, instead of relying upon a single acreage figure in
the Project Size rating, the project is divided into three acreage groupings based upon the
Land Capability Classification ratings that were previously determined in the Land
Evaluation analysis. Under the Project Size rating, relatively fewer acres of high quality
soils are required to achieve a maximum Project Size score. Alternatively, a maximum
score on lesser quality soils could also be derived, provided there is a sufficiently large
acreage present. Acreage figures utilized in scoring are the synthesis of interviews that
were conducted statewide for growers of a broad range of crops. In the interviews growers
were queried as to what acreage they felt would be necessary in order for a given parcel to
be considered attractive for them to farm.

The USDA LCC continues to be the most widely available source of information on
land quality. Project Size under this definition is readily measurable, and utilizes much of
the same information needed to score a given project under the Land Evaluation
component of the methodology. This approach also complements the LE determination,
which, while addressing soil quality, does not account for the total acreage of soils of given
gualities within a project.

This approach allows for an accounting of the significance of high quality agricultural
land as well as lesser quality agricultural lands, which by virtue of their large area can be
considered significant agricultural resources. In this way, no single acreage figure for a
specific class of soils (e.g., soils defined as “prime”) is necessary.
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2. Site Assessment - The Water Resources Availability Rating

The Water Resources Availability Rating is based upon identifying the various water
sources that may supply a given property, and then determining whether different
restrictions in supply are likely to take place in years that are characterized as being
periods of drought and non-drought. Site Assessment Worksheet 2. - Water
Resources Availability Worksheet (Table 4) is used to tabulate the score.

Step 1.

Identify the different water resource types that are used to supply the proposed
project site (for example, irrigation district water, ground water, and riparian water
are considered to be three different types of water resources). Where there is only
one water source identified for the proposed project, skip to Step 4.

Step 2.

Divide the proposed project site into portions, with the boundaries of each portion
being defined by the irrigation water source(s) supplying it. A site that is fully served
by a single source of water will have a single portion, encompassing the entire site.
A site that is fully served by two or more sources that are consistently merged
together to serve a crop’s needs would also have a single portion. (e.g., a portion of
the proposed project may receive both irrigation district and groundwater). If the
project site includes land that has no irrigation supply, consider this acreage as a
separate portion as well. Enter the water resource portions of the project in
Column B of Table 4, Site Assessment Worksheet 2. - Water Resources
Availability.

[As an example, a hypothetical project site is determined to have four separate
water supply portions:

Portion 1 is served by irrigation district water only;

Portion 2 is served by ground water only;

Portion 3 is served by both irrigation district water and ground water;
Portion 4 is not irrigated at all.]

Step 3.

Calculate the proportion of the total project area that is represented by each water
resource portion, and enter these figures in Column C of Site Assessment
Worksheet 2. - Water Resources Availability, verifying that the sum of the
proportions equals 1.0.
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Table 4. Site Assessment Worksheet 2. - Water Resources Availability

A B C D E
Water Weighted
Project Water Proportion of Availability Availability
Portion Source Project Area Score Score
(C x D)
1
2
3
4
5
6
(Must Sum Total Water
to 1.0) Resource Score
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Step 4.

For each water resource supply portion of the project site, determine whether
irrigated and dryland agriculture is feasible, and if any physical or economic
restrictions exist, during both drought and non-drought years. These italicized
terms are defined below:

A physical restriction is an occasional or regular interruption or reduction in a
water supply, or a shortened irrigation season, that forces a change in agricultural
practices -- such as planting a crop that uses less water, or leaving land fallow.
(This could be from cutbacks in supply by irrigation and water districts, or by ground
or surface water becoming depleted or unusable. Poor water quality can also result
in a physical restriction -- for example by requiring the planting of salt-tolerant plants,
or by effectively reducing the amount of available water.)

An economic restriction is a rise in the cost of water to a level that forces a
reduction in consumption. (This could be from surcharge increases from water
suppliers as they pass along the cost of finding new water supplies, the extra cost of
pumping more ground water to make up for losses in surface water supplies, or the
extra energy costs of pumping the same amount of ground water from deeper within
an aquifer.)

Irrigated agricultural production is feasible when:

1) There is an existing irrigation system on the project site that can serve the
portion of the project identified in Step 2;

2) Physical and/or economic restrictions are not severe enough to halt
production; and

3) Itis possible to achieve a viable economic return on crops though irrigated
production.

(A major question that should be considered is, if there is an irrigated crop that can be
grown within the region, can it actually be grown on the project site? Depending upon the
jurisdiction, some typical crops that have a large water demand may not be feasible to
grow on the project site, while others that require less water are feasible. Information to
aid in making this determination can be obtained from county agricultural commissioners,
the UC Cooperative Extension, irrigation districts, and other sources.)

Dryland production is feasible when rainfall is adequate to allow an economically
viable return on a nonirrigated crop.

Adrought year is a year that lies within a defined drought period, as defined by the
Department of Water Resources or by a local water agency. Many regions of the
state are by their arid nature dependent upon imports of water to support irrigated
agriculture. These regions shall not be considered under periods of drought
unless a condition of drought is declared for the regions that typically would be
providing water exports.

18



Step 5.

Each of the project’s water resource supply portions identified in Step 2 is scored
separately. Water Resources Availability scoring is performed by identifying the
appropriate condition that applies to each portion of the project, as identified in
Table 5., Water Resource Availability Scoring. Using Table 5, identify the option
that best describes the water resource availability for that portion and its
corresponding water resource score. Option 1 defines the condition of no
restrictions on water resource availability and is followed progressively with
increasing restrictions to Option 14, the most severe condition, where neither
irrigated nor dryland production is considered feasible. Enter each score into
Column D of Table 4.

Step 6.

For each portion of the project site, determine the section's weighted score by
multiplying the portion's score (Column D), by its proportion of the project area
(Column C), and enter these scores in Column E, the weighted Water Availability
Score. Sum the Column E scores to obtain the total Water Resource Availability
Score, and enter this figure in Line 4 of the Final LESA Score Sheet (Table 8).
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Table 5. Water Resource Availability Scoring

Non-Drought Years Drought Years
WATER
RESTRICTIONS RESTRICTIONS
Option RESOURCE
Irrigated Physical Economic Irrigated Physical Economic
Production Restrictions | Restrictions | Production | Restrictions | Restrictions SCORE
Feasible? ? ? Feasible? ? ?
1 YES NO NO YES NO NO 100
2 YES NO NO YES NO YES 95
3 YES NO YES YES NO YES 90
4 YES NO NO YES YES NO 85
5 YES NO NO YES YES YES 80
6 YES YES NO YES YES NO 75
7 YES YES YES YES YES YES 65
8 YES NO NO NO - - - - 50
9 YES NO YES NO - - - - 45
10 YES YES NO NO - - - - 35
11 YES YES YES NO - - - - 30
12 Irrigated production not feasible, but rainfall adequate for dryland 25
production in both drought and non-drought years
13 Irrigated production not feasible, but rainfall adequate for dryland 20
production in non-drought years (but not in drought years)
14 Neither irrigated nor dryland production feasible 0
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Explanation of the Water Resource Availability Rating

The Water Resource Availability factor in the California Agricultural LESA Model was
developed in cooperation with Nichols-Berman, a consulting firm under contract with the
Department of Conservation. A thorough discussion of the development of this rating is
presented by Nichols-Berman in a report to the Department entitled, Statewide LESA
Methodologies Report - Project Size and Water Resource Availability Factors (3). During the
development of this factor it became apparent that certain conditions unique to California would
need to be represented in this system.

First, it was decided to classify water reliability based upon the effects on agricultural
production (such as being forced to change to lower-value crops, putting in groundwater pumps,
or cutting back on the acreage farmed) rather than the actual type of limitation (such as a limitation
on the quantity, frequency, or duration of water delivery). LESA systems have traditionally focused
on the latter. However, it was found that the many types of limitations are too varied in California
to adequately represent in the LESA system. In the Statewide LESA system, these effects are
referred to as restrictions.

Second, the factor had to include an interrelation with cost. The historical shortages and
unreliability of California water use has led to the establishment of various interconnected and dual
systems. Probably more than any other state, reliability is related with cost -- a more reliable
water supply can sometimes be obtained, but at a greater cost. Therefore, restrictions were
classified into two major categories -- physical and economic. These are separated because,
generally, a physical restriction is more severe than an economic restriction and this should be
reflected in the LESA system.

Third, the factor had to include the effects of the drought cycle in California. During the
drought of 1987 to 1992, many agricultural areas of the state experienced water shortages. The
impact of these shortages resulted in a number of different actions. Some areas were able to
avoid the worst effects of the drought simply by implementing water conservation measures.

Other areas were able to obtain additional water supplies, such as by securing water transfers or
simply pumping more groundwater, but at an increase in the overall price of water. Other options
included shifting crops, replanting to higher value crops to offset the increase in water prices, or
leaving land fallow. A project site that experiences restrictions during a drought year should not be
scored as high as a similar project site that does not.

The easiest way to make determinations of irrigation feasibility and the potential
restrictions of water sources is to investigate the cropping history of the project site. For instance,
was the water supply to the project site reduced by the local irrigation district during the last
drought? If the site has a ground water supply, do area ground water levels sometimes drop to
levels that force markedly higher energy costs to pump the water?

21



If the history of the project site is unavailable (including when the site has recently installed
an irrigation system), look at the history of the general area. However, remember that the project
site may have different conditions than the rest of the region. For instance, the project site could
have an older water right than others in the region. Although certain areas of the state had severe
restrictions on water deliveries during the last drought, some parcels within these areas had very
secure deliveries due to more senior water rights. If this was the case in the region of the project
site, check the date of water right and compare it with parcels that received their total allotment
during the last drought. The local irrigation district should have information on water deliveries.

The scoring of water resource availability for a project site should not just reflect the
adequacies of water supply in the past -- it should be a prediction of how the water system will
perform in the future. For instance, a local jurisdiction might find that the allocation of flows to
stream and river systems has been recently increased for environmental reasons, which will
decrease the future available surface water supply. In this case, the past history of the site is not
an adequate representation of future water supply and water system performance.
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3. Site Assessment - The Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating

Determination of the surrounding agricultural land use rating is based upon the identification of a
project's "Zone of Influence” (ZOl), which is defined as that land near a given project, both directly
adjoining and within a defined distance away, that is likely to influence, and be influenced by, the
agricultural land use of the subject project site. The determination of the ZOl is described below,
and is illustrated with an example in Figure 1.

Defining a Project’s "Zone of Influence”

Step 1.
Locate the proposed project on an appropriate map and outline the area and dimensions
of the proposed project site.

Step 2.
Determine the smallest rectangle that will completely contain the project site
(Rectangle A).

Step 3.
Create a second rectangle (Rectangle B) that extends 0.25 mile (1320 feet)
beyond Rectangle A on all sides.

Step 4.
Identify all parcels that are within or are intersected by Rectangle B.

Step 5.
Define the project site's "zone of influence" as the entire area of all parcels identified
in Step 4, less the area of the proposed project from Step 1.

[In the illustration provided in Figure 1, Parcels W, X, and Y extend beyond

Rectangle B and are therefore included in their entirety in defining the project site's Zone
of Influence ]
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Figure 1: Defining a Project’s Zone of Influence
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Measuring Surrounding Agricultural Land

Step 1.

Calculate the percentage of the project's Zone of Influence that is currently producing
agricultural crops. [This figure can be determined using information from the Department
of Conservation’s Important Farmland Map Series, the Department of Water Resources’
Land Use Map Series, locally derived maps, or direct site inspection. For agricultural land
that is currently fallowed, a determination must be made concerning whether the land has
been fallowed as part of a rotational sequence during normal agricultural operations, or
because the land has become formally “committed” to a nonagricultural use. Land that has
become formally committed, whether fallow or not, should not generally be included in
determining the proportion of the Zone of Influence that is agricultural land. For further
information on the definition of Committed Land, refer to the following Explanation of the
Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating.]

Step 2.

Based on the percentage of agricultural land in the ZOI determined in Step 1, assign a
Surrounding Agricultural Land score to the project according to Table 6, and enter this
score in Line 5 of the Final LESA Scoresheet (Table 8) .

Table 6. Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating

Percent of Project’s Surrounding
Zone of Influence Agricultural Land
in Agricultural Use Score
90 - 100% 100 Points
80 -89 90
75-79 80
70-74 70
65 - 69 60
60 - 64 50
55-59 40
50 -54 30
45 -49 20
40 - 44 10
40 < 0
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Explanation of the Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating

The Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating is designed to provide a measurement of the
level of agricultural land use for lands in close proximity to a subject project. The California
Agricultural LESA Model rates the potential significance of the conversion of an agricultural parcel
that has a large proportion of surrounding land in agricultural production more highly than one that
has a relatively small percentage of surrounding land in agricultural production. The definition of a
“Zone of Influence” that accounts for surrounding lands up to a minimum of one quarter mile from
the project boundary is the result of several iterations during model development for assessing an
area that will generally be a representative sample of surrounding land use. In a simple example,
a single one quarter mile square project (160 acres) would have a Zone of Influence that is a
minimum of eight times greater (1280 acres) that the parcel itself.

Land within a Zone of Influence that is observed to be fallow will require a case by case
determination of whether this land should be considered agricultural land. The Department of
Conservation’s Important Farmland Maps may be of assistance in making this determination. In
addition, land currently in agricultural production may be designated as being "committed" to
future nonagricultural development. The Department of Conservation's Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program has a land use designation of Land Committed to Nonagricultural Use, and is
defined as "land that is permanently committed by local elected officials to nonagricultural
development by virtue of decisions which cannot be reversed simply by a majority vote of a city
council or county board of supervisors. The "committed” land must be so designated in an
adopted local general plan, and must also meet the requirements of either (a) or (b) below:

(a). It must have received one of the following final discretionary approvals:

Tentative subdivision map (approved per the Subdivision Map Act);

Tentative or final parcel map (approved per the Subdivision Map Act);
Recorded development agreement (per Government Code 865864);
Other decisions by a local government which are analogous to items #1-3
above and which exhibit an element of permanence. Zoning by itself does
not qualify as a permanent commitment.

Pwn P
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(b) It must be the subject of one of the final fiscal commitments to finance the capital
improvements specifically required for future development of the land in question as
shown below:

1. Recorded Resolution of Intent to form a district and levy an assessment;

2. Payment of assessment;

3. Sale of bonds;

4. Binding contract, secured by bonds, guaranteeing installation of
infrastructure;

5. Other fiscal commitments which are analogous to items #1-4 above and
exhibit an element of permanence."”

Lead agencies are encouraged to identify Land Committed to Nonagricultural Use within a

project's ZOl and make the determination whether this land, while still in agricultural production, be
considered nonagricultural land for the purposes of the calculation performed here.
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4. Site Assessment - The Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating

The Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating is essentially an extension of the Surrounding
Agricultural Land Rating, and is scored in a similar manner. Protected resource lands are those
lands with long term use restrictions that are compatible with or supportive of agricultural uses of
land. Included among them are the following:

Williamson Act contracted lands

Publicly owned lands maintained as park, forest, or watershed resources

Lands with agricultural, wildlife habitat, open space, or other natural resource easements that
restrict the conversion of such land to urban or industrial uses.

Instructions for the Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating

Step 1.

Utilizing the same "Zone of Influence" (ZOI) area calculated for a project under the
Surrounding Agricultural Land Rating, calculate the percentage of the ZOl that is Protected
Resource Land, as defined above.

Step 2.
Assign a Surrounding Protected Resource Land score to the project according to
Table 7, and enter this score on Line 6 of the Final LESA Scoresheet (Table 8).

Table 7. Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating

Percent of Project's Surrounding
Zone of Influence Protected Resource
Defined as Protected Land Score
90 - 100% 100 Points
80 -89 90
75-79 80
70-74 70
65 - 69 60
60 - 64 50
55-59 40
50 - 54 30
45 -49 20
40-44 10
40 < 0
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Section lll. Weighting of Factors and Final LESA Scoring

The California LESA Model is weighted so that 50 percent of the total LESA score of a given
project is derived from the Land Evaluation factors, and 50 percent from the Site Assessment
factors. Individual factor weights are listed below, with the sum of the factor weights required to
equal 100 percent.

Land Evaluation Factors

Land Capability Classification 25%
Storie Index Rating 25%
Land Evaluation Subtotal 50%

Site Assessment Factors

Project Size 15%
Water Resource Availability 15%
Surrounding Agricultural Lands 15%
Surrounding Protected Resource Lands 5%
Site Assessment Subtotal 50%
Total LESA Factor Weighting 100%

Each factor is measured separately (each on 100 point scale) and entered in the appropriate line
in Column B of the Final LESA Scoresheet (Table 8). Each factor’s score is then multiplied by
its respective factor weight, resulting in a weighted factor score in Column D as indicated in
Table 8. The weighted factor scores are summed, yielding a Total LESA Score (100 points
maximum ) for a given project, which is entered in Line 7 of Column D.
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Table 8. Final LESA Scoresheet

A B C D
Factor Factor Weighted
Factor Name Rating X Weighting Factor
(0-100 points) (Total = 1.00) Rating
Land Evaluation
1. Land Capability Classification <Line 1> X 0.25
2. Storie Index Rating <Line 2> X 0.25
Site Assessment
1. Project Size <Line 3> X 0.15
2. Water Resource Availability <Line 4> X 0.15
3. Surrounding Agricultural Lands <Line 5> X 0.15
4. Protected Resource Lands <Line 6> X 0.05
Total LESA Score <Line 7>

(sum of weighted factor ratings)
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Section V. California Agricultural LESA Scoring Thresholds -
Making Determinations of Significance Under CEQA

A single LESA score is generated for a given project after all of the individual Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment factors have been scored and weighted as detailed in Sections
2 and 3. Just as with the scoring of individual factors that comprise the California Agricultural
LESA Model, final project scoring is based on a scale of 100 points, with a given project being
capable of deriving a maximum of 50 points from the Land Evaluation factors and 50 points from
the Site Assessment factors.

The California Agricultural LESA Model is designed to make determinations of the
potential significance of a project’'s conversion of agricultural lands during the Initial Study phase
of the CEQA review process. Scoring thresholds are based upon both the total LESA score as
well as the component LE and SA subscores. In this manner the scoring thresholds are
dependent upon the attainment of a minimum score for the LE and SA subscores so that a single
threshold is not the result of heavily skewed subscores (i.e., a site with a very high LE score, but a
very low SA score, or vice versa). Table 9 presents the California Agricultural LESA scoring
thresholds.

Table 9. California LESA Model Scoring Thresholds

Total LESA Score Scoring Decision
0 to 39 Points Not Considered Significant
40 to 59 Points Considered Significant only if LE and SA

subscores are each greater than or equal to 20 points

60 to 79 Points Considered Significant unless either LE or SA
subscore is less than 20 points

80 to 100 Points Considered Significant
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Preface

Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas.
They highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information
about the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for
many different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban
planners, community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers.
Also, conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste
disposal, and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand,
protect, or enhance the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil
properties that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions.
The information is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of
soil limitations on various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for
identifying and complying with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some
cases. Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering
applications. For more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center
(https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as
septic tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to
basements or underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States
Department of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the
Agricultural Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National
Cooperative Soil Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability,
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion,
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a
part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not
all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require


http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/
https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?cid=nrcs142p2_053951
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?cid=nrcs142p2_053951

alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print,
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of
Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or
call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity
provider and employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made

Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous
areas in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous
areas and their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and
limitations affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length,
and shape of the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and
native plants; and the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil
profiles. A soil profile is the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The
profile extends from the surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the
soil formed or from the surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is
devoid of roots and other living organisms and has not been changed by other
biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource
areas (MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that

share common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water

resources, soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey
areas typically consist of parts of one or more MLRA.

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that
is related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the
area. Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind
of landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and
miscellaneous areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific
segments of the landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they
were formed. Thus, during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict
with a considerable degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a
specific location on the landscape.

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented
by an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to
verify predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them
to identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units).
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soll
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character
of soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil
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scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the
individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that
have similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a
unique combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components
of the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way
diminishes the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such
landforms and landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite
investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map.
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape,
and experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the
soil-landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at
specific locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller
number of measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded.
These measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color,
depth to bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for
content of sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soll
typically vary from one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists
interpret the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed
characteristics and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the
soils under different uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through
observation of the soils in different uses and under different levels of management.
Some interpretations are modified to fit local conditions, and some new
interpretations are developed to meet local needs. Data are assembled from other
sources, such as research information, production records, and field experience of
specialists. For example, data on crop yields under defined levels of management
are assembled from farm records and from field or plot experiments on the same
kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on
such variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over
long periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example,
soil scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will
have a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict
that a high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and
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identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings,
fields, roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately.



Soil Map

The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of
soil map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed
scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: San Joaquin County, California
Survey Area Data: Version 14, May 29, 2020

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jun 16, 2020—Jun
19, 2020

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
180 Jacktone clay, 0 to 2 percent 39.8 100.0%
slopes
Totals for Area of Interest 39.8 100.0%

Map Unit Descriptions

The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the
soils or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along
with the maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic

class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the
landscape, however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the
characteristic variability of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some

observed properties may extend beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class.
Areas of soils of a single taxonomic class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without
including areas of other taxonomic classes. Consequently, every map unit is made

up of the soils or miscellaneous areas for which it is named and some minor

components that belong to taxonomic classes other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different

management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They

generally are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the
scale used. Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas
are identified by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a

given area, the contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit
descriptions along with some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor
components may not have been observed, and consequently they are not

mentioned in the descriptions, especially where the pattern was so complex that it

was impractical to make enough observations to identify all the soils and
miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the

usefulness or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate
pure taxonomic classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or
landform segments that have similar use and management requirements. The
delineation of such segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, however,
onsite investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous

areas.
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An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions.
Each description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil
properties and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major
horizons that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness,
salinity, degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the
basis of such differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas
shown on the detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase
commonly indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha
silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps.
The pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar
in all areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present
or anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered
practical or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The
pattern and relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat
similar. Alpha-Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas
that could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion
of the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can
be made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made
up of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil
material and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.

12
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San Joaquin County, California

180—Jacktone clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hhtk
Elevation: 0 to 100 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 14 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 61 degrees F
Frost-free period: 270 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Jacktone and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Jacktone

Setting
Landform: Basin floors
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium derived from mixed rock sources

Typical profile
A -0to 22 inches: clay
Bk - 22 to 34 inches: clay
2Bkgm - 34 to 37 inches: indurated
2Bk - 37 to 46 inches: stratified sandy loam to clay loam
3Bkq - 46 to 60 inches: cemented

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 20 to 40 inches to duripan
Drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained
Runoff class: High
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low (0.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 inches
Frequency of flooding: Rare
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 10 percent
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 5.1 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 3s
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4s
Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Hydric soil rating: Yes

13
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Minor Components

Archerdale
Percent of map unit: 4 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Unnamed, mod coarse tex overwash
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Hollenbeck
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Stockton
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Unnamed, saline-sodic
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

14



Soil Information for All Uses

Soil Reports

The Soil Reports section includes various formatted tabular and narrative reports
(tables) containing data for each selected soil map unit and each component of
each unit. No aggregation of data has occurred as is done in reports in the Soil
Properties and Qualities and Suitabilities and Limitations sections.

The reports contain soil interpretive information as well as basic soil properties and
qualities. A description of each report (table) is included.

Land Classifications

This folder contains a collection of tabular reports that present a variety of soil
groupings. The reports (tables) include all selected map units and components for
each map unit. Land classifications are specified land use and management
groupings that are assigned to soil areas because combinations of soil have similar
behavior for specified practices. Most are based on soil properties and other factors
that directly influence the specific use of the soil. Example classifications include
ecological site classification, farmland classification, irrigated and nonirrigated land
capability classification, and hydric rating.

California Revised Storie Index (CA)

The Revised Storie Index is a rating system based on soil properties that govern the
potential for soil map unit components to be used for irrigated agriculture in
California.

The Revised Storie Index assesses the productivity of a soil from the following four
characteristics:

- Factor A: degree of soil profile development
- Factor B: texture of the surface layer
- Factor C: steepness of slope

- Factor X: drainage class, landform, erosion class, flooding and ponding frequency
and duration, soil pH, soluble salt content as measured by electrical conductivity,
and sodium adsorption ratio

15
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Revised Storie Index numerical ratings have been combined into six classes as
follows:

- Grade 1: Excellent (81 to 100)

- Grade 2: Good (61 to 80)

- Grade 3: Fair (41 to 60)

- Grade 4: Poor (21 to 40)

- Grade 5: Very poor (11 to 20)

- Grade 6: Nonagricultural (10 or less)
Reference:

O'Geen, A.T., Southard, S.B., Southard, R.J. 2008. A Revised Storie Index for Use
with Digital Soils Information. University of California Division of Agriculture and
Natural Resources. Publication 8355. http://anrcatalog.ucanr.edu/pdf/8335.pdf

Report—California Revised Storie Index (CA)

California Revised Storie Index (CA)-San Joaquin County, California

Map symbol and soil name Pct. of map unit California Revised Storie Index (CA)

Rating class

Value

180—Jacktone clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Jacktone 85 | Grade 5 - Very Poor

11

16
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report documents the results of an Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Assessment
completed for the Gill Medical Center LLC, Health Facility and Hospital Project (Project), which includes
the development of an Office of State Health Planning and Development (OSHPD 1) Hospital, a full-
service Alternative Birthing Center (ABC) facility, and a Trauma lll-designated OSHPD 1 hospital and
associated medical office building. This assessment was prepared using methodologies and assumptions
recommended by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). Regional and local
existing conditions are presented, along with pertinent emissions standards and regulations. The purpose
of this assessment is to estimate Project-generated criteria air pollutants and GHG emissions attributable
to the Project and to determine the level of impact the Project would have on the environment.

1.1  Project Location and Description

The Project site is located approximately one mile north of the City of Stockton in unincorporated San
Joaquin County, California (see Figure 1. Regional Location Map). As shown in Figure 2. Local Vicinity Map,
the proposed 42.4-acre Project site is located at 11000 North West Lane and encompasses all or portions
of three existing legal parcels totaling 60.8 acres; Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs): 059-080-07, 059-080-
29, & 059-080-30. The Project area is relatively flat. Existing site topography generally slopes and drains
toward the south.

The Project site is currently in agricultural production. One existing residence is located on the property’s
east side with access from 11013 North Ham Lane. This residence is located on a +10-acre rectangular-
shaped portion of parcel 059-080-30 not currently planted in vineyards. A portion of the existing
Woodbridge Irrigation District canal is located along the northern boundary of the Project site. A former
gas well that was converted to a water well in July 1962 is located in the approximate center of the
property. This well is referred to as the “North Stockton Unit A" 1 well (API: 0407700519). Well operation
is by electric pump. An overhead electric line extends approximately 1,430 feet along the south side of an
existing farm road from North Ham Lane to the well site. A farm road also extends north from the well site
to the northern property boundary, where it connects with a perimeter farm road that runs along the
north, east and west site boundaries.

The Project site is designated General Agricultural (AG) by the San Joaquin County General Plan and AG-
40 by County Development Title (or zoning). According to the San Joaquin County Development Title, the
AG Zone is established to preserve agricultural lands for the continuation of commercial agriculture
enterprises. Minimum parcel sizes within the AG Zone are 20, 40, 80 or 160 acres, as specified by the
precise zoning. The precise Development Title zone for Project site parcels is AG-40.

The Project site is surrounded by a mixture of agriculture, light industrial, and residential as shown in
Table 1-1.
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Table 1-1. Surrounding Land Uses

Direction Description

North The western half of the Project site’s northern boundary is defined by the centerline of the existing
Woodbridge Irrigation District (WID) agricultural canal. Active agriculture and scattered low-density rural
residences exist north of the Project boundary. Pixley Slough is located approximately 0.5 mile north, and the
City of Lodi is located approximately 2.5 miles north of the site.

East The Project site’s eastern boundary is defined by North Ham Lane, with active agriculture and scattered low-
density rural residences beyond. The Union Pacific Railroad and Stockton City limits are located
approximately 0.5 mile east with State Route (SR) 99 beyond at approximately 1.5 miles east of the site.

South The Project site’s southern boundary abuts the rear of existing industrial and rural residential development that
fronts Eight Mile Road between West Lane and North Ham Lane. Eight Mile Road is located approximately 490
feet south of the southern site boundary and provides driveway access to the existing non-conforming industrial
uses located north of Eight Mile Road West Lane and Ham Lane. South of Eight Mile Road is active agricultural,
followed by Bear Creek and the City of Stockton, both located approximately one mile south of the site.

South of the Project site and immediately south of Eight Mile Road, between West Lane on the west and the Union
Pacific Railroad on the east, lies the 341-acre recently approved Tra Vigne development project. The Tra Vigne
project site is currently located in San Joaquin County, immediately north of the City of Stockton. The Tra Vigne
development project proposes annexation to the City of Stockton and a mix of land uses including single-family
(1,728 units) and high-density residential (680 units), industrial, commercial, school, and traditional and non-
traditional parks sites.

West West Lane defines the Project site’s western boundary. The WID agricultural canal lies immediately west of West
Lane, followed by active agriculture. The City of Stockton lies approximately 0.75 miles west, with the Union Pacific
Railroad (Sacramento) beyond at approximately 1.5 miles, and Interstate 5 at approximately 4 miles west.

The Project proposes the development of a 36,000+ square foot single story Medical Center designed to
OSHPD 1 Hospital standards and equipped with 12 beds to provide labor and delivery focused services,
including alternate birthing options, and hospital emergency room services. The facility would provide 24-
hour inpatient care, including the basic services. Additionally, the Project would include a 60,000+ square
foot medical two-story office building, a 140,000+ square foot, three-story 100 bed hospital expansion
designed to OSHPD 1 Hospital standards, and a full-service emergency helipad landing area. In order to
support these facilities, a total of 1,282 onsite parking stalls and onsite storm water detention areas would
be constructed. Potable water and wastewater collection and treatment would be provided by two
proposed onsite wells and septic systems, to be housed in a 2,000 square foot building and 6,000 square
foot building, respectively. Another 4,000 square foot building, known as the Physical Plant Building, is
also proposed to support onsite water and wastewater treatment processes. Project access is proposed
from West Lane via a new entrance drive at the approximate midpoint of the western site boundary.
Additionally, driveway entrances from Eight Mile Road and Ham Lane are proposed. (See Figure 3. Project
Site Plan.)

Table 1-2 summarizes statistics for the primary Project components. As shown, the Project is proposed to
be constructed in two phases. Phase 1 improvements could become operational within five years of
Project approval; Phase 2 facilities are planned for operation within 10 years. Phase 1 construction is
tentatively scheduled to begin 2023 and is expected to take up to 12 months to complete. Phase 2
construction is tentatively scheduled to begin by 2029 and to take up to 20 months to complete.
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Table 1-2. Project Components

Site Plan Key Use Square Feet Phase Height/Story
Note
A Medical Center 36,000 PHASE 1 25FT/1 Story
B Water Treatment Facility 2,000 PHASE 2 25 FT/1 Story
C Wastewater Treatment 6,000 PHASE 2 25 FT/1 Story
Facility

D Medical Office Building 60,000 PHASE 2 45 FT/2 Story
E Hospital 140,000 PHASE 2 55 FT/3 Story
F Helicopter Pad 20,000 PHASE 2 N/A
G Physical Plant 4,000 PHASE 2 35 FT/1 Story

As shown, Phase 1 includes the Medical Center Building. Phase 1 would also include the construction of
related access, parking, landscaping and utility improvements necessary to support the Medical Center
Building. Phase 1 access would be via a 50-foot wide driveway entrance extending east-west through the
approximate center of the site, and then turn north along the eastern Phase 1 site boundary. Pedestrian
sidewalks would be located on each side of the entrance drive and northern segment. A patient/
emergency drop off and vehicle roundabout would be located in front of the Medical Center Building
main entrance with connection to the northern parking lot and entrance drive. A delivery receiving and
trash enclosure area would be located north of the roundabout and main entrance. Phase 1 parking lots
containing 282 parking spaces would be located east and south of the Medical Center Building. Along the
southern site boundary adjacent the existing residential property lines, a solid seven-foot-tall concrete
masonry unit (CMU) wall would be constructed, and large trees planted. An onsite small public water
system (SPWS), onsite septic, and onsite detention areas for stormwater management would be
constructed to serve Phase 1. Specifically, a new well would be drilled and a 768,000-gallon water storage
tank would be constructed as part of the SPWS. Additionally, a 5,000-gallon septic tank and 9,525 square
feet of leach line is proposed to be installed in addition to a 9.5-acre stormwater detention pond. Phase 1
improvements would span 12.5 acres.

Phase 2 would accommodate a new hospital, medical office building, a second well and water treatment
facility, wastewater treatment facility, helicopter pad, physical plant building and related access, parking,
landscape and utility improvements necessary to support the second phase of development. would be the
focal point of Phase 2 development. The three-story, 140,000-square foot hospital would be the focal
point of Phase 2 development, located in the central portion of the property. A two-story, 60,000-square
foot office building would be located west of the hospital building and north of the entrance road
extension. Additionally, 2,000-square foot water treatment facility would be installed adjacent the onsite
well in the north portion of the site, a 6,000-square foot wastewater treatment facility is proposed at the
north portion of property, and a 4,000-square foot, single-story physical plant building would be located
on the east side of the Project site as part of Phase 2, west of the wastewater disposal pond. The proposed
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helicopter pad "helistop” would be located northeast of the hospital building. As a “helistop,” no fueling
or maintenance facilities would be provided as the pad would only be used by helicopters for patient drop
off or pick up.

Phase 2 improvements would be supported by two new site access points, extension of the Phase 1 West
Lane primary access drive, and construction of new parking lots and pedestrian sidewalks and paths.
Specifically, a new eastern access driveway would be constructed from Ham Lane beginning at a point
approximately 600 feet north of Eight Mile Road, and a new 30-foot-wide southern access drive would
also be constructed from Eight Mile Road, providing access to the mid-southern site boundary. A seven-
foot-tall solid CMU wall would be constructed along the south side of the Ham Lane entrance drive and
the Eight Mile Road entrance drive would be flanked by small trees and shrubs on each side backed by
seven-foot-tall CMU walls. In addition to the above new access drives, the Phase 1 West Lane access drive
would be extended westerly and two new roundabouts constructed linking the onsite driveway and
service road to create a looped onsite circulation system. A 30-foot-wide service/perimeter road would
also be constructed along the site’s northern parking lot boundary. New parking lots providing 1,000
additional parking spaces (plus six “utility” spaces) would be constructed north, south and east of the
hospital and medical office buildings. This would increase total combined onsite parking to 1,282 spaces.
A second new well would be drilled and a 1,266,000-gallon water storage tank would be constructed.
Additionally, a 26,000-gallon septic tank and 58,000 square feet of leach line is proposed to be installed in
addition to another 9.5-acre stormwater detention pond. Phase 2 improvements would span 29.9 acres.

Once completed, the Medical Center and Hospital would operate 24 hours per day, seven days per week
with 10 defined employee “shifts” and slightly reduced staffing levels during the overnight hours. The
average number of employees over a 24-hour period is expected to be 50 at the Medical Center and 450
at the Hospital. The average number of customers over a 24-hour period is expected to be 72 at the
Medical Center and 400 at the Hospital. The Phase 2 Medical Office Building would operate on a more
traditional 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday schedule and is expected to accommodate 100
office workers and attract approximately 384 customers Monday through Friday. The following routine
daily material/supply deliveries are also expected:

e 2 atthe Medical Center
e 12 at the Hospital
e 4 at the Medical Office Building.

The number of onsite staff, medical building occupants, customers, and deliveries are not expected to
vary significantly throughout the year.

The "helistop” landing pad would be used by helicopters for transport or pick up of critically ill or injured
patients. As a "helistop,” no fueling or maintenance facilities would be provided. The anticipated number
of daily flights would vary, however on average approximately one landing/take off event is expected per
week. The standard helicopter approach and departure flight path would be southeast/northwest,

however during emergency events, flight plans could deviate depending on the urgency of the situation.
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As previously described, Phase 1 construction is anticipated to begin in late 2021 and take approximately
12 months to complete. The Phase 1 Medical Center Building is expected to begin operations in 2023.
Phase 2 construction is scheduled to begin in 2029 and take approximately 20 months to complete. The
Phase 2 Hospital and other support uses are expected to begin operation in 2031.

Construction activities would take place between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and, if
necessary, between 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. Saturday and Sunday.

Grading would consist of cuts and fills to build up development areas and ensure positive drainage.
Project grading is expected to be balanced onsite. No import or export of soil is anticipated. It is expected
that grading would be accomplished using conventional grading equipment listed in Table 1-3. Scrapers
would cut and transport onsite soil within the Project site. Finish grading would be achieved by motor
graders (blades) and skip loaders. Material excavation and compaction activities would be required
primarily to install roads to meet fire and safety requirements. Consistent with Best Management Practices
(BMPs), throughout grading operations, water trucks would provide water to the site to achieve the
proper moisture content for compaction and dust suppression. Grading would be stopped to control dust
generation during times of excessive wind.

Underground utilities would be installed using standard underground utility trenching methods. Trenches
would be excavated by hand or by a backhoe or similar excavation equipment. Underground utility
placement would begin immediately following trench excavation, followed by back fill and compaction.

Table 1-3. Construction Equipment Use
Grading, Underground and Road Construction Phase Building Construction Phase
6 Rubber Tired Dozers 2 Cranes
8 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 6 Forklifts
2 Excavators 2 Generator Sets
2 Graders 6 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
4 Pavers 2 Welders
4 Paving Equipment 2 Air Compressors
4 Rollers

ECORP Consulting Inc. 5 February 2022
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2.0 AIR QUALITY

2.1 Air Quadlity Setting

Ambient air quality is commonly characterized by climate conditions, the meteorological influences on air
quality, and the quantity and type of pollutants released. The air basin is subject to a combination of
topographical and climatic factors that increase the potential for high levels of regional and local air
pollutants. These factors are discussed below, along with the current regulatory structure that applies to
the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB), which encompasses the Project site, pursuant to the regulatory
authority of the SIVAPCD.

2.1.1 San Joaquin Valley Air Basin

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) divides the state into air basins that share similar
meteorological and topographical features. The SJVAB occupies the southern two-thirds of the Central
Valley and includes the Project site. The SJVAB is mostly flat, less than 1,000 feet in elevation, and is
surrounded on three sides by the Sierra Nevada, Tehachapi, and Coast Range mountains. This bowl-
shaped feature forms a natural barrier to the dispersion (spreading over an area) of air pollutants. As a
result, the SIVAB is highly susceptible to pollutant accumulation over time (CARB 2003).

Climate and Meteorology

The climate in the SIVAB is strongly influenced by the presence of mountain ranges. The mountains create
a partial rain shadow over the valley and block the free circulation of air, trapping stable air in the valley
for extended periods. The climate is semi-arid and is characterized by long, hot, dry summers and cool,
wet, and foggy winters. Based on historical data obtained from the meteorological station located in
Bakersfield, ambient temperatures range from an average minimum of 39°F in January to an average
maximum of 98°F in July. The average monthly precipitation is approximately 6.24 inches per year, with
January and February averaging 1.35 inches. The average daily wind speed is 5.9 miles per hour (mph).
The air flow patterns are characterized by one of four directions depending on the season. For example,
during the summer, winds are predominantly northwestern (upvalley), while winters typically feature a
prevailing stagnant condition that leads to high incidence of valley fog.

Atmospheric Stability and Inversions

Stability describes the relative resistance of the atmosphere to vertical motion, which in turn mixes the air.
The stability of the atmosphere is dependent on the vertical distribution of temperature with height.
Unstable conditions often occur during daytime hours when solar heating warms the lower atmospheric
layers while the upper layers remain cold. In contrast, an inversion is a layer of warmer air over a layer of
cooler air. Inversions influence the mixing depth of the atmosphere, which is the vertical depth available
for diluting air pollution near the ground. The SIVAB experiences both surface-based and elevated
inversions. The shallow surface-based inversions can be present in the morning but are often broken by
daytime heating of the air layers near the ground. The deep, elevated inversions occur less frequently than
the surface-based inversions but generally result in more severe air stagnation. The surface-based
inversions occur more frequently in the fall, and the stronger elevated inversions usually occur during
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December and January. These naturally occurring conditions can make local air quality significantly worse
than they would be without the inversions and the stagnation created by regional weather and
topography.

2.1.2 Criteria Air Pollutants

Criteria air pollutants are defined as those pollutants for which the federal and state governments have
established air quality standards for outdoor or ambient concentrations to protect public health with a
determined margin of safety. Ozone (Os), coarse particulate matter (PM1o), and fine particulate matter
(PM_s) are generally considered to be regional pollutants because they or their precursors affect air
quality on a regional scale. Pollutants such as carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO>), and sulfur
dioxide (SO,) are considered to be local pollutants because they tend to accumulate in the air locally. PM
is also considered a local pollutant. Health effects commonly associated with criteria pollutants are
summarized in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1. Criteria Air Pollutants- Summary of Common Sources and Effects

Pollutant Major Manmade Sources Human Health & Welfare Effects

(6]0] An odorless, colorless gas formed when carbon in fuel | Reduces the ability of blood to deliver oxygen to vital
is not burned completely; a component of motor tissues, effecting the cardiovascular and nervous system.
vehicle exhaust. Impairs vision, causes dizziness, and can lead to

unconsciousness or death.

NO2 A reddish-brown gas formed during fuel combustion Respiratory irritant; aggravates lung and heart problems.
for motor vehicles, energy utilities and industrial Precursor to ozone and acid rain. Causes brown
sources. discoloration of the atmosphere.

03 Formed by a chemical reaction between reactive Irritates and causes inflammation of the mucous

organic gases (ROGs) and nitrous oxides (N20) in the | membranes and lung airways; causes wheezing,
presence of sunlight. Common sources of these coughing and pain when inhaling deeply; decreases lung
precursor pollutants include motor vehicle exhaust, capacity; aggravates lung and heart problems. Damages
industrial emissions, solvents, paints and landfills. plants; reduces crop yield.

PM1o & PM25s | Power plants, steel mills, chemical plants, unpaved Increased respiratory symptoms, such as irritation of the
roads and parking lots, wood-burning stoves and airways, coughing, or difficulty breathing; aggravated
fireplaces, automobiles and others. asthma; development of chronic bronchitis; irregular

heartbeat; nonfatal heart attacks; and premature death in
people with heart or lung disease. Impairs visibility (haze).

SO, A colorless, nonflammable gas formed when fuel Respiratory irritant. Aggravates lung and heart problems.
containing sulfur is burned. Examples are refineries, | Can damage crops and natural vegetation. Impairs
cement manufacturing, and locomotives. visibility.

Source:  California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA 2013)
Carbon Monoxide

CO in the urban environment is associated primarily with the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels in
motor vehicles. CO combines with hemoglobin in the bloodstream and reduces the amount of oxygen
that can be circulated through the body. High CO concentrations can cause headaches, aggravate
cardiovascular disease and impair central nervous system functions. CO concentrations can vary greatly
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over comparatively short distances. Relatively high concentrations of CO are typically found near crowded
intersections and along heavy roadways with slow moving traffic. Even under the most severe
meteorological and traffic conditions, high concentrations of CO are limited to locations within relatively
short distances of the source. Overall CO emissions are decreasing as a result of the Federal Motor Vehicle
Control Program, which has mandated increasingly lower emission levels for vehicles manufactured since
1973.

Nitrogen Oxides

Nitrogen gas comprises about 80 percent of the air and is naturally occurring. At high temperatures and
under certain conditions, nitrogen can combine with oxygen to form several different gaseous
compounds collectively called nitric oxides (NO,). Motor vehicle emissions are the main source of NOy in
urban areas. NOy is very toxic to animals and humans because of its ability to form nitric acid with water in
the eyes, lungs, mucus membrane, and skin. In animals, long-term exposure to NOy increases
susceptibility to respiratory infections, and lowering resistance to such diseases as pneumonia and
influenza. Laboratory studies show that susceptible humans, such as asthmatics, who are exposed to high
concentrations can suffer from lung irritation or possible lung damage. Precursors of NO,, such as NO and
NO,, attribute to the formation of Oz and PM;s. Epidemiological studies have also shown associations
between NO; concentrations and daily mortality from respiratory and cardiovascular causes and with
hospital admissions for respiratory conditions.

Ozone

Os is a secondary pollutant, meaning it is not directly emitted. It is formed when volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) or ROGs and NOx undergo photochemical reactions that occur only in the presence of
sunlight. The primary source of ROG emissions is unburned hydrocarbons in motor vehicle and other
internal combustion engine exhaust. NO, forms as a result of the combustion process, most notably due
to the operation of motor vehicles. Sunlight and hot weather cause ground-level Os to form. Ground-level
O3 is the primary constituent of smog. Because Oz formation occurs over extended periods of time, both
O3 and its precursors are transported by wind and high Os concentrations can occur in areas well away
from sources of its constituent pollutants.

People with lung disease, children, older adults, and people who are active can be affected when Oz levels
exceed ambient air quality standards. Numerous scientific studies have linked ground-level O; exposure to
a variety of problems including lung irritation, difficult breathing, permanent lung damage to those with
repeated exposure, and respiratory illnesses.

Particulate Matter

PM includes both aerosols and solid particulates of a wide range of sizes and composition. Of concern are
those particles smaller than or equal to 10 microns in diameter size (PM1g) and smaller than or equal to
2.5 microns in diameter (PMzs). Smaller particulates are of greater concern because they can penetrate
deeper into the lungs than larger particles. PM1q is generally emitted directly as a result of mechanical
processes that crush or grind larger particles or form the resuspension of dust, typically through
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construction activities and vehicular travel. PM1o generally settles out of the atmosphere rapidly and is not
readily transported over large distances. PM;5 is directly emitted in combustion exhaust and is formed in
atmospheric reactions between various gaseous pollutants, including NOj, sulfur oxides (SO,) and VOCs.
PM,s can remain suspended in the atmosphere for days and/or weeks and can be transported long
distances.

The principal health effects of airborne PM are on the respiratory system. Short-term exposure of high
PMzs and PMy levels are associated with premature mortality and increased hospital admissions and
emergency room visits. Long-term exposure is associated with premature mortality and chronic
respiratory disease. According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), some people are
much more sensitive than others to breathing PM1o and PM,;s. People with influenza, chronic respiratory
and cardiovascular diseases, and the elderly may suffer worse illnesses; people with bronchitis can expect
aggravated symptoms; and children may experience decline in lung function due to breathing in PM;o and
PM,s. Other groups considered sensitive include smokers and people who cannot breathe well through
their noses. Exercising athletes are also considered sensitive because many breathe through their mouths.

2.1.3 Toxic Air Contaminants

In addition to the criteria pollutants discussed above, toxic air contaminants (TACs) are another group of
pollutants of concern. TACs are considered either carcinogenic or noncarcinogenic based on the nature of
the health effects associated with exposure to the pollutant. For regulatory purposes, carcinogenic TACs
are assumed to have no safe threshold below which health impacts would not occur, and cancer risk is
expressed as excess cancer cases per one million exposed individuals. Noncarcinogenic TACs differ in that
there is generally assumed to be a safe level of exposure below which no negative health impact is
believed to occur. These levels are determined on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis.

There are many different types of TACs, with varying degrees of toxicity. Sources of TACs include industrial
processes such as petroleum refining and chrome plating operations, commercial operations such as
gasoline stations and dry cleaners, and motor vehicle exhaust. Additionally, diesel engines emit a complex
mixture of air pollutants composed of gaseous and solid material. The solid emissions in diesel exhaust
are known as diesel particulate matter (DPM). In 1998, California identified DPM as a TAC based on its
potential to cause cancer, premature death, and other health problems (e.g., asthma attacks and other
respiratory symptoms). Those most vulnerable are children (whose lungs are still developing) and the
elderly (who may have other serious health problems). Overall, diesel engine emissions are responsible for
the majority of California’s known cancer risk from outdoor air pollutants. Diesel engines also contribute
to California’s PM;;s air quality problems. Public exposure to TACs can result from emissions from normal
operations, as well as from accidental releases of hazardous materials during upset conditions. The health
effects of TACs include cancer, birth defects, neurological damage, and death.

Diesel Exhaust

Most recently, CARB identified DPM as a TAC. DPM differs from other TACs in that it is not a single
substance but rather a complex mixture of hundreds of substances. Diesel exhaust is a complex mixture of
particles and gases produced when an engine burns diesel fuel. DPM is a concern because it causes lung
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cancer; many compounds found in diesel exhaust are carcinogenic. DPM includes the particle-phase
constituents in diesel exhaust. The chemical composition and particle sizes of DPM vary between different
engine types (heavy-duty, light-duty), engine operating conditions (idle, accelerate, decelerate), fuel
formulations (high/low sulfur fuel), and the year of the engine (USEPA 2002). Some short-term (acute)
effects of diesel exhaust include eye, nose, throat, and lung irritation, and diesel exhaust can cause
coughs, headaches, light-headedness, and nausea. DPM poses the greatest health risk among the TACs;
due to their extremely small size, these particles can be inhaled and eventually trapped in the bronchial
and alveolar regions of the lung.

2.1.4 Ambient Air Quality

Ambient air quality at the Project site can be inferred from ambient air quality measurements conducted
at nearby air quality monitoring stations. CARB maintains more than 60 monitoring stations throughout
California. O3, PM1gand PM;;s are the pollutant species most potently affecting the Project region. As
described in detail below, the region is designated as a nonattainment area for the federal O; and PM;
standards and is also a nonattainment area for the state standards for Os, PMzs, and PM1o (CARB 2018a).
The Stockton-Hazelton monitoring station, located at 1593 E. Hazelton Street, Stockton, CA 95205,
located approximately 7.6 miles south of the Project site monitors ambient concentrations of Oz, PMs,
and PM1o. Ambient emission concentrations will vary due to localized variations in emission sources and
climate and should be considered “generally” representative of ambient concentrations in the Project
area.

Table 2-2 summarizes the published data concerning O3, PM;s and PMyg since 2016 for each year that the
monitoring data is provided.
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Table 2-2. Summary of Ambient Air Quality Data
Pollutant Standards 2016 2017 2018
03
Max 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.102 0.085 0.088
Max 8-hour concentration (ppm) (state/federal) 0.079/0.078 0.080/0.079 0.078/0.077
Number of days above 1-hour standard (state/federal) 2/0 0/0 0/0
Number of days above 8-hour standard (state/federal) 2/2 2/2 2/1
PMio
Max 24-hour concentration (ug/m3) (state/federal) 66.5/65.9 92.6/89.9 198.6/187.0
Number of days above 24-hour standard (state/federal) 30.6/0 429/0 31.7/131
PM2s
Max 24-hour concentration (ug/m3) (state/federal) 43.7/43.7 53.7/53.7 188.0/188.0
Number of days above federal 24-hour standard 4.0 16.9 25.0

Source:  CARB 2019a
jug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million
* = Insufficient data available

The USEPA and CARB designate air basins or portions of air basins and counties as being in “attainment”
or “nonattainment” for each of the criteria pollutants. Areas that do not meet the standards are classified
as nonattainment areas. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) (other than O3, PM1oand
PM,s and those based on annual averages or arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than once
per year. The NAAQS for Os, PM1q, and PM; are based on statistical calculations over one- to three-year
periods, depending on the pollutant. The California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) are not to be
exceeded during a three-year period. The attainment status for the San Joaquin County portion of the
SJVAB, which encompasses the Project site, is included in Table 2-3.

Table 2-3. Attainment Status for the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin

Pollutant State Designation Federal Designation
0s Nonattainment Nonattainment
PMio Nonattainment Attainment
PMzs Nonattainment Nonattainment
CO Attainment Unclassified/Attainment
NO: Attainment Unclassified/Attainment
SOz Attainment Unclassified/Attainment

Source: CARB 2018a

The determination of whether an area meets the state and federal standards is based on air quality

monitoring data. Some areas are unclassified, which means there is insufficient monitoring data for
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determining attainment or nonattainment. Unclassified areas are typically treated as being in attainment.
Because the attainment/nonattainment designation is pollutant-specific, an area may be classified as
nonattainment for one pollutant and attainment for another. Similarly, because the state and federal
standards differ, an area could be classified as attainment for the federal standards of a pollutant and as
nonattainment for the state standards of the same pollutant. The region is designated as nonattainment
area for federal Oz and PM; s standards and is also a nonattainment area for the state standards for Os,
PM1o, and PM_s standards (CARB 2018a).

2.1.5 Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive receptors are defined as facilities or land uses that include members of the population who 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 nearest sensitive receptors to the Project site are existing rural residential properties directly adjacent
to the site’s southern boundary. These residences front Eight Mile Road between West Lane and North
Ham Lane.

2.2 Regulatory Framework
2.2.1 Federal

Clean Air Act

The Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 and the CAA Amendments of 1971 required the USEPA to establish the
NAAQS, with states retaining the option to adopt more stringent standards or to include other specific
pollutants. On April 2, 2007, the Supreme Court found that carbon dioxide (COy) is an air pollutant
covered by the CAA; however, no NAAQS have been established for CO..

These standards are the levels of air quality considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect
the public health and welfare. They are designed to protect those “sensitive receptors” most susceptible
to further respiratory distress such as asthmatics, the elderly, very young children, people already
weakened by other disease or illness, and persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults
can tolerate occasional exposure to air pollutant concentrations considerably above these minimum
standards before adverse effects are observed.

The USEPA has classified air basins (or portions thereof) as being in attainment, nonattainment, or
unclassified for each criteria air pollutant, based on whether or not the NAAQS have been achieved. If an
area is designated unclassified, it is because inadequate air quality data were available as a basis for a
nonattainment or attainment designation. Table 2-3 lists the federal attainment status of the SJVAB for
the criteria pollutants.
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2.2.2 State

California Clean Air Act

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) allows the state to adopt ambient air quality standards and other
regulations provided that they are at least as stringent as federal standards. CARB, a part of the California
Environmental Protection Agency, is responsible for the coordination and administration of both federal
and state air pollution control programs within California, including setting the CAAQS. CARB also
conducts research, compiles emission inventories, develops suggested control measures, and provides
oversight of local programs. CARB establishes emissions standards for motor vehicles sold in California,
consumer products (such as hairspray, aerosol paints, and barbecue lighter fluid), and various types of
commercial equipment. It also sets fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions. CARB also has
primary responsibility for the development of California’s State Implementation Plan (SIP), for which it
works closely with the federal government and the local air districts.

Cadlifornia State Implementation Plan

The federal CAA (and its subsequent amendments) requires each state to prepare an air quality control
plan referred to as the SIP. The SIP is a living document that is periodically modified to reflect the latest
emissions inventories, plans, and rules and regulations of air basins as reported by the agencies with
jurisdiction over them. The CAA Amendments dictate that states containing areas violating the NAAQS
revise their SIPs to include extra control measures to reduce air pollution. The SIP includes strategies and
control measures to attain the NAAQS by deadlines established by the CAA. The USEPA has the
responsibility to review all SIPs to determine if they conform to the requirements of the CAA.

State law makes CARB the lead agency for all purposes related to the SIP. Local air districts and other
agencies prepare SIP elements and submit them to CARB for review and approval. CARB then forwards SIP
revisions to the USEPA for approval and publication in the Federal Register.

The SJVAPCD is the agency primarily responsible for ensuring that national and state ambient air quality
standards are not exceeded and that air quality conditions are maintained in the SJVAB. In an attempt to
achieve NAAQS and CAAQS and maintain air quality, the air district has completed the following air
quality attainment plans and reports, which together constitute the SIP for the portion of the SJVAB
encompassing the Project:

e 2007 Ozone Plan. The Ozone Plan, approved in 2007, contains a comprehensive list of regulatory
and incentive-based measures to reduce emissions and particulate matter with the goal of
addressing the USEPA's standards. The 2007 Ozone Plan calls for a 75 percent reduction of ozone-
forming NOx emissions (SJVAPCD 2007a). These NOy reductions are preferred and essential to
meeting the new 8-hour ozone and PM, s standards. The plan calls for new and more stringent rules
and regulations for stationary sources, new and more stringent tail-pipe emission standards for
mobile sources, emission standards for locomotives, local regulations and voluntary measures to
reduce and/or mitigate mobile source emissions, incentive-based measures, and alternative
compliance programs.
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e 2013 Plan for the Revoked 1-Hour Ozone Standard. The SIVAPCD initially adopted this plan in
2004 to address USEPA’s 1-hour ozone standard. Although the USEPA approved the SJVAPCD's
2004 plan in 2010, the USEPA withdrew this approval as a result of a court ruling in November 2012.
The SIVAPCD adopted a new plan for the USEPA’s revoked 1-hour ozone standard in September
2013 (SJVAPCD 2013).

e 2014 Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) Demonstration for the 8-Hour Ozone
State Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIVAPCD adopted the Reasonably Available Control
Technology (RACT) Demonstration for the 8-Hour Ozone Standard in 2014. The Clean Air Act
requires RACT for certain sources in all nonattainment areas (SJVAPCD 2014).

e 2016 Plan for the 2008 8-Hour Ozone Standard. The Ozone Plan, approved in 2016, contains a
comprehensive list of regulatory and incentive-based measures to reduce emissions and particulate
matter with the goal of addressing the USEPA's standards. The plan calls for new and more stringent
rules and regulations for stationary sources, new and more stringent tail-pipe emission standards
for mobile sources, emission standards for locomotives, local regulations and voluntary measures
to reduce and/or mitigate mobile source emissions, incentive-based measures, and alternative
compliance programs (SJVAPCD 2016).

e 2020 Reasonably Available Control Technology Demonstration for the 2015 8-Hour Ozone
Standard. The SIVAPCD adopted the RACT Demonstration for the 2015 8-Hour Ozone Standard
on June 18, 2020. The Clean Air Act requires RACT for certain sources in all nonattainment areas.
The SJVAPCD is required to ensure the USEPA’s Control Techniques Guidance (CTG) is being
implemented through SJVAPCD regulations. The 43 CTGs were developed to control major sources
of emissions (SJVAPCD 2020).

e 2007 PM1o Maintenance Plan and Request for Redesignation. In 2007, the SJVAPCD adopted
the 2007 PMyo Attainment Plan to ensure the continued attainment of the USEPA’s PM1o standard.
Since the EPA determined that the air basin had attained the federal PMyo standards on October
30, 2006, the valley is designated as an attainment area (SJVAPCD 2007b).

e 2018 Moderate Area Plan for the 2012 PM_ s Standard. In 2018, the SJVAPCD adopted the 2018
PM_ ;s Plan to address the USEPA's annual and 24-hour standards. The plan utilizes the best available
information to develop a strategy to demonstrate attainment of the federal standard for PM,s. A
number of local strategies are included in the plan, including regulations to address stationary
sources, use of a risk-based approach to prioritize measures to expedite attainment standards,
incentive measures, technology advances, policy efforts to shape new legislation, and public
outreach (SJVAPCD 2018).
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Tanner Air Toxics Act & Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act

CARB's Statewide comprehensive air toxics program was established in 1983 with Assembly Bill (AB) 1807,
the Toxic Air Contaminant Identification and Control Act (Tanner Air Toxics Act of 1983). AB 1807 created
California's program to reduce exposure to air toxics and sets forth a formal procedure for CARB to
designate substances as TACs. Once a TAC is identified, CARB adopts an airborne toxics control measure
(ATCM) for sources that emit designated TACs. If there is a safe threshold for a substance at which there is
no toxic effect, the control measure must reduce exposure to below that threshold. If there is no safe
threshold, the measure must incorporate toxics best available control technology to minimize emissions.

CARB also administers the state’s mobile source emissions control program and oversees air quality
programs established by state statute, such as AB 2588, the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and
Assessment Act of 1987. Under AB 2588, TAC emissions from individual facilities are quantified and
prioritized by the air quality management district or air pollution control district. High priority facilities are
required to perform a health risk assessment (HRA) and, if specific thresholds are exceeded, required to
communicate the results to the public in the form of notices and public meetings. In September 1992, the
"Hot Spots" Act was amended by Senate Bill (SB) 1731, which required facilities that pose a significant
health risk to the community to reduce their risk through a risk management plan.

2.2.3 Llocal

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

The local air quality agency affecting the SJVAB is the SIVAPCD, which is charged with the responsibility of
implementing air quality programs and ensuring that national and state ambient air quality standards are
not exceeded and that air quality conditions are maintained in the SJVAB. In an attempt to achieve
national and state ambient air quality standards and maintain air quality, the air district has completed
several air quality attainment plans and reports, which together constitute the SIP for the portion of the
SJVAB encompassing the Project.

The SJVAPCD has also adopted various rules and regulations for the control of stationary and area sources
of emissions. Provisions applicable to the Proposed Project are summarized as follows:

= Regulation IV (Visible Emissions), Rule 4101, Nuisance. The purpose of this rule is to protect
the health and safety of the public from source operations that emit or may emit air contaminants
or other materials. It prohibits emissions of air contaminants or other materials "which cause
injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the
public.”

= Regulation IV (Visible Emissions), Rule 4601, Architectural Coatings. The rule limits volatile
organic compound (VOC) emissions from architectural coatings and specifies practices for proper
storage, cleanup, and labeling requirements. Rule 4601 applies to "any person who supplies, sells,
offers for sale, applies, or solicits the application of any architectural coating, or who
manufactures, blends or repackages any architectural coating for use within the District.”
Materials covered by the rule include adhesives, architectural coatings, paints, varnishes, sealers,
stains, concrete curing compounds, concrete/masonry sealers, and waterproofing sealers.
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= Regulation IV (Visible Emissions), Rule 4641, Cutback, Slow Curve and Emulsified Asphalt,
Paving and Maintenance Operations. The purpose of this rule is to limit VOC emissions by
restricting the application and manufacturing of certain types of asphalt and maintenance
operations and applies to the use of these materials. Specifically, certain types of asphalt cannot
be used for penetrating prime coat, dust palliative, or other paving: rapid cure and medium cure
cutback asphalt, slow cure asphalt that contains more than 0.5 percent of organic compound
which evaporates at 500°F or lower, and emulsified asphalt containing VOC in excess of 3 percent
which evaporates at 500°F or lower.

= Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM1o Prohibitions), Rules 8021-8071, Fugitive PM1o Prohibitions.
The purpose of these rules is to limit airborne particulate emissions associated with construction,
demolition, excavation, extraction, and other earthmoving activities, as well as with open
disturbed land and emissions associated with paved and unpaved roads. Accordingly, these rules
include specific measures to be employed to prevent and reduce fugitive dust emissions from
anthropogenic sources.

= Regulation IX (Mobile and Indirect Sources), Rule 9510, Indirect Source Review. This rule is
the result of state requirements outlined in California Health and Safety Code Section 40604 and
the SIP. The air district's SIP commitments were originally contained in the SIVAPCD’s 2003 PM1q
Plan and Extreme Ozone Attainment Demonstration Plans, which presented the SJIVAPCD's
strategy to reduce PMjg and NOy in order to reach the ambient air pollution standards on
schedule, which had been 2010. The plans quantify the reduction from current SJVAPCD rules and
proposed rules, as well as state and federal regulations, and then model future emissions to
determine whether the SIVAPCD may reach attainment for applicable pollutants. This rule will
reduce emissions of NO, and PMio from new development projects that attract or generate motor
vehicle trips. In general, new development contributes to the air pollution problem in the SIVAB
by increasing the number of vehicles and vehicle miles traveled. Although newer, cleaner
technology is reducing per-vehicle pollution, the emissions increase from new development
partially offsets emission reductions gained from technology advances.

Indirect Source Review applies to larger development projects that have not yet gained
discretionary approval. A discretionary permit is a permit from a public agency, which requires
some amount of deliberation by that agency, including the potential to require modifications or
conditions on the project. In accordance with this rule, developers of larger residential,
commercial, and industrial projects are required to reduce smog-forming NOxand PMj emissions
from their projects’ baselines as follows (SJVAPCD 2017):

o 20 percent of construction NOy exhaust
o 45 percent of construction PM1o exhaust
o 33 percent of operational NO, over 10 years

o 50 percent of operational PM1o over 10 years
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These reductions are intended to be achieved through incorporation of on-site reduction
measures. If, after implementation of on-site emissions reduction measures project emissions still
exceed the minimum baseline reduction, the Indirect Source Review requires a project applicant
to pay an off-site fee to the SIVAPCD, which is then used to fund clean-air projects within the air
basin.

2.3 Air Quality Emissions Impact Assessment
2.3.1 Thresholds of Significance

The impact analysis provided below is based on the following California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines Appendix G thresholds of significance. The Project would result in a significant impact to air
quality if it would do any of the following:

1) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of any applicable air quality plan.

2) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Project
region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors).

3) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
4) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors adversely affecting a substantial number
of people).

2.3.2 Methodology

Air quality impacts were assessed in accordance with methodologies recommended by CARB and the
SJVAPCD. Onsite construction-related (including worker commutes and vendors), operational area source,
and energy source emissions were modeled using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod),
version 2016.3.2. CalEEMod is a statewide land use emissions computer model designed to quantify
potential criteria pollutant emissions associated with both construction and operations from a variety of
land use projects. Operational mobile source emissions are calculated with the 2017 version of the
EMission FACtor model (EMFAC) developed by CARB. EMFAC 2017 is a mathematical model that was
developed to calculate emission rates from motor vehicles that operate on highways, freeways, and local
roads in California and is commonly used by CARB to estimate changes in future emissions from on-road
mobile sources. The most recent version of this model, EMFAC 2017, incorporates regional motor vehicle
data, information and estimates regarding the distribution of vehicle miles traveled by speed, and number
of starts per day. The most important improvement in EMFAC 2017 is the integration of the new data and
methods to estimate emissions from diesel trucks and buses. The model includes the emissions benefits
of the truck and bus rule and the previously adopted rules for other on-road diesel equipment.

As previously described, Phase 1 construction is anticipated to begin in late 2021 and take approximately
12 months to complete. The Phase 1 Medical Center Building is expected to begin operations in 2023.
Phase 2 construction is scheduled to begin in 2029 and take approximately 20 months to complete. The
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Phase 2 Hospital and other support uses are expected to begin operation in 2031. Project construction-
generated air pollutant emissions were calculated based on this timeline and the expected construction
equipment provided by the Project applicant and identified in Table 1-3 above.

Operational air pollutant emissions are based on the Project site plans and the estimated traffic trip
generation rates and Project fleet mix from KD Anderson and Associates (2020). Helicopter emissions are
calculated based on the emission factors identified for a UH-1N with two T400-CP-400 engines contained
in the Air Force 2020 Mobile Emissions Calculations Guide (Air Force Civil Engineer Center 2020). The UH-
TN was chosen to represent a “worst-case” scenario per its similarity to the Airbus H145 which is the
largest aircraft anticipated for transport to the Project site. In order to estimate the highest daily emission
rate of helicopter pollutants, three flights daily are assumed. Emissions are calculated using standardized
landing and take-off cycle factors generated by the USEPA as presented in the Air Force Mobile Emissions
Guidance Documents (Air Force Civil Engineer Center 2020). Emissions are calculated that occur in the
“mixing zone" which is from 0 — 3,000 feet above ground level. This approach is consistent with CEQA
guidance found in the Aviation Environment Design Tool referenced in CEQA guidance.

See Attachment A for emissions modeling details.
2.3.3 Impact Analysis

Project Construction-Generated Criteria Air Quality Emissions

Construction associated with the Proposed Project would generate short-term emissions of criteria air
pollutants, including ROG, CO, NOx, PM1o, and PM_s. The largest amount of ROG, CO, and NOx emissions
would occur during grading activity. PM1o and PM,s emissions would occur from fugitive dust (due to
earthwork and excavation) and from construction equipment exhaust. Exhaust emissions from
construction activities include emissions associated with the transport of machinery and supplies to and
from the Project site, emissions produced on-site as the equipment is used, and emissions from trucks
transporting materials to and from the site. Construction-generated emissions are short term and of
temporary duration, lasting only as long as construction activities occur, but have the potential to
represent a significant air quality impact.

During construction activities, the Project would be required to comply with SIVAPCD Regulation VI
(Fugitive PM1o Prohibitions). The purpose of this rule is to limit airborne particulate emissions associated
with construction, demolition, excavation, extraction, and other earthmoving activities, as well as with
open disturbed land and emissions associated with paved and unpaved roads. Accordingly, these rules
include specific measures to be employed to prevent and reduce fugitive dust emissions from
anthropogenic sources. For instance, the Project applicant would be required to prepare a dust control
plan. Construction activities anywhere within the regulatory jurisdiction of the SIVAPCD, including the
Proposed Project site, may not commence until the SJVAPCD has approved or conditionally approved the
dust control plan, which must describe all fugitive dust control measures that are to be implemented
before, during, and after any dust-generating activity. Regulation VIII specifies the following measures to
control fugitive dust:
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e Apply water to unpaved surfaces and areas or use nontoxic chemical or organic dust suppressants
on unpaved roads and traffic areas.

e Limit or reduce vehicle speed on unpaved roads and traffic areas to a maximum 15 miles per
hour.

e Maintain areas in a stabilized condition by restricting vehicle access.

e Install wind barriers.

e During high winds, cease outdoor activities that disturb the soil.

e Keep bulk materials sufficiently wet when handling.

e Store and handle materials in a three-sided structure.

e When storing bulk materials, apply water to the surface or cover the storage pile with a tarp.
e Don't overload haul trucks. Overloaded trucks are likely to spill bulk materials.

e Cover haul trucks with a tarp or other suitable cover. Or, wet the top of the load enough to limit
visible dust emissions.

e Clean the interior of cargo compartments on emptied haul trucks prior to leaving a site.
e Prevent trackout by installing a trackout control device.

e Clean up trackout at least once a day. If along a busy road or highway, clean up trackout
immediately.

e Monitor dust-generating activities and implement appropriate measures for maximum dust
control.

The SJVAPCD's (2015) Guidance for Assessing and Mitigation Air Quality Impacts identifies significance
thresholds for ROG, CO, and NOy, SO, PM1q, and PM,s. Construction-generated ozone precursor
emissions associated with the Proposed Project were calculated using CalEEMod. Predicted maximum
annual construction-generated emissions of criteria air pollutants for the Proposed Project are
summarized in Table 2-4.
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Table 2-4. Construction-Related Emissions

Maximum Pollutants (tons per year)

Construction Year
ROG NOx co SO, PM1o PMas

Annual (Maximum Tons per Year)

Phase 1 Construction (2023) 1.1 6.3 6.8 0.0 1.3 0.7
Phase 2 Construction (2029) 14 5.8 5.8 0.0 2.0 1.0
Phase 2 Construction (2030) 1.3 2.9 4.0 0.0 0.6 0.2
SJVAPCD Potentially

Significant Impact Threshold 10 10 100 27 1 1
Exceed SJVAPCD

Threshold? No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod version 2016.3.2. Refer to Attachment A for Model Data Outputs.

As shown in Table 2-4, construction-generated emissions would not exceed SIVAPCD significance
thresholds.

In addition to the SJVAPCD criteria air pollutant thresholds, SJIVAPCD Rule 9510, Indirect Source Review,
aims to fulfill the District’'s emission reduction commitments in the PM1o and Ozone Attainment Plans. This
rule applies to construction projects within the jurisdiction of the SJ)VAPCD which upon full build-out will
include any one of the following:

e 50 residential units

e 2,000 square feet of commercial space

e 25,000 square feet of light industrial space

e 100,000 square feet of heavy industrial space

e 20,000 square feet of medical office space

e 39,000 square feet of general office space

e 9,000 square feet of educational space

e 10,000 square feet of government space

e 20,000 square feet of recreational space; or

e 9,000 square feet of space not identified above.
This rule also applies to any transportation or transit project where construction exhaust emissions equal
or exceed two tons of NOy or two tons of PM1o. The project developers are required to reduce
concentrations of NOx by 20 percent and PM1g by 45 percent during construction activities. Development

projects that have a mitigated baseline below two tons per year of NOx and two tons per year of PM1o
shall be exempt from the requirements per Rule 9510 (SJVAPCD 2017).
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The Project is proposing the construction of more than 20,000 square feet of medical office space. Thus,
adherence to Rule 9510 is required of the Proposed Project. In accordance with Rule 9510, the Project
applicant is required to prepare a detailed air impact assessment (AlA) for submittal to the SJVAPCD,
which demonstrates reduction of NOy emissions from the Project’s baseline by 20 percent and a reduction
of PMyo by 45 percent. Therefore, the following mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

AQ-1 In accordance with SJVAPCD Rule 9510, a detailed air impact assessment (AlA) shall be prepared
detailing the specific construction requirement (i.e, equipment required, hours of use, etc.). In
accordance with this rule, emissions of NOx from construction equipment greater than 50
horsepower used or associated with the development Project shall be reduced by 20 percent
from baseline (unmitigated) emissions and PM1o shall be reduced by 45 percent. The Project shall
demonstrate compliance with Rule 9510, including payment of all applicable fees, before issuance
of the first building permit.

While the specific emission reduction measures will be developed to the satisfaction of the
SJVAPCD, the following measures would reduce short-term air quality impacts attributable to the
Proposed Project consistent with Rule 9510:

e During all construction activities, all diesel-fueled construction equipment including, but not
limited to, rubber-tired dozers, graders, scrapers, excavators, asphalt paving equipment,
cranes, and tractors shall be California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 Certified as set
forth in Section 2423 of Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, and Part 89 of Title
40 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

e All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturers’ specifications. Equipment maintenance records shall be kept on-site and
made available upon request by the SJVAPCD or the County.

e The Project applicant shall comply with all applicable SIVAPCD rules and regulations. Copies
of any applicable air quality permits and/or monitoring plans shall be provided to the

County.
Timing/Implementation: Prior to the issuance of grading permits
Monitoring/Enforcement: County of San Joaquin Community Development

Department

As demonstrated in Table 2-5, implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1 would reduce annual NO
emissions by as much as 72 percent during Phase 1 of construction and nearly 53 percent during Phase 2
of construction. Further, mitigation measure AQ-1 would reduce annual PM1 emissions by more than 60
percent during Phase 1 of construction and 50 percent during Phase 2 of construction. These reduction
values are beyond the reduction needed to achieve the SIVAPCD Rule 9510 target.
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Table 2-5. Construction Related NOx and PM1o Emissions- Baseline and Mitigated (tons per Phase)
Construction Year NOx Baseline NOx Mitigated Percent Reduction
Phase 1 Construction (2023) 6.3 0.7 72.69%
Phase 2 Construction (2029-2030) 8.7 41 52.87%
SJVAPCD Potentially Significant Impact Threshold 20%
Construction Year PM+o Baseline PM.o Mitigated Percent Reduction
Phase 1 Construction (2023) 1.3 05 61.53%
Phase 2 Construction (2029-2030) 2.6 1.3 50.00%
SJVAPCD Potentially Significant Impact Threshold 45%

Source: CalEEMod version 2013.2.2. See Attachment A for emission outputs

Notes: Mitigated emissions account for the use of equipment with CARB Tier 4 Certified engines. Emission reduction/credits for construction
emissions are also applied based on the required implementation of SUWVAPCD Regulation VIII. The specific regulation applied in CalEEMod
are watering unpaved surfaces and areas, use of nontoxic chemical or organic dust suppressants on unpaved roads and traffic areas,
limiting vehicle speed on unpaved roads and traffic areas to a maximum 15 miles per hour, and the prevention of trackout through
installation of a trackout control device.
Percent reduction calculated using ((baseline-mitigated) / baseline) = percent reduction

As previously stated, construction-generated emissions would not exceed SIVAPCD significance
thresholds. However, the Project proposes the construction of a medical center over 20,000 square feet,
instigating the implementation of Rule 9510. Rule 9510 requires a project to reduce NOy emissions from
the Project’s baseline emissions by 20 percent and reduce annual PM1o emissions by 45 percent.
Mitigation measure AQ-1 would result in a greater than required reduction in NOy and PM;o emissions
from baseline for all construction activities. Therefore, with implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1,
the Proposed Project would not exceed SIVAPCD thresholds and construction generated emissions would
be reduced to less than significant. No health effects from Project criteria pollutants would occur.

Project Operations Criteria Air Quality Emissions

By its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. No single project is sufficient in size, by
itself, to result in nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions
contribute to existing cumulatively significant adverse air quality impacts. If a project’s individual
emissions exceed its identified significance thresholds, the project would be cumulatively considerable.
Projects that do not exceed significance thresholds would not be considered cumulative considerable.

Implementation of the Project would result in long-term operational emissions of criteria air pollutants
such as PMig, PM;5, CO, and SO; as well as Os precursors such as ROG and NOx. Project-generated
increases in emissions would be predominantly associated with motor vehicle use. Table 2-6 summarizes
operational emissions from the Proposed Project.

The SJVAPCD's (2015) Guidance for Assessing and Mitigation of Air Quality Impacts identifies significance
thresholds for ROG, CO, and NOy, SO, PM1o, and PM_s. Operational-generated area source and energy
source emissions associated with the Proposed Project were calculated using CalEEMod. Operational
mobile source emissions are calculated with EMFAC2017. Helicopter emissions are calculated based on
the emission factors identified for a "UH-1N’ contained in Air Force 2020 Mobile Emissions Calculations
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Guide (Air Force Civil Engineer Center 2020). Predicted maximum annual operational-generated emissions
of criteria air pollutants for the Proposed Projects are summarized in Table 2-6.

Table 2-6. Operational Emissions

Maximum Pollutants (tons per year)
Emission Source
ROG NOx co SO PM1o PM2s
Proposed Project Annual Emissions
Area 1.32 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.08 0.78 0.65 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mobile (automotive) 2.25 6.97 2474 0.07 1.11 0.49
Mobile (helicopter operation) 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.002 0.002
Total 3.67 7.80 25.45 0.08 1.11 0.49
SJVAPCD Significance Threshold 10 10 100 27 15 15
Exceed SJVAPCD Threshold? No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod version 2016.3.2; EMFAC2017. Refer to Attachment A for Model Data Outputs.
Notes: Automobile emissions projections account for an automotive trip generation rate identified in the Traffic Impact Study prepared by KD
Anderson and Associates (2020).

As indicated in Table 2-6, operational-generated emissions would not exceed SJVAPCD significance
thresholds.

As previously mentioned, SJVAPCD Rule 9510 is intended to fulfill the region’s emission reduction
commitments in the SIVAPCD PM;o and Ozone Attainment Plans. The Proposed Project is subject to Rule
9510 and would be required to consult with the SIVAPCD regarding the specific applicability of Rule 9510
in relation to Project operations. In accordance with Rule 9510, the Project applicant would be required to
prepare a detailed air impact assessment for submittal to the SJVAPCD demonstrating the reduction from
the Project’s baseline of NO, and PM1o emissions. The inability to meet or exceed Rule 9510 required
emission reductions would be considered a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-
2 would reduce this impact to less than significant as discussed below.

The following mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

AQ-2 In accordance with SJVAPCD Rule 9510, a detailed air impact assessment shall be
prepared detailing the operational characteristics associated with the Proposed Project.
In accordance with this rule, operational emissions of NOy shall be reduced by a
minimum of 33.3 percent and operational emissions of PM1y must be reduced by a
minimum of 50 percent over a period of ten years. (Emissions reductions are in
comparison to the Project’s operational baseline emissions presented in Table 2-6.) The
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Project would demonstrate compliance with Rule 9510, including payment of all
applicable fees, before issuance of the first building permit.

Based on the findings of the air impact assessment, the applicant shall pay the
SJVAPCD a monetary sum necessary to offset the required operational emissions that
are not reduced by the emission reduction measures contained in the air impact
assessment. The quantity of operational emissions that need to be offset will be
calculated in accordance with the methodologies identified in Rule 9510, Indirect
Source Review, and approved by the SJIVAPCD. Operational emissions reduction
methods will be selected under the direction of the SIVAPCD according to the air
impact assessment process detailed in, and required by Rule 9510, Indirect Source
Review (see Rule 9510, subsection 5).

Timing/Implementation: Prior to the issuance of building permits
Monitoring/Enforcement: County of San Joaquin Community Development
Department

Since the project’s emissions do not exceed SJVAPCD thresholds, no exceedance of the ambient air
quality standards would occur, and no health effects from Project criteria pollutants would occur. As
identified in Table 2-3, the SIVAB is listed as a nonattainment area for federal Oz and PM; s standards and
is also a nonattainment area for the state standards for Oz, PM1o, and PMzs. Oz is a health threat to
persons who already suffer from respiratory diseases and can cause severe ear, nose and throat irritation
and increases susceptibility to respiratory infections. Particulate matter can adversely affect the human
respiratory system. As shown in Table 2-6, the Proposed Project would result in increased emissions of the
Os precursor pollutants ROG and NO,, PM+o, and PM,;, however, the correlation between a project’s
emissions and increases in nonattainment days, or frequency or severity of related illnesses, cannot be
accurately quantified. The overall strategy for reducing air pollution and related health effects in the
SJVAB is contained in the SIVAPCD's various air quality management plans previously described. These air
quality management plans provide control measures that reduce emissions to attain federal ambient air
quality standards by their applicable deadlines such as the application of available cleaner technologies,
best management practices, incentive programs, as well as development and implementation of zero and
near-zero technologies and control methods. The CEQA thresholds of significance established by the
SJVAPCD are designed to meet the objectives of regional air quality planning efforts and in doing so
achieve attainment status with state and federal standards. As noted above, the Project would increase
the emission of these pollutants, but would not exceed the thresholds of significance established by the
SJVAPCD for purposes of reducing air pollution and its deleterious health effects.

Conflict with the SJVAPCD Air Quality Attainment Plans

As part of its enforcement responsibilities, the USEPA requires each state with nonattainment areas to
prepare and submit a SIP that demonstrates the means to attain the federal standards. The SIP must
integrate federal, state, and local plan components and regulations to identify specific measures to reduce
pollution in nonattainment areas, using a combination of performance standards and market-based
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programs. Similarly, under state law, the CCAA requires an air quality attainment plan to be prepared for
areas designated as nonattainment with regard to the NAAQS and CAAQS. Air quality attainment plans
outline emissions limits and control measures to achieve and maintain these standards by the earliest
practical date.

The SJVAPCD prepared the 2007 Ozone Plan, 2013 Plan for the Revoked 1-Hour Ozone Standard, 2016
Plan for the 2008 8-Hour Ozone Standard, 2016 Moderate Area Plan for the 2012 PM_ s Standard, 2020
RACT Demonstration for the 2015 8-Hour Ozone Standard, 2007 PM1o Maintenance Plan and Request for
Re-designation, and 2018 Moderate Area Plan for the 2012 PM;s Standard. These plans collectively
address the air basin’s nonattainment status with the national and state O; standards as well as particulate
matter by establishing a program of rules and regulations directed at reducing air pollutant emissions and
achieving state (California) and national air quality standards. Pollutant control strategies are based on the
latest scientific and technical information and planning assumptions. According to the SIVAPCD (2015),
the established thresholds of significance for criteria pollutant emissions are based on SIVAPCD New
Source Review (NSR) offset requirements for stationary sources. Stationary sources in the SJVAB are
subject to some of the most stringent regulatory requirements in the nation. Emission reductions
achieved through implementation of SIVAPCD offset requirements are a major component of the
District’s air quality planning efforts. Thus, projects with emissions below the thresholds of significance for
criteria pollutants are determined to “Not conflict or obstruct implementation of the District’s air quality
plan” (SIVAPCD 2015).

As shown in Table 2-4 and Table 2-6 above, both Project construction and Project operations would not
generate emissions that would exceed SJVAPCD significance thresholds. Furthermore, the Project would
reduce construction-generated emissions below what is required in Rule 9510 and similarly would reduce
operational-generated emissions or offset the emissions with payment of a fee, which is then used to fund
clean-air projects within the air basin. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with the emission-
reduction goals of the SIVAPCD Attainment Plans.

Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Toxic Air Contaminants

As previously described, 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 age 65, children under age 14, athletes, and persons with cardiovascular
and chronic respiratory diseases such as asthma, emphysema, and bronchitis. The nearest sensitive
receptors to the Project site are the existing rural residential properties directly adjacent to the site's
southern boundary. These residences front Eight Mile Road between West Lane and North Ham Lane.

Construction-Generated Air Contaminants

Construction-related activities would result in temporary, short-term Proposed Project-generated
emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM), ROG, NOx, CO, and PM1o from the exhaust of off-road,
heavy-duty diesel equipment for site preparation (e.g., clearing, grading, underground work); soil hauling
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truck traffic; paving; and other miscellaneous activities. However, as shown in Table 2-4, the Project would
not exceed the SJVAPCD construction emission thresholds. The portion of the SJVAB which encompasses
the Project is classified as a nonattainment area for the federal Oz and PM, s standards and is also
classified as a nonattainment area for the state standards for Os, PM;s, and PM1 (CARB 2018a). Thus,
existing O3, PM1g, and PM; s levels in the SJIVAB are at unhealthy levels during certain periods.

The health effects associated with O3 are generally associated with reduced lung function. Because the
Project would not involve construction activities that would result in Oz precursor emissions (ROG or NOx)
in excess of the SJVAPCD thresholds, the Project is not anticipated to substantially contribute to regional
O3 concentrations and the associated health impacts.

CO tends to be a localized impact associated with congested intersections. In terms of adverse health
effects, CO competes with oxygen, often replacing it in the blood, reducing the blood'’s ability to transport
oxygen to vital organs. The results of excess CO exposure can include dizziness, fatigue, and impairment
of central nervous system functions. The Project would not involve construction activities that would result
in CO emissions in excess of the SIVAPCD thresholds. Thus, the Project's CO emissions would not
contribute to the health effects associated with this pollutant.

Particulate matter (PM1o and PM. ;) contains microscopic solids or liquid droplets that are so small that
they can get deep into the lungs and cause serious health problems. Particulate matter exposure has been
linked to a variety of problems, including premature death in people with heart or lung disease, nonfatal
heart attacks, irregular heartbeat, aggravated asthma, decreased lung function, and increased respiratory
symptoms such as irritation of the airways, coughing, or difficulty breathing. For construction activity,
DPM is the primary toxic air contaminant (TAC) of concern. Particulate exhaust emissions from diesel-
fueled engines (i.e., DPM) were identified as a TAC by the CARB in 1998. The potential cancer risk from the
inhalation of DPM outweighs the potential for all other health impacts (i.e., non-cancer chronic risk, short-
term acute risk) and health impacts from other TACs. Based on the emission modeling conducted, the
maximum onsite construction-related daily emissions (mitigated) of exhaust PM;s, considered a surrogate
for DPM, would be 0.36 pounds per day during Phase 1 and 0.25 pounds per day during Phase 2 (PM;s
exhaust is considered a surrogate for DPM because more than 90 percent of DPM is less than 1
microgram in diameter and therefore is a subset of particulate matter under 2.5 microns in diameter (i.e.,
PM.s). Most PM_ s derives from combustion, such as use of gasoline and diesel fuels by motor vehicles.) As
with O3 and NO,, the Project would not generate emissions of PM1o or PM; 5 that would exceed the
SJVAPCD’s thresholds. Additionally, the Project would be required to comply with Regulation VIII, Rules
8021-8071- Fugitive PM1o Prohibitions and Rule 9510- Indirect Source Review, as described above, which
limit the amount of fugitive dust generated during construction. Accordingly, the Project’'s PM1o and PM,
emissions are not expected to cause any increase in related regional health effects for these pollutants.

In summary, the Project would not result in a potentially significant contribution to regional or localized
concentrations of nonattainment pollutants and would not result in a significant contribution to the
adverse health impacts associated with those pollutants.
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Valley Fever

Coccidioidomycosis (CM), often referred to as San Joaquin Valley Fever or Valley Fever, is one of the most
studied and oldest known fungal infections. Valley Fever most commonly affects people who live in hot
dry areas with alkaline soil and varies with the season. This disease, which affects both humans and
animals, is caused by inhalation of arthroconidia (spores) of the fungus Coccidioides immitis (Cl). Cl spores
are found in the top few inches of soil and the existence of the fungus in most soil areas is temporary. The
cocci fungus lives as a saprophyte in dry, alkaline soil. When weather and moisture conditions are
favorable, the fungus "blooms" and forms many tiny spores that lie dormant in the soil until they are
stirred up by wind, vehicles, excavation, or other ground-moving activities and become airborne.
Agricultural workers, construction workers, and other people who work outdoors and who are exposed to
wind and dust are more likely to contract Valley Fever. Children and adults whose hobbies or sports
activities expose them to wind and dust are also more likely to contract Valley Fever. After the fungal
spores have settled in the lungs, they change into a multicellular structure called a spherule. Fungal
growth in the lungs occurs as the spherule grows and bursts, releasing endospores, which then develop
into more spherules.

Valley fever (Coccidioidomycosis) is found in California, including San Joaquin County. In about 50 to 75
percent of people, valley fever causes either no symptoms or mild symptoms and those infected never
seek medical care; when symptoms are more pronounced, they usually present as lung problems (cough,
shortness of breath, sputum production, fever, and chest pains). The disease can progress to chronic or
progressive lung disease and may even become disseminated to the skin, lining tissue of the brain
(meninges), skeleton, and other body areas.

San Joaquin County is considered a highly endemic area for valley fever. When soil containing this fungus
is disturbed by ground-disturbing activities such as digging or grading, by vehicles raising dust, or by the
wind, the fungal spores get into the air. When people breathe the spores into their lungs, they may get
valley fever. Fungal spores are small particles that can grow and reproduce in the body. The highest
infection period for valley fever occurs during the driest months in California, between June and
November. Infection from valley fever during ground-disturbing activities can be partially mitigated
through the control of Project-generated dust. As noted, Project-generated dust would be controlled by
adhering to SIVAPCD dust-reducing measures (Regulation VIII), which includes the preparation of a
SIVAPCD-approved dust control plan describing all fugitive dust control measures that are to be
implemented before, during, and after any dust-generating activity.

With minimal site grading and conformance with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII, dust from the construction of
the Project would not add significantly to the existing exposure level of people to this fungus, including
construction workers.

Operational Air Contaminants

Operation of the Proposed Project would not result in the development of any substantial sources of air
toxics. There are no stationary sources associated with the operations of the Project; nor would the Project
attract large numbers of heavy-duty trucks that spend long periods queuing and idling at the site. Onsite
Project emissions would not result in significant concentrations of pollutants at nearby sensitive receptors.
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Therefore, the Project would not be a source of TACs and there would be no impact as a result of the
Project during operations. The Project would not have a high carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic risk during
operation.

Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots

It has long been recognized that CO exceedances are caused by vehicular emissions, primarily when idling
at intersections. Concentrations of CO are a direct function of the number of vehicles, length of delay, and
traffic flow conditions. Under certain meteorological conditions, CO concentrations close to congested
intersections that experience high levels of traffic and elevated background concentrations may reach
unhealthy levels, affecting nearby sensitive receptors. Given the high traffic volume potential, areas of
high CO concentrations, or "hot spots,” are typically associated with intersections that are projected to
operate at unacceptable levels of service during the peak commute hours. It has long been recognized
that CO hotspots are caused by vehicular emissions, primarily when idling at congested intersections.
However, transport of this criteria pollutant is extremely limited, and CO disperses rapidly with distance
from the source under normal meteorological conditions. Furthermore, vehicle emissions standards have
become increasingly more stringent in the last 20 years. In 1993, much of the state was designated
nonattainment under the CAAQS and NAAQS for CO. Currently, the allowable CO emissions standard in
California is a maximum of 3.4 grams/mile for passenger cars (there are requirements for certain vehicles
that are more stringent). With the turnover of older vehicles, introduction of cleaner fuels, and
implementation of increasingly sophisticated and efficient emissions control technologies, CO
concentration across the entire state is now designated as attainment. Detailed modeling of Project-
specific CO "hot spots” is not necessary and thus this potential impact is addressed qualitatively.

A CO "hot spot” would occur if an exceedance of the state one-hour standard of 20 parts per million
(ppm) or the eight-hour standard of 9 ppm were to occur. A study conducted in Los Angeles County by
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is helpful in showing the amount of traffic
necessary to result in a CO Hotspot. The SCAQMD analysis prepared for CO attainment in the SCAQMD'’s
1992 Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Monoxide in Los Angeles County and a Modeling and Attainment
Demonstration prepared by the SCAQMD as part of the 2003 Air Quality Management Plan can be used
to demonstrate the potential for CO exceedances of these standards. The SCAQMD conducted a CO hot
spot analysis as part of the 1992 CO Federal Attainment Plan at four busy intersections in Los Angeles
County during the peak morning and afternoon time periods. The intersections evaluated included Long
Beach Boulevard and Imperial Highway (Lynwood), Wilshire Boulevard and Veteran Avenue (Westwood),
Sunset Boulevard and Highland Avenue (Hollywood), and La Cienega Boulevard and Century Boulevard
(Inglewood). The busiest intersection evaluated was at Wilshire Boulevard and Veteran Avenue, which has
a traffic volume of approximately 100,000 vehicles per day. Despite this level of traffic, the CO analysis
concluded that there was no violation of CO standards (SCAQMD 1992). To establish a more accurate
record of baseline CO concentrations, a CO “hot spot” analysis was conducted in 2003 at the same four
busy intersections in Los Angeles at the peak morning and afternoon time periods. This “hot spot” analysis
did not predict any violation of CO standards. The highest one-hour concentration was measured at 4.6
ppm at Wilshire Boulevard and Veteran Avenue and the highest eight-hour concentration was measured
at 8.4 ppm at Long Beach Boulevard and Imperial Highway.
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Similar considerations are also employed by other Air Districts when evaluating potential CO
concentration impacts. More specifically, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
concludes that under existing and future vehicle emission rates, a given project would have to increase
traffic volumes at a single intersection by more than 44,000 vehicles per hour or 24,000 vehicles per hour
where vertical and/or horizontal air does not mix—in order to generate a significant CO impact.

According to the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the Project (KD Anderson and Associates 2020), the
Project is expected to generate an average of 3,975 trips daily. Thus, the Proposed Project would not
generate traffic volumes at any intersection of more than 100,000 vehicles per day, or even 44,000
vehicles per day. There is no likelihood of Project traffic exceeding CO values.

Odors

Typically, odors are regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. However, manifestations of a
person'’s reaction to foul odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or anxiety) to
physiological (e.g., circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting, and headache).

With respect to odors, the human nose is the sole sensing device. The ability to detect odors varies
considerably among the population and overall is quite subjective. Some individuals have the ability to
smell minute quantities of specific substances; others may not have the same sensitivity but may have
sensitivities to odors of other substances. In addition, people may have different reactions to the same
odor; in fact, an odor that is offensive to one person (e.g., from a fast-food restaurant) may be perfectly
acceptable to another. It is also important to note that an unfamiliar odor is more easily detected and is
more likely to cause complaints than a familiar one. This is because of the phenomenon known as odor
fatigue, in which a person can become desensitized to almost any odor and recognition only occurs with
an alteration in the intensity.

Quality and intensity are two properties present in any odor. The quality of an odor indicates the nature of
the smell experience. For instance, if a person describes an odor as flowery or sweet, the person is
describing the quality of the odor. Intensity refers to the strength of the odor. For example, a person may
use the word “strong” to describe the intensity of an odor. Odor intensity depends on the odorant
concentration in the air. When an odorous sample is progressively diluted, the odorant concentration
decreases. As this occurs, the odor intensity weakens and eventually becomes so low that the detection or
recognition of the odor is quite difficult. At some point during dilution, the concentration of the odorant
reaches a detection threshold. An odorant concentration below the detection threshold means that the
concentration in the air is not detectable by the average human.

Land uses commonly considered to be potential sources of obnoxious odorous emissions include
agriculture (farming and livestock), wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants,
composting facilities, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. The Proposed Project does not
include any uses considered to be associated with odors.
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3.0 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

3.1 Greenhouse Gas Setting

Certain gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as GHGs, play a critical role in determining the earth’s
surface temperature. Solar radiation enters the earth’s atmosphere from space. A portion of the radiation
is absorbed by the earth’s surface and a smaller portion of this radiation is reflected back toward space.
This absorbed radiation is then emitted from the earth as low-frequency infrared radiation. The
frequencies at which bodies emit radiation are proportional to temperature. Because the earth has a much
lower temperature than the sun, it emits lower-frequency radiation. Most solar radiation passes through
GHGs; however, infrared radiation is absorbed by these gases. As a result, radiation that otherwise would
have escaped back into space is instead trapped, resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This
phenomenon, known as the greenhouse effect, is responsible for maintaining a habitable climate on
earth. Without the greenhouse effect, the earth would not be able to support life as we know it.

Prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are CO,, methane (CH.), and NO. Fluorinated
gases also make up a small fraction of the GHGs that contribute to climate change. Fluorinated gases
include chlorofluorocarbons, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, sulfur hexafluoride, and nitrogen
trifluoride; however, it is noted that these gases are not associated with typical land use development.
Human-caused emissions of these GHGs in excess of natural ambient concentrations are believed to be
responsible for intensifying the greenhouse effect and leading to a trend of unnatural warming of the
earth’s climate, known as global climate change or global warming. It is "extremely likely” that more than
half of the observed increase in global average surface temperature from 1951 to 2010 was caused by the
anthropogenic increase in GHG concentrations and other anthropogenic factors together
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC] 2014).

Table 3-1 describes the primary GHGs attributed to global climate change, including their physical
properties, primary sources, and contributions to the greenhouse effect.

Each GHG differs in its ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere based on the lifetime, or persistence, of
the gas molecule in the atmosphere. CH4 traps over 25 times more heat per molecule than CO,, and N,O
absorbs 298 times more heat per molecule than CO; (IPCC 2014). Often, estimates of GHG emissions are
presented in carbon dioxide equivalents (COze), which weight each gas by its global warming potential.
Expressing GHG emissions in CO.e takes the contribution of all GHG emissions to the greenhouse effect
and converts them to a single unit equivalent to the effect that would occur if only CO, were being
emitted.

Climate change is a global problem. GHGs are global pollutants, unlike criteria air pollutants and TACs,
which are pollutants of regional and local concern. Whereas pollutants with localized air quality effects
have relatively short atmospheric lifetimes (about one day), GHGs have long atmospheric lifetimes (one to
several thousand years). GHGs persist in the atmosphere for long enough time periods to be dispersed
around the globe. Although the exact lifetime of any particular GHG molecule is dependent on multiple
variables and cannot be pinpointed, it is understood that more CO, is emitted into the atmosphere than is
sequestered by ocean uptake, vegetation, or other forms. Of the total annual human-caused CO,
emissions, approximately 55 percent is sequestered through ocean and land uptakes every year, averaged
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over the last 50 years, whereas the remaining 45 percent of human-caused CO; emissions remains stored
in the atmosphere (IPCC 2013).

Table 3-1. Greenhouse Gases

Greenhouse

Gas Description

CO2 Carbon dioxide is a colorless, odorless gas. CO: is emitted in a number of ways, both naturally and through human
activities. The largest source of CO, emissions globally is the combustion of fossil fuels such as coal, oil, and gas in
power plants, automobiles, industrial facilities, and other sources. A number of specialized industrial production
processes and product uses such as mineral production, metal production, and the use of petroleum-based products
can also lead to CO2 emissions. The atmospheric lifetime of CO: is variable because it is so readily exchanged in
the atmosphere.!

CH4 Methane is a colorless, odorless gas and is the major component of natural gas, about 87 percent by volume. It is
also formed and released to the atmosphere by biological processes occurring in anaerobic environments. Methane
is emitted from a variety of both human-related and natural sources. Human-related sources include fossil fuel
production, animal husbandry (intestinal fermentation in livestock and manure management), rice cultivation,
biomass burning, and waste management. These activities release significant quantities of CHa to the atmosphere.
Natural sources of CHs include wetlands, gas hydrates, permafrost, termites, oceans, freshwater bodies, non-
wetland soils, and other sources such as wildfires. The atmospheric lifetime of CH4 is about 12 years.2

N20 Nitrous oxide is a clear, colorless gas with a slightly sweet odor. Nitrous oxide is produced by both natural and
human-related sources. Primary human-related sources of N2O are agricultural soil management, animal manure
management, sewage treatment, mobile and stationary combustion of fossil fuels, adipic acid production, and nitric
acid production. N2O is also produced naturally from a wide variety of biological sources in soil and water,
particularly microbial action in wet tropical forests. The atmospheric lifetime of N2O is approximately 120 years.?

Sources: 'USEPA 2016a, 2 USEPA 2016b, 3 USEPA 2016¢c

The quantity of GHGs that it takes to ultimately result in climate change is not precisely known; it is
sufficient to say the quantity is enormous, and no single project alone would measurably contribute to a
noticeable incremental change in the global average temperature or to global, local, or microclimates.
From the standpoint of CEQA, GHG impacts to global climate change are inherently cumulative.

3.1.1 Sources of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

In 2019, CARB released the 2019 edition of the California GHG inventory covering calendar year 2017
emissions. In 2017, California emitted 424.1 million gross metric tons of CO.e including from imported
electricity. Combustion of fossil fuel in the transportation sector was the single largest source of
California’s GHG emissions in 2017, accounting for approximately 41 percent of total GHG emissions in
the state. This sector was followed by the industrial sector (24 percent) and the electric power sector
including both in- and out-of-state sources (15 percent) (CARB 2019b). Emissions of CO; are by-products
of fossil fuel combustion. CHa, a highly potent GHG, primarily results from off-gassing (the release of
chemicals from nonmetallic substances under ambient or greater pressure conditions) and is largely
associated with agricultural practices and landfills. N>O is also largely attributable to agricultural practices
and soil management. CO; sinks, or reservoirs, include vegetation and the ocean, which absorb CO;
through sequestration and dissolution (CO. dissolving into the water), respectively, two of the most
common processes for removing CO; from the atmosphere.
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3.2 Regulatory Framework
3.2.1 State

Executive Order S-3-05

Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, signed by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in 2005, proclaims that
California is vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. It declares that increased temperatures could
reduce the Sierra Nevada snowpack, further exacerbate California’s air quality problems, and potentially
cause a rise in sea levels. To combat those concerns, the EO established total GHG emission targets for the
state. Specifically, emissions are to be reduced to the 2000 level by 2010, the 1990 level by 2020, and to
80 percent below the 1990 level by 2050.

While dated, this EO remains relevant because a more recent California Appellate Court decision,
Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of Governments (November 24, 2014) 231
Cal.App.4th 1056, examined whether it should be viewed as having the equivalent force of a legislative
mandate for specific emissions reductions. While the California Supreme Court ruled that the San Diego
Association of Governments did not abuse its discretion by declining to adopt the 2050 goal as a measure
of significance in light of the fact that the EO does not specify any plan or implementation measures to
achieve its goal, the decision also recognized that the goal of a 40 percent reduction in 1990 GHG levels
by 2030 is “widely acknowledged” as a "necessary interim target to ensure that California meets its
longer-range goal of reducing GHG emissions 80 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2050.

Assembly Bill 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan and Updates

In 2006, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (Health and Safety Code § 38500 et seq., or
AB 32), also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act. AB 32 requires CARB to design and implement
feasible and cost-effective emission limits, regulations, and other measures, such that statewide GHG
emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 (representing a 25 percent reduction in emissions). AB 32
anticipates that the GHG reduction goals will be met, in part, through local government actions. CARB has
identified a GHG reduction target of 15 percent from current levels for local governments and notes that
successful implementation relies on local governments’ land use planning and urban growth decisions.

Pursuant to AB 32, CARB adopted a Scoping Plan in December 2008, which was re-approved by CARB on
August 24, 2011, that outlines measures to meet the 2020 GHG reduction goals. To meet these goals,
California must reduce its GHG emissions by 30 percent below projected 2020 business-as-usual
emissions levels or about 15 percent from today's levels. The Scoping Plan recommends measures for
further study and possible state implementation, such as new fuel regulations. It estimates that a
reduction of 174 million metric tons of COe (about 191 million U.S. tons) from the transportation, energy,
agriculture, and forestry sectors and other sources could be achieved should the State implement all of
the measures in the Scoping Plan.

The Scoping Plan is required by AB 32 to be updated at least every five years. The first update to the AB
32 Scoping Plan was approved on May 22, 2014 by CARB. The 2017 Scoping Plan Update was adopted on
December 14, 2017. The Scoping Plan Update addresses the 2030 target established by SB 32 as
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discussed below and establishes a proposed framework of action for California to meet a 40 percent
reduction in GHG emissions by 2030 compared to 1990 levels. The key programs that the Scoping Plan
Update builds on include: increasing the use of renewable energy in the state, the Cap-and-Trade
Regulation, the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, and reduction of methane emissions from agricultural and
other wastes.

Executive Order B-30-15

On April 20, 2015 Governor Edmund (Jerry) Brown, Jr., signed EO B-30-15 to establish a California GHG
reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The Governor's EO aligns California’s GHG
reduction targets with those of leading international governments such as the 28-nation European Union,
which adopted the same target in October 2014. California is on track to meet or exceed the target of
reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, as established in the California Global Warming Solutions
Act of 2006 (AB 32, discussed above). California’s new emission reduction target of 40 percent below 1990
levels by 2030 will make it possible to reach the ultimate goal of reducing emissions 80 percent below
1990 levels by 2050. This is in line with the scientifically established levels needed in the U.S. to limit
global warming below 2°C, the warming threshold at which major climate disruptions are projected, such
as super droughts and rising sea levels.

Senate Bill 32 and Assembly Bill 197 of 2016

In August 2016, Governor Brown signed SB 32 and AB 197, which serve to extend California’s GHG
reduction programs beyond 2020. SB 32 amended the Health and Safety Code to include § 38566, which
contains language to authorize CARB to achieve a statewide GHG emission reduction of at least 40
percent below 1990 levels by no later than December 31, 2030. SB 32 codified the targets established by
EO B-30-15 for 2030, which set the next interim step in the State’s continuing efforts to pursue the long-
term target expressed in EOs S-3-05 and B-30-15 of 80 percent below 1990 emissions levels by 2050.

Senate Bill X1-2 of 2011, Senate Bill 350 of 2015, and Senate Bill 100 of 2018

SB X1-2 of 2011 requires all California utilities to generate 33 percent of their electricity from renewables
by 2020. SB X1-2 sets a three-stage compliance period requiring all California utilities, including
independently owned utilities, energy service providers, and community choice aggregators, to generate
20 percent of their electricity from renewables by December 31, 2013; 25 percent by December 31, 2016;
and 33 percent by December 31, 2020. SB X1-2 also requires the renewable electricity standard to be met
increasingly with renewable energy that is supplied to the California grid from sources within, or directly
proximate to, California.

In October 2015, SB 350 was signed by Governor Brown, which requires retail sellers and publicly owned
utilities to procure 50 percent of their electricity from renewable resources by 2030. In 2018, SB 100 was
signed by Governor Brown, codifying a goal of 60 percent renewable procurement by 2030 and 100
percent by 2045 Renewables Portfolio Standard.
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2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings

The Building and Efficiency Standards (Energy Standards) were first adopted and put into effect in 1978
and have been updated periodically in the intervening years. These standards are a unique California asset
that have placed the State on the forefront of energy efficiency, sustainability, energy independence and
climate change issues. The 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards improve upon the 2016 Energy
Standards for new construction of, and additions and alterations to, residential and nonresidential
buildings. The 2019 update to the Building Energy Efficiency Standards focuses on several key areas to
improve the energy efficiency of newly constructed buildings and additions and alterations to existing
buildings. The 2019 standards are a major step toward meeting Zero Net Energy. According to the
California Energy Commission, single-family homes built with the 2019 standards will use about 7 percent
less energy due to energy efficiency measures versus those built under the 2016 standards and
nonresidential buildings will use about 30 percent less energy (due mainly to lighting upgrades) (CEC
2018). The most significant efficiency improvement to the residential Standards include the introduction
of photovoltaic into the perspective package, improvements for attics, walls, water heating and lighting.
Buildings permitted on or after January 1, 2020, must comply with the 2019 Standards. These new
standards apply only to certain nonresidential building types, as specified in the requirements.

3.2.2 Llocal

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Climate Change Climate Action Plan

The SJVAPCD has adopted guidance and policy for implementation of the Climate Change Climate Action
Plan (CCAP). The guidance and policy rely on the use of performance-based standards, otherwise known
as Best Performance Standards (BPS) to assess significance of project specific greenhouse gas emissions
on global climate change during the environmental review process, as required by CEQA. Use of BPS is a
method of streamlining the CEQA process of determining significance and is not a required emission
reduction measure. Projects implementing BPS would be determined to have a less than cumulatively
significant impact. Otherwise, demonstration of a 29 percent reduction in GHG emissions, from business-
as-usual (BAU), is required to determine that a project would have a less than cumulatively significant
impact. The guidance does not limit a lead agency’s authority in establishing its own process and
guidance for determining significance of project related impacts on global climate change.

However, the BAU portion of the tiered approach is problematic based on the 2015 California Supreme
Court Newhall Ranch decision, which stated that an GHG-related impact determination based on the BAU
approach is “not supported by a reasoned explanation based on substantial evidence.” Additionally, the
SJVAPCD thresholds were adopted to achieve statewide GHG-reduction goals for the year 2020, and the
Proposed Project would not be built until after the year 2020.

San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan

In order to be consistent with state statutes established by AB 32 and State objectives stated in Executive

Order S-3-05 and codified in SB 32, the County has established a GHG reduction target for 2020 and goals
for 2035 and 2050. The 2020 target establishes a firm, near-term standard that must be met of 15 percent
below 2007 (existing) levels by 2020. In order to establish a current baseline for GHG emission levels in the
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unincorporated areas of the county, a GHG emissions inventory was developed. The goals for 2035 and
2050 establish the County’s commitment to achieving long-term, ambitious GHG reductions of 80 percent
below 1990 levels by 2050, with an interpolated reduction for 2035.

Implementation of policies, programs, and reduction strategies in the San Joaquin County 2035 General
Plan would assist in county-wide GHG reductions. GHG reduction policies include: incorporation of
sustainable building practices (Policy LU-2.2); supporting carbon offsets (Policy ED-4.10); smart growth to
reduce VMT (Policy TM-1.13); preference to contractors that use energy efficient equipment for County
construction projects (Policy PFS-3.9); encouraging energy consumption reduction strategies into new
development (Policy PHS-5.14); establishing municipal (Policy PHS-6.1) and community GHG reduction
targets (Policy PHS-6.2); promotion of GHG reduction strategies (Policy PHS-6.3); incorporation of all
feasible mitigation to reduce GHG emissions in new development (Policy PHS-6.6); development of
alternative energy sources (Policy NCR-5.2); encourage green building practices in new construction
(Policy NCR-5.11); and supporting of energy efficient industrial processes (Policy NCR-5.12).

San Joaquin Council of Governments 2018 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy

The San Joaquin Council of Governments (San Joaquin COG) region, which encompasses the Project site,
must achieve specific federal air quality standards and is required by state law to lower regional GHG
emissions. Specifically, the region has been tasked by CARB to achieve a 12 percent and a 16 percent per
capita reduction by the end of 2020 and 2035, respectively (CARB 2018b). The San Joaquin COG Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) charts a course for closely integrating
land use and transportation so that the region can grow smartly and sustainably. The 2018 RTP/SCS
contains projects, policies, and strategies to achieve environmental sustainability and integrated planning.
The 2018 RTP/SCS is a plan for improving the quality of life for residents of San Joaquin County by
planning for wise transportation investments and informed land use choices. The Plan includes strategies
to generally improve air quality, improve health, and reduce GHG emissions consistent with state
requirements. The plan achieves its overall objectives by combining transportation investment and
policies with integrated land use strategies that reduce per capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and
emissions. These land use strategies include:

e Focusing new growth and development in areas well served by transit,

e Promoting a better fit between jobs and housing,

e Redirecting future housing growth toward more compact unit types, and

e Promoting a mix of uses and neighborhood design that enables more walk and bike trips.

The 2018 RTP/SCS is based on a preferred land use and transportation scenario which defines a pattern of
future growth and transportation system investment for the region emphasizing a transit-oriented
development and compact infill approach to land use and housing. Population and job growth are
allocated principally within existing urban areas near public transit. Allocation of future growth directly
addresses jobs-housing balance issues. The preferred scenario consists of an intensified land use
distribution approach that concentrates the forecasted population and employment growth in existing
urban areas. This focus intends to minimize impacts on rural areas which contain the majority of
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agricultural land throughout the County. The transportation network includes additional highway, local
street, active transportation, and transit investments to serve a more concentrated urban growth pattern.
The preferred scenario also shifts investment towards bicycle and pedestrian improvements that
complement public transit and other non-vehicle alternatives.

The SCS element of the RTP/SCS provides future land-use assumptions upon which the SCS is
constructed. San Joaquin COG staff met with each jurisdiction in San Joaquin County to identify changes
to current planning assumptions, or potential changes to the location of future development since the
previous RTP/SCS was developed (2014). The scenarios presented for consideration varied in the location
and intensity of future growth. These assumptions are guided in each scenario by local general plans,
including the San Joaquin 2035 General Plan. The SCS consists of the preferred land use and
transportation scenario selected by San Joaquin COG as best capable of meeting RTP goals.

The 2018 RTP/SCS simultaneously addresses the region’s transportation needs and encourages infill
development near transit investments to reduce VMT and overall GHG emissions. This strategy selectively
invests in transportation systems that complement compact growth within transit corridors in existing
urban areas. The SCS focuses on the general land use growth pattern for the region because the
geographic relationships between land uses—including density and intensity— help determine travel
demand. Thus, the SCS:

e |dentifies existing and future land use patterns;

e Establishes a future land use pattern to meet GHG emission reduction targets;
e Considers statutory housing goals and objectives;

e Considers resource areas and farmland.

These requirements, as outlined in California Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B), do not mean that
the SCS creates a mandate for certain land use policies at the local level. In fact, SB 375 specifically states
that the SCS cannot dictate local General Plan policies (see Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(J)).
Rather, the SCS is intended to provide a regional policy foundation that local governments may build
upon as they choose and generally includes quantitative growth projections.

3.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Assessment
3.3.1 Thresholds of Significance

The impact analysis provided below is based on the following CEQA Guidelines Appendix G thresholds of
significance. The Project would result in a significant impact related to its generation of GHG emissions if
it would:

1) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases or

2) Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment.
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The Appendix G thresholds for GHG emissions do not prescribe specific methodologies for performing an
assessment, do not establish specific thresholds of significance, and do not mandate specific mitigation
measures. Rather, the CEQA Guidelines emphasize the lead agency’s discretion to determine the
appropriate methodologies and thresholds of significance consistent with the manner in which other
impact areas are handled in CEQA. With respect to GHG emissions, the CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.4(a) states that lead agencies “shall make a good-faith effort, based to the extent possible on
scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or estimate” GHG emissions resulting from a project. The
CEQA Guidelines note that an agency has the discretion to either quantify a project’s GHG emissions or
rely on a “qualitative analysis or other performance-based standards.” (14 CCR 15064.4(b)). A lead agency
may use a “model or methodology” to estimate GHG emissions and has the discretion to select the model
or methodology it considers “most appropriate to enable decision makers to intelligently take into
account the project’s incremental contribution to climate change.” (14 CCR 15064.4(c)). Section 15064.4(b)
provides that the lead agency should consider the following when determining the significance of impacts
from GHG emissions on the environment:

1. The extent a project may increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the existing
environmental setting.

2. Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines
applies to the project.

3. The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement
a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions (14 CCR
15064.4(b)).

In addition, Section 15064.7(c) of the CEQA Guidelines specifies that “[w]hen adopting or using thresholds
of significance, a lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or
recommended by other public agencies, or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead
agency to adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence” (14 CCR 15064.7(c)). The CEQA
Guidelines also clarify that the effects of GHG emissions are cumulative and should be analyzed in the
context of CEQA's requirements for cumulative impact analysis (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(f)). As
a note, the CEQA Guidelines were amended in response to Senate Bill 97. In particular, the CEQA
Guidelines were amended to specify that compliance with a GHG emissions reduction plan renders a
cumulative impact insignificant.

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative impact can
be found not cumulatively considerable if the project would comply with an approved plan or mitigation
program that provides specific requirements that would avoid or substantially lessen the cumulative
problem within the geographic area of the project. To qualify, such plans or programs must be specified
in law or adopted by the public agency with jurisdiction over the affected resources through a public
review process to implement, interpret, or make specific the law enforced or administered by the public
agency. Examples of such programs include a "water quality control plan, air quality attainment or
maintenance plan, integrated waste management plan, habitat conservation plan, natural community
conservation plans [and] plans or regulations for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.” Put another
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way, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3) allows a lead agency to make a finding of less than significant
for GHG emissions if a project complies with adopted programs, plans, policies and/or other regulatory
strategies to reduce GHG emissions.

The local air quality agency regulating the SIVAB is the SJVAPCD, the regional air pollution control officer
for the basin. As previously stated, the SIVAPCD has adopted guidance and policy for analyzing GHG
emissions from land use development projects under CEQA. Specifically, demonstration of a 29 percent
reduction in GHG emissions, from a BAU scenario is required to determine that a project would have a
less than cumulatively significant impact. However, as previously described the BAU portion of the tiered
approach is problematic based on the 2015 California Supreme Court Newhall Ranch decision, which
stated that an GHG-related impact determination based on the BAU approach is “not supported by a
reasoned explanation based on substantial evidence.” Additionally, the SIVAPCD thresholds were adopted
to achieve statewide GHG-reduction goals for the year 2020, and the Proposed Project would not be built
until after the year 2020.

The significance of the Project's GHG emissions is evaluated consistent with CEQA Guidelines

§ 15064.4(b)(2) by considering whether the Project complies with applicable plans, policies, regulations
and requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or
mitigation of GHG emissions. The San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan has established GHG reduction
goals for 2035 and 2050. To achieve these goals the County has adopted policies, programs, and
reduction strategies in the 2035 General Plan. Additionally, the projected regional development pattern in
the San Joaquin COG RTP/SCS, including location of land uses and residential densities in local general
plans, when integrated with the proposed regional transportation network identified in the RTP/SCS,
would reduce per capita vehicular travel-related GHG emissions and achieve state-mandated GHG
reduction per capita targets for the San Joaquin COG region. Thus, the Project is compared for
consistency with both the San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan and San Joaquin COG RTP/SCS in order
to determine its GHG-related impact.

3.3.2 Methodology

Onsite construction-related (including worker commutes and vendors), operational area source, and
energy source, water/wastewater pumping, and solid waste hauling and decomposition emissions were
modeled using CalEEMod. As previously described, CalEEMod is a statewide land use emissions computer
model designed to quantify potential GHG emissions associated with both construction and operations
from a variety of land use projects. Operational mobile source GHG emissions are calculated with
EMFAC2017. EMFAC 2017 is a mathematical model that was developed to calculate emission rates from
motor vehicles that operate on highways, freeways, and local roads in California and is commonly used by
CARB to estimate changes in future emissions from on-road mobile sources.

As previously described, Phase 1 construction is anticipated to begin in late 2021 and take approximately
12 months to complete. The Phase 1 Medical Center Building is expected to begin operations in 2023.
Phase 2 construction is scheduled to begin in 2029 and take approximately 20 months to complete. The
Phase 2 Hospital and other support uses are expected to begin operation in 2031. Project construction-
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generated GHG emissions were calculated based on this timeline and the expected construction
equipment provided by the Project applicant and identified in Table 1-3 above.

Operational GHG emissions are based on the Project site plans and the estimated traffic trip generation
rates and Project fleet mix from KD Anderson and Associates (2020). Helicopter-generated GHG emissions
are calculated based on the emission factors identified for a UH-1N with two T400-CP-400 engines
contained in the Air Force 2020 Mobile Emissions Calculations Guide (Air Force Civil Engineer Center
2020). The UH-TN was chosen to represent a "worst-case” scenario per its similarity to the Airbus H145
which is the largest aircraft anticipated for transport to the Project site. In contrast to helicopter related
criteria pollutant emissions, GHG emissions are calculated for the duration of the flight. Per analysis
conducted for heliport design and operations (Heliplanners 2021), one flight per week with a 3.5-hour
duration were assumed to estimate GHG emissions. As with criteria pollutants, GHG emissions from each
flight were calculated for a standard landing and takeoff cycle.

See Attachment B for GHG emissions modeling details.
3.3.3 Project Emissions

In view of the above considerations in Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, this assessment quantifies the Project's
total annual GHG emissions.

Construction

Construction-related activities that would generate GHG emissions include worker commute trips, haul
trucks carrying supplies and materials to and from the Project site, and off-road construction equipment
(e.g., dozers, loaders, excavators). Table 3-2 illustrates the specific construction generated GHG emissions
that would result from construction of the Project.

Table 3-2. Construction-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Emissions Source COze (Metric Tons/ Year)
Phase 1 Construction (2023) 1,325
Phase 2 Construction (2029) 1,454
Phase 2 Construction (2030) 1,204
Total Emissions 3,983

Source:  CalEEMod version 2016.3.2. Refer to Attachment B for Model Data Outputs.

As shown in Table 3-2, Project construction would result in the generation of approximately 3,983 metric
tons of COe over the course of construction. Once construction is complete, the generation of these GHG
emissions would cease.

Operations

Operation of the Project would result in GHG emissions predominantly associated with motor vehicle use.
Long-term operational GHG emissions attributable to the Project are identified in Table 3-3.
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Table 3-3. Operational-Related GHG Emissions
Emissions Source CO2¢e (Metric Tons/ Year)
Area Source Emissions 0
Energy Source Emissions 978
Mobile (automotive) 7,099
Mobile (helicopter operation) 152
Solid Waste Emissions 1,282
Water Emissions 58
Total Emissions 9,569

Source: CalEEMod version 2016.3.2; EMFAC2017. Refer to Attachment B for Model Data Outputs.
Notes: Automobile emissions projections account for an automotive trip generation rate identified in the Traffic Impact Study prepared by KD
Anderson and Associates (2020).

As shown in Table 3-3, Project operations would generate 9,569 metric tons of CO,e annually.
3.3.4 Impact Analysis

Contribution of Greenhouse Gas Emissions at a Level that would Conflict with an Applicable
Plan, Policy, or Regulation of an Agency Adopted for the Purpose of Reducing the Emissions
of Greenhouse Gases

As previously stated, the San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan has established GHG reduction goals for
2035 and 2050. To achieve the GHG reduction goals the County has adopted policies, programs, and
reduction strategies in the 2035 General Plan. In order to establish a current and projected baseline for
GHG emission levels in the unincorporated areas of the county, a GHG emissions inventory was
developed. Both the existing and the projected County-wide GHG inventories in the San Joaquin County
2035 General Plan were derived based on the land use designations and associated designations defined
in the General Plan.

Similarly, the strategy to achieve the mandated 16 percent per capita reduction in mobile-source GHG
emissions by 2035 promulgated by the San Joaquin COG RTP/SCS is based on a land use and
transportation scenario which defines a pattern of future growth and transportation system investment for
the region. The assumptions surrounding the assumed pattern of future growth are guided by the land
use designations contained in local general plans, including the San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan.
The projected regional development pattern in the San Joaquin COG RTP/SCS, including location of land
uses and residential densities in local general plans, when integrated with the proposed regional
transportation network identified in the RTP/SCS, would reduce per capita vehicular travel-related GHG
emissions and achieve state-mandated GHG reduction per capita targets for the San Joaquin COG region.
The 2018 RTP/SCS is based on a land use and transportation scenario which defines a pattern of future
growth for the region.
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The Project site is designated AG by the San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan. This designation provides
for large-scale agricultural production and associated processing, sales, and support uses. The General
Agriculture Designation generally applies to areas outside areas planned for urban development where
soils are capable of producing a wide variety of crops and/or support grazing. Typical building types
include low-intensity structures associated with farming and agricultural processing and sales. However,
the Proposed Project involves construction and operation of a hospital and medical center. As previously
discussed, according to the San Joaquin County Development Title Section 9-115.525, the proposed use is
properly classified under the Public Services-Essential use type. Because the Proposed Project is consistent
with the Public Services-Essential use it is allowed within the General Agricultural zone and no
Development Title or zone change is required to implement the project.

Nonetheless, while hospital and medical centers are allowed uses on lands designated AG, this is to allow
for flexibility in accommodating such essential uses. It is not the expectation that all lands designated AG
in the county will be developed with hospitals and medical centers. Thus, the Project’s proposed uses
would not be consistent with the anticipated types, intensity, and patterns of land use envisioned for the
site in the San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan. Therefore, the Project could potentially conflict with the
population or job growth projections used by the County to develop the GHG emissions inventory in the
County General Plan.

Similarly, the Project could potentially conflict with the assumptions used by the San Joaquin COG to
develop the land use and transportation scenario, which defines a pattern of future growth for the region,
used in the RTP/SCS. The Project potential to conflict with the types, intensity, and patterns of land use
assumed to develop both the GHG emissions inventory in the San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan and
mobile-source GHG-reduction strategies contained in the RTP/SCS is articulated by the projected increase
in regional VMT identified for the Project. According to the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the Project
(KD Anderson and Associates 2020), the current VMT per Service Population in the San Joaquin County
2035 General Plan Planning Area is 24.16 VMT per Service Population and the Proposed Project is
expected to result in 85.98 VMT per Service Population. The Proposed Project is considered to have a
significant impact on its contribution to regional VMT (KD Anderson and Associates 2020). Vehicular VMT
is a substantial source of GHG emissions. As previously described, San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan
Policy TM-1.13 mandates smart growth to reduce VMT. Similarly, the RTP/SCS seeks to reduce GHG
emissions through land use strategies that reduce per capita VMT. The RTP/SCS preferred scenario
consists of an intensified land use distribution approach that concentrates the forecasted population and
employment growth in existing urban areas (infill development). This focus intends to minimize impacts
on rural areas which contain the majority of agricultural land throughout the County.

Since the Project would potentially conflict with the land use assumptions used by the County and San
Joaquin COG to develop the GHG emissions inventory in the San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan and
mobile-source GHG-reduction strategies contained in the RTP/SCS, respectively, a significant impact
would occur. All development in the County, including the Project, is required to adhere to all County-
adopted policy provisions, including those contained in the adopted General Plan. The County ensures all
provisions of the San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan are incorporated into projects and their permits
through development review and applications of mitigation measures and/or conditions of approval as
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applicable. San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan policy provisions directly applicable to the Project
include Policy PHS-5.14, which encourages energy consumption reduction strategies into new
development, Policy NCR-5.11, which encourage green building practices in new construction, and Policy
PHS-6.6, which requires the incorporation of all feasible mitigation to reduce GHG emissions in new
development.

The majority of Project pollutant emissions would be generated by mobile sources, which is an emission
source that cannot be regulated by the County of San Joaquin. A reduction in vehicle trips to and from
the Proposed Project would reduce the amount of mobile emissions. Methods for reducing personal
vehicle trips include carpooling, transit, cycling, and pedestrian connections. Roadway improvements
along the frontage of Eight Mile Road, North Ham Lane, and West Lane would include sidewalks and be
consistent with the County road standards. As required by the California Building Code, areas to secure
bicycles would be provided within the Proposed Project. However, even with the connectivity provided by
the roadway improvements and the areas to secure bicycles, there is no way to know if employees or
patients would cycle to the Proposed Project. According to the Alliance for Biking and Hiking (2016), 1.1
percent of Californians commute to work via bicycling and/or walking. Furthermore, the San Joaquin COG
reports that 1,611 San Joaquin residents consistently biked to work in 2017, while 2,907 residents
consistently walked to work (San Joaquin COG undated). However, it is unlikely that a large number of
patients and employees would ride bikes or walk to the medical services provided by the Project,
although some may. Thus, the source of Project GHG emissions most able to be mitigated includes energy
consumption. Thus, consistent with Policies PHS-5.14, NCR-5.11, and PHS-6.6, mitigation measures GHG-1
and GG-2 are required.

Mitigation Measures

GHG-1 The Project shall provide onsite renewable energy production generation comprising
at least 20 percent of the Project energy demand. The County shall verify compliance
with this measure within the Project building plans and site designs prior to the
issuance of building permit(s) and/or site plans (as applicable). The County shall verify
implementation of this measure prior to the issuance of Certificate(s) of Occupancy.

Timing/Implementation: During the construction period
Monitoring/Enforcement: County of San Joaquin Community Development
Department
GHG-2 The Project shall meet the charging installation/charging ready requirements of the

CALGreen Code. The Project Proponent shall include EV charging accommodations as
specified in the CALGreen Code in building plans for review and approval by the
County, prior to commencement of Project construction.

Timing/Implementation: During the construction period
Monitoring/Enforcement: County of San Joaquin Community Development
Department
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Following implementation of mitigation measures GHG-1 and GHG-2, the Project would be consistent
with the San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan Policies PHS-5.14, NCR-5.11, and PHS-6.6. Nonetheless,
the Project would still conflict with the land use assumptions used by the County and San Joaquin COG to
develop the GHG emissions inventory in the San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan and mobile-source
GHG-reduction strategies contained in the RTP/SCS, respectively.
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 1 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 1 Construction
San Joaquin County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Hospital . 36.00 . 1000sqft ! 0.83 ! 36,000.00 0
"""""" Parking Lot Ty gy ge T T T T e T T T oo T T
""" Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces & T Tgeg T Acre H 9.50 413,820.00 T e T

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.7 Precipitation Freq (Days) 51

Climate Zone 2 Operational Year 2024

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

CO2 Intensity 210 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - PGE 2017 CO2 Intensity Factor (PG&E. 2019. Corporate Responsibility & Sustanability Report).

Land Use - Phase 1 = 12.5 acres. Land disturbance accounts for women's medical center, 282 parking spaces, new well and water tank, septic system and
leach lines, detention pond, internal circulation, and CMU wall.

Construction Phase - Construction duration per Draft EIR Project Description
Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment per Draft EIR Project Description
Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment per Draft EIR Project Description
Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment per Draft EIR Project Description
Off-road Equipment - Equipment per Draft EIR Project Description

Grading -

Vehicle Trips - No operations this model

Energy Use - No operations this model

Water And Wastewater - No operations this model

Solid Waste - No operations this model

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - SJVAPCD Regulation VIII Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions. MM AQ-1

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstDustMitigation * CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction  * 0 40
777 tbiconstDustMitigation 17 WaterUnpavedRoadvehiciespeed 3 0 : """""" 15T
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NumberOfEquipmentiitigated - 0.00 : R 1
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NumberOfEquipmentiitigated - 0.00 : R 1
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NumberOfEquipmentiitigated - 0.00 : Y
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NumberOfEquipmentiitigated - 0.00 : R 1
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NamberOfEquipmentMitigated - 0.00 : 1
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NamberOfEquipmentiitigated - 0.00 : 1
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NamberOfEquipmentiitigated - 0.00 : Y
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NumberofEquipmeniMitigated - 0.00 : .
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NumberofEquipmeniMitigated - 0.00 : Y
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NumberOfEquipmentMitigated - 0.00 T e T
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tblConstEquipMitigation No Change Tier 4 Final

No Change

No Change 1 Tier 4 Final

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

20.00

300.00

30.00

2/8/2022

1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
:
12/14/2021 i 12/16/2023
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
:

10/20/2020

1/11/2022

1/12/2022

10/21/2020

9/9/2020

12/15/2021

4.53

0.35

5.64

23.87

5.43

thlEnergyUse . T24NG 60.56 ' 0.00

+
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tblLandUse

tblWater

LotAcreage

OutdoorWaterUseRate

1.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

3.00

1.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

641.35

388.80

10.18

8.91

13.22

4,517,299.35

860,437.97

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2023 5- 1.0713 + 6.3179 + 6.7883 1+ 0.0150 * 1.0220 ! 0.2672 + 1.2893 1+ 0.4748 1 0.2536 ' 0.7284 0.0000 -1,319.8118: 1,319.811+ 0.2002 + 0.0000 ' 1,324.815
- : ' : : ' : : ' : . ' : : .8
- 1
Maximum 1.0713 6.3179 6.7883 0.0150 1.0220 0.2672 1.2893 0.4748 0.2536 0.7284 0.0000 1,319.811 | 1,319.811 0.2002 0.0000 1,324.815
8 8 8
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tonsl/yr MT/yr
2023 E: 0.6621 ' 17256 ! 7.4399 @' 00150 @ 04757 ! 00398 @ 05155 ' 0.2084 ' 0.0397 ' 02481 0.0000 :1,319.810!1,319.810' 0.2002 : 0.0000 ! 1,324.814
- L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 1] L] 7 1 7 1] 1] 1 7
Maximum 0.6621 1.7256 7.4399 0.0150 0.4757 0.0398 0.5155 0.2084 0.0397 0.2481 0.0000 | 1,319.810 | 1,319.810 | 0.2002 0.0000 | 1,324.814
7 7 7
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 38.19 72.69 -9.60 0.00 53.45 85.11 60.01 56.11 84.37 65.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Page 6 of 29

Date: 9/9/2020 1:02 PM

Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 1 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
10 12-9-2022 3-8-2023 1.5633 0.1489
11 3-9-2023 6-8-2023 1.7213 0.6211
12 6-9-2023 9-8-2023 1.9687 0.7787
13 9-9-2023 9-30-2023 0.4708 0.1862
Highest 1.9687 0.7787
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 02109 + 3.0000e-  3.0000e- + 0.0000 + 1 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- ¢ 1 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- 0.0000 * 5.8500e- ' 5.8500e- * 2.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 6.2300e-
- i 005 ; 003 : i 005 , 005 ¢ 005 , 005 . 003 , 003 , 005 . 003
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : e R o - fm——————p ==
Energy - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : m——k e e jmm——— g - fm—————— = s
Mobile - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : m——k s e jmm————eg - fm——————p == a s
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : e R o - fm——————p ==
Water - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.2109 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 1.0000e- 0.0000 5.8500e- | 5.8500e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 6.2300e-
005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 1 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 02109 + 3.0000e-  3.0000e- + 0.0000 + ' 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- 1 ' 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- 0.0000 1 5.8500e- ' 5.8500e- ' 2.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 6.2300e-
- i 005 ; 003 : i 005 , 005 i 005 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 . 003
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : L T e - fm—————— ==
Energy - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - ———————n : e R - fm——————p ==
Mobile - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——k s e jmm————eg - fm——————p == a s
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : L T e - fm—————— ==
Water - ! : ! ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.2109 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 1.0000e- 0.0000 5.8500e- | 5.8500e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 6.2300e-
005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 1 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Grading & Undergrounding *Grading :1/1/2023 12/24/2023 ! 5! 40}
5T Raing T g T T T aos ;572'372'0'2'3""'";'"""'5”:""""'""2'6';’ I
377 iBliding Construction | *Buiding Construction 1312412023 ;15/'1%72'0'2'3'"'";'"""%’:""""'"1'5'1';’ I
P F Architectural Coating FArchitectural Coating 471272053 I 12/16/2023 I 5I 178? """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0
Acres of Paving: 11.67

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 54,000; Non-Residential Outdoor: 18,000; Striped Parking Area: 31,597
(Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment
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Date: 9/9/2020 1:02 PM

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Architectural Coating *Air Compressors ! 2 6.00: 78, 0.48

Grading & Undergrounding SExcavators | TTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 T A 0.38

Building Construction Soranes | TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT e 7,001 S5n T 0.29

Building Construction Srordie T e 5.001 Ber T 0.20

Building Construction SGenerator Sets T e 5.001 Ba T 0.74

Paving 7 Spavers | TTTTTTTTTTTTTTT s 5.001 1500 T 0.42

Paving 7 fRollers | TTTTTTTTTTTTTI s 5.001 Bor T 0.38

Grading & Undergrounding fRubber Tred Dozers e 5.001 Sa7y T 0.40

Building Construction FTraciorslLoadersBackhoss e 7,001 g7 T 0.37

Grading & Undergrounding fGraders T e 5.001 T3 A 0.41

Grading & Undergrounding FTraciorslLoadersBackhoes e 5.001 g7 T 0.37

Paving SPaving Couipment T ""'4 """""" 8.00 132§ """""" 0.36

Grading & Undergrounding :'s'cFeIpé'rs' """""""""" i 5.001 Se7i T 0.48

Bu |Id|ngConstructlon ------------- :Welders I 2! 8.00 I 46 I ----------- 0 45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling

Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class

ﬁ:i(ﬂ[],?”%mmm E 18: 45.005 0.00 0.00: 10.80: 7.SOE 20.00: LD_Mix :HDT_Mix EHHDT

Building Construction * 22 :F_""§3_3_.56 v 92000 6,001 10.805_ 7300 2000iLD_Mix THDT_Mix -E-I—-H:H-D:I' """

paving T P Yo Y 5.0, Y Y T VR ot his e

Architectural Coating + 2} 47001 0.00 500 1080+ 7.30; 3600110, Mix ot ik heotT T

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Use Soil Stabilizer

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Grading & Undergrounding - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 1 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

ROG NOXx (60) S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 07439 : 00000 ! 07439 : 0.3995 ! 0.0000 @ 0.3995 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
- 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
fee e fm——————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———e---aa : ———————n : rommmaa-
Off-Road = 01293 ! 13490 ' 0.9278 1 1.9900e- ! ! 00597 1 0.0597 ! 00549 : 0.0549 0.0000 : 175.2053 : 175.2053 ! 0.0567 ! 0.0000 ! 176.6219
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.1293 1.3490 0.9278 1.9900e- 0.7439 0.0597 0.8036 0.3995 0.0549 0.4545 0.0000 | 175.2053 | 175.2053 | 0.0567 0.0000 | 176.6219

003
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 1 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

3.2 Grading & Undergrounding - 2023
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Worker 2.8600e- * 1.8400e- * 0.0193 ' 6.0000e- * 7.1700e- * 4.0000e- * 7.2100e- * 1.9100e- * 4.0000e- * 1.9500e- 0.0000 +* 5.6807 + 5.6807 1+ 1.2000e- * 0.0000 * 5.6838
o003 , 003 . i 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 2.8600e- | 1.8400e- 0.0193 6.0000e- | 7.1700e- | 4.0000e- | 7.2100e- | 1.9100e- | 4.0000e- 1.9500e- 0.0000 5.6807 5.6807 1.2000e- 0.0000 5.6838
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.2901 ! 0.0000 ! 0.2901 ! 0.1558 ! 0.0000 ! 0.1558 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : f———————n - ———————— ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Off-Road ' 0.1058 *+ 1.1105 1 1.9900e- ! v 3.2500e- ' 3.2500e- 1 3.2500e- * 3.2500e- 0.0000 + 175.2051 * 175.2051 * 0.0567 * 0.0000 * 176.6217
, : \ 003 | {003 ; 003 , 003 . 003 : : , : :
Total 0.0244 0.1058 1.1105 1.9900e- 0.2901 3.2500e- 0.2934 0.1558 3.2500e- 0.1591 0.0000 175.2051 | 175.2051 0.0567 0.0000 176.6217
003 003 003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 12 of 29 Date: 9/9/2020 1:02 PM

Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 1 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

3.2 Grading & Undergrounding - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Worker 2.8600e- * 1.8400e- * 0.0193 ' 6.0000e- * 4.6900e- * 4.0000e- * 4.7300e- * 1.3000e- * 4.0000e- * 1.3400e- 0.0000 +* 5.6807 + 5.6807 1+ 1.2000e- * 0.0000 * 5.6838
o003 , 003 . i 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 2.8600e- | 1.8400e- 0.0193 6.0000e- | 4.6900e- | 4.0000e- | 4.7300e- | 1.3000e- | 4.0000e- | 1.3400e- 0.0000 5.6807 5.6807 1.2000e- 0.0000 5.6838
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
3.3 Paving - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 00207 ' 0.2038 ' 0.2917 ' 4.6000e- * v 0.0102 * 0.0102 ' 9.3900e- ' 9.3900e- 0.0000 * 40.0537 ' 40.0537 ' 0.0130 * 0.0000 * 40.3776
- 1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 1 L] L] L] 1 L] L]
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 003 1] 003 L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving 2.8400e- 1 ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
o 003 . ' : : ' : ' : . : ' : :
Total 0.0235 0.2038 0.2917 4.6000e- 0.0102 0.0102 9.3900e- | 9.3900e- 0.0000 40.0537 | 40.0537 0.0130 0.0000 40.3776
004 003 003
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 1 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ———— e ey ———————n - R L
Worker 9.5000e- * 6.1000e- * 6.4200e- * 2.0000e- * 2.3900e- * 1.0000e- * 2.4000e- * 6.4000e- * 1.0000e- * 6.5000e- 0.0000 +* 1.8936 * 1.8936 ' 4.0000e- * 0.0000 * 1.8946
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 9.5000e- | 6.1000e- | 6.4200e- | 2.0000e- | 2.3900e- | 1.0000e- | 2.4000e- | 6.4000e- | 1.0000e- 6.5000e- 0.0000 1.8936 1.8936 4.0000e- 0.0000 1.8946
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 5.6100e- * 0.0243 *+ 0.3459 ' 4.6000e- * ' 7.5000e- ' 7.5000e- * ' 7.5000e- * 7.5000e- # 0.0000 * 40.0537 * 40.0537 ' 0.0130 ' 0.0000 * 40.3775
o003 . \ 004 . 004 | 004 i 004 ., 004 : : , : :
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving 2.8400e- 1 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
o 003 . ' : : ' : ' : . : ' : :
Total 8.4500e- 0.0243 0.3459 4.6000e- 7.5000e- | 7.5000e- 7.5000e- 7.5000e- 0.0000 40.0537 40.0537 0.0130 0.0000 40.3775
003 004 004 004 004 004
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 1 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ———— e ey ———————n - R L
Worker 9.5000e- ' 6.1000e- '+ 6.4200e- * 2.0000e- * 1.5600e- * 1.0000e- * 1.5800e- * 4.3000e- * 1.0000e- * 4.5000e- 0.0000 + 1.8936 * 1.8936 ' 4.0000e- * 0.0000 + 1.8946
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 9.5000e- | 6.1000e- | 6.4200e- | 2.0000e- | 1.5600e- | 1.0000e- | 1.5800e- | 4.3000e- | 1.0000e- | 4.5000e- 0.0000 1.8936 1.8936 4.0000e- 0.0000 1.8946
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.4 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.4172 1 3.7849 '+ 4.5043 ' 7.6600e- ! ¢ 01827 1 0.1827 ! 01748 : 0.1748 0.0000 : 658.6563 ! 658.6563 ! 0.1148 @ 0.0000 ! 661.5268
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.4172 3.7849 4.5043 7.6600e- 0.1827 0.1827 0.1748 0.1748 0.0000 | 658.6563 | 658.6563 | 0.1148 0.0000 | 661.5268

003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 15 of 29 Date: 9/9/2020 1:02 PM

Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 1 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

3.4 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n -
Vendor ' 0.6918 + 0.1508 '+ 2.3800e- * 0.0581 1 7.1000e- * 0.0588 + 0.0168 ' 6.8000e- * 0.0175 0.0000 1 226.0224 v 226.0224 v 9.1700e- * 0.0000 ' 226.2516
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 004 1 L} 1 004 L} L] L} 1 003 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : f———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— -
Worker v 0.0455 + 0.4762 v 1.5500e- * 0.1772 » 1.0900e- * 0.1783 + 0.0471 1 1.0100e- * 0.0481 0.0000 ' 140.4492 » 140.4492 v 3.0900e- * 0.0000 '+ 140.5264
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 003 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.0899 0.7373 0.6269 3.9300e- 0.2353 1.8000e- 0.2371 0.0639 1.6900e- 0.0656 0.0000 366.4717 | 366.4717 0.0123 0.0000 366.7779
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.1280 ! 0.6153 ! 4.9190 ! 7.6600e- ! ! 0.0211 ! 0.0211 ! ! 0.0211 ! 0.0211 0.0000 ! 658.6555 ! 658.6555 ! 0.1148 ! 0.0000 ! 661.5260
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.1280 0.6153 4.9190 7.6600e- 0.0211 0.0211 0.0211 0.0211 0.0000 658.6555 | 658.6555 0.1148 0.0000 661.5260
003
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3.4 Building Construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n -
Vendor ' 0.6918 + 0.1508 '+ 2.3800e- * 0.0417 1 7.1000e- * 0.0424 + 0.0128 ' 6.8000e- * 0.0134 0.0000 1 226.0224 v 226.0224 v 9.1700e- * 0.0000 ' 226.2516
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 004 1 L} 1 004 L} L] L} 1 003 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : f———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e e ey ———————— -
Worker v 0.0455 + 0.4762 v 1.5500e- * 0.1159 1 1.0900e- * 0.1170 + 0.0321 ' 1.0100e- * 0.0331 0.0000 ' 140.4492 » 140.4492 v 3.0900e- * 0.0000 '+ 140.5264
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 003 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.0899 0.7373 0.6269 3.9300e- 0.1576 1.8000e- 0.1594 0.0448 1.6900e- 0.0465 0.0000 | 366.4717 | 366.4717 0.0123 0.0000 366.7779
003 003 003
3.5 Architectural Coating - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 5: 0.3601 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - R L
Off-Road ' 0.2319 ' 0.3224 1 5.3000e- ! v 0.0126 * 0.0126 ' 0.0126 * 0.0126 0.0000 * 45.4479 1 454479 1 2,7200e- * 0.0000 ' 45.5159
1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 1 L] L] L] 1 L] L]
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 003 1] 1]
Total 0.3943 0.2319 0.3224 5.3000e- 0.0126 0.0126 0.0126 0.0126 0.0000 45.4479 | 45.4479 | 2.7200e- 0.0000 45.5159
004 003
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2023
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— -
Worker 1 8.5500e- + 0.0895 1 2.9000e- * 0.0333 ' 2.1000e- * 0.0335 ' 8.8600e- * 1.9000e- * 9.0500e- 0.0000 +* 26.4027 » 26.4027 + 5.8000e- * 0.0000 * 26.4172
\ 003 . V004 . Vo004 » 003 , 004 . 003 . : \ 004 . :
Total 0.0133 8.5500e- 0.0895 2.9000e- 0.0333 2.1000e- 0.0335 8.8600e- | 1.9000e- | 9.0500e- 0.0000 26.4027 26.4027 | 5.8000e- 0.0000 26.4172
003 004 004 003 004 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 5: 0.3601 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - R L
Off-Road ' 0.2319 ' 0.3224 1 5.3000e- ! v 0.0126 * 0.0126 ' 0.0126 * 0.0126 0.0000 * 45.4479 1 454479 1 2,7200e- * 0.0000 ' 45.5158
1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 1 L] L] L] 1 L] L]
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 003 1] 1]
Total 0.3943 0.2319 0.3224 5.3000e- 0.0126 0.0126 0.0126 0.0126 0.0000 45.4479 | 45.4479 | 2.7200e- 0.0000 45.5158
004 003
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - F -
Worker = (0.0133 ' 8.5500e- * 0.0895 1 2.9000e- * 0.0218 1 2.1000e- * 0.0220 '+ 6.0300e- * 1.9000e- * 6.2200e- 0.0000 +* 26.4027 » 26.4027 + 5.8000e- * 0.0000 * 26.4172
- \ 003 ., \ 004 \004 . 003 , 004 , 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 0.0133 8.5500e- 0.0895 2.9000e- 0.0218 2.1000e- 0.0220 6.0300e- | 1.9000e- | 6.2200e- 0.0000 26.4027 26.4027 | 5.8000e- 0.0000 26.4172
003 004 004 003 004 003 004

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile
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ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- v At i i i i i it e e e e e B e e e R TR
Unmitigated = 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 = 0.0000 : 0.000 @ 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Hospital ; 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces ; 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 . .
Parking Lot ' 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Total | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | |
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Hospital * 950 ' 730 ! 7.30 * 6490 ' 1610 I  19.00 @ 73 . 25 : 2
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp e m————————— Fmmm ———————— - femmmmmaena Fommmmmmaaan - e
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces ¢ 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 . 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp e rmmmmmmaan Fommmmaaaan . g eeemmmmaaan e e
Parking Lot * 95 + 730 7.30 * 000 ' 000 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0

4.4 Fleet Mix
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Land Use I LDA I LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
Hospital * 0.565659: 0.034079i 0.186058} 0.112666{ 0.015522} 0.004397{ 0.016109{ 0.056708{ 0.001188; 0.001371i 0.004918{ 0.000602i 0.000722
....................... . S S SRSy SSUIN SNSRI SRRSO SRS RS SNSRI SRR SRR SRS SRR SR NP
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 2 0.565659: 0.034079¢ 0.186058{ 0.1126661 0.015522i 0.004397{ 0.016109} 0.056708; 0.001188{ 0.001371; 0.004918{ 0.000602; 0.000722

Parking Lot

0.565659: 0.034079:

0.186058! 0.112666: 0.015522' 0.004397: 0.016109: 0.056708: 0.001188: 0.001371: 0.004918:

0.000602: 0.000722

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

Unmitigated a4

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Electricity - ! ' ! '  0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Mitigated :: [ : [] : : [] : [] : : : [] : :
feee e eeee i —————— ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— e : ———————n - Fmmmm
Electricity " ! ' ! ' : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Unmitigated :: [ : [ : : [ : [ : : : [ : :
feeeeeeeee i He—————— ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ——— e : ———————n - Fmmmm
NaturalGas == 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 °  0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Mitigated - ] . ' . . ' . ' . . . ' . .
L 1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- B = = = = = e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e = M E e e e e e e e e e e e e m e m S e == = === ==
NaturalGas = 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 :  0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Hospital ' 0 E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 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 ' ' [ ' [ ' ' [ ' [ [ ' ' [
----------- (A : ———————n ———————n : ———————— : L T T ST - fm—————— e e
Other Non- ' 0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 -+ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces ; i . . . . . . . . . : : . . :
----------- Fe-----m : ———————n ———————n : ———————— : e R L T TR - fm—————— e s
Parking Lot 0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 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 [
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr tonsl/yr MTl/yr
Hospital ! 0 E: 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' 'Y [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ ' [] [ [ ]
----------- A : ———————n ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : ————— e m o
Other Non- 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces ; i . . : . : . . : . . : . . .
----------- A : ———————n ———————n : ———————n : et B et P : ————— e m - o
Parking Lot s 0 :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' 'Y [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ ' [] [ [ ]
M
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Hospital ' 0 :' 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000
: i . : .
' i [ [ [
"""""" Fe-====m 1 = ——————p == ===
Other Non- ' 0 :' 0.0000 +* 0.0000 +* 0.0000 +* 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces | i : : :
' i [ [ [
Parking Lot 1 0 b 00000 * 00000 * 0.0000 T 0.0000
: i . : .
[0 [
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MTlyr
Hospital ! 0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' 'Y [ [ ]
----------- I : b e e e e a
Other Non- ' 0 :' 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces | i : . :
----------- R : b e e e a
Parking Lot ! 0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' 'Y [ [ ]
i
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

6.0 Area Detall
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total] Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated = 0.2109 1+ 3.0000e- + 3.0000e- + 0.0000 ¢ 1 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 1 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- 0.0000 1+ 5.8500e- ' 5.8500e- ' 2.0000e- + 0.0000 ' 6.2300e-
- i 005 | 003 . i 005 , 005 v 005 . 005 v 003 , 003 , 005 . 003
----------- T T T T . LT
Unmitigated = 0.2109 1 3.0000e- ' 3.0000e- + 0.0000 1 1 1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 1 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- = 0.0000 @ 5.8500e- ' 5.8500e- ' 2.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 6.2300e-
- v 005 . 003 . . 005 . 005 . 1 005 . 005 & . 003 . 003 . 005 . . 003
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 0.0360 1 ' ' v 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ¢ v 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coating - : . : : . : : . : . . : : .
----------- n f———————— : f———————— : f———————— : ——— e e e ———— - fm = =
Consumer = 0.1746 1 ! ! ! v 0.0000 ' 0.0000 v 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Products : . : . . . . . . . . . . .
----------- n -y : f———————— : f———————— : ——— e e ———— - s .
Landscaping = 2.8000e- ' 3.0000e- * 3.0000e- + 0.0000 1 1 1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 1 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- 0.0000 1+ 5.8500e- ' 5.8500e- ' 2.0000e- + 0.0000 ' 6.2300e-
o004 i 005 , 003 . i 005 , 005 , 005 . 005 v 003 , 003 , 005 , 003
- 1
Total 0.2109 | 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 | 5.8500e- | 5.8500e- | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 | 6.2300e-
005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 24 of 29 Date: 9/9/2020 1:02 PM

Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 1 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Mitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural = 0.0360 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 1 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 ' 0.0000 &+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000
Coating - . . . . . : : . : . . : : .
----------- 1 ———————g ] ———————g ] ———————g - B T LT r—— ] R T
Consumer = 0.1746 ' ' ' ' 00000 * 0.0000 ! 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000
Products m ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
----------- 1 ———————g ] ———————g ] ———————g - L T rpp—— ] R
Landscaping = 2.8000e- * 3.0000e- 1 3.0000e- + 0.0000 + '+ 1.0000e- + 1.0000e- 1 + 1.0000e- + 1.0000e- % 0.0000 + 5.8500e- 1 5.8500e- + 2.0000e- + 0.0000 ' 6.2300e-
o004 . 005 , 003 . , 005 , 005 , \ 005 , 005 v 003 , 003 , 005 , 003
- 1
Total 0.2109 | 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 5.8500e- | 5.8500e- | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 | 6.2300e-
005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category MT/yr
Mitigated = 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
- : : :
----------- B = == = e = == === = = ===
Unmitigated = 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated
Indoor/Outj| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Hospital 0 /0 :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000
' 'Y [ ] '
----------- A ———————n A
OtherNon- + 0/0 & 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
[ i [ ] [
Asphalt Surfaces , ™ ' ' '
----------- A ———————n A
ParkingLot + 0/0 :: 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000
' 'Y [ ] '
M
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Page 25 of 29

Date: 9/9/2020 1:02 PM



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 26 of 29 Date: 9/9/2020 1:02 PM

Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 1 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Outj| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Hospital ! 0/0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
. H . . .
----------- [l ) g = e oy mmmemaaa
Other Non- v 0/0 :' 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces | i : . .
' i [ [ [
Parkinglot + 0/0 :E 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000
IS S A R
Total H 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
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Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
MT/yr
Mitigated = 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
- : : :
----------- B = == = e = == === = = ===
Unmitigated = 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Hospital ' 0 :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000
' 'Y [ ] '
----------- A ———————n A
Other Non- 0 & (0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000
[ i [ ] [
Asphalt Surfaces , ™ ' ' '
----------- A ———————n A
Parking Lot 1 0 :: 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000
' 'Y [ ] '
M
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Page 27 of 29
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Hospital ' 0 & 00000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
___________ '_: o
OtherNon- + 0 & 00000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces | i : . .
' i [ [ [
Parking Lot E- 0 :E 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000
: : : : ;
Total || 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Boilers
Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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11.0 Vegetation
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction
San Joaquin County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 9/9/2020 1:48 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Hospital . 140.00 . 1000sqft ! 3.21 ! 140,000.00 0

------------------------------ LR L bttt r itk L T

Medical Office Building . 60.00 . 1000sgft ! 1.38 ! 60,000.00 0
" Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail = 200 s+ " T1000sqft 1 005  : 200000 1 o
" Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail = 600 =+ " T1000sgft 1 014  : 600000 0
" Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail = 400 x " T1000sgft 1 009  :  apo000 1 o
""" Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces = 2000 =+ " "1000sgft 1 046  : 2000000 0
"""""" Parking Lot & 100600 =+ " space 1 905  : 40240000 | o
""" Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces = 950 % 7 Ame v TTes0 : a13g000 I o
""" Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces = 602 Acre v 6.02 ; 262,231.20 o T
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.7 Precipitation Freq (Days) 51
Climate Zone 2 Operational Year 2030
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 210 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006

(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

(Ib/MWhr)
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

Project Characteristics - PG&E 2017 CO2 Intensity Factor (PG&E. 2019. Corporate Responsibility and Sustainability Report).

Land Use - Land uses account for hospital, office bldg, 2k SF water trtmnt, 6k SF wstwater trtmnt, 4k SF plant bldg, 20k helipad, 1,006 p-spaces, 9.5-acre
detntion basin, internal circulation, well, water tank, septic system, and CMU wall

Construction Phase - Phase 2 duration per Draft EIR Project Description
Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment per Draft EIR Project Description
Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment per Draft EIR Project Description
Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment per Draft EIR Project Description
Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment per Draft EIR Project Description
Grading -

Vehicle Trips - No operations this model

Energy Use - No operations this model

Water And Wastewater - No operations this model

Solid Waste - No operations this model

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - SIVAPCD Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions). MM AQ-1.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstDustMitigation * CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction  * 0 40
777 tbiconstDustMitigation f " WaterUnpavedRoadvehidiespeed 1 0 : """""" 15T
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NumberOfEquipmentiitigated - 0.00 : R 1
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NumberOfEquipmentiitigated - 0.00 : R 1
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NumberOfEquipmentiitigated - 0.00 : Y
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NumberOfEquipmentiitigated - 0.00 : R 1
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NamberOfEquipmentMitigated - 0.00 : 1
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NamberOfEquipmentiitigated - 0.00 : 1
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NamberOfEquipmentiitigated - 0.00 : Y
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NumberofEquipmeniMitigated - 0.00 : .
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NumberofEquipmeniMitigated - 0.00 : R 1
""" biConstEaupMitigaton & NumberOfEquipmentMitigated - 0.00 T e T
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tblConstEquipMitigation No Change Tier 4 Final

No Change

No Change 1 Tier 4 Final

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

35.00

440.00

45.00

1/3/2023

1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
:
9/27/2022 i 8/24/2030
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
1
}
1
:

1/19/2021

11/15/2022

11/16/2022

1/20/2021

11/18/2020

9/28/2022

4.53

3.17

0.35

2.33

5.64

thlEnergyUse . NT24E 3.62 ' 0.00

+
----------------------------- e
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tblEnergyUse

tbiSolidWaste

SolidWasteGenerationRate

3.22

0.50

60.56

15.99

6.11

65.00

1.00

1.00

3.00

1.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

3.00

1.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

641.35

1,512.00

648.00

-+

11.28
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tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber . 45.00

1.68

8.91

1.55

1.68

13.22

36.13

1.68

17,567,275.26

7,528,832.25

2,775,000.00

3,346,147.67

tbiWater . OutdoorWaterUseRate . 1,434,063.29 ' 0.00

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

Page 6 of 37

Date: 9/9/2020 1:48 PM

Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2029 = 13636 + 57551 + 57513 + 0.0161 + 1.7772 + 0.1913 + 1.9685 + 0.7948 1 0.1783 + 0.9732 0.0000 1+ 1,448.33311,448.333+ 0.2247 + 0.0000 ' 1,453.951
- : : : : : : : : : - - : V7
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ot B et : ————— = m e
2030 = 13438 + 28925 1 39724 1+ 0.0134 + 0.5481 1 0.0317 * 05798 1+ 0.1485 ' 0.0315 +* 0.1800 0.0000 *1,203.207 * 1,203.207 + 0.0404 + 0.0000 r 1,204.217
- : : : : : : : : : . 8 ., 8 : i3
- 1
Maximum 1.3636 5.7551 5.7513 0.0161 1.7772 0.1913 1.9685 0.7948 0.1783 0.9732 0.0000 1,448.333 | 1,448.333 0.2247 0.0000 1,453.951
3 3 7
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tonsl/yr MT/yr
2029 E: 1.0502 ' 21315 ! 64176 : 00161 : 08369 ! 0.0292 ' 0.8661 ' 0.3533 ! 00290 : 0.3823 0.0000 :1,448.332!1,448.332 0.2247 1 0.0000 ! 1,453.950
- L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 1] L] 4 1 4 1] 1] 1 8
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B e : ————— e m e
2030 = 11983 : 19614 ! 42103 @ 00134 ' 03662 ! 0.0159 :@ 03820 @ 0.1038 ! 00156 @ 0.1195 0.0000 :1,203.207 ! 1,203.207 ' 0.0404 : 0.0000 ! 1,204.216
- L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 1] L] 2 1 2 1] 1
Maximum 1.1983 2.1315 6.4176 0.0161 0.8369 0.0292 0.8661 0.3533 0.0290 0.3823 0.0000 | 1,448.332| 1,448.332 | 0.2247 0.0000 | 1,453.950
4 4 8
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 16.95 52.67 -9.30 0.00 48.26 79.78 51.02 51.54 78.72 56.48 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
34 12-9-2028 3-8-2029 1.5745 0.1575
35 3-9-2029 6-8-2029 1.2060 0.2992
36 6-9-2029 9-8-2029 1.8650 1.1579
37 9-9-2029 12-8-2029 1.9614 1.2620
38 12-9-2029 3-8-2030 1.6990 1.2173
39 3-9-2030 6-8-2030 1.6468 1.2282
40 6-9-2030 9-8-2030 1.3769 1.0266
Highest 1.9614 1.2620
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 10703  1.0000e- * 0.0115 + 0.0000 ' 4.0000e- ' 4.0000e- ¢ ' 4.0000e- * 4.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.0224 ' 0.0224 '+ 6.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0238
o \ o004 : : i 005 , 005 i 005 , 005 . : \ 005 . :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : ————— e m e o
Energy - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———b e m e ———egy - fm—————— = s
Mobile - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T - fm——————p == a s
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : fm——————p ==
Water - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 1.0703 1.0000e- 0.0115 0.0000 0.0000 4.0000e- | 4.0000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 4.0000e- 0.0000 0.0224 0.0224 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.0238
004 005 005 005 005 005
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 10703 + 1.0000e- + 0.0115 + 0.0000 + ' 4.0000e- * 4.0000e- 1 1 4.0000e- * 4.0000e- 0.0000 * 0.0224 ' 0.0224 1 6.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 0.0238
o Vo004 : : i 005 , 005 {005 . 005 . ' V005 . :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : L T e - fm—————— ==
Energy - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - ———————n : e R - fm——————p ==
Mobile - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——k s e jmm————eg - fm——————p == a s
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : L T e - fm—————— ==
Water - ! : ! ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 1.0703 1.0000e- 0.0115 0.0000 0.0000 4.0000e- | 4.0000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 4.0000e- 0.0000 0.0224 0.0224 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.0238
004 005 005 005 005 005
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase
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Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Grading *Grading 11/1/2029 13/30/2029 ! 5! 65!
T Pang T §E>'a;i'n§"""""""""!573'172'0'25""' ;571?372'0'25""'";"""'%’E""""'"'é'é';’ I
5T tBdiiding Constuction " Buiding -C-o-n-st-raéti-o-n““““!5/-1-972-0-2-9““- ;5721750'35"'“"E““"“5*;"“““"'3:'3'6; I
P F Architectural Coating FArchitectural Coating 7172026 58/24/2030 I 5I 300? """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 162.5

Acres of Paving: 25.03

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 318,000; Non-Residential Outdoor: 106,000; Striped Parking Area:
65,907 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Architectural Coating *Air Compressors ! 2 6.00: 78, 0.48

Grading 7 Excavaors T e 5.001 T T 0.38

Building Construction fCranes TS e 7,001 Pt A 0.29

Building Construction Frordie T e 5.001 g5y T 0.20

Building Construction fGenerator Sets T e 5.001 ga T 0.74

Paving T tavers T s 5.001 T5or T 0.42

Paving T fRollers T s 5.001 g0y T 0.38

Grading 7 tRubber Tred Dozers e 5.001 Sar T 0.40

Building Construction FTractorsiLoadersiBackhoss e 7,001 g7 0.37

Grading 7 foraders TS e 5.001 T A 0.41

Grading 7 FTractorsiLoadersiBackhoss e 5.001 g7 0.37

Paving SPaving Couipment T ""'4 """""" 8.00 132§ """""" 0.36

Grading 7 :'s'cFeIpé'rs' """""""""" i 5.001 Ser T 0.48

Bu |Id|ngConstructlon ------------- :Welders I 2! 8.00 I 46 I ----------- 0 45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling

Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class

Architectural Coating E 2: 106.005 0.00 0.00: 10.80: 7.SOE 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_Mix EHHDT

Building Construction * 18 ?""53'&66 v 215000 6,001 10.805_ 7300 2000iLD_Mix THDT_Mix -E-I-H:H-D:I' """

Grading T T Yo Y 5.0, Y Y T VR ot his e

Paving : 12t 15001 0.00 500 1080+ 7.30; 3600110, Mix ot ik heotT T

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Use Soil Stabilizer

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Grading - 2029

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

ROG NOXx (60) S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 12605 : 00000 ! 12605 ! 0.6548 ! 0.0000 @ 0.6548 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
- 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
fee e pm——————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ---aa : ———————n : R
Off-Road = 01918 ! 19443 14797 1 3.2400e- ! ! 00818 1 0.0818 ! ! 00752 ' 0.0752 0.0000 : 284.7919 : 284.7919 ! 0.0921 : 0.0000 ! 287.0945
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.1918 1.9443 1.4797 3.2400e- 1.2605 0.0818 1.3422 0.6548 0.0752 0.7300 0.0000 | 284.7919 | 284.7919 | 0.0921 0.0000 | 287.0945

003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

3.2 Grading - 2029

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmmm
Worker 1.4000e- * 7.5000e- * 8.9800e- ' 4.0000e- * 5.1800e- * 2.0000e- * 5.2000e- * 1.3800e- * 2.0000e- * 1.4000e- 0.0000 +* 3.3025 + 3.3025 ' 5.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 3.3037
- 003 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 003 . : \ 005 . .
Total 1.4000e- | 7.5000e- | 8.9800e- | 4.0000e- | 5.1800e- | 2.0000e- | 5.2000e- | 1.3800e- | 2.0000e- 1.4000e- 0.0000 3.3025 3.3025 5.0000e- 0.0000 3.3037
003 004 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.4916 ! 0.0000 ! 0.4916 ! 0.2554 ! 0.0000 ! 0.2554 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - F=mmemn
Off-Road v 0.1719 1+ 1.8045 1 3.2400e- v 5.2900e- ' 5.2900e- ' 1 5.2900e- * 5.2900e- 0.0000  284.7915 » 284.7915 + 0.0921 +* 0.0000 -+ 287.0942
, : , 003 | {003 ; 003 , 003 . 003 : : , : :
Total 0.0397 0.1719 1.8045 3.2400e- 0.4916 5.2900e- 0.4969 0.2554 5.2900e- 0.2607 0.0000 284.7915 | 284.7915 0.0921 0.0000 287.0942
003 003 003
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmmm
Worker 1.4000e- '+ 7.5000e- * 8.9800e- ' 4.0000e- * 3.3900e- * 2.0000e- ' 3.4100e- * 9.4000e- ' 2.0000e- * 9.6000e- 0.0000 + 3.3025 + 3.3025 1 5.0000e- * 0.0000 + 3.3037
- 003 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : i 005 .
Total 1.4000e- | 7.5000e- | 8.9800e- | 4.0000e- | 3.3900e- | 2.0000e- | 3.4100e- | 9.4000e- | 2.0000e- 9.6000e- 0.0000 3.3025 3.3025 5.0000e- 0.0000 3.3037
003 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.3 Paving - 2029
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.0320 ! 0.3004 ! 0.5102 ! 8.0000e- ! ! 0.0147 ! 0.0147 ! ! 0.0135 ! 0.0135 0.0000 ! 70.0674 ! 70.0674 ! 0.0227 ! 0.0000 ! 70.6339
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0439 0.3004 0.5102 8.0000e- 0.0147 0.0147 0.0135 0.0135 0.0000 70.0674 70.0674 0.0227 0.0000 70.6339

004
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - R L
Worker 5.7000e- * 3.0000e- * 3.6300e- * 1.0000e- * 2.0900e- * 1.0000e- * 2.1000e- * 5.6000e- * 1.0000e- * 5.7000e- 0.0000 * 1.3337 + 1.3337 1+ 2.0000e- * 0.0000 * 1.3342
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 5.7000e- | 3.0000e- | 3.6300e- | 1.0000e- | 2.0900e- | 1.0000e- | 2.1000e- | 5.6000e- | 1.0000e- 5.7000e- 0.0000 1.3337 1.3337 2.0000e- 0.0000 1.3342
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 9.8200e- ! 0.0425 + 0.6054 ! 8.0000e- v 1.3100e- ! 1.3100e- ! 1.3100e- *+ 1.3100e- 0.0000 +* 70.0673 * 70.0673 ! 0.0227 + 0.0000 '+ 70.6338
o003 . \ 004 v 003 ; 003 v 003 . 003 . . . . .
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving 0.0119 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0217 0.0425 0.6054 8.0000e- 1.3100e- | 1.3100e- 1.3100e- 1.3100e- 0.0000 70.0673 70.0673 0.0227 0.0000 70.6338
004 003 003 003 003
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - R L
Worker 5.7000e- ' 3.0000e- * 3.6300e- ' 1.0000e- * 1.3700e- * 1.0000e- * 1.3800e- * 3.8000e- * 1.0000e- * 3.9000e- 0.0000 + 1.3337 + 1.3337 1 2.0000e- * 0.0000 *+ 1.3342
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 5.7000e- | 3.0000e- | 3.6300e- | 1.0000e- | 1.3700e- | 1.0000e- | 1.3800e- | 3.8000e- | 1.0000e- | 3.9000e- 0.0000 1.3337 1.3337 2.0000e- 0.0000 1.3342
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.4 Building Construction - 2029
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.2202 1 2.0076 : 2.5896 ! 4.3400e- ! ! 00849 1 0.0849 ! 00799 : 0.0799 0.0000 : 373.3903 : 373.3903 ! 0.0878 : 0.0000 ! 375.5846
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.2202 2.0076 2.5896 4.3400e- 0.0849 0.0849 0.0799 0.0799 0.0000 | 373.3903 | 373.3903 | 0.0878 0.0000 | 375.5846

003
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

3.4 Building Construction - 2029
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor v 12943 v+ 0.2368 ' 4.5300e- * 0.1144 » 1.2900e- * 0.1156 + 0.0331 '+ 1.2400e- * 0.0343 0.0000 1 429.9551 v 429.9551 + 0.0164 + 0.0000 '+ 430.3661
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ———— e e ey ———————n -
Worker v 0.0494 + 05893 '+ 2.3900e- * 0.3398 1 1.6100e- * 0.3415 + 0.0904 '+ 1.4800e- * 0.0918 0.0000 1 216.7693 » 216.7693 + 3.3200e- * 0.0000 '+ 216.8523
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 003 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.1248 1.3437 0.8262 6.9200e- 0.4542 2.9000e- 0.4571 0.1234 2.7200e- 0.1261 0.0000 646.7245 | 646.7245 0.0198 0.0000 647.2184
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.0811 ! 0.4142 ! 2.8360 ! 4.3400e- ! ! 0.0127 ! 0.0127 ! ! 0.0127 ! 0.0127 0.0000 ! 373.3899 ! 373.3899 ! 0.0878 ! 0.0000 ! 375.5842
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0811 0.4142 2.8360 4.3400e- 0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0000 373.3899 | 373.3899 0.0878 0.0000 375.5842
003
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

3.4 Building Construction - 2029
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————n : ———— e e ey ———————n -
Vendor v 12943 v+ 0.2368 ' 4.5300e- * 0.0821 1 1.2900e- * 0.0834 + 0.0251 1 1.2400e- * 0.0264 0.0000 1 429.9551 v 429.9551 + 0.0164 + 0.0000 '+ 430.3661
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n -
Worker ' 0.0494 + 05893 1+ 2.3900e- * 0.2223 1 1.6100e- * 0.2239 + 0.0615 1+ 1.4800e- * 0.0630 0.0000 1 216.7693 » 216.7693 + 3.3200e- * 0.0000 '+ 216.8523
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 003 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.1248 1.3437 0.8262 6.9200e- 0.3044 2.9000e- 0.3073 0.0866 2.7200e- 0.0893 0.0000 646.7245 | 646.7245 0.0198 0.0000 647.2184
003 003 003
3.4 Building Construction - 2030
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.2212 ! 1.3410 ! 2.7305 ! 5.2300e- ! ! 0.0250 ! 0.0250 ! ! 0.0250 ! 0.0250 0.0000 ! 4442351 ! 4442351 ! 0.0178 ! 0.0000 ! 444.6807
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.2212 1.3410 2.7305 5.2300e- 0.0250 0.0250 0.0250 0.0250 0.0000 | 444.2351 | 444.2351 0.0178 0.0000 | 444.6807
003
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

3.4 Building Construction - 2030
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor v 13499 v+ 0.2438 v 4.7400e- * 0.1200 1 1.3400e- * 0.1214 + 0.0347 1+ 1.2800e- * 0.0360 0.0000 1 449.8918 » 449.8918 + 0.0170 * 0.0000 '+ 450.3168
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n -
Worker v 0.0474 + 05785 v 2.4500e- * 0.3567 1+ 1.5800e- * 0.3583 + 0.0948 '+ 1.4500e- * 0.0963 0.0000 1 221.6091 » 221.6091 * 3.1800e- * 0.0000 '+ 221.6885
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 003 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.1232 1.3973 0.8223 7.1900e- 0.4768 2.9200e- 0.4797 0.1295 2.7300e- 0.1323 0.0000 671.5008 | 671.5008 0.0202 0.0000 672.0053
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 00757 ' 04099 ' 2.9685 ' 5.2300e- ' 9.1800e- * 9.1800e- ' ' 9.1800e- ' 9.1800e- 0.0000 * 444.2346 ' 444.2346 v 0.0178 ' 0.0000 ' 444.6801
. ' : i 003 . 003 ; 003 i 003 . 003 : . H . .
Total 0.0757 0.4099 2.9685 5.2300e- 9.1800e- | 9.1800e- 9.1800e- | 9.1800e- 0.0000 | 444.2346 | 444.2346 0.0178 0.0000 | 444.6801
003 003 003 003 003
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

3.4 Building Construction - 2030
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ———— e ey ———————n - R L
Vendor v 13499 v 0.2438 '+ 4.7400e- * 0.0862 1 1.3400e- * 0.0875 + 0.0264 1 1.2800e- * 0.0277 0.0000 1 449.8918 » 449.8918 + 0.0170 * 0.0000 '+ 450.3168
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e e ey ———————n - r=mmm -
Worker v 0.0474 + 05785 v 2.4500e- + 0.2333 1+ 1.5800e- * 0.2349 + 0.0646 ' 1.4500e- * 0.0660 0.0000 1 221.6091 » 221.6091 * 3.1800e- * 0.0000 '+ 221.6885
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 003 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.1232 1.3973 0.8223 7.1900e- 0.3195 2.9200e- 0.3224 0.0909 2.7300e- 0.0937 0.0000 | 671.5008 | 671.5008 | 0.0202 0.0000 | 672.0053
003 003 003
3.5 Architectural Coating - 2029
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 5: 0.7437 1 ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmm
Off-Road ' 0.1501  0.2370 * 3.9000e- ! ' 6.7500e- ' 6.7500e- ' ' 6.7500e- '+ 6.7500e- 0.0000 * 33.4476 ' 33.4476 ' 1.8200e- * 0.0000 * 33.4932
: . \ 004 {003 ; 003 y 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . :
Total 0.7660 0.1501 0.2370 3.9000e- 6.7500e- | 6.7500e- 6.7500e- | 6.7500e- 0.0000 33.4476 | 33.4476 | 1.8200e- 0.0000 33.4932
004 003 003 003 003 003
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2029
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Worker 1 8.0400e- * 0.0959 1 3.9000e- * 0.0553 1 2.6000e- * 0.0556 + 0.0147 1+ 2.4000e- * 0.0149 0.0000 * 35.2755 » 35.2755 ' 5.4000e- * 0.0000 +* 35.2890
\ 003 . V004 . Vo004 : \ 004 . : : \ 004 . :
Total 0.0150 8.0400e- 0.0959 3.9000e- 0.0553 2.6000e- 0.0556 0.0147 2.4000e- 0.0149 0.0000 35.2755 | 35.2755 | 5.4000e- 0.0000 35.2890
003 004 004 004 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 5: 0.7437 1 ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmm
Off-Road ' 0.1501  0.2370 * 3.9000e- ! ' 6.7500e- ' 6.7500e- ' ' 6.7500e- '+ 6.7500e- 0.0000 * 33.4476 ' 33.4476 ' 1.8200e- * 0.0000 * 33.4932
: . \ 004 {003 ; 003 y 003 . 003 . . \ 003 :
Total 0.7660 0.1501 0.2370 3.9000e- 6.7500e- | 6.7500e- 6.7500e- | 6.7500e- 0.0000 33.4476 | 33.4476 | 1.8200e- 0.0000 33.4932
004 003 003 003 003 003
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Gill Women's Medical Center - Phase 2 Construction - San Joaquin County, Annual

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2029
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e e ey ———————n - L
Worker 1 8.0400e- * 0.0959 1 3.9000e- * 0.0362 1+ 2.6000e- * 0.0364 * 0.0100 * 2.4000e- * 0.0103 0.0000 + 35.2755 '+ 35.2755 1 5.4000e- * 0.0000 + 35.2890
\ 003 . V004 . Vo004 : \ 004 . : : \ o004 .
Total 0.0150 8.0400e- 0.0959 3.9000e- 0.0362 2.6000e- 0.0364 0.0100 2.4000e- 0.0103 0.0000 35.2755 35.2755 5.4000e- 0.0000 35.2890
003 004 004 004 004
3.5 Architectural Coating - 2030
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 5: 0.9594 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - R L
Off-Road ' 0.1447 1+ 0.3038 ' 5.0000e- ' 3.4300e- ' 3.4300e- ' 1 3.4300e- * 3.4300e- 0.0000 +* 43.1500 * 43.1500 * 1.7500e- * 0.0000 + 43.1937
: . \ 004 {003 ; 003 y 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . :
Total 0.9815 0.1447 0.3038 5.0000e- 3.4300e- | 3.4300e- 3.4300e- 3.4300e- 0.0000 43.1500 43.1500 1.7500e- 0.0000 43.1937
004 003 003 003 003 003
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2030
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————— -
Worker ' 9.4800e- + 0.1157 1+ 4.9000e- * 0.0714 1 3.2000e- * 0.0717 + 0.0190 ' 2.9000e- * 0.0193 0.0000 '+ 44.3218 v 44.3218  6.4000e- * 0.0000 -+ 44.3377
\ 003 . V004 . Vo004 : V004 . : : \ 004 . :
Total 0.0179 9.4800e- 0.1157 4.9000e- 0.0714 3.2000e- 0.0717 0.0190 2.9000e- 0.0193 0.0000 44.3218 | 44.3218 | 6.4000e- 0.0000 44.3377
003 004 004 004 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 5: 0.9594 1 ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - R L
Off-Road v 0.1447 1+ 0.3038 ' 5.0000e- ! v 3.4300e- * 3.4300e- ' ' 3.4300e- ' 3.4300e- 0.0000 * 43.1499 1 43.1499 1 1.7500e- * 0.0000 * 43.1936
: . \ o004 {003 ; 003 y 003 . 003 . . \ 003 :
Total 0.9815 0.1447 0.3038 5.0000e- 3.4300e- | 3.4300e- 3.4300e- | 3.4300e- 0.0000 43.1499 | 43.1499 | 1.7500e- 0.0000 43.1936
004 003 003 003 003 003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
femeeeeee e mm——————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———e---aa : ———————n : R
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
femeeeeee e pm——————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———e-a-aa : ———————n : L
Worker = 0.0179 1 9.4800e- * 0.1157 1 4.9000e- * 0.0467 + 3.2000e- * 0.0470 + 0.0129 1 2.9000e- * 0.0132 0.0000 * 44.3218 ' 44.3218 ' 6.4000e- * 0.0000 + 44.3377
- i 003 \004 \ 004 : \004 . : i 004 .
Total 0.0179 9.4800e- 0.1157 4.9000e- 0.0467 3.2000e- 0.0470 0.0129 2.9000e- 0.0132 0.0000 44.3218 | 44.3218 | 6.4000e- 0.0000 44.3377
003 004 004 004 004

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile
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ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 L} L] L} 1 1] 1]
----------- v At i i i i i it e e e e e B e e e R TR
Unmitigated - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 . 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Hospital ; 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Medical Office Building ; 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 . .
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces M 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 . .
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEE R AR EEAEEEE R RN Ry mmmmm e Lol B eeisaemssessmssasmmammaa B eiiicccecccccssssaaaaaaann
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces . 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEE R AR EEAEEEEE RN E e mmmm e e m e e o= - s B ereeaemeseeeemmsasee—aan B eiiieceeeeeccessaaaaaaaaan
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces . 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE RN Emmmm e oLl L B eiisaemssesemssesmmamma. B iiiicieisecessssasaaaaaann
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces ; 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 . .
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces ; 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 . .
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces ; 0.00 ;_ 0.00 0.00 . .
Parking Lot M 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEE R R EEEEEEEEEEEE Ry emmmmm e LU B eeisaemssessmssasmmammaa B eiiicccecccccssssaaaaaaann
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail . 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE RN Ey e mmmmmmm e e m e e o m - s B ereeaemeseeeemmsasee—aan B eiiieceeeeeccessaaaaaaaaan
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail . 0.00 1 0.00 0.00 . .
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE RN Emmmmm e LU B eiisaemssesemssesmmamma. B iiiicieisecessssasaaaaaann
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail ' 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Total | 0.00 [ 0.00 0.00 | |

4.3 Trip Type Information
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Hospital 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 * 6490 + 1610 1 19.00 . 73 . 25 2
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp e . e Feemmmmmaaan e S
Medical Office Building 9.50 ! 7.30 ' 7.30 = 2960 + 5140 19.00 . 60 . 30 10
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEpe-mmmm o m————————— Fommmmmaaan e m e e eeemmmmaaan g
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 . 0.00 v 0.00 1 0.00 . 0 . 0 0
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp——mm—— m————————— e e e pmmmmm—m e mmmmmmmb e cccaaaaaaa ommmmmmaaan Fmeeeeeeemeeeeeamaaaaaaaaa-
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 950 : 730 1 730 1 000 1 000 { 000 = 0 -0 0
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEpe-mmm—m o m————————— Fommmmaaaan e mmmmaee bl eeemmmmaaan Fmmmeeeeeemeeeeemmaaaaaaaaa-
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 + 0.00 E- 0.00 1 0.00 . 0 . 0 0
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp——mm—— m————————— Fmmmm—aaaa —————— - femmemmaena Fommmmmmaaan Fmmeeeeeegeeeeeamaaaaaaaaa-
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 : 000 ' 0.0 0.00 . 0 . 0 0
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEpe-mmm— o ————————— Fommmmmaaan e mm e e e b eeemmmmaaan Fmmmeeeeeemeeeeemmaaaaaaaaa-
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 * 0.00 E- 0.00 1 0.00 . 0 . 0 0
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp e m————————— Fmmmm e Fommmmmmaaan Fmeeeeeeegeeeeeamaaaaaaaaa-
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 . 0.00 ' 0.00 ] 0.00 . 0 . 0 0
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEpe--mm—m o m————————— Fommmmmaaan e mmmmeee b eeemmmmaaan Fmmmeeeeeemeeeeemmaaaaaaaaa-

Parking Lot 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 © 000 1 000 1 0.00 . 0 . 0 0
EeassassmEssEsEEEEEEEEEEe————— e m————————— S L, K femmamaenas Fommmmmmaaan e S
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No } 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 = 5900 1+ 0.00 41.00 . 92 . 5 3
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE R AR mmmm m————————— Fommmmaaaan el eeemmmmaaan g
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No ¢ 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 * 5900 0.00 :r 41.00 . 92 . 5 3
EEEsEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEAEp === === remmmmaana e T | - e
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No } 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 *  59.00 0.00 41.00 . 92 . 5 3

4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use | LDA | LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
Hospital = 0.581437: 0.032303{ 0.190969¢ 0.100551i 0.011057f 0.003880:{ 0.015441} 0.056216{ 0.001173} 0.001204} 0.004639{ 0.000578{ 0.000551
""" Medical Office Building ~ + 0.581437: 0.032303] 0.1909691 0.100551] 0.011057] 0.003880i 0.015441} 0.056216] 0.001173] 0.001204] 0.004639] 0.0005781 0.000551]
" Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces  * 0.581437: 0.032303] 0.1909691 0.100551] 0.011057] 0.003880i 0.015441} 0.056216] 0.001173] 0.001204] 0.004639] 0.0005781 0.000551]
"""" Parking Lot * 0581437+ 0032303] 0.190969] 0.100551} 0.011057} 0.003880i 0.015441i 0.056216] 0.001173 0.001204] 0.004639] 0.000578 0.000551

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No

Rail

0.581437: 0.032303: 0.190969:

0.100551: 0.011057: 0.003880:

0.015441: 0.056216: 0.001173: 0.001204: 0.004639: 0.000578: 0.000551

5.0 Energy Detalil

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures

Energy
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Unmitigated

ROG NOXx (60) S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Electricity . ! ' ! ' + 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Mitigated ] : [ : : [ : [ : : : [ : :
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Electricity ' ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Unmitigated ' : : : : : : : : : : : : :
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -] ———————n : A
NaturalGas ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 + 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Mitigated ] : [ : : [ : [ : : : [ : :
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- T e e e e e e e e e e e e e N m N e e e e e e e m e m S —p = == ===
NaturalGas 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Hospital ' 0 E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 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 [ [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ [ [ ' ' [
----------- (A : ———————n ———————n : ———————n : et B et P : ————— e m e o
Medical Office 0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 -+ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000
Building . i . . . . . . . . . ' . . . :
----------- Fe-----m : ———————n ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ———megy : ————— - m - o
Other Non- ' 0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 -+ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces ; i . . . . . . . . . : : . . :
----------- (A : ———————n ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : ————— e m e o
Parking Lot ' 0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 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 [ [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ [ [ ' ' [
L P TRl EEPEREL S mamae- T Foomee- - Fosmee-  RITIEE - T g v RETRT mmae- T esaaoon
Unrefrigerated 1 0 = (0.0000 & 0.0000 & 0.0000 & 0.0000 1 0.0000 i 0.0000 1 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 +* 0.0000 & 0.0000 & 0.0000 & 0.0000 ¢ 0.0000
Warehouse-No | . : : ! : ! : : ! : : . ! : : :
Rail ' " 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 . ' 1 1 1 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Hospital ' 0 E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 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 ' ' [ ' [ ' ' [ ' [ [ ' ' [
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : L T T ST - fm—————— e e
Medical Office 0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 - '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Building . i . . . . . . . . . ' . . . :
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : e R L T TR - fm—————— e s
Other Non- ' 0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces ; i . . . . . . . . . : : . . :
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : - R o - fm——————p s
Parking Lot ' 0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 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 ' ' [ ' [ ' ' [ ' [ [ ' ' [
TR ETT T SEPEREE PR ane- mmmae e e e nne- e T B v Tt mane- mmmee  RTTIIRE
Unrefrigerated 1 0 = (0.0000 & 0.0000 1 0.0000 & 0.0000 1 1 0.0000 & 0.0000 1 1 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 +* 0.0000 & 0.0000 & 0.0000 1 0.0000 & 0.0000
Warehouse-No | : : : : : : : : : : : . : : : :
Rail ' - 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 . ' 1 1 1 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Hospital ' 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 ! 0.0000
. it : : '
' i [ [ [
"""""" Fess===w d d = === ===
Medical Office 0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000
Building i . . .

' i [ [ [
"""""" Lol i} d d = === ===
Other Non- ' 0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000

Asphalt Surfaces | i : : :

' i [ [ [
----------------- " d " = === ==
Parking Lot 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 ! 0.0000

. it : : '
T TR TP SRR P T ommae deranand
Unrefrigerated 0 = (0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000
Warehouse-No - ! ! H
Rail ' - 1 1 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Mitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Hospital ' 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 ! 0.0000
: u : : '
' i [ [ [
"""""" Fess===w T " === ===
Medical Office 0 :' 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000
Building i . . .

' i [ [ [
"""""" Lol i} T " ey === ===
Other Non- ' 0 :' 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000

Asphalt Surfaces | i : : :

' i [ [ [
"""""" Fess===n T " == === =
