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Responses to Comment Letters Received on 
the Draft EIR 

The Draft EIR was circulated for public review from March 2, 2023, through April 17, 2023, in accordance with 

Section 15105(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. A total of eight written comment 

letters were received on the Draft EIR from agencies and organizations, as shown in Table 1. Each of the written 

comment letters have been assigned an alphanumeric label, and the individual comments within each written 

comment letter are bracketed and numbered. For example, Comment Letter A1 contains one comment that is 

numbered A1-1. 

The responses to each comment on the Draft EIR represent a good-faith, reasoned effort to address the 

environmental issues identified by the comments. Pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, the City 

of San Marcos (City), as lead agency, is not required to respond to all comments on the Draft EIR, but only those 

comments that raise environmental issues. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 15204, the 

City has independently evaluated the comments and prepared the attached written responses to any significant 

environmental issues raised. 

Table 1. Comment letters and Commenters 

Comment Letter Commenter Date Received 

Agency 

A1 City of Carlsbad Public Works Branch/Transportation 

Department 

April 11, 2023 

A2 US Department of Fish and Wildlife April 13, 2023 

A3 California Department of Fish and Wildlife April 17, 2023 

A4 California Department of Transportation April 17, 2023 

Organizations 

O1 San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. April 3, 2023 

O2 California Native Plant Society April 17, 2023 

O3 Southwest Mountain States Regional Council of Carpenters April 17, 2023 

Individuals 

I1 Leslie Kuhn April 26, 2023 
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Global Responses  

The City has received comments requesting additional information related to the feasibility, anticipated success, 

and contingency measures for the proposed mitigation for identified impacts to vernal pools containing San Diego 

fairy shrimp and for San Diego button celery, thread-leaved brodiaea, and Orcutt’s brodiaea. The City has also 

received comments stating that proposed on-site mitigation for impacts to vernal pools containing San Diego fairy 

shrimp and for San Diego button celery, thread-leaved brodiaea, and Orcutt’s brodiaea is not adequate to fully 

mitigate for Project impacts. Responses to these comments are provided below. 

Global Response A: The Mitigation in the EIR is Feasible and Performance Standards and Contingency Measures 

will Ensure Impacts would be reduced to Less than Significant Levels 

As discussed in the EIR, Section 3.3.5, the proposed project has been designed to minimize impacts to sensitive 

natural communities to the extent feasible. The proposed project would permanently preserve, restore, and manage 

17.94 acres (approximately 54 percent) of the approximately 33.22-acre project site as open space and habitat 

area. The project design avoids and protects in place just over 80 percent of the on-site population of the federally 

and state listed endangered thread-leaved brodiaea, over 70 percent of the on-site population of the federally and 

state listed endangered San Diego button celery, and just under 40 percent of the non-listed but rare, Orcutt’s 

brodiaea. The project design also avoids 60 percent of vernal pools/basins occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp, 

including their corresponding watersheds (i.e., the project avoids 11 occupied vernal pools and 1 road rut while 

impacting 8 occupied basins), and approximately 2/3 of the vernal pool sensitive natural communities onsite 

(avoiding 0.29 acres and impacting 0.15 acres of vernal pools onsite.)  

Despite project design to protect in place and minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources onsite, the EIR 

identifies that the proposed project will result in potentially significant impacts. The proposed project will result in 

potentially significant impacts related to three special-status plant species (San Diego button celery, thread-leaved 

brodiaea, and Orcutt’s brodiaea) and one special-status animal species (San Diego fairy shrimp); critical habitat for 

San Diego fairy shrimp, thread-leaved brodiaea, and spreading navarretia; the sensitive natural communities 

identified in the EIR at Table 3.3-6, Impacts to Sensitive Natural Communities (including 0.15 acres of vernal pool 

(Group A) and 14.9 acres of upland habitat); and potential jurisdictional resources. 

Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-8b would ensure consistency with the Multiple Habitat 

Conservation Program (MHCP) and draft San Marcos Subarea Plan, reduce potential impacts related to special 

status plants and animals, would reduce potential impacts on sensitive natural communities, and would ensure 

that the appropriate permits are obtained and that impacts are compensated in accordance with USFWS, CDFW, 

RWQCB, and/or USACE requirements. These measures outline the comprehensive planning, management, and 

monitoring for success that is required to occur through consultation with the appropriate agencies to preserve and 

restore sensitive vegetation communities, provide suitable habitat for special-status species, and mitigate impacts 

to sensitive fairy shrimp. With implementation of mitigation, project impacts to biological resources would be 

reduced below a level of significance.  

It is anticipated that mitigation will occur onsite through translocation, preservation, creation, expansion, and 

enhancement. The onsite conceptual biological mitigation and transplantation design proposed by the project is 

presented on Figure 13 of the Biological Technical Report, EIR Appendix C. The conceptual mitigation plan has been 

designed to accommodate the anticipated mitigation ratios required by MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-8. Onsite 

mitigation for impacted species is as follows: approximately 0.27-acre existing vernal pool preservation, approximately 

0.28-acre of vernal pool creation, approximately 0.18-acre of vernal pool expansion, and approximately 0.02-acre 
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vernal pool enhancement, approximately 6.83 acres of existing thread-leaved brodiaea preservation, approximately 

2.12 acres of existing Orcutt’s brodiaea preservation, approximately 5.88 acres of thread-leaved brodiaea and Orcutt’s 

brodiaea translocation, and, approximately 1.99 acres of existing grassland preservation.  

This conceptual mitigation design is comprehensive, provides details of the proposed mitigation, and was 

developed based on field mapping of existing resources, consideration for mitigation suitability, and likelihood of 

success. For instance, regarding onsite transplantation, the locations on-site that are proposed for transplantation 

are those where the target species were not found to be present in multiple years of focused surveys. These areas 

could therefore support the species without disruption or impacting existing populations. In areas found to be 

occupied by thread-leaved brodiaea and Orcutt’s brodiaea, results of the focused surveys and corresponding 

quadrat sampling of flowering individuals during the peak blooming period found that the brodiaea density on-site 

varies widely, from between approximately 16 flowering individuals per square meter (m2) to approximately 91 

flowering individuals/m2. This variation in density, as well as the evidence of suitable habitat areas not occupied, 

would suggest that the site is not at the carrying capacity for the species. The site could likely accommodate 

additional flowering individuals within areas currently occupied at a low density. 

What could not be adequately demonstrated to be mitigated on-site – which is anticipated to consist of 

approximately 1.09 acres of Diegan coastal Sage scrub -- must be shown to occur off-site through direct 

preservation, creation, restoration, and/or enhancement, or through the purchase of bank credits. Based on current 

credit availability, this remaining mitigation for Diegan coastal sage scrub and grassland could be provided through 

acquisition of credits from mitigation banks such as Brook Forest Mitigation Bank, Cleveland Corridor Conservation 

Bank, Heights of Pala Mesa Conservation Bank, Manchester Avenue Conservation Bank, Ramona Grasslands 

Conservation Bank, Red Mountain Conservation Bank, or another location deemed acceptable by the City, USFWS, 

and CDFW. MM-BIO-1 and MM-BIO-7b also provides this off-site contingency in response to comments from 

regulatory agencies and the subsequent regulatory process; however, it is anticipated that on-site measures will 

effectively mitigate for project impacts to vernal pools, San Diego button celery, thread-leaved brodiaea, Orcutt’s 

brodiaea, San Diego fairy shrimp and habitat, and other sensitive vegetation communities (i.e., grassland). Given 

the locations on-site and the mitigation quantities proposed, conceptual mitigation will provide sufficient onsite 

compensation to mitigate the project impacts without needing to rely on an off-site contingency. 

Project mitigation measures commit to rare plant and vernal pool mitigation requirements and explain the 

standards the project must meet. Additionally, please refer to the 2023 Summary Report from Helix (Attachment 1 

to this Responses to Comments document), which confirms the capacity of the site to complete on-site 

translocation. Project mitigation requires that the City and regulatory agencies review and approve the HMMP and 

PMP prior to issuance of land disturbance, clearing, grubbing, or grading permits for the Project site. 

Specifically, Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1 would preserve or restore sensitive plant species and vegetation 

communities that provide suitable habitat for these species through a rare plant transplant plan. MM-BIO-1 requires 

that the City and resource agencies (USFWS and/or CDFW) review and approve a rare plant transplant plan of the 

target plant species and to achieve establishment success. In addition to direct replacement/relocation of 

individuals impacted, the proposed mitigation plan will also include salvaging of on-site seed for greenhouse 

propagation as well as direct dispersal of seeds collected. The mitigation plan also includes several adaptive 

monitoring and management strategies following installation to provide additional contingency and assurance for 

success such as additional seed collection/propagation, additional plant distribution, intensifying maintenance, as 

well as collection and distribution of additional vernal pool inoculum. Implementation of these additional efforts are 

expected to supplement direct transplanting and provide assurance and compensation/replacement for individuals 

impacted. The plan will cover an initial establishment period and also to contain contingency/remedial measures 
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in case the performance standards prescribed in the approved rare plant transplant plan are not met. Contingency 

or remedial measures may include supplemental seeding or transplantation of nursery-grown plants, replacing dead 

plants, improving weed control, or other adaptive management techniques required by the resource agencies 

(USFWS and/or CDFW). In addition, the resource agencies may require the rare plant transplant plan also include 

off-site translocation and/or replanting at one of several candidate sites in the City having appropriate soils and 

habitat for these species. Resource agency verification that transplant plan performance standards have been met 

is required for the measure to be completed. Planning, mitigation, maintenance and monitoring, contingency 

measures, and ultimate verification of success will ensure the success of the transplant plan to mitigate project 

impacts. Given the proposed mitigation to translocate and replant these impacted individuals on-site, as well as 

plant additional greenhouse propagated individuals and implement contingency or remedial measures as 

applicable, the project is anticipated to result in an increase of occupied habitat on-site for rare plant species 

following the completion of mitigation.  

MM-BIO-3 requires the Applicant or Developer demonstrate that the required agency consultation has been 

completed related to adverse effects to San Diego Fairy shrimp, thread leaved brodiaea, and San Diego button 

celery prior to the issuance of any land disturbance, clearing, grubbing, or grading permits for the project site. This 

measure also requires that long-term perpetual protection and management of habitat for these listed species be 

addressed through implementation of a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) and Preserve Management 

Plan (PMP), as further set forth in mitigation measures MM-BIO-7a and MM-BIO-7b. 

MM-BIO-7a through MM-BIO-7b establish the compensatory mitigation ratios for impacts to sensitive natural 

communities and species; require implementation of compensatory mitigation on- site or off-site and require the 

preparation and implementation of a HMMP and PMP. These measures detail the information, mitigation, 

monitoring, stewardship, and management measures for the preserve area onsite or within any off-site areas. These 

measures establish mandatory standards, information, and subsequent agency permitting that commits the 

Applicant or Developer to mitigation and will ensure the plan’s success. A HMMP will include a summary of the 

project and corresponding mitigation requirements, the existing “baseline” conditions and functions of the 

proposed mitigation site, the suitability of the target mitigation site, proposed conditions and functions of the 

mitigation, costs and funding, ownership and other responsible entities, implementation (site preparation, resource 

salvaging, resource protection) procedures, maintenance and monitoring, reporting, contingencies, and 

determination of success. The standards for the HMMP and PMP are established by the mitigation measure; 

however, because condition, modification, and augmentation of the HMMP and PMP requires a consultation 

process and is subject to regulatory agency review, it is not feasible to provide the details of these plans as part of 

the mitigation measures. Evidence of agency consultation and approval of an HMMP and PMP must be provided to 

the City prior to issuance of any land disturbance, clearing, grubbing, or grading permits for the proposed project. 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2 requires City and the permit-issuing resource agency review and approval of a vernal 

pool mitigation plan (VPMP), that provides for the creation/expansion, re-establishment, and/or restoration, as well 

as maintenance and monitoring of vernal pools and the preservation and restoration of vernal pool areas to mitigate 

for impacts to this sensitive vegetation community and San Diego fairy shrimp and its habitat. This measure 

describes that mitigation will occur onsite according to the conceptual mitigation plan for the project. The measure 

describes that permit-issuing resource agency consultation and approval is required; and describes what shall be 

included in the VPMP, including creation and restoration methods, performance standards, contingency measures 

if performance standards are not met, and a resource salvage plan and translocation of fairy shrimp cysts by 

inoculation into suitable habitat within the preserve areas or created or restored onsite habitat. MM-BIO-2 requires 

that the Applicant or Developer provide full funding of the approved vernal pool mitigation plan via an endowment 
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or other mechanism of the cost estimate approved by the permit-issuing resource agency for financial assurance 

prior to any clearing, grubbing, grading, or other land disturbance related to the project. 

Again, MM-BIO-3 and MM-BIO-7a through MM-BIO-7b mandate agency consultation and the compensatory 

mitigation ratios for vernal pools. These mandatory standards, requirements, and subsequent regulatory permitting 

process will ensure the success of mitigation for vernal pool and San Diego fairy shrimp-related project impacts.  

Bolstered by a history of similar successfully implemented mitigation programs in the area, the proposed mitigation 

measures are feasible and support the finding that project impacts to biological resources will be less than 

significant following implementation of mitigation. For example, the successful implementation of rare plant 

translocation is supported by thread-leaved brodiaea translocations that have proven successful in the City at the 

Joli Ann Leichtag Elementary Preserve, Baldwin Preserve, and the Rancho Santalina Preserve. The Joli Ann Leichtag 

Elementary Preserve (Preserve) served as a receptor site for the translocation of thread-leaved brodiaea individuals 

that were within the impact footprint of the Elementary School. Subsequently, this Preserve site has also served as 

receptor location for thread-leaved brodiaea impacts related to the Laurel Creek Condominiums development 

project. Thread-leaved brodiaea were successfully translocated within an approximate 0.5-acre non-native 

grassland receptor area within the Preserve, which resulted in a total population of over 60,000 thread-leaved 

brodiaea in the Preserve. The Rancho Santalina Preserve has also been a receptor site for translocation of thread-

leaved brodiaea. These sites display similar characteristics as the project site (soil and vegetation types) and are 

located less than 2 miles from the project site. Each of these sites have completed successful translocation, are 

protected with conservation easements, and are currently under perpetual management by a Habitat Manager. 

The successful implementation of vernal pool preservation, creation, expansion, and enhancement is supported by 

the nearby Fry’s (i.e. Palomar Station) vernal pool mitigation site, which has been successfully implemented for 

several decades. Located approximately half a mile from the project, the density of resources at the Fry’s site are 

similar to that proposed for the project and depicted at Figure 13 of the Biological Resources Report (see EIR 

Appendix C), which represents the conceptual mitigation plan. The proposed project would also incorporate 

elements employed at the successful Fry’s vernal pool mitigation site, such as vernal pool CRAM analysis, grading 

parameters and techniques, plantings, additional native pollinator support, and success criteria. Information 

summarizing the success of vernal pool mitigation and density of resources at the nearby Fry’s site is included as 

Attachment 1 to Appendix C of the Final EIR.  

Global Response B: Sufficiency of Vernal Pool Mitigation Ratios and Performance Standards 

To the extent comments were received suggesting additional vernal pool mitigation is needed, the EIR recommends 

mitigation for vernal pools occur at a 3:1 ratio, which is more than the 2:1 minimum ratio required by the MHCP. 

Providing 3:1 means three times the impacted area will be enhanced, restored, and permanently preserved and 

managed with successful mitigation. Given the amount of disturbance at the site and likelihood that on-site vernal 

pools and sensitive plant populations would continue to degrade due to the competition of resources and 

abundance of non-native species, a 3:1 ratio is anticipated to fully compensate for the impacted vernal pool habitat 

and reduce impacts to less than significant levels. (Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport Beach (2012) 

211 Cal.App.4th 1209, 1233 [upholding 2:1 mitigation ratio and noting “mitigation need not account for every 

square foot of impacted habitat to be adequate. What matters is that the unmitigated impact is no longer 

significant.”]; Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 495 [upholding 3:1 

mitigation ratio for coastal sage scrub].)  
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Here, the mitigation ratios proposed were based on rarity or ecological importance of habitat type, distance from the 

impact site, temporal loss, and the likelihood of a successful mitigation process. As discussed in section 3.3.1, Existing 

Conditions, of the EIR, while the habitat type is important, it has been subject to continued disturbance due to human 

influence, including routine dumping of trash, off-highway vehicle recreation, unsanctioned community gatherings, 

and plant harvesting/poaching. The mitigation program would implement an onsite strategy to mitigate vernal pool 

impacts at a 3:1 ratio, which mitigation success will be ensured through appropriate creation, reestablishment, 

restoration, maintenance, monitoring with reporting, perpetual management, and financial assurances.  

The standards provided in pertinent regional planning documents, including the MHCP1, the MHCP subarea plans, 

industry examples of resource agency requirements, and experience in the field and review of successful mitigation 

in the area support the proposed 3:1 mitigation ratio for vernal pools at the site. Locally, a minimum 2:1 ratio is 

required by the MHCP and up to 3:1 is required by the City of Encinitas MHCP subarea plan. Within the adopted City 

of San Diego MSCP, a 2:1 ratio is required for impacts to vernal pools occupied with listed shrimp, a 3:1 ratio is 

required for pools also occupied by San Diego button celery, and up to 4:1 ratio is required for pools with Spreading 

navarretia, San Diego mesa mint, California Orcutt grass, and Otay mesa mint. The County of San Diego Biological 

Mitigation Ordinance states that a 3:1 mitigation ratio is required for impacts to vernal pools. Consistent with these 

local standards established to ensure adequate mitigation, the project proposes a 3:1 mitigation ratio for all 

impacted vernal pools both with and without listed shrimp or rare plants (including San Diego button celery).  

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Regional Water Quality Control Board precedent was also considered. While 

neither has a standard ratio for impacts to vernal pools, as projects are evaluated on a case-by-case basis, the 

Corps’ draft mitigation ratio checklist was consulted and verified the proposed 3:1 ratio. Further, the Regional 

Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), mitigation at the immediately nearby (approximately 0.5-mile) Fry’s vernal 

pool site required and completed at a 1.5:1 ratio (0.03-acres of vernal pool establishment to mitigate for a 0.02-

acre direct permanent).  

For instance, in California Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 603, 611, 621-

622, the court upheld a 2-1/1-1 preservation/creation requirement for vernal pool impacts and a 1:1 ratio for 

impacts to waters of the US. The current project proposes double this ratio at 3:1.  

For each of these reasons, the mitigation ratio of 3:1 proposed in the EIR is considered appropriate and sufficient 

to reduce vernal pool impacts below a level of significance. 

Global Response C: Off-Site Mitigation Contingency 

Comments questioned the feasibility of using off-site mitigation banks to fully compensate for project impacts. 

Based on the analysis of the Biological Resources Technical Report prepared for the project, the current project 

design proposes mitigation occur onsite via direct preservation, creation, restoration, and/or enhancement. Refer 

to EIR Appendix C, Biological Technical Report, Figure 13 Proposed Conceptual Mitigation, showing the proposed 

conceptual areas for onsite mitigation.  

The conceptual mitigation plan includes the following onsite mitigation: approximately 0.27-acre existing vernal 

pool preservation, approximately 0.28-acre of vernal pool creation, approximately 0.18-acre of vernal pool 

expansion, and approximately 0.02-acre vernal pool enhancement; approximately 6.83 acres of existing thread-

leaved brodiaea preservation; approximately 2.12 acres of existing Orcutt’s brodiaea preservation; approximately 

 
1 Note, because the City of San Marcos has not approved or adopted their Draft Subarea Plan, the project is not subject to the 

requirements of the MHCP, though it is recognized and herein as a guide for project site planning considerations. 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT 13170 
MAY 2024 RTC-7 

5.88 acres of thread-leaved brodiaea and Orcutt’s brodiaea translocation; and, approximately 1.99 acres of existing 

grassland preservation.  

What could not be adequately demonstrated to be mitigated onsite, which would be mitigated off-site, consists of 

approximately 1.09 acres of poor quality and isolated Diegan coastal Sage scrub. Mitigation for this sage scrub 

must occur off-site through direct preservation, creation, restoration, and/or enhancement, or through the purchase 

of bank credits. 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-7b identifies several conservation banks in the region that are appropriate to provide 

conservation credits for equivalent or superior sage scrub replacement habitat, including Brook Forest Mitigation 

Bank, Cleveland Corridor Conservation Bank, Heights of Pala Mesa Conservation Bank, Manchester Avenue 

Conservation Bank, Ramona Grasslands Conservation Bank, Red Mountain Conservation Bank, or another location 

deemed acceptable by the City, USFWS, and CDFW. An agency does not need to identify the exact location of offsite 

mitigation property for an EIR to comply with CEQA where it has committed to mitigation. (Preserve Wild Santee v. City 

of Santee (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 260, 279 [upholding mitigation providing for acquisition of offsite property -- or 

properties -- to meet Quino mitigation acreages], California Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009) 172 

Cal.App.4th 603, 621-622 [upholding proposed off-site vernal pool mitigation measure where no offsite location was 

identified].) The project is committed to purchase conservation credits prior to any land disturbance, clearing, 

grubbing, or issuance of grading permits for the project. Based on current credit availability, this remaining mitigation 

for Diegan coastal sage scrub and grassland could be provided through acquisition of credits from these banks.  

As discussed above and in the bio report, on-site mitigation, and off-site mitigation property (or properties) together 

will mitigate project impacts to less than significant. Implementation will be enforced as the Applicant or Developer 

must demonstrate compliance with mitigation performance standards identified in EIR Table 3.3-8, Mitigation for 

Impacts to Sensitive Natural Communities, whether achieved on- or off-site, prior to issuance of permits for land 

disturbance, clearing, grubbing, or grading permits being issued for the Project (MM-BIO-7b).  

In sum, the EIR adequately addresses the proposed project’s potential to significantly impact vernal pools 

containing San Diego fairy shrimp; San Diego button celery; thread-leaved brodiaea; and Orcutt’s brodiaea, and 

mitigation has been adopted that would reduce these impacts to less than significant levels.  
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Comment Letter A1 

 

 

Comment Letter Al 

From: Nick Gorman <Nick.Gorman@carlsbadca.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2023 8:24 AM 
To: Pacific Project <pacificproject@san-marcos.net> 

Cc: Nathan Schmidt <Nathan.Schmidt@carlsbadca.gov> 
Subject: Pacific Specific Plan (SCH#2022050650) - City of Carlsbad Comment 

CAUTION: This email or iginat ed fro m outs ide of t he orga nizat ion. Do not click lin ks or open attachments unless you 
recognize t he sender and know t he content is safe. 

Hey Chris, 

Nick Gorman with the City of Carlsbad' s Transportation Planning and Mobility group. We have just one 

comment on the Pacific Specific Plan (SCH#2022050650): 

• Figure 7-la in Appendix K currently shows 15 % of project traffic headed to/from the west along 
W San Marcos Blvd, please have the transportation analysis provide a trip distribution figure to 
show the number of daily and peak hour trips entering the City of Carlsbad via W San Marcos 
Blvd/Palomar Airport Road. Palomar Airport Road west of Melrose Rd is currently an exempt 
roadway, if the project adds 110 daily trips or 11 peak hour trips to any LOS exempt roadway, a 
Transportation System Management (TSM) payment will be required. 

Feel free to have LLG contact us if they have any questions or let us know if you have any questions. 

Thanks! 

Nick 

( ityof 
Carlsbad 
Nick Gorman, EIT 
Associate Engineer 
Public Works Branch/Transportation Department 
City of Carlsbad 
1635 Faraday Ave. 
Carlsbad, CA 92008 

www.carlsbadca.gov I nick.gorman@carlsbadca.gov 
442-339-2793 (office) I 442-359-8684 (mobi le) 

lnstagram I Facebook I Twitter I You Tube I I Enews 

Al-1 
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Response to Comment Letter A1 

Agency 

City of Carlsbad Public Works Branch/Transportation Department 

April 11, 2023 

A1-1 The comment relates to traffic delay or congestion, which is no longer considered a significant impact 

on the environment pursuant to CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code section 21099(b)(2).) The VMT analysis 

provided at Section 3.15 and Appendix J of the EIR address the project’s transportation impacts under 

CEQA. As the comment does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, no further 

response is required or necessary.  

Notwithstanding, in response to the comment related to the Local Transportation Analysis (LTA) 

prepared to comply with City requirements, LLG has prepared an extended project traffic distribution 

(attached below), which shows the distribution of trips entering Carlsbad via W. San Marcos 

Blvd/Palomar Airport Rd. To inform the distribution of trips, LLG has used existing traffic patterns and 

the location of compatible land uses. Palomar Airport Road, west of Melrose Drive, within the City of 

Carlsbad, is expected to receive approximately 3% of project traffic. This equates to 81 daily trips, 6 AM 

peak hour trips, and 7 PM peak hour trips, which is below the City of Carlsbad thresholds for triggering 

a required Transportation System Management payment of 110 daily trips or 11 peak hour trips. It 

should be noted that the City of Carlsbad’s jurisdiction over Palomar Airport Road commences 

approximately 3.5 miles from the project site, such that most project traffic has already distributed to 

other roadways and locales before reaching the City. 
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Comment Letter A2 

Comment Letter A2 

~1,.NTOF-,., 

Q <; 
u( 15 
:> J:, 

United States Department of the Interior 
U.S. FISH AND WILDUFE SERVICE 

Ecological Services 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildl ife Ofttce 

2 177 Salk Avenue, Suite 250 
Carlsbad, California 92008 

In Repl y Refer to: 
22-0053959 _ CEQA _ EIR_ SD 

Chris Garcia 
Associate Planner 
City of San Marcos Planning Division 
1 Civic Center Drive 
San Marcos, California 92069 

April 13, 2023 
Sent Electronically 

Subject: Comments on the Environmental Impact Report for the Pacific Specific Plan, City of 
San Marcos, San Diego Cow1ty, California 

Dear Chris Garcia: 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) for the Pacific Specific Plan (project) , in the City of San Marcos (City), California. We 
previously commented on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this project in our letter dated 
July 12th, 2022 (FWS-SDG-2022-0053959). Our comments and recommendations are based on 
the infonnation provided in the DEIR and our knowledge of sensitive and declining vegetation 
commw1ities in San Diego County, and our participation in regional conservation plamung 
efforts including the Multiple Habitat Conservation Program (MHCP). 

The primary concern and mandate of the Service is the protection of public fish and wildlife 
resources and their habitats . The Service has legal responsibility for the welfare of migratory 
birds, anadromous fish, and threatened and endangered animals and plants occurring in the 
United States. The Service is also responsible for adnu1ustering the Federal Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 (Act), as amended (1 6 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), including habitat conservation plans 
(HCP) developed under section 1 0(a)(l)(B) of the Act. 

The proposed 33-acre project site is located northwest of the comer of Las Posas Road and 
Linda Vista Drive in the City of San Marcos, and is surrounded by existing development. The 
DEIR evaluates a request for a Specific Plan, General Plan Amendment, Rezone, Multi-Family 
Site Development Plan, and Tentative Subdivision Map for a residential development project. 
The General Plan Amendment and Rezone would change the General Plan designation and 
Zoning from Industrial (I) to Specific Plan Area (SPA) to allow development of 449 residential 
Uiuts, including a mix of apartments, rowhomes, villas, and affordable flats on approximately 
14.58 acres of the 33-acre project site. The project is located within the planning boU11daries of 
the MHCP. The MHCP is a comprehensive, multiple jurisdictional planning program designed to 
develop an ecosystem preserve in northwestern San Diego County . Implementation of the MHCP 
is intended to protect viable populations of key sensitive species and their habitats, while 
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accommodating continued economic development and quality of life for residents of the region. 
Individual jurisdictions have the option of pursuing habitat conservation plans (HCPs) to 
implement the MHCP within their jurisdictions. Although San Marcos is not currently pursuing 
an HCP pursuant to the MHCP, the MHCP nevertheless provides helpful guidance for 
development and conservation within northwestern San Diego County. 

As stated in our NOP comment letter, the project site includes the largest remaining vernal pool 
complex in the City. This vernal pool complex supports the federally endangered San Diego 
fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis; fairy shrimp), federally endangered San Diego 
button celery (Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii; button celery), and federally threatened 
spreading navarretia (Nm1arretiafossalis; navarretia) . The project site also includes the largest 
remaining unconserved native grassland in the City . This native grassland supports one of the 
largest known populations of the federally threatened thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea jilifolia) 
and regionally sensitive Orcutt' s brodiaea (Brodiaea orcuttii). The Recovery Plan for Vernal 
Pools of Southern California (Service 1998) identifies the conservation of vernal pools and their 
watersheds at the project site in a configuration that maintains habitat function and species 
viability as important conservation actions for the recovery of fairy shrimp, button celery, and 
navarretia. The project site is also designated critical habitat for the fairy shrimp, thread-leaved 
brodiaea, and navarretia . Finally, the project site is part of the " San Marcos Major Amendment 
Area" identified in the MHCP, which identifies the thread-leaved and Ocrutt' s brodiaea 
occurrences on the project site as "major populations" and "critical locations," 1 and the fairy 
shrimp, button celery, and navarretia occurrences on the project site as critical locations for these 
species. The MHPA states that all major populations will be avoided to the maximwn degree 
practicable without precluding reasonable use of the property and that known critical locations 
will be totally avoided. 

In light of the above, the Service considers the project site to be of high biological value and 
conservation priority. We appreciate the consideration of our recommendations provided on the 
NOP, as stated in Appendix A of the DEIR (Dudek 2023), and we support the protection of the 
site for conservation purposes, as described in Alternative 4.3.2 of the DEIR. As expressed 
previously, we also recommended that the DEIR include an alternative that develops no more 
than 25 percent along the southern border of the project site. Section 1.5.3 of the DEIR describes 
a reduced development footprint alternative that lin1its development to 25 percent of the project 
site but proposes three separate non-contiguous areas of the site: the northwest comer, the 
northeast comer, and the south-central portions of the site as opposed to limiting impacts to 
the southern border. 

In consideration of the project site ' s significant biological value we continue to recommend the 
FEIR include an alternative that limits impacts to no more than 25 percent of the project site and 
restricts development to the southernmost third of the project site. Based on our review of the 

1 Maj or populations are defined in the MHCP as those "suffic iently large to be self-sustaining with a minimum of 
active or intensive management intervention (especiall y for plants) or at least support enough breeding individuals to 
contribute reliably to the overa ll metapopulation stabili ty of the species (especially for animals)." Critical locations 
are defined as "areas that must be substantially conserved for that species [or vegetation] to be considered adequately 
conserved by the MHCP." 
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DEIR, limiting development to the southern third of the project site would minimize impacts to 
sensitive biological resources, including federally protected species. Limited development in 
this area would avoid direct impacts to most of the vernal pools; minimize impacts to the north 
to south surface water flow across the project site; and avoid significant areas occupied by 
thread-leaved brodiaea. 

Mitigation measure 7b from Section 3.3 of the DEIR states that direct impacts to sensitive 
communities will be mitigated through the implementation of on-site and/or off-site habitat 
preservation, creation, restoration, and/or enhancement or the purchase of off-site conservation 
credits from a conservation mitigation bank (bank). At this time the Service is not aware of any 
off-site property or bank that would be appropriate to mitigate impacts to listed species and their 
critical habitats from the proposed project. Lack of viable off-site mitigation options emphasizes 
the importance of maximizing on-site avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of.impacts. 

Based on a 2020 study of the project site, fairy shrimp were found in 20 vernal pool basins 
(HELIX 2023). We recommend that updated protocol surveys for fairy shrimp be conducted. If 
any additional basins are found to contain fairy shrimp, the FEIR should evaluate its impacts to 
these vernal pools and include alternatives that avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate potential 
additional impacts. 

The Service is available to arrange a meeting with the City and applicant to discuss project details, 
including design, avoidance measures, and mitigation options. We appreciate the opportunity 
to comment on this DEIR. If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact 
Taylor Curtis 2 at 760-431 -9440, extension 371. 

Sincerely, 
JONATHAN Digi tally signed by 

JONATHAN SNYDER 

SNYDER Date: 2023.04.13 
13 :15:30 -07'00' 

Jonathan D. Snyder 
Assistant Field Supenrisor 

cc: 
David Mayer, California Department offish and Wildlife 
Karen Drewe, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Jennifer Turner, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Meredith Osborne, California Department offish and Wildlife 

2 Taylor_ Curti s@fws.gov 
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Response to Comment Letter A2 

Agency 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

April 13, 2023 

A2-1 The comment provides an introduction to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife’s (USFWS) role and its function. The 

comment does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR. No further response is 

required or necessary.  

A2-2 The comment provides a summary of the project description and project location and introduces the 

MHCP. The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR. No further 

response is required or necessary.  

A2-3 The comment describes the biological setting of the project site, including all federally endangered and 

threatened species on-site. This comment also describes the project site as part of the San Marcos 

Major Amendment Area identified in the MHCP. The comment restates information contained in the 

Draft EIR and does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR. No further response 

is required or necessary.  

A2-4 The comment recommends that the EIR include an alternative that develops no more than 25 percent 

along the southern border of the project site, restricting development to the southernmost third of the 

project site. The comment states this would minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources, 

including federally protected species; avoid direct impacts to most of the vernal pools; minimize 

impacts to the north to south surface water flow across the project site; and avoid significant areas 

occupied by thread-leaved brodiaea.  

In the Draft EIR, as the comment notes, a Reduced Development Footprint Alternative with a 25 percent 

footprint was considered in Section 4.4.5 in response to prior comments from USFWS. The Reduced 

Development Footprint Alternative was designed, as requested, to prioritize avoidance of vernal pools 

and then avoid thread-leafed brodiaea (TLB). This alternative was determined to avoid vernal pools in 

comparison to the proposed project impacts, but result in a more severe impact to TLB, impacting 

approximately 53% of TLB and its critical habitat onsite compared to the project’s impact to 19% of TLB. 

In response to this comment, an alternate design reflecting a development disturbance footprint that 

would affect approximately 30 percent of the overall 33.2-acre site, located along the southern border, 

is considered, and analyzed in Chapter 4 (Section 4.4.6) of the Final EIR. The “Reduced Development 

Footprint Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact Minimization” included in the Final EIR Alternatives Chapter, 

considers a variation on the Reduced Development Footprint Alternative previously evaluated in the 

Draft EIR. Under the “Reduced Development Footprint Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact Minimization”, 

development would occur only within a reduced development footprint in the southern portion of the 

project site, resulting in the development of 228 multi-family homes on approximately 10.11 acres of 

the 33.2-acre project site. The remaining approximately 23.11 acres of the 33.2-acre project site would 

be preserved and restored as open space and habitat area.  

Similar to the Reduced Development Footprint Alternative evaluated in Section 4.4.5 of the Draft EIR, 

the “Reduced Development Footprint Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact Minimization” would result in 
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significant impacts to sensitive biological resources (vegetation, vernal pools, and thread-leaved 

brodiaea) and would be required to incorporate mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant. 

This “Reduced Development Footprint Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact Minimization” alternative would 

result in an increased level of significant impacts to a federally and state listed rare plant; approximately 

72,158 more thread-leaved brodiaea plants would need translocation by this alternative rather than 

avoided and protected in-place by the proposed project analyzed in the Draft EIR. This “Reduced 

Development Footprint Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact Minimization” alternative would also cluster 

development along and within the southern portion of the site, which would consolidate development 

potentially reducing the development interfaces/edges to adjacent preservation areas on-site. 

Because TLB has been found primarily in the southern portion of the site, this alternative would result 

in approximately 2.4 times the impact to TLB when compared to the proposed project. Although this 

alternative will result in increased impacts to TLB a development design along the southern third of the 

site would avoid direct impacts to most of the vernal pools, including all pools with listed fairy shrimp 

species. This alternative would result in a benefit to listed fairy shrimp species (i.e., no impacts); 

consequently, such an alternate design would impact approximately 45 percent of the TLB-occupied 

areas on-site compared to the project’s impact to 19 percent of TLB-occupied areas.  

To the extent the comment states that an alternative developing the southernmost third of the site 

should be considered to minimize impacts to north-south surface water flows, based on field surveys 

conducted for the project since 2018, above ground level surface (I.e., overland) water flows typically 

do not exist onsite. Furthermore, results of the aquatic resources delineation did not identify any natural 

Ordinary High Water Marks (OHWM) on-site, which is a primary indicator for surface water flow and 

defined in 33 Code of Federal Regulations Section 329.11 as “that line on the shore established by 

the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical characteristics such as a clear, natural line 

impressed on the bank; shelving; changes in the character of the soil; destruction of terrestrial 

vegetation; the presence of litter or debris; or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics 

of the surrounding areas.” Overland surface flows were only detected in 2023, which was the largest 

rainfall year in the region for many decades. Even during this record-breaking rainfall year, overland 

surface flows were only observed in the southwest corner of the site. Specifically, overland surface 

flows were observed on-site during the field survey with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on March 23, 

2023 within the storm drain outfall at Linda Vista Road, as well as the linear swale feature parallel to 

South Las Posas Road and the vernal pool located immediately to the north of the swale (see Figure 

12b of the Biological Resources Technical Report), which is an area designed to be avoided and 

protected in place by the proposed project. Ultimately, proposing development of the southernmost 

third of the site as suggested by the commentor would worsen and eliminate this overland surface 

connection, rather than avoid or minimize impacts to such surface flows compared to the proposed 

project. No other areas of the site were found to have overland surface flows, including any overland 

surface flow into or between vernal pools or other depressional features. Thus, these survey 

observations further validate and confirm that the vernal pools and other depressional features on-site 

become inundated (i.e., fill with water) as a result of direct precipitation and are independent 

depressional features in the land that are not hydrologically connected or reliant on each other. 

Nonetheless, to address this comment from USFWS, the “Reduced Development Footprint 

Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact Minimization” alternative has been included in Chapter 4, Section 

4.4.6, of the Final EIR under project alternatives considered. Furthermore, as outlined in Section 4.5 
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of Chapter 4 of the Final EIR, this “Reduced Development Footprint Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact 

Minimization” alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative as a result of 

reduction in the development footprint on the 33.2-acre project site and identified significant impacts 

in comparison to the proposed project, in addition to meeting most of the project objectives. 

A2-5 The comment references mitigation measure 7b (MM-BIO-7b) and states that USFWS is not aware of 

any off-site property or bank that would be appropriate to mitigate impacts to listed species and their 

critical habitats and that lack of viable off-site mitigation options emphasizes the importance of 

maximizing on-site avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of impacts.  

MM-BIO-7b requires that the project demonstrate compliance with compensatory mitigation for direct 

permanent impacts to sensitive communities in accordance with ratios identified in MM-BIO-7a. The 

mitigation ratios in MM-BIO-7a act as minimum performance standards to ensure that adequate 

mitigation occurs for project impacts and includes that any additional requirements imposed in the 

approvals (i.e., agency permits) by the USFWS, USACE, RWQCB, and/or CDFW would also be required. 

Mitigation proposed for the project is primarily targeted to be on-site within the proposed conservation 

area, which is presented on Figure 13 of the Biological Resources Report. MM-BIO-7b provides some 

level of flexibility and presents additional options that such mitigation may occur through one or a 

combination of: on-site preservation, creation, restoration, and/or enhancement; off-site preservation, 

creation, restoration, and/or enhancement; or the purchase of off-site conservation credits from a 

conservation bank in the region. The mitigation thus establishes the performance standards the project 

must meet and identifies the alternative means to mitigate the identified impacts.  

The current proposed project design first avoids and minimizes impacts to sensitive natural 

communities to the extent feasible. Based on the analysis of the Biological Resources Technical Report 

prepared for the project, it is anticipated that the current project design would allow for a substantial 

proportion of the required mitigation may be able to be provided onsite via direct preservation, creation, 

restoration, and/or enhancement. Refer to EIR Appendix C, Biological Technical Report, Figure 13 

Proposed Conceptual Mitigation, showing the proposed conceptual areas for onsite mitigation. The 

conceptual mitigation proposed includes the following: approximately 0.27-acre existing vernal pool 

preservation, approximately 0.28-acre of vernal pool creation, approximately 0.18-acre of vernal pool 

expansion, and approximately 0.02-acre vernal pool enhancement; approximately 6.83 acres of 

existing thread-leaved brodiaea preservation; approximately 2.12 acres of existing Orcutt’s brodiaea 

preservation; approximately 5.88 acres of thread-leaved brodiaea and Orcutt’s brodiaea translocation; 

and, approximately 1.99 acres of existing grassland preservation. What could not be adequately 

demonstrated to be mitigated on-site (approximately 1.09 acres of Diegan coastal Sage scrub) must 

be shown to occur off-site through direct preservation, creation, restoration, and/or enhancement, or 

through the purchase of bank credits. Based on current credit availability, this remaining mitigation for 

Diegan coastal sage scrub and grassland could be provided through acquisition of credits from 

mitigation banks (such as Brook Forest Mitigation Bank, Cleveland Corridor Conservation Bank, Heights 

of Pala Mesa Conservation Bank, Manchester Avenue Conservation Bank, Ramona Grasslands 

Conservation Bank, Red Mountain Conservation Bank, or another location deemed acceptable by the 

City, USFWS, and CDFW). The City acknowledges the comment that an off-site property or bank may 

not currently offer adequate mitigation for the entire acreage set forth at MM-BIO-7a for the applicable 

listed species and critical habitat impacts at the project site; however, it is anticipated that on-site and 

off-site mitigation together would be able to satisfy the project’s mitigation requirements. Accordingly, 
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it has been demonstrated that this mitigation approach proposed will successfully be implemented to 

reduce the identified impacts below a level of significance. Where the alternative means of mitigation 

have been identified and committed to, CEQA does not require that a proposed mitigation site be 

identified, or the precise details of implementation be identified at this stage. (See, California Native 

Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 603, 622; Preserve Wild Santee v. City 

of Santee (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 260.) 

A2-6 The comment restates information provided in the DEIR that fairy shrimp surveys were conducted in 

2020 and recommends that updated protocol surveys for fairy shrimp be conducted.  

Generally, only a single wet and dry season survey is required under the USFWS survey guidelines. 

However, if surveys do not adhere to USFWS protocol or if wet season surveys were conducted in year 

of insufficient rainfall (such as a drought year), the USFWS can consider the surveys invalid or unreliable 

and require an additional wet season survey.  

USFWS-compliant protocol wet and dry season surveys for San Diego fairy shrimp were conducted by 

Helix across the entire property in 2020 in accordance with the USFWS Survey Guidelines for the Listed 

Large Branchiopods (USFWS 2017). (DEIR, Appendix C, Biological Technical Report; Survey Guidelines 

for the Listed Large Branchiopods, available at https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/ 

survey-guidelines-for-large-branchiopods.pdf.). The project’s wet season survey occurred via seven site 

visits occurring from March 22 to May 4, 2020. The 2020 fairy shrimp survey of the project site was 

performed in a year recorded to have 68% more rainfall than average years. Following the wet season 

survey, dry season surveys were conducted. The 2020 wet and dry surveys encompassed features 

detected on-site in 2020, as well as features previously recorded by others during focal protocol efforts 

conducted by others in 2002 and 2006.  

The wet and dry season surveys identified a total of 99 features (i.e., 46 vernal pools, 38 road ruts, and 

15 other depressions) on-site that could support fairy shrimp. Of these features, the surveys found 20 

basins (i.e., 16 vernal pools, 2 road ruts, and two other depressions) occupied by San Diego fairy 

shrimp, 4 basins occupied by versatile fairy shrimp, and 1 basin with unidentified fairy shrimp species. 

The remaining 74 features were found unoccupied for fairy shrimp species. Further, based on the 

results of the 2020 surveys, no features identified as unoccupied in 2002 or 2006 were found in 2020 

to be occupied. Corresponding survey reports were submitted to the USFWS and were considered 

appropriate/acceptable by the USFWS.  

Accordingly, the method of analysis in the EIR is supported by substantial evidence and provides a 

sufficient degree of analysis and complete information to allow the public and decision-makers assess 

impacts to fairy shrimp.  

A2-7 The comment includes concluding remarks. The comment does not raise any specific environmental 

issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required or necessary.  
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~ 
Sta te of California - Natural Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
South Coast Region 
3883 Ruffin Road 
San Diego, CA 92123 
(858) 467-4201 

www.w ildlife.ca.gov 

April 17. 2023 

Chris Garcia , Associate Planner 
City of San Marcos Planning Division 
1 Civic Center Drive 
San Marcos, CA 92069 
CGarcia@san-marcos.net 

GAVIN NEWSOM. Governor 

CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Pacific Specific Plan, 
SCH #2022050650, San Diego County 

Dear Mr. Garcia : 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) from the City of San Marcos (City; Lead Agency) for the Pacific Specific 
Plan (Project). Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations 
regarding those activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife . 
Likewise , we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the 
Project that CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its 
own regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code . 

CDFW's Role 

CDFW is California 's Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those resources 
in trust by statute for all the people of the State [Fish & G. Code, §§ 711 . 7, subdivision (a) & 
1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 
§ 15386, subdivision (a)] . CDFW, in its trustee capacity , has jurisdiction over the conservation , 
protection, and management offish , wildlife , native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically 
sustainable populations of those species (Id ., § 1802) . Similarly, for purposes of CEQA, CDFW 
is charged by law to provide , as available , biological expertise during public agency 
environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on Projects and related activities that have 
the potential to adversely affect State fish and wildlife resources. 

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA (Pub. Resources 
Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381 ). CDFW expects that it may need to exercise 
regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code, including lake and streambed 
alteration regulatory authority (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et seq.). Likewise , to the extent 
implementation of the Project as proposed may result in "take", as defined by State law, of any 
species protected under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, 
Fish & G. Code, §1900 et seq.), CDFW recommends the Project proponent obtain appropriate 
authorization under the Fish and Game Code. 

Conserving Ca{ifomia's Wi{afije Since 1870 
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CDFW also administers the Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) program, a 
California regional habitat conservation planning program. The City was a local jurisdiction 
participant in the planning of the Subregional Multiple Habitat Conservation Program 
(MHCP) in the late 1990's and early 2000's. The City had prepared a draft Subarea Plan under 
the Subregional MHCP, which addressed regional conservation planning across seven 
incorporated jurisdictions on northern San Diego County. However, the San Marcos Subarea 
Plan was not finalized , and state and federal permits have not been issued to the City. To date, 
only the City of Carlsbad has received permits pursuant to the MHCP; however, the conservation 
principals in the subregional MHCP remain extremely relevant for development projects 
occurring in San Marcos and the other jurisdictions, and should be seen as a strong guide toward 
assessing the significance of impacts to biological resources under CEQA. 

Project Description and Summary 

Objective: The Project proposes a General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan, Rezone , Multi
Family Site Development Plan, and Tentative Subdivision Map for a proposed residential 
community development. The General Plan Amendment and Rezone would change the General 
Plan designation and Zoning from Industrial (I) to Specific Plan Area (SPA) to allow the Project. 
The proposed Project consists of residential development on undeveloped land as well as 
infrastructure improvements and connections to existing surrounding developed areas. The 
Project includes site grading and new construction of 449 dwelling units on approximately 15.09 
acres of the 33.2-acre Project site , comprising a mix of apartments, rowhomes, villas, and 
affordable flats. The Project would also include a total of 927 parking spaces and 134,985 square 
feet of common open space area. The Project also includes biofiltration/retention features, 
landscaping , and circulation improvement elements. The remaining approximately 17.94 acres of 
the 33.2-acre Project site would be preserved and restored as open space and habitat area. 

Location: The proposed Project site is located within Assessor's Parcel Numbers (APNs) 219-
222-01-00, 219-222-02-00, 219-222-03-00, and 219-222-04-00 in the northwestern portion of 
San Diego County within the City. The Project site is surrounded by development, bordered by 
La Mirada Drive to the north, South Las Posas Road to the east, Linda Vista Drive to the south, 
and South Pacific Street to the west. 

Biological Resources: Though surrounded by development, the Project site contains multiple 
sensitive resources, including a vernal pool/mima mound complex, sensitive habitat types, and 
multiple state and federally listed species. Sensitive resources are distributed over the entirety of 
the property owing to the heavy clay soils comprising the site . The biological resource values 
have been well-documented, and the property has long been recognized as having extremely 
high biological value that is not found elsewhere in northern San Diego County. 

Six special status plant species were observed on-site during biological surveys conducted in 
2018, 2020, 2021 and 2022: San Diego button-celery (Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii; 
federally listed endangered , state-listed endangered, California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
Rare Plant Rank 1 B.1 , proposed Narrow Endemic under the MHCP), thread-leaved brodiaea 
(Brodiaea filifolia ; federally listed threatened, state-listed endangered, CNPS Rare Plant Rank 
1 B.1 , proposed Narrow Endemic under the MHCP), Orcutt's brodiaea (Brodiaea orcuttii; CNPS 
Rare Plant Rank 1 B.1 ), chaparral rein orchid (Piperia cooperi; CNPS Rare Plant Rank 4.2), 
small-flowered morning glory (Convolvulus simulans; CNPS Rare Plant Rank 4.2) , and graceful 
tarplant (Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata; CNPS Rare Plant Rank 4.2). 
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One special status animal species was detected on-site during protocol wet season and dry 
season focused surveys in 2020. San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis) is a 
vernal pool obligate species that is federally listed as endangered and proposed as a Narrow 
Endemic under the MHCP. The MHCP considers the on-site population to be a critical population 
of the species for the subregion. 

The Project site is located within the boundaries of the MHCP, and within the Vernal Pool Major 
Amendment Area in the City's Draft Subarea Plan. In the context of the MHCP, the Project site is 
outside of the Biological Core and Linkage Area and is identified as a "Major Amendment Area" 
in the MHCP Focused Planning Area FPA. The site is not within or adjacent to any conserved 
lands. Although the Project site was specifically excluded from the MHCP conservation 
areas/acreages, estimates, and requirements, the site is recognized in the MHCP to support 
sensitive biological resources and is targeted as an isolated preserve area for conservation and 
incorporation into the MHCP preserve system . 

The Project site is located within U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) designated critical 
habitat for the San Diego fairy shrimp and thread-leaved brodiaea. 

In summary, the Project site includes the largest remaining vernal pool complex in the City that 
supports the San Diego fairy shrimp and San Diego button celery. The Project site also includes 
the largest remaining non-conserved native grassland in the City and supports one of the 
largest known populations of the state endangered thread-leaved brodiaea , as well as the non
listed but regionally sensitive Orcutt's brodiaea. 

Following meetings and site visits with the Project proponent and the City, and upon reviewing 
the 2022 Notice of Preparation of the DEIR, CDFW and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(collectively the Wildlife Agencies) suggested two alternatives to the proposed Project. The first 
was conservation of the entire Project site as-is. Conservation of the site would occur through 
purchase with grants or mitigation funds from other projects or through the establishment of a 
mitigation bank. The Mitigation Bank Alternative was considered in the DEIR but rejected . The 
second alternative was a reduced footprint in which no more than 25% of the site would be 
impacted by the development footprint. The Reduced Footprint Alternative was considered in 
the DEIR . The proposed design would have reduced impacts to vernal pools but increased 
impacts to thread-leaved brodiaea. The Reduced Footprint Alternative was deemed 
environmentally superior to the proposed Project; however, it was not selected. 

Four of the special-status plant species occurring on-site would be directly impacted by the 
Project. Approximately 33,714 individuals (19%) of thread-leaved brodiaea and 47 individuals of 
San Diego button-celery (29%) are located within the Project footprint and would be directly 
impacted. Approximately 80,907 of the 127,517 Orcutt's brodiaea individuals mapped on site 
(approximately 63.4%) would be impacted . The MHCP identifies the Project site as supporting a 
critical population of Orcutt's brodiaea. Impacts to graceful tarplant would occur but were not 
quantified and not considered significant in the DEIR. Direct impacts to chaparral rein orchid 
and small-flowered morning-glory are not expected . Proposed mitigation for impacts to thread
leaved brodiaea, San Diego button-celery, and Orcutt's brodiaea is translocation and/or 
replanting through propagation into existing suitable habitat in the on-site open space preserve 
interspersed with existing patches of these species. Numbers of individuals that would be 
impacted was quantified in the DEIR , but not the spatial area occupied by the sensitive species 
that would be lost or the area of the proposed receptor sites on the Project property. 
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The Project would impact 8 basins occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp, with the remaining 12 
basins on-site occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp (11 vernal pools and 1 road rut) to be 
avoided by the Project development, including avoidance of their corresponding watersheds 
plus a buffer surrounding the watershed. The Project considered on-site drainage direction and 
would be designed in a manner to mimic the potential drainage/discharge flow point and path 
on-site ; thus, Project impacts to site drainage were considered less than significant in the DEIR. 
Proposed mitigation for impacts to vernal pools would be creation , re-establishment, and/or 
restoration to occur on-site within appropriate suitable habitat. Impacts to San Diego fairy 
shrimp would consist of salvage and translocation of cysts by inoculation into existing suitable 
habitat within approved preserve areas or into created or restored habitat on-site. 

Project implementation would result in significant impacts to sensitive natural communities (i.e ., 
Diegan coastal sage scrub (1.09 acres), native grassland (5.32 acres), mixed grassland (5.52 
acres) , non-native grassland (3.57 acres) , and vernal pools (0 .15 acre) . Proposed mitigation for 
these impacts would consist of implementation of on-site and/or off-site habitat preservation, 
creation , restoration , and/or enhancement and/or purchase of off-site conservation credits from 
a conservation bank in the region and deemed acceptable by the City. Proposed mitigation 
ratios for the impacted habitats are as follows: Diegan coastal sage scrub (1 :1 ), native 
grassland (2:1 ), mixed grassland (0.5:1 ), non-native grassland (0.5:1 ), and vernal pools (3:1 ). 

Comments and Recommendations 

CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the City in adequately 
identifying , avoiding, and/or mitigating the Project's significant, or potentially significant, direct, 
and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources. 

1. Mitigation Measure or Alternative and Related Impact Shortcoming 

Comment#1: 

Issue: Proposed on-site mitigation for impacts to vernal pools containing San Diego fairy 
shrimp and for San Diego button celery, thread-leaved brodiaea , and Orcutt's brodiaea are 
not adequate to fully mitigate for permanent loss of occupied habitat acreage. 

Specific Impacts: Project impacts would permanently reduce the acreage of vernal pool 
habitat and habitat for the three sensitive plant species. 

Why impacts would occur: Project construction would directly impact the San Diego fairy 
shrimp and special status plants occurring within the Project footprint and result in permanent 
loss of acreage of habitat for these species. 

Evidence impacts would be significant: The Project site includes the largest remaining 
vernal pool complex in the City that supports the San Diego fairy shrimp and San Diego 
button celery. The Project site also includes the largest remaining unconserved native 
grassland in the City that supports one of the largest known populations of the thread-leaved 
brodiaea and regionally sensitive Orcutt's brodiaea. Over the years, there has been 
cumulative loss within the City of vernal pools and occupied habitat acreage for these 
sensitive species, three of which are proposed MHCP Narrow Endemics, due to construction 
of other projects. 
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Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s): 

Mitigation Measure #1: Creation of new vernal pools and translocation of the impacted 
sensitive species is proposed to occur on the Project site , in areas interspersed with existing 
vernal pools, thread-leaved brodiaea, and Orcutt's brodiaea. This proposed on-site mitigation 
may not be biologically viable and therefore not adequate to fully mitigate the loss of 
biological functions and values as required under CESA. Areas where an impacted species is 
already present are often at the carrying capacity for the habitat, and introduction of 
transplanted individuals may actually disrupt the equilibrium of the population and could 
decrease the on-site vitality of the species. In addition to on-site translocation of individuals of 
the impacted species, the final EIR should address off-site mitigation through acquisition and 
preservation in perpetuity of existing vernal pools containing San Diego fairy shrimp and/or 
San Diego button celery , as well as off-site preservation of existing occupied habitat for 
thread-leaved brodiaea and Orcutt's brodiaea. CDFW acknowledges it may not be possible 
to find one off-site location that supports multiple target species as occurs on the project site. 

Specific Comments 

1. For impacts to CESA-listed San Diego button celery and thread-leaved brodiaea , an 
Incidental Take Permit (ITP) would be required (pursuant to Fish & Game Code, § 2080 
et seq. ). To obtain appropriate take authorization under CESA, early consultation with 
CDFW is encouraged, as significant modification to a project and mitigation measures 
may be required to obtain a CESA permit. Revisions to the Fish and Game Code, 
effective January 1998, may require that CDFW issue a separate CEQA document for the 
issuance of an ITP unless the Project's CEQA document addresses all Project impacts to 
CESA-listed species and specifies a mitigation, monitoring, and reporting program 
(MMRP) that will meet the requirements of an ITP. For these reasons, the take proposed 
to be authorized by CDFW's ITP, biological mitigation monitoring , and reporting proposals 
should be described in detail in the Project's CEQA document to satisfy the requirements 
for a CESA ITP. 

2. The areas proposed as mitigation lands should be protected in perpetuity with a perpetual 
biological conservation easement (CE), financial assurance, and dedication to a qualified 
entity for long-term management and monitoring. Under Government Code , section 
65967, the Lead Agency must exercise due diligence in reviewing the qualifications of a 
governmental entity, special district, or nonprofit organization to effectively manage and 
steward land, water, or natural resources on mitigation lands it approves. The CE should 
be approved by the Wildlife Agencies prior to its execution and should follow the Agency
approved template. There should be no provision for public trails in the CE areas. The 
Project Applicant should submit the CE to the Wildlife Agencies for review and approva l at 
least 60 days prior to initiating Project impacts. The Project Applicant should submit the 
final easements and evidence of their recordation to the Wildlife Agencies within 60 days 
of receiving approval of the draft CE. 

3. The Project Applicant should implement a Habitat Management Plan (HMP) to cover 
perpetual management, maintenance, and monitoring of the biological CE areas. The 
Applicant should also establish a non-wasting endowment for an amount approved by the 
Wildlife Agencies based on a Property Analysis Record (PAR) (Center for Natural Lands 
Management ©1998) or similar cost estimation method to secure the ongoing funding for 
the perpetual management, maintenance, and monitoring of the biological conservation 
easement areas by an agency, non-profit organization , or other entity approved by the 
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Wildlife Agencies. The Applicant should submit a draft HMP including a description of 
perpetual management, maintenance, and monitoring actions and the PAR or other cost 
estimation results for the non-wasting endowment to the City and Wildlife Agencies for 
approval at least 60 days prior to initiating Project impacts. The Applicant should submit 
the final plan to the Wildlife Agencies and transfer the funds for the non-wasting 
endowment to a non-profit conservation entity, within 60 days of receiving approval of the 
draft plan. 

The HMP should include measures to protect the targeted habitat values of the mitigation 
areas in perpetuity from direct and indirect negative impacts. Issues that should be 
addressed include but are not limited to the following: protection from any future 
development and zone changes; prohibition on public access; proposed land dedications; 
control of illegal dumping ; control of invasive plants; water pollution ; and monitoring and 
enforcement against human intrusion. Adequate funding should be provided to allow for 
patrolling of the CE area 2-3 times per month to inspect for signs of human intrusion or 
damage. The PAR should include contingency funding that would provide for not only 
periodic fence repair, but complete replacement of the fencing should it become 
necessary, as well as the ability to hire an outside contractor to monitor for trespassing . 

4. All off-site mitigation areas, including mitigation banks, should be agreed to by the Wildlife 
Agencies and the City. Evidence that off-site mitigation has been purchased and/or 
placed within a biological open space CE should be provided to the Wildlife Agencies and 
City prior to impacts occurring on the Project site. 

Environmental Data 

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative 
declarations be incorporated into a data base which may be used to make subsequent or 
supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e) .) 
Accordingly, please report any special status species and natural communities detected during 
Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB field survey 
form can be found at the following link: 
http://www.dfq.ca .gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/CNDDB FieldSurveyForm.pdf. The completed 
form can be mailed electronically to CNDDB at the following email address: 
CNDDB@wildlife .ca .gov. The types of information reported to CNDDB can be found at the 
following link: http://www.dfg.ca .gov/biogeodata/cnddb/plants and animals.asp. 

Filing Fees 

The Project, as proposed , would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife , and assessment of filing 
fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the Lead 
Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the fee 
is required in order for the underlying Project approval to be operative, vested , and final. (Cal. 
Code Regs, tit.14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089.) 

Conclusion 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEi R for the Pacific Specific Plan to assist the 
City in identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources. If you have any 
questions or comments regarding this letter, please contact Meredith Osborne , Environmental 
Scientist, at Meredith.Osborne@wildlife.ca .gov or (858) 354-3334. 
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Sincerely, 
jnDocuSlgned by: 

L.£= ! 52~ ~ 
David Mayer 
Environmental Program Manager 
South Coast Region 

ec: CDFW 
David Mayer, San Diego - David .Mayer@wildlife.ca .gov 
Jennifer Turner, San Diego - Jennifer.Turner@wildlife.ca .gov 
Cindy Hailey, San Diego - Cindy.Hailey@wildlife.ca.gov 
Meredith Osborne, San Diego - Meredith .Osborne@wildlife.ca.gov 

OPR 
State Clearinghouse, Sacramento - State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov 
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Response to Comment Letter A3 

Agency 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

April 17, 2023 

A3-1 The comment introduces the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and its role and its 

function. The comment is an introduction to comments that follow and does not raise any specific 

issues related to the adequacy of the EIR. No further response is required or necessary.  

A3-2 The comment provides a summary of the project description and project location. The comment 

restates information contained in the Draft EIR. As the comment does not raise any specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is required or necessary. 

A3-3 The comment describes the biological setting of the project site, including endangered, threatened, 

and sensitive species on-site. This comment also describes the project site location within the 

boundaries of the MHCP. The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR. The comment 

does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR, therefore no further response is 

required or necessary. 

A3-4 The comment describes previous coordination with the project Applicant and City. The comment also 

describes the Wildlife Agencies suggested two alternatives to the proposed project; the first being 

conservation of the entire project site as is (mitigation bank), and the second being a reduced footprint 

in which no more than 25% of the site would be impacted by the development footprint.  

In response, the comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR and expresses a preference 

for two alternatives but does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR. Therefore, 

no further response is required or necessary. Please see Response to Comment A2-4.  

To clarify the consideration of the referenced alternatives in the Draft EIR, the Mitigation Bank 

Alternative proposed was considered but rejected in the Draft EIR as it would not meet any of the basic 

project objectives, would not provide housing units in an infill area, and would not enhance uses and 

connectivity in the surrounding area. A Mitigation Bank Alternative is also, in essence, a “No Project 

Alternative” where the site would remain undeveloped “as-is,” which was considered in Section 4.4.3 

of the Draft EIR. The EIR acknowledges that the No Project Alternative would have reduced impacts to 

biological resources compared to the proposed project; however, the No Project Alternative would not 

accomplish the basic project objectives. The proposed Mitigation Bank Alternative differs only to the 

extent it assumes conservation of the site would occur through purchase with grants or mitigation funds 

from other projects or through the establishment of a mitigation bank. By contrast, the No Project 

Alternative would not provide preservation of any portion of the project site.  

The Reduced Development Footprint Alternative (no more than 25% development) was evaluated in 

the Draft EIR and identified as the environmentally superior alternative (CEQA Guidelines, § 

15126.6(e)(2)). However, while the Reduced Development Footprint Alternative may reduce vernal pool 

impacts associated with the proposed project, it would result in substantially greater impacts to 

federally listed threatened and state-listed endangered thread-leaved brodiaea (TLB), impacting 

approximately 45% of the TLB-occupied areas on-site compared to the project’s impact to 19% of TLB-
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occupied areas. This alternative was further identified to not meet certain project objectives, or to meet 

them to a lesser extent compared to the proposed project. Specifically, while the Reduced Development 

Footprint Alternative would develop infill housing on an urbanized site and rezone the site to residential 

to assist the City to implement its housing goals (project objectives 1 and 2), it would implement less 

housing compared to the proposed project and less efficiently promote infill development. This 

alternative would also provide less varied housing compared to the proposed project, including less 

affordable housing (objective 3). This alternative would meet objective 4 by avoiding vernal pools but 

would result in greater impacts to thread-leaved brodiaea, such that it would be inconsistent with 

objective 4. This alternative would not meet project objective 5 because the site would be atypically 

designed in a manner that does not enhance connectivity. This alternative would also not meet 

objective 6 to the same extent as the project, as it would not maximize housing density for the City.  

It is also noted that, while the Reduced Development Footprint Alternative would lessen biological 

impacts, the impacts to biological resources and corresponding recommended mitigation measures, 

the EIR concludes that, with the mitigation measures recommended in the EIR, there are no significant 

biological impacts of the proposed project. 

As described in Response to Comment A2-4 above, a “Reduced Development Footprint Alternative – 

Vernal Pool Impact Minimization” alternative has been included in Chapter 4, Section 4.4.6, of the Final 

EIR under project alternatives considered to address comments from USFWS. This alternative 

considers development of 29% of the site which would occur within a reduced development footprint 

(as compared to the proposed Project) in the southern portion of the project site. As outlined in Section 

4.5 of Chapter 4 of the Final EIR, this “Reduced Development Footprint Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact 

Minimization” alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative as a result of 

reduction in development area in comparison to the proposed project.  

CEQA does not require an agency to select the environmentally superior alternative. (CEQA Guidelines 

Sections 15042-15043). Rather, the EIR is to analyze a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives that would feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives but would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed project. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15126.6.) Decision-makers are thus enabled to weigh the pros and cons of the project and alternatives, 

considering a broad range of factors including the ability to meet project objectives, practicability, and 

desirability. The EIR provides the requisite analysis. The City will include the comment as part of the 

Final EIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on the project.  

A3-5 The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR and states that the numbers of individuals 

of thread-leaved brodiaea (TLB), San Diego button-celery, and Orcutt’s brodiaea that would be impacted 

was quantified in the Draft EIR, but not the spatial area occupied by those sensitive species that would 

be lost or the area of the proposed receptor sites on the project property are not provided.  

In response, the approximate spatial area occupied by these species that would be impacted by the 

project are as follows: 

▪ 1.62 acres of TLB 

▪ 3.88 acres of Orcutt's brodiaea 

▪ 0.0003 acres of San Diego button celery 
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The proposed receptor sites on the project property are within areas (vernal pools and grasslands) on-

site where not found present during focal surveys conducted between 2020 and 2023. These receptor 

areas comprise approximately 5.88 acres, which would provide a net increase of occupied habitat by 

these species. Approximately 1.99 acres of additional grasslands habitat located around the receptor 

sites would provide additional habitat for these species.  

A3-6 This comment is an introduction to comment and recommendations to follow. CDFW offers the 

comments and recommendations herein to assist the City in adequately identifying, avoiding, and/or 

mitigating the project’s significant, or potentially significant, direct, and indirect impacts on fish and 

wildlife (biological) resources. The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy 

of the EIR, thus, no further response is required or provided. 

A3-7 The comment states that proposed on-site mitigation for impacts to vernal pools containing San Diego 

fairy shrimp and for San Diego button celery, thread-leaved brodiaea, and Orcutt’s brodiaea are not 

adequate to fully mitigate for permanent loss of occupied habitat acreage. The comment states that 

project impacts would permanently reduce the acreage of vernal pool habitat and habitat for the three 

sensitive plant species.  

In response, the proposed mitigation program is considered adequate where it is anticipated to result in 

a net increase of occupied habitat on-site. Implementation and success of the proposed mitigation would 

not result in a permanent loss off occupied habitat. Specifically, the mitigation proposed would provide 

approximately 0.38 acres of additional occupied habitat on-site compared to existing habitat on-site 

occupied by these species, thereby resulting in a net increase and no permanent reduction or loss of 

occupied habitat. Although occupied habitat for San Diego button celery, TLB, and Orcutt's brodiaea would 

be temporarily reduced by the project (approximately 5.50 acres), these species would be relocated and 

inoculated within areas on-site where not currently found present (i.e., non-occupied habitat) during focal 

surveys conducted between 2020 and 2023. These relocation and inoculation areas comprise 

approximately 6.36 acres of habitat, which would provide a net increase of approximately 0.86-acre of 

on-site habitat occupied by these species. Additionally, areas on-site which are currently mapped as 

disturbed habitat (including unvegetated trails that traverse the mitigation area) would be enhanced to 

create native grasslands and planted with TLB and Orcutt’s brodiaea where they do not currently exist, 

which would provide additional acreage of occupied habitat by these species. 

A3-8 The comment states that the proposed on-site mitigation may not be biologically viable and therefore 

not adequate to fully mitigate the loss of biological functions and values as required under CESA. The 

comment states that impacted species are often at carrying capacity for the habitat, and introduction 

of transplanted individuals may disrupt the equilibrium of the population and could decrease the on-

site vitality of the species. The comment states that the final EIR should address off-site mitigation 

through acquisition and preservation in perpetuity of existing vernal pools containing San Diego fairy 

shrimp and/or San Diego button celery, as well as off-site preservation of existing occupied habitat for 

thread-leaved brodiaea and Orcutt’s brodiaea. The comment states CDFW acknowledges it may not be 

possible to find one off-site location that supports multiple target species as occurs on the project site.  

In response, the biologists from Helix Environmental have investigated the concerns raised by CDFW 

regarding onsite transplantation and herein describe and support the opinion that onsite 

transplantation is viable mitigation that will not disrupt the equilibrium of the population or decrease 

the onsite vitality of the species for several reasons (DEIR, Section 3.3.5). First, the locations on-site 
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that are proposed for transplantation are those where the target species were not found to be present 

in multiple years of focused surveys. These areas could therefore support the species without 

disruption or impacting existing populations. Second, in areas found to be occupied by thread-leaved 

brodiaea (TLB) and Orcutt’s brodiaea, results of the focused surveys and corresponding quadrat 

sampling of flowering individuals during the peak blooming period found that the brodiaea density on-

site varies widely, from between approximately 16 flowering individuals per meter square (m2) to 

approximately 91 flowering individuals/m2. This variation in density, as well as the evidence of suitable 

habitat areas not occupied, would suggest that the site is not at the carrying capacity for the species. 

The site could likely accommodate additional flowering individuals within areas currently occupied at a 

low density. Thus, reliance on proposed on-site mitigation/translocation of species is not expected to 

disrupt the equilibrium of the site. Refer to EIR Appendix C, Biological Technical Report, Figure 13, 

Proposed Conceptual Mitigation, for proposed conceptual locations for onsite transplantation. 

Further, due to the potential fluctuation in vegetative/flowering individuals of brodiaea in any given 

year, additional surveys for brodiaea targeting both vegetative growth and flowering periods were 

conducted between 2020 and 2023 to verify the previous survey results and mapping of population 

extents and occupied habitat. Due to the abundant rainfall of 2023 which could in theory result in a 

larger amount of brodiaea corms to germinate and sprout vegetative growth than observed in previous 

survey years, additional vegetative surveys were conducted that focused on the proposed 

mitigation/translocation areas to verify these target locations remain viable for mitigation (i.e., are 

absent of brodiaea or other listed species). Results of the 2023 survey confirmed that the extents of 

occupied habitat mapping identified in the EIR remain accurate and the proposed mitigation areas 

remain suitable for transplantation (I.e., absent of brodiaea or other listed species). The results of these 

updated surveys, including the identification and analysis related to the carrying capacity and viability 

of mitigation/transplantation locales onsite, are provided at Appendix C of the Final EIR.  

To the extent the comment requests the identification of off-site mitigation through acquisition and 

preservation in perpetuity of existing vernal pools containing San Diego fairy shrimp and/or San Diego 

button celery, as well as off-site preservation of existing occupied habitat for thread-leaved brodiaea and 

Orcutt’s brodiaea, such identification is not deemed necessary in light of the above analysis, based on 

substantial evidence, which demonstrates that the proposed on-site mitigation is anticipated to be 

successful. However, the transplantation plan will provide contingency measures in case performance 

standards are not met, which may include additional seed collection/propagation, additional plant 

distribution, intensifying maintenance, collection and distribution of additional vernal pool inoculum, 

performance-based assurance bonds, and off-site mitigation. It should also be noted that, in addition to 

providing on-site translocation of individuals, MM-BIO-7a and MM-BIO-7b require compensatory 

mitigation for impacts to vernal pools at a 3:1 ratio. This compensatory mitigation may be secured 

through on- or off-site habitat establishment, reestablishment, or restoration or conservation credits. 

CDFW does not propose, and the City is not aware of, an off-site location that would effectively mitigate 

the identified impacts to the same anticipated effectiveness as the proposed onsite mitigation and 

translocation. Thus, an off-site location is not identified as the anticipated mitigation for the Project’s 

impacts. However, the off-site option but may act as a supplement or as a contingency measure to 

ensure performance standards are met. See also, Global Response A, and Response to Comment A2-5. 

A3-9 The comment states that, for impacts to San Diego button celery and thread-leaved brodiaea, an 

Incidental Take Permit (ITP) would be required under the Fish and Game Code; that early consultation 

with CDFW is encouraged; and that revisions to the Fish and Game Code, effective January 1998, may 
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require that CDFW issue a separate CEQA document for the issuance of an ITP unless the Project’s 

CEQA document addresses all Project impacts to CESA-listed species and specifies a mitigation, 

monitoring, and reporting program (MMRP) that will meet the requirements of an ITP. The comment 

states that, for these reasons, the take proposed to be authorized by CDFW’s ITP, biological mitigation 

monitoring, and reporting proposals should be described in detail in the Project’s CEQA document to 

satisfy the requirements for a CESA ITP.  

The comment provides background information and restates information provided in the Draft EIR. The 

comment does not raise any specific issues related to the Draft EIR, such that no further response is 

required. The project's EIR, as well as the Biological Resources Report, Appendix C, address project 

impacts to CESA-listed species, and specifies a corresponding mitigation program for those species 

potentially requiring an ITP. The mitigation outlines the elements that must be incorporated into a 

successful plan, including no loss of these plant species and establishment success. Consistent with 

the identified mitigation in the EIR, which includes standards for monitoring and reporting, 

comprehensive draft mitigation plan identifying proposed mitigation, monitoring, and reporting program 

for the project are in the process of being prepared for review by CDFW and USFWS. Prior to issuance 

of a grading permit for the project, the Applicant or Developer must demonstrate that it has obtained 

the appropriate ITP (if required) and that CDFW and USFWS have reviewed and approved the proposed 

mitigation plan. Refer to MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-3, MM-BIO-7b, and see Global Response A.  

To ensure the mitigation monitoring and reporting proposals are described in the Project’s CEQA 

document, as requested by the commenter, MM-BIO-1, MM-BIO-2, and MM-BIO-7b have been modified 

(shown in strikeout/underline) within the EIR Errata (Section 3.3 Biological Resources) to clarify that 

monitoring and associated reporting will be provided in accordance with timing and frequencies 

prescribed in the HMMP. 

The FEIR includes sufficient information and mitigation criteria to enable CDFW to rely on the EIR in its 

role as responsible agency. The EIR identifies the estimated number of these plants that would require 

an ITP: 33,714 (19%) individuals of thread-leaved brodiaea and 47 individuals of San Diego button leaved 

celery. MM-BIO-1 establishes performance standards for these plants and outlines the requirements of 

the transplant plan to meet those standards. Similarly, MM-BIO-7 establishes mitigation ratios that must 

be met for impacts to sensitive natural communities and outlines the required contents of an HMMP. The 

mitigation ratios for vegetation communities establish performance standards that satisfy CEQA and 

provide the criteria such management and transplantation programs must meet. In addition, the EIR has 

shown such mitigation is feasible onsite, see Figure 13 and Global Response A. 

Because CDFW will ultimately issue the ITP after the City’s process is complete, and will impose its own 

requirements, conditions, and mitigation, more specific details of these plans cannot be provided or 

committed to at this time. Numerous cases have upheld deferring the specifics of mitigation (including 

planting plans) where, as here, the EIR requires regulatory agency review, identifies the methods 

considered for mitigation, and identifies the expected outcome. E.g., Rialto Citizens for Responsible 

Growth v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 899, Clover Valley Foundation v. City of Rocklin (2011) 

197 Cal.App.4th 200, 237. Moreover, additional CEQA review would not be triggered by future CDFW 

action as the responsible agency where this in-depth review has occurred, the project has committed 

to adequate mitigation, and the EIR has shown the mitigation to be feasible. 
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A3-10 The comment states that the areas proposed as mitigation lands should be protected in perpetuity with 

a perpetual biological conservation easement (CE), financial assurance, and dedication to a qualified 

entity for long-term management and monitoring. The comment provides further processes and 

recommendations related to the CE, and states that there should be no provision for public trails in the 

CE areas. In response, the proposed mitigation areas would be perpetually protected with a CE or 

restrictive covenant that follows a CDFW and/or USFWS-approved template. Refer to MM-BIO-7b. 

Financial assurance of mitigation installation/implementation, as well as monitoring and maintenance 

to achieve success criteria sign-off to ensure that the impacted functions and services are restored 

would be provided. The management funding amount and mechanism would be based on a Property 

Analysis Record (PAR) or similar cost estimation method, likely covering more than 100% of the 

estimated costs. An itemized cost estimate would be provided to the applicable permit-issuing 

resources agency for review and approval. The draft CE or restrictive covenant, including financial 

assurance estimates and documentation, would be provided to the Wildlife Agencies at least 60-days 

prior to project impacts and the final CE would be provided within 60-days following draft approval, 

unless otherwise required by the Wildlife Agencies. No public trails are proposed in the mitigation areas, 

and none would be included in the areas protected by the CE. Rather, as discussed at MM-BIO-7b, the 

Preserve Management Plan for the proposed site will include preserve barriers and fencing and public 

awareness as two actions to prevent public intrusion in the preserve areas. 

A3-11 The comment states that the Project Applicant should implement a Habitat Management Plan to cover 

perpetual management, maintenance, and monitoring of the biological CE areas. The comment states 

that the Applicant should also establish a non-wasting endowment for an amount approved by the 

Wildlife Agencies. The comment also provides further processes for HMP submittal and content to be 

included in the HMP.  

In response, the Applicant or Developer will prepare a Habitat Mitigation Monitoring Plan (HMMP) as 

well as a Preserve Management Plan (PMP), which will be provided to the City and applicable 

resource/wildlife agencies for their review and approval. Mitigation measure MM-BIO-7b, outlined in 

Section 3.3 of the EIR, requires that a HMMP and a PMP be prepared and implemented to ensure the 

perpetual management, maintenance, and monitoring of the biological CE areas. See Global Response 

A for additional information. As requested in the CDFW comment, the management funding amount 

and mechanism would be based on a Property Analysis Record (PAR) or similar cost estimation method, 

as set out in MM-BIO-7b. An itemized cost estimate would be provided to the City and Wildlife Agencies 

for review and approval. MM-BIO-7b will be modified (shown in strikeout/underline within the EIR 

Errata) to clarify that funding, as approved by the City and Wildlife Agencies will be provided in 

accordance with the PMP. 

MM-BIO-7b Compensatory Mitigation for Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Natural 

Communities. Prior to the issuance of and land disturbance, clearing, grubbing, or grading 

permits for the project, the Applicant or Developer shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of 

the City, and applicable permit-issuing resource agency (i.e., USFWS, USACE, RWQCB, 

and/or CDFW) that compensatory mitigation for direct permanent impacts to sensitive 

natural communities (e.g., Diegan coastal sage scrub, native grassland, non-native 

grassland, mixed grassland, and vernal pools) has been adequately provided in 
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accordance with the ratios described in mitigation measure MM-BIO-7a and secured 

through one or a combination of the following mechanisms: 

▪ Implementation of on-site and/or off-site habitat preservation, creation/expansion, 

restoration, and/ or enhancement 

▪ Purchase of off-site conservation credits from a conservation bank in the region (such 

as Brook Forest Mitigation Bank, Cleveland Corridor Conservation Bank, Heights of 

Pala Mesa Conservation Bank, Manchester Avenue Conservation Bank, Ramona 

Grasslands Conservation Bank, Red Mountain Conservation Bank, or another location 

deemed acceptable by the City). 

CompensatoryPrior to issuance of land disturbance, clearing, grubbing, or grading permits 

for the project site, compensatory mitigation areas proposed on- and/or off-site through 

habitat creation/expansion, enhancement, and/or restoration shall be required to prepare 

and implement a Habitat Mitigation Monitoring Plan (HMMP) and a Preserve Management 

Plan (PMP), which shall be subject to City and applicable permit-issuing resource agency 

(i.e. USFWS, USACE, RWQCB, and/or CDFW) review and approval prior to the issuance of 

any permits for the proposed project. Because the rare plant transplant plan and vernal 

pools mitigation plan (see MM-BIO-1 and MM-BIO-2 above) ultimately prescribes actions 

resulting in grasslands and vernal pool establishment/expansion, re-establishment, 

enhancement, and/or restoration, such plans shall suffice as the HMMP provided the 

pertinent information prescribed below is incorporated. 

The HMMP shall prescribe the on-/off-site mitigation actions of 

creation/establishment/expansion, re-establishment, restoration, enhancement, 

and/or preservation. The HMMP shall include the location of any 

creation/establishment, re-establishment, restoration, enhancement, and/or 

preservation site(s), requirements for site preparation, soil amendments, 

temporary irrigation, native plant palettes, installation methods, maintenance, and 

performance monitoring, as appropriate. The HMMP shall include graceful tarplant 

into the native habitat planting seed palette, where appropriate. The HMMP shall 

also include information pertaining to any specific rare plant translocation plans 

(see MM-BIO-1) or vernal pool resources mitigation plans (see MM-BIO-2) as 

required by MM-BIO-1 and MM-BIO-2. The HMMP shall require that all mitigation 

(except for preservation areas not restored) be subject to a monitoring with specific 

performance standards to ensure that the impacted functions and services are 

restored. A protective instrument, such as a conservation easement or restrictive 

covenant, shall be recorded over the mitigation areas where such a protective 

instrument does not already exist. All the mitigation areas shall be subject to long-

term management as outlined by the approved PMP for the project.  

The PMP for the proposed project shall prescribe the on-/off-site actions of 

stewardship and perpetual management of the preserve areas and include at a 

minimum: (a) the location and description of the mitigation area(s); final plans for 

the mitigation area(s); (b) the responsible entities for the mitigation area(s); (c) the 

management funding amount and mechanism, based on a Property Analysis Record 
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(PAR) or similar cost estimation method approved by the City approved by the City 

and applicable permit-issuing resource agency (i.e., USFWS, USACE, RWQCB, and/or 

CDFW); (d) specific habitat and monitoring management directives including such 

as: vegetation monitoring, sensitive species monitoring, water pollution, and control 

and treatment of non-native invasive/exotic plant species; (e) specific success 

criteria; (f) public awareness programs/initiatives; (g) preserve barriers, or fencing 

management, and signage to prevent human intrusion and control illegal dumping; 

(h) monitoring and reporting schedules; and (i) adaptive management 

recommendations for the preserve area. Implementation of long-term management 

shall be provided by a qualified entity approved by the City approved by the City and 

applicable permit-issuing resource agency (i.e., USFWS, USACE, RWQCB, and/or 

CDFW) with experience in managing preserve lands. 

Prior to issuance of land disturbance, clearing, grubbing, or grading permits for the 

project a protective instrument, such as a conservation easement or restrictive 

covenant, shall be recorded over the mitigation areas where such a protective 

instrument does not already exist (including all on-/off-site conservation areas), 

and in-perpetuity management shall be provided by a qualified manager in 

accordance with the PMP, which would be funded by an endowment or other 

acceptable funding mechanism. 

The draft HMMP and PMP, including the endowment estimate and documentation, 

shall be provided to the City and applicable permit-issuing resource agency (i.e., 

USFWS, USACE, RWQCB, and/or CDFW) at least 60-days prior to project impacts. 

The HMMP and PMP shall be approved by the City and applicable permit-issuing 

resource agency (i.e., USFWS, USACE, RWQCB, and/or CDFW) prior to the issuance 

of land disturbance, clearing, grubbing, or grading permits for the project. 

Implementation of the HMMP and PMP shall be fully funded by the Applicant via 

an endowment or other funding mechanism, as approved by the City and pertinent 

permit-issuing resource agency prior to any land disturbance for the project.  

A3-12 The comment states that all off-site mitigation areas, including mitigation banks, should be agreed to 

by the Wildlife Agencies and the City. The comment states that evidence that off-site mitigation has 

been purchased and/or placed within a biological open space CE should be provided to the Wildlife 

Agencies and City prior to impacts occurring on the Project site.  

In response, as discussed above, it is intended that a substantial portion of project mitigation (if not 

all) occur onsite within identified conservation/transplantation areas. For off-site mitigation, MM-BIO-

7b and MM-BIO-7b require that, prior to the issuance of any permits for land disturbance at the site, 

the Applicant or Developer demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City and the Wildlife Agencies that 

any off-site mitigation area for the project (including conservation credits from an existing or future 

conservation bank in the region) have been secured in accordance with the required mitigation ratios 

and a protective instrument is recorded over such mitigation areas where one does not already exist. 

Thus, prior to project impacts, the project Applicant or Developer is required to demonstrate that off-

site mitigation has been acquired and a CE/restrictive covenant has been recorded; and/or lands are 

within an existing biological open space conservation area subject to a CE/restrictive covenant.  
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A3-13 The comment provides a summary of CEQA and the California National Diversity Database. The 

comment is noted. The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR, 

thus no further response is required or provided.  

A3-14 The comment provides a summary of filing fees payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination. The 

comment is noted. The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR; 

no further response is required or provided. 

A3-15 The comment includes concluding remarks. The comment does not raise any specific environmental 

issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required or provided. 
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Comment Letter A4 

 Comment Letter A4 

CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

California Department of Transportation 

DISTRICT 11 
4050 TAYLOR STREET, MS-240 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92110 
(619) 709-5152 I FAX (619) 688-4299 TTY 711 
WNW dot ca aov 

April l 7, 2023 

Mr. Chris Garcia 
Associate Planner 
City of San Marcos 
l Civic Center Drive 
San Marcos, CA 92069 

Dear Mr. Garcia: 

GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR 

l l-SD-78 
PM l l .843 

Pacific Specific Plan 
DEIR/SCH#2022050650 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
located near State Route 78 ( SR-78). The mission of Cal trans is to provide a safe and 
reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the 
environment. The Local Development Review (LOR) Program reviews land use projects 
and plans to ensure consistency with our mission and state planning priorities. 

Safety is one of Caltrans ' strategic goals. Caltrans strives to make the year 2050 
the first year without a single death or serious injury on California 's roads. We are 
striving for more equitable outcomes for the transportation network 's diverse 
users. To achieve these ambitious goals, we will pursue meaningful 
collaboration with our partners. We encourage the implementation of new 
technologies, innovations, and best practices that will enhance the safety on 
the transportation network. These pursuits are both ambitious and urgent, and 
their accomplishment involves a focused departure from the status quo as we 
continue to institutionalize safety in all our work. 

Caltrans is committed to prioritizing projects that are equitable and provide 
meaningful benefits to historically underserved communities, to ultimately improve 
transportation accessibility and quality of life for people in the communities we serve. 

We look forward to working with the City of San Marcos in areas where the City and 
Caltrans have joint jurisdiction to improve the transportation network and connections 
between various modes of travel, with the goal of improving the experience of those 
who use the transportation system. 

"Provide a safe and reITable transpatatlon network that serves all people and respects the environment" 

A4-1 
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Mr. Chris Garcia, Associate Planner 
April 17, 2023 
Page 2 

Caltrans has the following comments: 

Design 
Local Transportation Analysis Appendix K 

According to the Synchro tables for location 3 SR-78/Via Vera Cruz there is no change 
in traffic volumes for the eastbound off-ramp for the 2050 table and the 2050+ Project 
(both AM and PM) table, please clarify. 

Traffic Impact Study 
A Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) based Traffic Impact Study (TIS) should be provided for 
this project. Please use the Governor's Office of Planning and Research Guidance to 
identify VMT related impacts. 

Caltrans requests that the "third methodology" per the Governor's OPR for VMT 
Analysis be used for this project (See OPR Guidance, Appendix l page 30). 1 

Assessing Change in Total VMT 
A third method, estimating the change in total VMT with and without the 
project, can evaluate whether a project is likely to divert existing trips, and what 
the effect of those diversions will be on total VMT. This method answers the 
question, "What is the net effect of the project on area VMT?" As an illustration, 
assessing the total c hange in VMT for a grocery store built in a food desert that 
diverts trips from more distant stores could reveal a net VMT reduction. The 
analysis shou ld address the full area over which the project affects travel 
behavior, even if the effect on travel behavior c rosses political boundaries. 

The TIS may a lso need to identify the proposed project's near-term and long
term safety or operational issues, on or adjacent any existing or proposed State 
facilities. 

Complete Streets and Mobility Network 
Caltrans views a ll transportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety, 
access and mobility for al l travele rs in Ca lifornia and recognizes bicycle, pedestrian 
and transit modes as integral elements of the transportation network. Caltrans 
supports improved transit accommodation through the provision of Park and Ride 
fac ilities, improved bicycle and pedestrian access and safety improvements, signal 
prioritization for transit, bus on shoulders, ramp improvements, or other enhancements 
that promotes a complete and integrated transportation network. Early coordination 

1 California Governors Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 2018. 'Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA." https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743 Technical Advisory.pd! 

"Provide a safe and reliable transportation netlM)rk that serves all people and respects the environment" 

A4-1 
Cont. 

A4-2 

A4-3 

A4-5 

Page 2 of 4 in Comment Letter A4 
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with Caltrans, in locations that may affect both Caltrans and the City of San Marcos is 
encouraged. 
To reduce greenhouse gas emissions and achieve California's Climate Change target, 
Ca ltrans is implementing Complete Streets and Climate Change polic ies into State 
Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) projects to meet multi-modal 
mobility needs. Ca ltrans looks forward to working with the City to evaluate potential 
Complete Streets projects. 

Bicycle, pedestrian, and public transit access during construction is important. 
Mitigation to maintain bicycle, pedestrian, and public transit access during 
construction is in accordance with Caltrans' goals and policies. 

Land Use and Smart Growth 
Caltrans recognizes there is a strong link between transportation and land use. 
Development can have a significant impact on traffic and congestion on State 
transportation facilities. In particular, the pattern of land use can affect both local 
vehicle miles trave led and the number of trips. Caltrans supports collaboration with 
loca l agencies to work towards a safe, functional, interconnected, multi-modal 
transportation network integrated through applicable "smart growth" type land use 
planning and policies. 

The City should continue to coordinate with Ca ltrans to implement necessary 
improvements at intersections and interchanges where the agencies have joint 
jurisdiction. 

Environmental 
Caltrans welcomes the opportunity to be a Responsible Agency under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as we have some discretionary authority of a 
portion of the project that is in Caltrans' R/W through the form of an encroachment 
permit process. We look forward to the coordination of our efforts to ensure that 
Ca ltrans can adopt the alternative and/or mitigation measure for our R/W. We would 
appreciate meeting with you to discuss the elements of the EIR that Ca ltrans will use 
for our subsequent environmenta l compliance. 

An encroachment permit will be required for any work within the Caltrans ' R/W prior to 
construction. As part of the encroachment permit process, the applicant must provide 
approved final environmental documents for this project, corresponding technical 
studies, and necessary regulatory and resource agency permits. Specifically, CEQA 
determination or exemption. The supporting documents must address all 
environmental impacts within the Ca ltrans' R/W and address any impacts from 
avoidance and/or mitigation measures. 

" Provide o safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment" 

A4-5 
Cont. 

A4-6 

A4-7 
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We recommend that this project specifically identifies and assesses potential impacts 
caused by the project or impacts from mitigation efforts that occur within Caltrans' 
R/W that includes impacts to the natural environment, infrastructure including but not 
limited to highways, roadways, structures, intelligent transportation systems elements, 
on-ramps and off-ramps, and appurtenant features including but not limited to 
fencing, lighting, signage, drainage, guardrail, slopes and landscaping. 

Broadband 
Caltrans recognizes that teleworking and remote learning lessen the impacts of traffic 
on our roadways and surrounding communities. This reduces the amount of VMT and 
decreases the amount of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and o ther pollutants. The 
availability of affordable and reliable, high-speed broadband is a key component in 
supporting travel demand management and reaching the state's transportation and 
climate action goals. 

Right-of-Way 
• Per Business and Profession Code 8771 , perpetuation of survey monuments by a 

licensed land surveyor is required, if they are being destroyed by any construction. 
• Any work performed within Ca ltrans' R/W will require discretionary review and 

approval by Caltrans and an encroachment permit will be required for any work 
within the Caltrans' R/W prior to cons truction. 

Additional information regarding encroachment permits may be obtained by 
contacting the Ca ltrans Permits Office at (61 9) 688-6158 or emailing 
Dl l .Permits@dot.ca.gov or by visiting the website at 
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-opera tions/ep. Early coordination with 
Caltrans is strongly advised for all encroachment permits. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Kimberly Dodson, LOR 
Coordinator, at ( 619) 985-1587 or by e-mail sent to Kimberly.Dodson@dot.ca.gov. 

Sincere ly, 

MAURICE EATON 
Branch Chief 
Loca l Development Review 

" Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment" 

A4-7 
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Response to Comment Letter A4 

Agency 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

April 17, 2023 

A4-1 The comment provides an introduction to comments that follow. The comment does not raise any 

specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR. No further response is required or provided. 

A4-2 The comment asks for clarification where, according to the Synchro tables for location 3 SR-78/Via 

Vera Cruz, there is no change in traffic volumes for the eastbound off-ramp for 2050 and 2050+ (both 

AM and PM) table. 

The comment relates to traffic delay or congestion, which is no longer considered a significant impact on 

the environment pursuant to CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code section 21099(b)(2).) As the comment does not 

raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, no further response is required or necessary.  

Notwithstanding, LOS is required to be analyzed for consistency with the City’s General Plan. The City 

provides the following clarification related to the Local Transportation Analysis (LTA) prepared to comply 

with City requirements. Table 10-1a of the Local Transportation Analysis (Appendix K to the EIR) 

presents the results for Via Vera Cruz / Grand Avenue / SR-78 EB in the Long-Term Without Project 

scenario as “greater than” 80.0 seconds of average delay and the project-related increase in average 

delay as “greater than” 2.0 seconds. Accordingly, the analysis does show a change in delay from the 

project of greater than 2.0 seconds in the Long-Term + Project scenario. The Synchro software cannot 

provide greater specificity when the intersection is over capacity. The Synchro output sheets can be 

found in Appendix K and Appendix M to the Local Transportation Analysis (Appendix K to the EIR).  

A4-3 The comment states that a Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) analysis should be prepared for the project. A 

report was prepared for the project pursuant to CEQA and is included as Appendix J to the EIR. The VMT 

analysis methodology is consistent with the City of San Marcos Transportation Impact Analysis 

Guidelines, such that the project was evaluated using a VMT per resident metric and an impact 

threshold 15 percent below the existing countywide average. The commenter is referred to the EIR 

Section 3.15 and Appendix J.  

A4-4 The comment states the Traffic Impact Study may also need to identify the project’s near-term and 

long-term safety or operational issues, on or adjacent to any existing or proposed State facilities. 

Section 3.15, Transportation, of the EIR evaluates safety related transportation issues under Threshold 

Nos. 3 and 4, which address whether the project would substantially increase hazards or result in 

inadequate emergency access. The EIR finds the project would result in less than significant impacts 

on the safety-related transportation issues. Further, a Local Transportation Analysis (Appendix K to the 

EIR) was prepared consistent with the City of San Marcos Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, 

which analyzes the effects of the project on the local street system and on State facilities, including SR-

78 / Las Posas Road interchange, SR-78/ Via Vera Cruz, and Via Vera Cruz / Grand Avenue / SR-78 EB 

ramps. Refer to EIR Section 3.15, Transportation, and Appendix K, Local Transportation Analysis, for 

more information. The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of this 

analysis, such that no further response is required or provided. 
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A4-5 The comment refers to complete streets and mobility, and states that Caltrans supports transit, 

pedestrian, and transit improvements. The comment states that Caltrans looks forward to potential 

opportunities to coordinate with the City to meet multi-modal mobility needs and reduce GHG 

emissions. The comment states that maintaining bicycle, pedestrian, and transit access during project 

construction is in accordance with Caltrans’ goals and policies. 

The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR. The commenter is 

referred to Section 3.15.4, Project Impact Analysis, of the EIR, Threshold 1, which discusses the transit, 

bicycle, and pedestrian facility impacts. As described therein, Class II bike lanes are provided on Las 

Posas Road, from SR-78 to San Marcos Boulevard (both sides); Grand Avenue, from Rancho Santa Fe 

Road to Las Posas Road (both sides); Linda Vista Drive, from Rancho Santa Fe Road to Pacific Street 

(north side); and San Marcos Boulevard, from Pacific Street to Via Vera Cruz (both sides). Pedestrian 

sidewalks are generally provided throughout the area, with pedestrian crossings located at 

intersections surrounding the project site. The site is also served by existing transit. The following 

transportation improvements would ensure adequate pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities are 

provided consistent with City policies and guidelines:  

1. Provide a 6-foot sidewalk and Class II buffered bike lane along the project’s frontage on Pacific Street.  

2. Provide a 12-foot urban trail (shared use path) along the project’s frontage on Linda Vista Drive.  

3. Provide a 12-foot urban trail (shared use path) along the project’s frontage on La Mirada Drive.  

4. Provide transit stop amenities including bench, shelter, and trash can at the southbound stop at 

the intersection of Las Posas Road/La Mirada Drive located on the southwest corner of the 

intersection. Provide a bus turnout for this stop along the project frontage. 

Further, as described in Section 3.15.4, all proposed circulation improvements would be designed in 

accordance with the City’s roadway design standards to ensure proper safety requirements are met. 

For any potential construction related activities in the public right-of-way during the construction period, 

applicable City regulations and policies require two-way traffic to be maintained, which would 

accommodate pedestrians, bikes, and transit. Additionally, as concluded in Section 3.7, Greenhouse 

Gas Emissions, and Section 3.15, Transportation, of the EIR, the project would result in less than 

significant impacts related to GHG emissions and traffic and circulation. 

A4-6 The comment addresses land use and smart growth, and states that there is a strong link between 

transportation and land use and the City should continue to coordinate with Caltrans to implement 

improvements where there is joint jurisdiction.  

The City acknowledges this comment. The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the 

adequacy of the EIR. The commenter is referred to Section 3.15.4, Project Impact Analysis, of the EIR, 

Threshold 1, which discusses that the project is located on an infill site in an area with moderately high 

employment density, an adjacent and walkable commercial area to serve the project’s shopping and 

dining needs, and nearby schools, parks, and other facilities within walkable/bikeable distance from 

the site. The project thus aligns with “smart growth” type land use planning and policies. 

A4-7 The comment states that Caltrans welcomes the opportunity to be a Responsible Agency under CEQA. 

The comment states that an encroachment permit would be required for any work within the Caltrans 

right-of-way and recommends that the project identify and assess all impacts within the Caltrans right 

of way and address any impacts from avoidance or mitigation measures in the CEQA document.  
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The City acknowledges this comment. The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the 

adequacy of the EIR such that no further response is required. The commenter is referred to Section 

3.15, Transportation, and Appendices J and K of the EIR, which address transportation impacts of the 

project and identify avoidance and improvement measures. Please also refer to Section 3.3 of the EIR 

which addresses project impacts on the natural environment. 

A4-8 The comment states that Caltrans recognizes that teleworking and remote learning reduces impacts of 

traffic, which reduces VMT and GHG emissions. The comment states that reliable high-speed 

broadband is a key component in reaching the state’s transportation and climate action goals.  

The City acknowledges the comment, which does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy 

of the EIR. The commenter is referred to Section 3.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the EIR, which 

identifies that telecommunications services to the project site may be provided by various distributors 

including AT&T and Cox Communications. The project connection to telecommunications services is 

facilitated by existing lines that surround the site. 

A4-9 The comment states that perpetuation of survey monuments by a licensed land surveyor is required, 

if they are being destroyed by any construction. No survey monuments are anticipated to be 

destroyed during project construction. However, if proposed street improvements contemplate the 

removal of existing survey monuments, they shall be replaced in conformance with Business and 

Profession Code 8771. 

The comment also states that any work performed within Caltrans’ right-of-way will require 

discretionary review and approval by Caltrans and an encroachment permit will be required for any 

work within the Caltrans’ right-of-way prior to construction. The City acknowledges this comment. The 

comment does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Refer to 

Response to Comment A4-7. 
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Comment Letter O1 

 

  

Comment Letter 01 

To: 

Subject: 

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 

Environmental Review Committee 

3 April 2023 

Ms. Chris Garcia, Senior Planner 
Planning Divi sion 
City of San Marcos 
1 Civic Center Drive 
San Marcos, California 92069 

Draft Enviromnental impact Report 
Pacific Specific Plan 
SP22-0001 , G PA2 l-0002, R2 l-0002, MFSDP22-000 I , TSM22-000 I 

Dear Ms. Garcia: 

I have reviewed the cultural resources aspects ofthc subject DEIR on behalf of this committee of 
the San Diego County Archaeological Society. 

Based on the information contained in the DEIR and its cultural resources appendix, we agree 
with the impact analysis detailed in the cultural resources appendix, which indicates a low 
likelihood of encountering such resources. The specified mitigation measures in the DETR arc 
acceptable. 

Thank you for providing SDCAS with the opportunity to participate in the public review of this 
DETR. • 

cc: Dudek 
SDCAS President 
file 

Sincerely, 

~uyle, Jr. , Chai erson 
Environmental Review Committee 

P.O. Box 81106 San Diego, CA 92138-1106 (858) 538-0935 
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Response to Comment Letter O1 

Organization 

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 

April 3, 2023 

O1-1 The comment states that the Environmental Review Committee of the San Diego County Archaeological 

Society has reviewed the cultural resource aspects of the Draft EIR, agrees with the impact analysis 

that indicates a low likelihood of encountering cultural resources, and deems acceptable the proposed 

mitigation measures and the impact analysis conclusions detailed in the Draft EIR.  

The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR. No further response 

is required. 
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Comment Letter O2 

 Comment Letter 02 

Calif on1ia Native Plant Societ~ 

April 1 7, 2023 

San Diego Chapter of the California Native Plant Society 
PO Box 121390 

San Diego CA 92 11 2- I 390 
conservation@cnpssd.org [ www.cnpssd.org 

Chris Garcia, Senior Planner 
City of San Marcos - Planning Division 
1 Civic Center Drive 
San Marcos, CA 92069 
PacificProject@san-marcos.net 

RE: Pacific Specific Plan Comments 
SP22-0001 / GPA21-0002 / R2 l-0002 / MFSDP22-000 I / TSM22-000 I 

Dear Mr. Garcia, 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft of the City of San Marcos ("City") 

Pacific Specific Plan ("Project") and its associated Draft Enviromnental Impact Report 
("DEIR"). The California Native Plant Society ("CNPS") and its San Diego Chapter 
("CNPSSD") promotes sound plant science as the backbone of effective natural areas protection. 
We work closely with decision-makers, scientists, and local planners to advocate for well 
infonned and enviromnentally friendly policies, regulations, and land management practices. 
Our focus is on California's native plants, the vegetation they fom1, and climate change as it 
affects both. 

We strongly recommend that the DEIR should not be certified in it is current form, nor 
should the fate of the Project be decided at this time. The issues we found are detailed below. 
In particular, we disagree with the DEIR Section 3.3. 7 - Conclusion. The points raised below 
are substantial and overall appear to have a Jack of planning, poor to non-existent survey data, 
and are asking approval of a project on plans that are not yet in existence, even should they be 
feasible. We have Bolded emphasis where problems are profound. 

The Miti~ation Measures uronosed are nroblematic and insufficient 
According to the DEIR mitigation MM BIO-1 (pg 3.3-30): "R<1re Pumt Trm,spumt 

Pum . ... the project Applicant shall submit a rare plant transplant plan to the City and resource 
agencies (USFWS and CDFW) regarding transplanting and monitoring of special status plants: 
San Diego button-celery, Orcutt 's brodiaea, and thread leaved brodiaea. The transplant plan 
shall include, at minimum, methods for plant salvage, seed/bulb/corm collection, 
transplantation, relocation, performance standards, and maintenance and monitoring (5 years) 
to provide for ,w loss of these p/a11t species mul to <1chieve est<1blislt111e11t success. Overall, San 
Diego button-celery, Orcult 's brodiaea, and thread-leaved brodiaea shall be /ranslocated and/or 
rep/a11ted througlt prop<1g<1tio1t i1tto existi1tg suitable habitat i1t the 011-site open space preserve 
near existi11g pop11/atio11s of tltese species and according to the conceptual mitigation plan/or 

02-1 

02-2 

02-3 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT 13170 
MAY 2024 RTC-52 

 

Page 2 of 8 

the proj ect ... The planting of these species shall also be incorporated, as applicable, into the 
revegetation palettes discussed in the Ve rnal Pools Mitigation Plan (MM-BI0 -2). " The 
transplant plan shall be approved by the City and resource agencies, and will meet currently 
accepted standards for sensitive species translocation. Contingency measures, in case 
pe,fo nnance standards are not met after 5 years, shall be included in the plan to ensure success 
(i.e., no wss of these pl.ant species) is achieved. Resource Agency verification that transplant 
p lan success criteria has been met is required fo r the completion of this measure. In addition to 
the transplant plan, a cost estimate to implement the plan shall be provided to the City and 
resource agencies fo r approval and the project Applicant shall post/secure a bond in the amount 
of 120% of the approved cost estimate forfinancial assurance of the plan prior to any clearing, 
grubbing, grading or other land disturbance related to the proj ect." 

Here there are multiple issue with the Rare Plant Transplant Plan beginning with: 

1) 

2) 

Transplant plans rarely work as intended. If the metric for success of "no loss of 
the plant species", then we challenge the proponent to demonstrate an exemplar study 
of transpl antation of the ensitive plant specie above that did not occur in lo s. 

This DEIR proposes plans that does not yet exist or has not been released for 
review. Therefore there is no ability to comment on or review the components or 
merits or issues they might have. There are no comparable transplantation plans 
offered for the same species in simil ar conditions even referenced. 

CNPSSD members and staff have operated in the non-profit realm that incorporates the 
nexus between performing and monitoring restoration sites, landscaping and gardening with 
sensitive species in the nursery trade, and working with agencies in the fie ld to assist in 
achieving realistic conservation goals for decades, CNPSSD is in the unique position to state 
that the methods for transplantation are approached in very different manners for different 
species and history has shown very different results for even the best intended and funded 
approaches. During transplantation, the practice unavoidably causes root disturbance from 
mechanical means which leads to altered soil characteri stics (changing affi li ate biota, depth 
of water, temperature) and hydrological changes, even when transplanting in-situ. 
Transplantation introduces new exposures to variable temperature fluctuations and provides 
an introduction pathway for pathogens and invasive plant, fun gal, and insect / vermin 
species. These are just some of the common factors that contribute to stTess and loss of 
plants. Sensitive species require very specific conditions to survive and the transplantation 
pl an components that we do not get to see or review are critical to this statement of presumed 
succes . I ask what becomes of a tran plantation plan that is not sati:sfactory to the City of 
San Marcos and the reviewing agencies? This statement as a lead mitigation measure is 
presumptuous of the pe1mitting post passage of the DEIR 

In further regards to the concept that such a plan would produce "no loss of these plant 
pecies," the 2011 U Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Five Year Review for Brodiaea 

fi lifo lia (Federal Register Vol. 76, No.26), FWS remarks that "hy bridization could result in 
the loss of the species as well." Although populations are shown to occur where B. fi lifolia 
and B. orcutti co-occur on the Project site, the DEIR does not mention hyb1idization of these 
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species at any point within the reports. How then shall there be any metric proposed to 
establish the difference of natural hybridization of these two plant species from those 
that are meant to be propagated and planted which hybridization may be a direct result 
from human mediated activities? 

3) At what benchmark can the City of San Marcos consider the contingency 
measures to a Transplantation plan failure applicable? Is it after the loss of a 
single plant, or after five years of monitoring post construction when possibly 

4) 

5) 

hundreds of thousands of extremely rare Brodiaea corms have failed to produce the 
intended metric of success? MM-BIO-1 offers that a cost e ti mate for financial 
assurance of the plan be approved and held with a bond. This effecti vely creates a 
capped settlement on fai lure to pe1form a promise which has a nearly impossible 
measure to meet. Where then does the bond get paid when / if MM-BIO-1 fails? This 
is problematic as it can be infened that there may be a favorable monetary result for 
the Applicant and bond recipient(s) if Transplantation plan fails. The Applicant 
essentially is setting up terms of their own legal settlement in this scenario. Mean 
while, the loss of these endangered species is a further obstacle against the species 
surviving avoidable extinction. Extinction is not something any amount of money 
can fix. 

MM-BIO-1 suggests that it ' s approval and metrics be established by the agencies, so 
let's hear from their perspective. Californi a Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
July 12, 2022 Comments on the NOP for the Project, they state that they "recommend 
that project site be conserved through purchase with grants or mitigationjimds from 
other projects or through the establishment of a mitigation bank. Also as stated, we 
recommend that any proposed development be limited to no more than 25 percent of 
the project site and be designed to first prioritize avoidance of vernal pools and their 
watersheds and then to avoid thread-leaved brodiaea." In short, the mitigation 
measures proposed ignore the CDFW comments entirely. Where is the avoidance 
of rare and listed plant species measure or project alternative? 

For MM-BIO-2 Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan, the DEIR report again runs into the same 
problems mentioned directly above. We reiterate that this component relies on a Plan 
that is not available for review and on a bond contingency that does not offer further 
critical details for comment. However, it does suggest that "Suitable habitat is located 
within existing depressions (found not occupied) near existing vernal pools lo be 
preserved on-site, which is located within the Vernal Pool Major Amendment Area in 
the City's Draft Subarea Plan." The problem with this statement is that is untrue 
by the very report in which it is stated. In Figure 3.3-2 Special Status Wildlife 
Species, all the vernal pools appear to be occupied by the coloration of the map 
components by fairy shrimp. Collectively, the vernal pools are treated as a lump sum 
of their estimate area, but vernal pools are in fact somewhat unique, differentiated by a 
wide variety of hydro logic, geologic, and biological factors that form a delicate 
equilibrium. It would be much easier to as ess and compare which pools are intended 
to be utilized for mitigation, as it cmrently appears that there are only direct impacts to 
the pools in the project footprint, with no means to implement a theoretical plan 
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6) 

without impacting the others intended for conservation as well. This is especially 
poignant because the 3: 1 mitigation ratio for the 0.15 acre impacts to vernal pools 
(Found in Table 3.3-8) would effectively require more than doubling the existing 
natural pools on this site (Found in Table 3.3-5). 

In Figure 15 of the Biological Resources Memorandum, the existing vernal pools 
marked for enhancement are also encompassed by a polygon indicating vernal pool 
creation. There is no acceptable method know to simultaneously enhance a vernal 
pool while creating a new larger vernal pool around it. From a mitigation 
calcuJation standpoint, it has to be one or the other. The DEIR is proposing to 
make existing vernal pools bigger without any evidence that their watershed or other 
conditions can support larger pools. This indicates a conceptual plan to force nature to 
perfonn in a way that is unnatural. This concept doesn't restore resources that have 
been lost. This site is a unique example of the survival of very rare resources among 
sunounding heavy urban development. We contend that it is inappropriate to propose 
creating more resources onsite. Given the increasing pressures of climate change, it 
seems unlikely that the site can support a hi gher density of rare plants and vernal pools 
in a smaller area given the increased impacts proposed by the Project. 

CEQA requires EIRs to be detailed, complete, and contain a sufficient degree of 
analysis to let the public and decision-makers understand the proposed project's 
adverse environmental impacts, so that conections can be made and an informed 
decision can ultimately be undertaken. 1 As we understand it, the cowi s repeatedly 
have ruled again t deferring analysis until after the EIR is approved. 2 Similarly, EIR.s 
are generally not allowed to defer evaluation of mitigations. 3 Why does the DEIR 
fail to include a complete Biological Resource Management plan? The DEIR 
mentions "Compensatory mitigation proposed on- and/or off-site through habitat 
establishment, reestablishment, and/or restoration areas shall be required lo prepare 
and implement a Habitat Mitigation Monitoring Plan (HfvlMP) and a Prese,ve 
1\lfanagement Plan (PfvJP), which shall be subject lo Ci ty review and approval prior to 
issuance of any permits for the proposed project." Again, thi s is punting the is ue into 
a space where the public will not be al lowed to review whether the HMMP and PMP 
are realistic or even viable. Why not produce these plans prior to submittal of the 
DEIR for review rather than wait for these plans to be prepared? 

This is not simply a legal issue. CNPSSD has reviewed environmental documents on 
multiple resource management plans. The reason these documents are created is that 
they often cause impacts of their own making unavoidable impacts to sensitive species 
and vegetation communities in addition to an exhaustive list of concerns. What 
substantial evidence makes the Project proponents believe that their HMMP and 
PMP will be impact free? If such evidence exists, why was it not presented and 
used to support their case for permitting their Project? How can decision makers 

1 CEQA Guideline § 15151. Standards for Adequacy of an EIR. 
2 e.g. No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974), Sundstrom v. Coun ty of Mendocino (1988), Gentry v. City of 
Murrieta (1995) 

3 CEQA Guidelines §15 l 26.4(a)( l )(8) 
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be expected to weight the benefits of the Project against its impacts, if the 
mitigation for management plan impact themselves arc yet to be determined? 

Incomplete Plant List & Survey Issues 
Seventy three (73) plant species are referenced as being identified on the approximately 33 

acres of the proposed Project parcel. There were multiple smveys for botanical invento1y on the 
parcel between 2018 and 2022. CNPSSD encourage through plant li sts during biological 
surveys. For a site with the variety of vegetation communities presented across - 33 acres, the 
figure of 73 is surprisingly low. In fact, this caused enough question to utilize the December 
2022 google street view application publicity avail able online. Pictures just on the pe1iphery of 
the site clearly shows the surveys entirely missed the 60 '+ tall Eucalyptus tree at the comer of 
Las Posas Rd and Linda Vista Dr and the 20 '+ tall fan palm on the comer of La Mirada Dr and S 
Pacific St. Also, how could the surveyors miss the thousands of cheeseweed (Malva pmviflora) 
on the parcel, the multiple tumbleweed (Kali (Salso la) sps) evident in street view, as well as the 
broom baccharis (Baccharis sarothroides) that i clearly identifi able even from grainy La Mirada 
Dr google street view taken in Aug 2022? We can ' t conjecture on how these ve1y common and 
ve1y easily identifiable species were ignored in favor of the rare plants found in the hundreds of 
thousands on the parcel , but this calls into serious question whether this and other components of 
the surveys were undertaken to any rigorous standard of completion. Another odd note is the 
li sting of Desert plantain (Plantago ovata) on site, which would be an odd, but not technically 
impo ible find . This specie has never been documented in the San Marcos area by the 
California Consortium of Herbaria. Why wasn 't this species collected and submitted for 
confirmation at one of our many Herbaria, including the San Diego Natural History Museum 
Dept of Botany? How many other plant species arc on the parcel that the surveyors 
completely missed or did not document? Why not update these surveys? 

On this note, no CRPR listed bryophytcs, lichens, or mosses were surveyed for at all. 
The lack of inf01mation in the repmi indicates a gla1ing oversight and potential loss of such 
species as Geothallus tuberosus or Sphaerocmpos drewei (both CNPS lB. 1), the latter of which 
was found recently near the Palomar College campus about a mile away 4 . 

4 - Palomar News Mar 6, 2020 - 'Tiny plant on campus turns out to be a big find' 

The DEIR states ... "Three additional special status plant species have been recorded on the 
project site by others: San Diego thornmint (Acanthomintha ilicifolia), spreading navarretia 
(Navmntia fossalis), and small flowered microseris (Microseris douglasii ssp. Platycmpha). 
San Diego thornmint and spreading navarretia are reported to occur as critical populations on 
the project site; however, they have not been detected other than historical observations. These 
three species were not observed within the project site during biological surveys in 2018, 2020, 
2021, or 2022. Because surveys for rare plants conducted for the project were pe1fonned during 
the blooming periods for these plant species, as well as in a year (2020) yielding above average 
rainfall, these three plant species would have been observed if present on site." Simply not 
observing these species when historical observations on the site have been made as recently as 
2009 for the navarretia and 2017 for the microseris cause us to question the veracity of the 
statement that these species are absent. Both the Spreading Navarcttia and small flowered 
microseris can be difficuJt to locate. How can we trust they are in fact absent when 
multiple plant biological surveys missed a 60' tall Eucalyptus tree? 
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Thread leaved Brodiaea and Orcutt's Brodiaea are likely undercounted 
Given that only a fraction of existing conns within the soil have been shown to flower in any 

given year, even in wet years, the B. filifolia population numbers estimated in the project's BTR 
are likely significantly lower than the actual numbers onsite. See the fo llowing language from 
the 2009 USFWS 5-year review of B. filifolia as evidence of the difficulty of assessing 
population sizes: "The size of a particular population of Brodiaeafilifolia as well as other corm 
and bulb forming species, is often measured by counting numbers of standing flower stalks. 
There are considerable difficulties in this approach. Because more plants flower in wet years 
than in dry years, flowering plants likely represent only a portion of the total population of 
plants present at any given site. In addition to the annual fluctuation in numbers of flowering 
plants, seedlings and young plants only produce leaves for a few years before they are able to 
produce.flower stalks. These vegetative plants may go undetected in swveys (Service 2005a, p. 
73837). The species may be present as mature but non-flowering corms or immature corms 
rather than flowering plants; therefore, the estimated number of individuals should be 
considered an estimate of the minimum number of plants present (Service 2005a, p. 73840). A 
field study al the Santa Rosa Plateau Preserve revealed an 8: 1 ratio of non-flowering corms to 
flowering plants (12.5 percent.flowered), and that the number of.flowering plants may vmy up to 
tenfold from wet lo dry years (ivforey 1995, p. 2). A t a residential development site in Carlsbad, 
only 20 plants (0.25 percent) flowered, where 8,000 corms were later located (Faylor and 
Burkhart 1992, p. 1- 7). In 2007- a dry yem~ Vinje (pers. comm. 2008) reported that 14,373 
vegetative plants were counted within three research plots al the Rancho La Costa occurrence in 
Carlsbad, but none of the plants flowered (J. Vinje, Center/or Natural Lands Management, pers. 
comm. 2008, p. 2). Even in a wet year, only 2 to 26 percent of the plants within these plots 
flowered (Vinje, pers. comm. 2008, p . 2). " 

The DEIR states that the survey methodology for counting the Brodiaea of both species and 
Holocmpha wa "A t each rare plant location, the plant was identified to species based on unique 
flower characteristics, the number of individuals was estimated, and the location was recorded 
with a GPS unit. Due lo the relatively large area supporting Graceful Implant (Holocmpha 
virgata ssp. elongata) on site, this species was also mapped and quantified using similar methods 
as thread-leaved and Orcutt 's brodiaea species. Following the fi eld surveys, GPS data was 
analyzed, and polygons were created where appropriate to demonstrate overall distribution. 
Clusters and individuals of rare plants that were isolated/distant from the polygons were left as 
single point locations. " This infers that only flowering stalks and inflorescence scapes were 
counted. This further is reinforced by the total Brodiaea number being in the hundreds of 
thousands, yet getting an exact number for both species. Using the arithmetic in the comment 
by 2009 FWS 5 year review above, Brodiaea filifolia could possibly be under counted on the 
site by 1.25 Million corms. Based on experience with these species and observing above 
average rainfall years compared to the blooms of drought years, this estimate is approximate, but 
the statement demonstrably true. Even at existing numbers, hundreds of thousands of individual 
Brodiaea being impacted by this Project can not be mitigated as suggested in the DEIR except by 
avoidance. 

Questionable Feasibility 
One question that continuously comes up is even with a theoretical HMMP and PMP, 

can onsite mitigation even be achieved? Figure 15, despite being very difficult to interpret, 

02-17 

02-18 

I 02-19 

Page 6 of 8 in Comment Letter 02 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT 13170 
MAY 2024 RTC-57 

 

Page 7 of 8 

crams all of the vernal pool mitigation, and rare plant mitigation into tiny gaps between existing 
rare plant populations and existing vernal pools. Essentially, we already have a site that has a 
high density of vety sensitive resources, that has probably reached an ecological equilibrium 
over time regarding the density of vernal pools, B . .filifolia, B. orcuttii, Holocmpha, and the 
distribution of native grassland habitat. The DEIR proposes to further increase the density of all 
of these resources by forcing them into a smaller area. 

Where are the references to scientific literature proving that they can feasibly pack more B. 
filifoli a into an area already very dense with B . .filifolia? Thi will be made even more difficult 
when they account for the likely seriously underestimated population numbers. Will each 
mitigation vernal pool have suffi cient watershed, and how would the Project Applicant deal with 
the impact from the private and public interests that will have acces to the site? Mitigation for 
the loss of native grnssland is also unaccounted for where the DEIR proposes to create vernal 
pools. Do the referenced mitigation banks have comparable vegetation communities that are 
suitably comparable for the species listed, not just the vegetation community type? Do these 
mitigation banks have enough area to meet these requirements? 

Lack of Project Alternatives 
Overall, CNPSSD is not against urban infill development and increased density where the 

lots are already degraded or developed, blighted or under utilized. This Project proposes many 
housing components needed in this area of San Marcos, but docs not analyze where 
alternative locations could achieve the same development benefits without the 
environmental impacts to sensitive resources. We welcome a version of this Specific Plan 
located on lots li ke 11 00 San Marcos Blvd, or where Linda Vista Dr meets Grand Ave. Please 
address why the Parcel with such a unique biological inventory has to be the site where this 
development is worth their degradation and potential destmction? 

Multiple Species Conservation Plan ("MSCP") Issues 
The Project site is within the proposed North County Multiple Species Conservation Plan 

("NCMSCP"). While the NCMSCP is not yet adopted, the Project does not appear to be 
consistent with the goals of the NCMSCP within its cwTent f01m. Preserving this site now will 
allow San Marcos to keep good fa ith in the eventual passage of the MSCP, which indicates solid 
forethough and concern for the welfare of all the citizen of San Marco , even those who need 
non-profit organizations and agency personnel to speak for them. 

CONCLUSION 
San Marcos has a unique opportunity to integrate this lot as a natural park that 

protects these extremely sensitive resources in place into a conservation oriented open 
space / parks plan to allow people in the City to learn and appreciate the rarity and beauty 
of the site while enhancing the existing resources. CNPSSD would happily join the agencies 
satisfaction to turn this site into a Conserved lands with little to no development. We as stewards 
of land use are quickly closing in in the inability to save these plants from extinction. Without 
protecting them where they exi t and focusing on more suitable atematives, we will hasten the 
day when all choice is gone. Losing this site will cause irreparable harm to a significant 
population of Thread leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia), Orcutt's brodiaea (Brodiaea 
orcuttt), Graceful tarplant (Howcarpha virgata ssp ewngcda), and San Diego Button celery 
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(Eryngium aristulatum var parishii) and the life that depend upon their continued 
unaltered existence. Please require the implementation of better sun1eys, substantially 
reduce the Project footprint and move the footprint as CDFW has already suggested, or 
favor another, more suitable location to approve this Project. As Senior Planner in San 
Marcos and as a visionary for the future of the City, we are counting on your consideration to 
please delay or require standards for this Project that can better provide reasoning to whether 
they are even possible to produce. 

Thank you for taking these comments. Please keep CNPSSD infonned of all developments 
with this project, at conservation c. cnpssd.org and president@cnpssd.org. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. Justin Thomas Daniel 
Chapter President 
California Native Plant Society, San Diego Chapter 
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Response to Comment Letter O2 

Organization 

California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 

April 17, 2023 

O2-1  The comment introduces the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) and its San Diego Chapter 

(CNPSSD). The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

No further response is required. 

O2-2 The comment provides an introduction to comments that follow. The comment does not raise any 

specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

O2-3 This comment states that the proposed biological mitigation measures are problematic and 

insufficient. This comment provides an overview of proposed mitigation measure MM-BIO-1. Please 

refer to Global Responses A, B, and C above. The comment is an introduction to comments that 

follow. No further response is required. 

O2-4 This comment states the commenter’s concerns with the Rare Plant Transplant Plan and states that 

they rarely work as intended.  

In response, it has been the experience of the Applicant biological (rare plant, vernal pool, and 

mitigation) consultant at Helix Environmental Planning, with approximately 65 years of cumulative 

experience working with rare plants (including translocation plans), vernal pools, and habitat/plant 

mitigation projects in the region, that rare plant transplant plans are successful and do work as 

instructed/intended. Several Helix biologists have contributed to the project, including three key 

specialist staff: include Mr. Jason Kurnow, Mr. Peter Tomsovic, and Mr. Thomas Liddicoat. Mr. Kurnow 

is a Senior Scientist II with approximately 23 years of experience and holds a USFWS 10(a)(1)(A) 

recovery permit for several listed species, including listed fairy shrimp. Mr. Kurnow also holds a 

California Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM) certification for vernal pools. He has successfully 

completed vernal pool and rare plant projects throughout southern California. Examples include: 

Miramar National Cemetery Vernal Pool Creation/Restoration and Long-Term Maintenance and 

Monitoring, MCAS Miramar MV-22 P178/180 and P-1045 Vernal Pools Projects, Camp Roberts San 

Luis Obispo Vernal Pool Project, Cousins Market Vernal Pool Maintenance and Monitoring, Robertson’s 

Otay Mesa Vernal Pools, Fort Rosecrans Vernal Pool Creation/Restoration Project, MCB Camp 

Pendleton Vernal Pool Creation/Restoration Project, Hemet Valley Vernal Pool project, Robinhood Ridge 

Vernal Pool Preserve Creation/Restoration Project, the Fox Miller Brodiaea Preserve, Eastlake Tarplant 

Restoration Preserve, Santee Riverview Rare Plant Translocation and Monitoring, and the Salk Open 

Space Brodiaea Preserve.  

Mr. Tomsovic is a Senior Construction Manager with approximately 25 years of experience in developing 

and successfully implementing habitat creation and restoration projects, including vernal pools and 

rare plant translocation across California. Some examples of Mr. Tomsovic’s experience include: the 

Stonridge Development Vernal Pools, Jonas Salk Elementary School Vernal Pools Restoration, 

Maintenance and Monitoring Project, Lone Star Vernal Pool Creation/Restoration Mitigation Preserve, 

MCB Camp Pendleton Wire Mountain Vernal Pool Restoration Program, Pacific Commons Vernal Pool 

and Rare Plants Project, Dennery Canyon Vernal Pool Preserve Restoration, Antelope-Pardee Rare Plant 
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Restoration Project, Calabasas Rare Plant Restoration Project, Peninsular Rare Plant Salvage and 

Restoration Project, MCB Camp Pendleton Thread-Leaved Brodiaea Project, and MCAS Miramar 

Mounds National Natural Landmark Vernal Pool and Rare Plants Project.  

Mr. Liddicoat is a Senior Biology Project Manager with 18 years of experience. He also holds a FWS 

10(a)(1)(A) recovery permit for listed fairy shrimp and has worked on vernal pools and rare plant 

projects throughout southern California. Some examples of Mr. Liddicoat’s experience with vernal pools 

and rare plants include multiple Newhall Land Rare Plant Villages Projects, several Otay Ranch Villages 

Vernal Pool Projects, Fry’s Vernal Pool Mitigation Preserve, Laurel Creek Condominiums Brodiaea 

Project, MCAS Miramar Housing Vernal Pools and Rare Plants Project, and the Joli Ann Leichtag 

Elementary School Brodiaea Mitigation Preserve Project. 

With regard to the focal rare plants on-site, two local examples of thread-leaved brodiaea translocation 

success are the Joli Ann Leichtag Elementary Preserve and the Rancho Santalina Preserve. The Joli 

Ann Leichtag Elementary Preserve (Preserve) served as a receptor site for the translocation of thread-

leaved brodiaea individuals that were within the impact footprint of the Elementary School. This site 

has also served as receptor site for impacts related to the Laurel Creek Apartments development 

project. Thread-leaved brodiaea were successfully translocated within an approximate 0.5-acre non-

native grassland receptor area within the Preserve, which resulted in a total population of over 60,000 

thread-leaved brodiaea in the Preserve. The Rancho Santalina Preserve has also been a receptor site 

for translocation of thread-leaved brodiaea. Both sites have completed successful translocation, are 

protected with conservation easements, and are currently under perpetual management of a Habitat 

Manager. MM-BIO-1 requires that the City and resource agencies review and approve a transplantation 

plan to provide for no loss of the plant species and to achieve establishment success. In addition to 

direct replacement/relocation of individuals impacted, the proposed mitigation plan will also include 

salvaging of on-site seed for greenhouse propagation as well as direct dispersal of seeds collected. 

Implementation of these additional efforts are expected to supplement direct transplanting and provide 

assurance for no loss of individuals impacted. The plan is also to contain contingency measures in case 

the performance standards are not met. Resource agency (USFWS and CDFW) verification that success 

criteria is met is required for the measure to be completed. Planning, mitigation, maintenance and 

monitoring, contingency measures, and ultimate verification of success will ensure the success of the 

transplant plan to mitigate project impacts. Refer also to Response to Comment A3-8. 

O2-5 This comment expresses concerns with the Rare Plant Transplant Plan and states that the Draft EIR 

proposes plans that do not yet exist or have not been released for review.  

Initially, the conceptual mitigation proposed for the project is presented on Figure 13 of the Biological 

Resources Report, Appendix C to the EIR. MM-BIO-1 identifies the detailed information that must be 

included in the Rare Plant Transplant Plan and identifies a performance standard of no loss of the plant 

species that the Plan must meet. The need to defer the specifics of the Rare Plant Transplant Plan 

arises in light of subsequent regulatory processes, during which agency consultation and approval will 

occur after the EIR is completed. Here, the City and the resource agencies (USFWS and CDFW) are 

required to review and approve the Rare Plant Transplant Plan2 , before issuance of land disturbance, 

clearing, grubbing, or grading permits for the site. During this review process, comments provided by 

 
2 The City notes the Rare Plant Transplant Plan may be incorporated into a Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan or similar 

document detailing the elements of rare plant transplantation, rather than appear in a standalone document. 
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the agencies would be addressed and incorporated into the Rare Plant Transplant Plan or HMMP as 

part of the approval process. Public review of such plan is not industry standard and not necessary. 

The mitigation type and techniques to be incorporated into the project transplant plan are based on 

acceptable industry standards and previously approved plans in the region that were completed 

successfully. The proposed mitigation techniques would be subject to resource agency review and 

approval, which are consistent with techniques that have been proven successful. Refer also to Global 

Response A and Response to Comments O2-4 and A3-8. 

O2-6 This comment states that transplantation methods are different for different species, and states the 

commenters concerns with factors that contribute to the stress and loss of plants during plant 

transplantation. The commenter questions what becomes of a transplantation plan that is not 

satisfactory to the City of San Marcos and the reviewing agencies. 

In response, as discussed above in Responses to Comments O2-4 and O2-5, MM-BIO-1 identifies 

the information that must be included in the Rare Plant Transplant Plan and identifies a performance 

standard of no loss of the plant species that the Plan must meet. The illustrative plans identify some 

manners/methods that are anticipated to be included in the projects Transplant Plan. Such plans have 

been approved and implemented successfully for other similar sites.   

Because approval of the Transplant Plan is required prior to any physical project impacts and as part 

of regulatory permitting that follows the CEQA and City land use entitlement process, if the Transplant 

Plan is not approved, then project permits needed for development would not be issued. The project 

Applicant or Developer would work with the City and Agencies to prepare an acceptable plan to meet 

the no loss performance standard. It is required that project Applicant or Developer to approval of the 

transplant plan as well as obtain CDFW/USFWS verification of its success. Based on these factors, the 

City has determined that MM-BIO-1 is anticipated to be successful at reducing impacts to less than 

significant, together with the other biological resource mitigation measures.  

O2-7 The comment expresses concerns related to species Brodiaea Fili folia and Brodiaea Orcutt to co-occur 

on the project site. The commenter questions how there shall be any metric proposed to establish the 

difference of natural hybridization of these two plant species from those that are meant to be 

propagated and planted which hybridization may be a direct result from human mediated activities.  

Throughout multiple years (2020-2023) of focused surveys of the brodiaea on-site, no hybrids were 

detected. Based on the 100,000's of individuals on-site, the Applicant’s biologists at Helix 

Environmental expected that hybrids of brodiaea species would likely have been detected, if present, 

and in a representative amount of the population. According to available literature from CNPS (Brodiaea 

filifolia taxon report), it is suggested that hybridization of brodiaea is generated by a non-native 

pollinizer -- the European honeybee. Natural hybridization is not known and, based on observations 

onsite to date, unlikely. Further, according to the San Diego Management and Monitoring Program and 

current literature published by the American Journal of Botany (i.e., A phylogenetic evaluation of a 

biosystematic framework: Brodiaea and related petaloid monocots {hemidaceae]), Filifolia and B. 

Orcuttii have several similarities, but they have different physical reproductive characteristics; 

Hybridization between these two species is unlikely (Pires, J.C. and K.J. Sytsma. 2002). According to 

the USFWS 5-year review for the species, hybrids at the project site have been reported via personal 

communication in 2007; however, there have been no definitive studies to verify or determine the 

genetic identity, parentage, or distribution of supposed hybrids (USFWS 2009). Overall, hybridization 
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was not observed, is considered to be rare and speculative, and is biologically unlikely to occur at the 

site; and therefore, hybridization was not discussed in the Draft EIR. 

A metric related to hybridization between these species on-site is not necessary. The proposed project 

mitigation for brodiaea on-site is not expected to encourage, deter, nor facilitate hybridization of the 

species beyond any naturally occurring, low likelihood. 

O2-8 This comment cites concerns with proposed mitigation measure MM-BIO-1. The commenter questions 

at what benchmark can the City of San Marcos consider the contingency measures to a Transplantation 

plan failure applicable.  

In response, MM-BIO-1 requires that the proposed mitigation plan outline success criteria for the initial 

establishment period as well as maintenance and monitoring during subsequent years, to achieve 

performance standards. MM-BIO-1 provides that contingency measures are included “in case 

performance standards are not met … to ensure success.” The mitigation plan also includes several 

adaptive monitoring and management strategies following installation to provide additional 

contingency and assurance for success such as additional seed collection/propagation, additional 

plant distribution, intensifying maintenance, collection and distribution of additional vernal pool 

inoculum, performance-based assurance bonds, and off-site mitigation. Based on the site’s existing 

condition, which includes suitable soils, habitat, and appropriate topography contiguous across the 

site, and the prolific presence of the target species on-site, is it anticipated that by removal of 

concentrated areas of non-native herbaceous species and replacement with target native species 

translocation, along with regular monitoring and maintenance control of non-native species on-site, 

transplant would be achieved. Refer also why it is anticipated that the transplantation onsite will be 

successful. The determination of success would be evaluated and accomplished as set forth by 

performance standards prescribed by the final transplant plan (i.e., HMMP) approved by the applicable 

permit-issuing resource agency (i.e., USFWS, USACE, RWQCB, and/or CDFW). Performance standards 

would focus on occupied habitat area and specific density count of individuals. 

Relating to the commenter’s question regarding the timing of the bond, MM-BIO-1 has been revised and 

requires that the Applicant or Developer fully fund the approved transplant plan via an endowment or 

other funding mechanism prior to any clearing, grubbing, grading, or other land disturbance related to the 

project. Ultimately, the financial assurance of the mitigation plan must be reviewed and approved by the 

City and pertinent permit-issuing Resource Agency (i.e., USFWS, CDFW, etc.) prior to project impacts.  

O2-9 This comment states concerns with proposed mitigation measure MM-BIO-1, and references comments 

from CDFW recommending that a “no development” conservation alternative and 25% development 

alternative be evaluated. The comment states that CDFW’s comments were ignored. 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comments A2-4 and A3-4. As discussed therein, a 

conservation alternative was considered but rejected in the EIR for failing to meet basic project 

objectives. A conservation alternative is also essentially a repeat of the “No Project Alternative” for 

purposes of analyzing project impacts, as the site would remain undeveloped. The “No Project 

Alternative” was considered in Section 4.4.3 of the Draft EIR. The EIR acknowledges that the No Project 

Alternative would have reduced impacts to biological resources compared to the proposed project; 

however, the No Project Alternative would not accomplish the basic project objectives.  
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A conservation alternative is also practically infeasible. Per discussions between the Applicant, CDFW, 

USFWS, and the City, this private property is unavailable for purchase for conservation. Conservation 

of the site is highly unlikely and infeasible in light of this unavailability, as well as the continued and 

increasing degradation of the site, and difficulty in obtaining adequate grants, mitigation funds, or 

setting up a mitigation bank for its conservation.  

A Reduced Development Footprint Alternative (no more than 25% development) was evaluated in the 

Draft EIR and identified as the environmentally superior alternative (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6€ (2)). 

However, while the Reduced Development Footprint Alternative may reduce vernal pool impacts 

associated with the proposed project, it would result in substantially greater impacts to federally listed 

threatened and state-listed endangered thread-leaved brodiaea (TLB), impacting approximately 45% of 

the TLB-occupied areas on-site compared to the project’s impact to 19% of TLB-occupied areas. This 

alternative was further identified to not meet certain project objectives, or to meet them to a lesser 

extent compared to the proposed project. Specifically, while the Reduced Development Footprint 

Alternative would develop infill housing on an urbanized site and rezone the site to residential to assist 

the City in implementing its housing goals (project objectives 1 and 2), it would provide less housing 

compared to the proposed project and less efficiently promote infill development. This alternative 

would also provide less varied housing compared to the proposed project, including less affordable 

housing (objective 3). This alternative would meet objective 4 by avoiding vernal pools but would result 

in greater impacts to thread-leaved brodiaea, such that it would be inconsistent with objective 4. This 

alternative would not meet project objective 5 because the site would be atypically designed in a 

manner that does not enhance connectivity. This alternative would also not meet objective 6 to the 

same extent as the project, as it would not maximize housing density for the City.  

It is also noted that, while the Reduced Development Footprint Alternative would lessen biological 

impacts, based on the analysis of the impacts, and recommended the mitigation measures from the 

Biological Technical Report (Helix 2023), the EIR concludes that, with the mitigation measures 

recommended in the EIR, there are no significant biological impacts of the proposed project. 

As described in Response to Comment A2-4 above, a “Reduced Development Footprint Alternative – 

Vernal Pool Impact Minimization” alternative has been included in Chapter 4, Section 4.4.6, of the Final 

EIR under project alternatives considered to address comments from USFWS. This alternative 

considers development of 29% of the site which would occur only within a reduced development 

footprint in the southern portion of the project site.  

In sum, the EIR did not ignore CDFW comments on the NOP of a DEIR for the project but incorporated 

and analyzed a “No Project Alternative” and “Reduced Project Footprint” alternative, as requested. 

It is further notable that the project Applicant has worked early and continuously (including on-site 

meetings) with CDFW and USFWS during the planning stages of the project to design a project that 

reflects substantial avoidance of several species of rare plants and vernal pools, and takes a balanced 

approach to preserving, mitigating, and managing rare plants on-site and their habitats. During early 

site planning discussions and on-site meetings with CDFW and USFWS, the Applicant was informed 

that the top (#1) resource that should be avoided to the extent feasible was the thread-leaved brodiaea. 

Project plans reflect this stated preference, while avoiding to the extent possible impacts to vernal 

pools and other species and mitigating those impacts that are unavoidable. Thus, the project plans and 
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proposed mitigation demonstrate a commitment to respecting the sensitive biological resources onsite 

and mitigating, preserving, and managing them in perpetuity.  

O2-10 This comment expresses concerns with proposed mitigation measure MM-BIO-2, specifically that all 

vernal pools are occupied by fairy shrimp under existing conditions. The comment states the plan is not 

available for review and questions the effectiveness of vernal pool mitigation. 

In response, see Global Response A. In addition, the commenter is incorrect that all vernal pools are 

occupied by fairy shrimp under existing conditions. Based on the results of the focused wet-season and 

dry-season survey efforts conducted between March to August of 2020, many (nearly 75%) of the 

depressions/pools on-site were found (via sampling of ponded pools for shrimp and soil sampling 

microscopy for shrimp cysts) to not be occupied by fairy shrimp. The Biological Technical Report, 

Appendix C to the EIR, evaluated the depressions/pools individually on their uniqueness, which is 

presented on Figure 12b, Vernal Pool Features and Biological Value, of Appendix C to the EIR. The 

depressions/pools intended for on-site mitigation (including creation and enhancement) are presented 

on Figure 13 of Appendix C to this EIR. 

MM-BIO-7a and MM-BIO-7b require compensatory mitigation for impacts to vernal pools at a 3:1 ratio. 

Figure 13 shows where this mitigation is likely to be effectively implemented onsite. However, 

compensatory mitigation may be secured through on- or off-site habitat establishment, 

reestablishment, or restoration and/or conservation credits, or some mix of these options. Refer to 

MM-BIO-7a and MM-BIO-7b. MM-BIO-2 outlines the mandatory components of the Vernal Pool 

Mitigation Plan, which will ensure the success of vernal pool mitigation through creation, 

reestablishment, restoration, monitoring, contingency measures, and verification upon successful 

completion. Ultimately, the Vernal Pool mitigation plan for the project would be reviewed by the City 

and the resource agencies. Review and approval would be required prior to any land disturbance, 

clearing, grubbing, or grading of the project site. These elements will ensure the effectiveness of 

vernal pool mitigation. 

O2-11 This comment voices concerns over proposed vernal pool enhancement and proposed mitigation. The 

comment states that it is not acceptable to enhance a vernal pool while creating a larger vernal pool 

around it. The comment also states it seems unlikely the site can support a higher density of rare plants 

and vernal pools.  

In response, please refer to Global Responses A, B and C. The proposed mitigation plan would describe 

and quantify the differences between depression/pool enhancement, creation, and expansion to 

ensure that vernal pools are appropriately mitigated at a 3:1 ratio. The proposed expansion of existing 

depressions/pools and new pool creation considers existing topography contours on-site, existing 

depressions/pools, and the potential watersheds for these features. The plan does provide for 

restoration/enhancement of resources that have been lost on-site due to off-road vehicular damage, 

trespassing, unauthorized poaching of plants, spread of non-native species, and unauthorized 

dumping/filling. 

The site was also thoroughly investigated for appropriate opportunities to implement vernal pool 

mitigation. Based on the density of other vernal pool complexes in the region, including the nearby Fry's 

site which is nearly 1/4 the size of the proposed project, the proposal to expand, create, and enhance, 
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vernal pools on-site are appropriate. Information summarizing the success of vernal pool mitigation and 

density of resources at the nearby Fry’s site is included as Attachment 1 to Appendix C of the Final EIR.  

Accordingly, vernal pool enhancement, creation, and expansion has been implemented in the region 

successfully for several decades, including on a site (Fry’s vernal pools) approximately 0.5 miles of the 

proposed project site. The proposed project would incorporate elements employed at the successful 

Fry’s vernal pool mitigation site, such as vernal pool CRAM analysis, grading parameters and 

techniques, plantings, additional native pollinator support, and success criteria. It is anticipated that 

the proposed onsite mitigation areas can accommodate the proposed vernal pool mitigation. There is 

no literature available to suggest that the site is at max capacity or indicate that global climate change 

would decrease the site's capacity or ability to support these vernal pool and rare plant resources. Refer 

also to Response A3-8. 

Regarding the densities of rare plants, survey results and quadrat sampling found that the rare plant 

density widely varies. This variation in density, as well as the evidence of suitable habitat areas not yet 

occupied, would suggest that the site is not at carrying capacity. Refer to Response to Comment A3-8 

for additional information.  

O2-12 The comment asks why the DEIR does not include a complete Biological Resource Management plan. 

In response, because it is anticipated that further regulatory agency review may identify details and 

conditions related to these plans it is preferred that drafting the plans occur during the agency review 

process that occurs after the EIR is completed. At this time, the mitigation is sufficient where 

performance standards are identified, regulatory review is required, and the elements of the plans are 

outlined. The proposed mitigation in the EIR commits that the project will satisfy established 

performance standards (e.g., no loss of plants and 3:1 vernal pool mitigation) and details the 

information which must be included in any acceptable mitigation plan to ensure that significant impacts 

will in fact be mitigated. The final biological mitigation plans are subject to agency review, modification, 

and approval after the City makes a decision on the project’s land use entitlements and prior to 

issuance of and any land disturbance, clearing, grubbing, or issuance of grading permits for the 

proposed project. The EIR also outlines the conceptual mitigation design at Figure 13 of the Biological 

Technical Report, EIR Appendix C. The project Applicant is currently preparing a draft conceptual 

mitigation plan based on the conceptual design presented on Figure 13 of the Biological Resources 

Technical Report; after which the appropriate management plans would also be prepared based on the 

mitigation plan. Both the mitigation plan and management plan would be reviewed and approved by 

the City and applicable resource agencies (CDFW and USFWS) prior to permit issuance or project 

impacts. Feasibility, viability, and effectiveness of the proposed plans would be confirmed by the City 

and resource agencies against the performance standards. Because no approval equals no project 

development, it is in the highest interest of the project Applicant to obtain approval of such plans, which 

will ensure that performance criteria are satisfied. Also refer to Global Response A. 

O2-13 The comment states that resource management plans often cause impacts of their own and asks what 

substantial evidence makes the Project proponents believe that their HMMP and PMP will be impact free. 

In response, the DEIR identifies and analyzes the sensitive resources across the site. Based on the 

biological surveys conducted for the DEIR between 2018 and 2022 as well as subsequent surveys 

conducted between March through May of 2023, the proposed mitigation plan targets resources to be 

placed and/or created in places to not impact federally or state listed sensitive species as well as in areas 
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that do not substantially impact other sensitive resources/species (i.e., less rare species that do not 

warrant mitigation). It is uncommon that implementation of mitigation and management cause 

detrimental impacts to sites. Typically, if impacts occur by mitigation and management activities, they are 

temporary, do not result in permanent loss of native habitat or species, and are considered by the 

Resource Agencies to outweigh and off-set such impacts (i.e., self-mitigating efforts) by ultimately uplifting 

the area compared to the pre-mitigation/management condition. The mitigation and management plans 

factor the on-site resources and includes a several avoidance and minimization techniques (e.g., pre-

construction surveys and species location demarcating, seasonal timing of work, using hand tools, and 

using rubber tire or rubber-tracked vehicles), as well as adaptive contingency measures (e.g., additional 

seed collection and distribution, additional plantings and inoculation, more intense weed control, and 

seeding of known pollinator plants) to ensure inadvertent impacts would not occur. If mitigation occurs 

off-site similar techniques would be employed to ensure impacts would be avoided. 

O2-14 The comment expresses concern regarding the biological surveys conducted on-site and questions 

whether species were missed.  

The Applicant’s biological consultant from Helix Environmental have reviewed their field notes and 

conducted additional botanical inventory surveys at the site this year (2023) in April and May, due to 

the exceptional rainfall year. The results of these additional survey efforts are provided in Appendix C 

to the Final EIR. The plant surveys have been updated and are provided in Appendix C to the Final EIR 

and included as Attachment 2 to this Response to Comments document. 

O2-15 The comment states that no CRPR listed bryophytes, lichens, or mosses were surveyed for at all. The 

comment states the lack of information in the report indicates a glaring oversight and potential loss of 

such species as Geothallus tuberosus or Sphaerocarpos drewei (both CNPS 1B.1), the latter of which 

was found recently near the Palomar College campus about a mile away.  

In response, the records searches for documented rare plants encompassed a 2-mile radius, which is 

considered appropriate for infill sites surrounded by existing development. Species recorded within 2-

miles of the site were searched for during field surveys. There is very little bare ground and no rock 

outcroppings or other suitable on-site to support bryophytes, lichens, or mosses occurs on-site. Where 

bare ground is present, it is due to urbanized trails or roadside edges. Additional botanical inventory 

surveys were conducted at the site in April and May of 2023 due to the exceptional rainfall year; 

bryophytes, lichens, and mosses were recorded if found present. The results of these efforts are 

included in Appendix C to the Final EIR. 

O2-16 The comment states that both the Spreading Navarettia and small flowered microseris can be difficult 

to locate. It states that simply not observing these species when historical observations on the site 

have been made as recently as 2009 for the navarretia and 2017 for the microseris cause the 

commenter to question the veracity of the statement that these species are absent. The comment asks 

how the commenter can trust they are in fact absent when multiple plant biological surveys missed a 

60’ tall Eucalyptus tree.  

In response, focused vernal pool surveys and rare plant surveys were conducted. Extra attention was 

given to species with known historical presence on-site. These species were not previously identified. 

However, due to the abundant rainfall this year (2023), additional botanical inventory surveys were 

conducted at the site in April and May. The results of these efforts are provided in Attachment 2 to this 
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Response to Comments document. Small flowered microseris was detected in the southwest portion 

of the site in areas to be avoided by the project development. Spreading Navarettia was not observed 

on-site and would have been detected if present.  

O2-17 The comment states that given that only a fraction of existing corms within the soil have been 

shown to flower in any given year, even in wet years, the B. Filifolia population numbers estimated 

in the project’s BTR are likely significantly lower than the actual numbers onsite.  

In response, the focused brodiaea surveys and counts onsite reflect an estimate, which was quantified 

by number of flowering individuals. Based on the brodiaea flower count sampling, the density of plant 

varies throughout the site. To evaluate the brodiaea populations on-site, several focused brodiaea 

surveys were conducted by Helix biologists from 2018-2022, including vegetative (pre-flowering) 

surveys to ensure vegetative plants not go undetected. The data presented in the DEIR reflects the 

results of these surveys. Refer to Appendix C, Biological Technical Report, Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.3 for 

additional information.  

As discussed above, additional surveys were performed in April and May 2023, a wet year. Vegetative 

surveys for brodiaea were conducted across the site, with additional focus on the proposed mitigation 

areas, to verify mapping extents of brodiaea presented in the EIR as well as confirm the proposed 

mitigation areas are absent of brodiaea (i.e. are viable as a receptor area for brodiaea translocation). 

As the comment notes, more plants flower in wet years versus dry years, which may make for better 

detection. The most current 2023 survey findings closely resemble the past data sets/counts on-site, 

confirming that the estimates in the Draft EIR accurately represent the existing extent of brodiaea on-

site. 2023 Surveys are appended at part of Appendix C to the Final EIR. 

O2-18 The comment discusses the total Brodiaea numbers, and states that hundreds of thousands of 

individual Brodiaea will be impacted by this Project that cannot be mitigated as suggested in the Draft 

EIR except by avoidance. The project was designed to minimize impacts to sensitive brodiaea species; 

specifically, just over 80 percent of the on-site population the federally and state listed endangered 

thread-leaved brodiaea would be avoided and just under 40 percent of the non-listed but rare, Orcutt’s 

brodiaea, would be avoided. Given the proposed mitigation to translocate and replant these impacted 

individuals on-site, as well as plant additional greenhouse propagated individuals, impacts to these 

species are considered temporary, and would result in an increase of occupied habitat on-site for these 

species, following successful completion of the mitigation. Please also refer to Global Response A, and 

Response to Comment O2-17 and A3-8. 

O2-19 This comment expresses questions and concerns about the possibility to achieve on-site mitigation. In 

response, using available scientific data and on-site survey information, the conceptual mitigation plan 

shown in Figure 13 of EIR Appendix C proposes to effectively mitigate for project impacts to biological 

resources on-site. Given the amount and location of sensitive resources on-site, the proposed plant 

translocation/planting and vernal pool creation/expansion incorporates a minimum 5-foot buffer from 

existing resources, which is to be avoided. As stated previously, the plant count quadrat data varied 

greatly and suggests the site is not at max carrying capacity but, rather, can accommodate the 

translocation of rare plants to other areas of the site. The proposed mitigation efforts are focused on 

areas of the site that were found to be absent of these species, which was verified during the April 

2023 survey effort. To accommodate the mitigation ratio anticipated to be imposed by the Agencies, 

the conceptual mitigation proposed for vernal pools would result in three times more vernal pool area 
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than impacted by the project. The conceptual rare plant translocation plan requirements focus on 

utilizing nearly the same (not smaller) and larger size areas for mitigation as those impacted; thus, not 

squeezing the resources into a smaller area (as suggested by the comment). Therefore, the density of 

plant areas with mitigation will be similar to those areas under existing conditions that will be impacted 

by the project. Refer also to Response to Comment A3-8. 

O2-20 This comment asks for references to scientific literature to support findings made in the Draft EIR and 

Biological Technical Report and expresses questions and concerns on the sufficiency of proposed 

mitigation and mitigation banks.  

In response, please refer to Responses to Comments O2-19 and A3-8. Substantial evidence supports 

the determination that the areas of the site could support more brodiaea where few/none occur 

currently, sufficient to meet the project’s mitigation requirements.  

The created and expanded vernal pools would have a sufficient watershed. The pool creation and 

design would incorporate the findings from the vernal pool watershed analysis for the site, conducted 

by Tory Walker Engineering in September 2022, which found that the existing pools have a watershed 

approximately 3 times larger than the pool ponding area. Thus, the created and expanded pools would 

be constructed to have a watershed at least 3 times larger than the pooling surface area to ensure 

sufficient watershed would be provided. Vernal pool creation and expansion has been completed 

successfully throughout San Diego County. The pools on-site, which are similar to most vernal pool 

complexes, are filled by direct rainfall and are not filled by run-on.  

Given the project proposal, public access would be restricted as part of the preservation plan. The 

project would include installation of a fenced boundary around the entire periphery of the preserve 

mitigation area. Locked gates suitable for on-foot access only by the maintenance management 

personnel to the site would be provided. The project does not include trails or trailheads and there 

would be no public access allowed into the mitigation site. 

The creation and expansion of vernal pools is not expected to result in a substantial loss of grassland. 

The pools/depressions on-site when not inundated, reflect a native grassland. Overall, the mitigation 

for potential loss of grassland by creation and expansion of vernal pools would be provided by the on-

site grassland preservation and restoration efforts as well as purchase of grassland bank credits. 

The Applicant is currently preparing a mitigation plan and as part of developing the plan details will be 

obtaining specificity on mitigation bank credits.  

O2-21 The comment questions the site choice for residential development in comparison to other available 

sites and asks why the parcel with such a unique biological inventory has to be the site where this 

development is worth their degradation and potential destruction. 

In response, Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR analyzes alternatives to the proposed project. An alternative 

location was considered but ultimately rejected for the following reasons. Pursuant to Section 

15126.6(f)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, the City considered the potential for alternative locations to 

develop the proposed project. There are sites within the City that are already zoned for residential use 

under the General Plan that could be developed or redeveloped with a residential project. However, the 

project Applicant does not control another site within the City of comparable land area that is 
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surrounded by existing infrastructure and near existing transit. One of the factors for feasibility of an 

alternative is “whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the 

alternative site.” Because the City is highly urbanized and is largely built out, obtaining another site of 

a similar size in a similar location is not considered feasible. It should also be noted that the project 

site is surrounded on all sides by development and considered an infill site in an urban area. 

Furthermore, the site left unchecked has been deteriorating over time and is expected to continue to 

deteriorate without the funding from the development to preserve and protect the site’s preserve areas 

in perpetuity. The preservation plan and restoration, as well as the long-term endowment under the 

project, will ensure the long-term viability of all sensitive species on site. As such, an alternative location 

was ultimately rejected from further analysis in the EIR. 

To the extent the comment suggests specific locations at 1100 San Marcos Blvd or where Linda Vista 

Drive meets Grand Avenue, the project Applicant does not own or control these sites. They are not 

of comparable size, at approximately 2-acres (1100 San Marcos Blvd) and 4.6-acres (vacant parcel 

south of Linda Vista Drive and Grand Avenue), respectively, compared to the project’s 

approximately 33.2-acre site. The location at Linda Vista Drive and Grand Avenue is proximate to 

SR-78 and industrial uses, which may present air quality health risk concerns. If the commenter is 

referring to the approximately 12-acre vacant/demolished property north of Linda Vista 

Drive/south of Grand Avenue, the project Applicant does not own or control this site and separate 

development plans are already proposed for this site. Thus, the alternative sites are infeasible and 

are not considered further. 

O2-22 The comment states that the Project site is within the proposed North County Multiple Species 

Conservation Plan ("NCMSCP"). The comment states that, while the NCMSCP is not yet adopted, the 

Project does not appear to be consistent with the goals of the NCMSCP within its current form. The 

comment states that preserving this site now will allow San Marcos to keep good faith in the eventual 

passage of the NCMSCP. 

In response, the project is located in the incorporated limits of San Marcos and is under the City’s 

jurisdiction and is not part of the NCMSCP. The NCMSCP pertains to unincorporated areas within the 

County's jurisdiction, not areas within the City.  

The EIR evaluates project consistency with the MHCP and the City’s Draft San Marcos Subarea Plan 

at Section 3.3.5, Threshold 6. As described therein, the subject property is not a part of the adopted 

MHCP baseline and is identified as a major amendment area. Thus, the project is not subject to the 

MHCP. Further, the City does not have an adopted subarea plan. However, the project would not 

conflict with the provisions of the MHCP with mitigation incorporated to minimize impacts to species 

and critical populations to the extent practicable. Refer to the EIR analysis of MSCP consistency for 

additional information. 

O2-23 The comment includes concluding remarks and repeats comments previously made. The comment 

does not raise any additional specific environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

that are not responded to above. No further response is required.  
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Comment Letter O3  

Comment Letter 03 

P: (626) 381-9248 
F: (626) 389-5414 
E: info@mitchtsailaw.com 

VIA E-MAIL 

April 16, 2023 

Chris Garcia, Senio r Planner 

City of San Marcos 

1 Civic Center Dr. 

San Marcos, CA 92069 

e 
Mitchell M. Tsai 

Attorney At Law 

Em: PacificProjcct@san-marcos. net 

139 South Hudson Avenue 
Suite 200 

Pasadena, Califomia 91101 

RE: Pacific Specific Plan Project Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Garcia and the City of San Marcos, 

On behalf of the Southwest Mountain States Regional Council of Carpenters 

("Southwest Mountain States Carpenters" or "SWMSRCC"), my Office is 

submitting these comments to the City of San Marcos ("City'') regarding the Draft 

E nvironmental Impact Report ("DEIR") for the Pacific Specific Plan project (Project 

No. 624751) (SCH No. 2022050650) (Project''). 

The Southwest l\fountain States Carpenters is a labor union representing 63,000 union 

catpenters in 10 states, including Cali fornia, and has a strong interest in well -ordered 

land use planning and in addressing the environmental impacts of development 

projects. 

Individual members of SWMSRCC live, work, and recreate in the City and 

surrounding communities and would be directly affected by the Project's 

environmental impacts. 

The Southwest Mountain States Carpenters expressly reserves the right to supplement 

these comments at or prior to hearings on the Project, and at any later hearing and 

proceeding related to this Project. Gov. Code,§ 65009, subd. (b); Pub. Res. Code,§ 

21177, subd. (a); see Baker.ifield Citi'{!nsfor Local Control v. Baker.ifield (2004) 124 

Cal.App.4th 1184, 1199-1203; see also Galante Vinryards v. Monterry TVater Dist. (1997) 

60 Cal.App.4th 1109, 1121. 

T he Southwest Mountain States Carpenters incorporates by reference all comments 

raising issues regarding the environmental assessment fo r the Project prior to 

03-1 
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approval of the Project. See Citizptsjor Clean Energy v City of Woodland (2014) 225 

Cal.App.4th 173, 191 (finding that any party who has objected to the project's 

environmental documentation may assert any issue timely raised by other parties). 

Moreover, the outhwest Mountain States Carpenters requests that the City provide 

notice fo r any and all notices referring or related to the P roject issued under the 

Cali fo rnia E nvironmental Quali ty Act, Pub. Res. Code, § 21000 et seq .("CEQA'~ and 

the Cali fo rnia Planning and Zoning Law, Gov. Code, § 65000-65010 ("Planning 
and Zoning Law"). California Public Resources Code sections 21092.2, and 21167(f) 

and Cali fo rnia Government Code section 65092 require agencies to mail such notices 

to any person who has fil ed a written request fo r them with the clerk of the agency's 

governing body. 

I. THE CITY SHOULD REQUIRE THE USE OF A LOCAL 
WORKFORCE TO BENEFIT THE COMMUNITY'S ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT 

The City should require the Project to be built using a local workers who have 

graduated from a Joint Labor-Management Apprenticeship Program approved by the 

State of Cali fornia, have at leas t as many hours of on-the-job experience in the 

applicable craft which would be required to graduate from such a state-approved 

apprenticeship training program, or who are registered apprentices in a state-approved 

apprenticeship training program. 

Community benefits such as local hire can also be helpful to reduce environmental 

impacts and improve the positive economic imp act of the Project. Local hire 

provisions requi ring that a certain percentage of workers reside within 10 miles or less 

of the Project site can reduce the length of vendor trips, reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions, and p rovide localized economic benefits. As environmental consultants 

Matt H agemann and Paul E. Rosenfeld note: 

[A]ny local hire requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length 

from the default value has the potenti al to result in a reduction of 

constrnction-related GHG emissions, though the significance of the 

reduction would vary based on the location and urbanization level of the 

project site. 

March 8, 2021, SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and 

Considerations fo r G reenhouse G as Modeling. 
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Workfo rce requirements promote the development of skilled trades that yield 

sustainable economic development. As the California \X/o rk fo rce D evelopment Board 

and the University of Cali fo rnia, Berkeley Center fo r Labor Research and Education 

concluded: 

[L] abor should be considered an inves tmen t rather than a cost- and 

investments in growing, diversifying, and up skilling Califo rnia's workforce 
can positively affect returns on climate mitigation efforts. In other word s, 

well-trained workers are key to delivering emissions reductions and 

moving Cali fo rnia closer to its climate targets.1 

Furthermore, workfo rce policies have significant environmental benefits given that 

they imp rove an area's jobs-housing balance, decreasing the amount and length of job 

commutes and the associated greenhouse gas ("GHG'') emissions. In fact, on lay 7, 

2021, the South Coas t Air Quality Management District found that that the " [u] se of a 

local state-certifi ed apprenticeship program" can result in air pollutant reductions. 2 

Locating jobs closer to residential areas can have significant environmental benefits. 

As the Cali fo rnia Planning Roundtable noted in 2008: 

People who live and work in the same jurisdiction would be more likely 

to take transit, walk, or bicycle to work than res idents of less balanced 

communities and their vehicle trips would be shorter. Benefits would 

include potential reductions in both vehicle miles traveled and vehicle 
hours traveled.3 

fo reover, local hire mandates and skill-training are critical facets of a strategy to 
reduce vehicle miles traveled ("VMT"). As planning experts Robert Cervera and 

1 Cali fornia Workforce Development Board (2020) Putting California on the High Road: A 
Jobs and Climate Action Plan for 2030 at p. ii, available at https: //laborcenter.berkelev.edu / 
w:p-content/uploacls /2020 / 09 / Putting-California-011-the-High-Road.pdf. 

2 South Coast Air Quality Management District (May 7, 2021) Certify Final Environmental 
Assessment and Adopt Proposed Rule 2305 - Warehouse Indirect Source Rule -
\'\/arehouse Actions and Lwestments to Reduce Emissions Program, and Proposed Rule 
316 - Fees for Rule 2305, Submit Rule 2305 for Inclusion Into the SIP, and Approve 
Supporting Budget Actions, available at http://www.aqmd.gov/ docs/ default
source/Agendas / Governing-Board/2021 /2021-May 7-027 .pdf?sfvrsn = 10. 

3 California Pla1ming Roundtable (2008) DeconstructingJobs-Housing Balance at p. 6, 
available at https: / /cproundtable.org/s tat:ic / media/ uploads /publica t:ions /cpr-jobs
housin g.pd f 
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Michael Duncan have noted, simply placing jobs near housing stock is insufficient to 

achieve VMT reductions given that the skill requirements of available local jobs must 

match those held by local residents.4 Some municipalities have even tied local hire and 

other workfo rce policies to local development permits to address transportation 

issues. Cervera and Duncan note that: 

In nearly built-out Berkeley, CA, the approach to balancing jobs and 
housing is to create local jobs rather than to develop new housing. The 

city's First Source program encourages businesses to hire local residents, 

especially fo r entry- and intermediate-level jobs, and sponsors vocational 
training to ensure res idents are employment-ready. \Vhile the program is 

volunta1y, some 300 businesses have used it to date, placing more than 

3,000 city residents in local jobs since it was launched in 1986. When 

needed, these carrots are matched by sticks, since the city is not shy about 

negotiating co1porate participation in First Source as a condition of 

approval for development permits. 

Recently, the State of California verified its commitment towards workfo rce 

development through the Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act of 2022, 
o therwise known as Assembly Bill No. 2011 ("AB2011"). AB2011 amended the 

Planning and Zoning Law to allow ministerial, b y-right approval fo r projects being 

built alongside commercial corridors that meet affordability and labor requirements. 

The City should consider utilizing local workforce policies and requirements to 

benefit the local area economically and to mitigate greenhouse gas, improve air 
quality, and redu ce transportation impacts. 

II. THE CITY SHOULD IMPOSE TRAINING REQUIREMENTS FOR 
THE PROJECT'S CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES TO PREVENT 
COMMUNITY SPREAD OF COVID-19 AND OTHER INFECTIOUS 
DISEASES 

Constmction work has been defined as a Lower to High-risk activity fo r COVID-19 

spread by the Occupations Safety and H ealth Administration. Recently, several 

4 Cervero, Robert and Duncan, Michael (2006) \Xlhich Reduces Vehicle Travel More: Jobs
Housing Balance or Retail-Housing Mixing? Joumal of the American Planning ssociation 
72 (4), 475-490, 482, available at ht:tp://reconnectingamerirn.org/nsse ts/Uploads/UTCT-
825.pd f. 
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construction sites have been identified as sources of community spread of COVID-

19.5 

Southwest Mountain tates Carpenters recommend that the City adopt additional 

requirements to mitigate public health ri sks from the Project's construction activities. 

SWMSRCC requests that the City require safe on-site construction work practices as 

well as training and certification for any constrncti n workers n the P roject Site. 

In particular, based upon Southwes t 11ountain States Ca1penters' experience with safe 

constru ction site work practices, SW11{SRCC recommends that the City require that 

while construction activities are being conducted at the Project Site: 

Construction Site Design: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The Pro ject Site will be limited to two controlled entry 
points. 

E ntry points will have temperature screening technicians 
taking temperature readings when the ent1y point is open. 

The Temperature Screening Site Plan shows details 

reg,irding access to the Project Site and Project Site logis tics 

fo r conducting temperature screening. 

A 48-hour advance notice will be provided to all trades prior 

to the first day of temperature screening. 

The perimeter fence direc tly adjacent to tl1e entry points will 

be clearly marked indicating the appropriate 6-foot social 

di stancing position for when you app roach the screening 

area. Please reference ilie Apex temperature screening site 

map fo r additional details. 

There will be clear signage posted at the project site directing 

you through temperature screening. 

5 Santa Clara County Public Health 0une 12, 2020) COVID-19 CASES AT 
CONSTRUCTION SITES HIGHLIGHT NEED FOR CO TINUED VIGILANCE IN 
SECTORS THAT HAVE REOPENED, available at https://www.sccgov.org/sites/ 
covid 19 / Pag.es / press-release-06-12-2020-cases-at-construction-si tes.aspx. 
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• Provide hand washing stations throughout the construction 

site. 

Testing Procedures: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The temperature screening being used are non-contact 

devices. 

T emperature readings will not be recorded . 

Personnel will be screened upon entering the tes ting center 

and should only take 1-2 seconds per individual. 

H ard hats, head coverings, sweat, dirt, sunscreen or any 

other cosmetics must be removed on the fo rehead before 

temperature screening. 

Anyone who refuses to submit to a temperature screening or 

does not answer the health screening questions will be 

refused access to the Project Site. 

Screening will be perfo rmed at both entrances from 5:30 am 

to 7:30 am.; main gate [ZONE 1] and personnel gate 

[ZONE 2] 

After 7:30 am only the main gate entrance [ZO NE 1] will 

continue to be used fo r temperature tes ting for anybody 

gaining entry to the project site such as returning personnel, 

delive ries, and visitors. 

If the digital thermometer displays a temperature reading 

above 100.0 degrees Fal1renheit, a second reading will be 

taken to ve ri fy an accurate reading. 

If the second reading confirms an elevated temperature, 

DHS will instmct the individual that he/ she will not be 

allowed to enter the P roject Site. DHS will also instruct the 

individual to promptly no tify his/ her supervisor and his/ her 

human resources (HR) representative and provide tl1em witl1 

a copy o f Annex A. 
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Planning 

• Require the development of an Infectious Disease 

Preparedness and Response Plan that will include basic 

infection prevention measures (requiring the use o f personal 

protection equipment), policies and procedures for prompt 

identification and isolation of sick individuals, social 
di stancing (prohibi ting gatherings o f no more than 10 

people including all-hands meetings and all-hands lunches) 

communication and training and workplace controls that 
meet standards that may be promulgated by the Center fo r 

Disease Control, Occupational Safety and H ealth 

Administration, Cal/ OSHA, California D epartment of 

Public H ealth or applicable local public health agencies.6 

The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Carpenters International Training Fund 
has developed COVID-19 Training and Certification to ensure that Carpenter union 

members and apprentices conduct safe work practices. The Agency should require that 

all constmction workers undergo COVID-19 Training and Certification before being 
allowed to conduct constmction activities at the Project Site. 

Southwest Mountain States Carpenters has also developed a rigorous Infection Control 

Risk Assessment ("ICRA'') training program to ensure it delivers a workforce that 

understands how to identify and control infection risks by implementing protocols to 

pr tect themselves and all others during renovati n and constmction projects in 
healthcare environments.7 

ICRA protocols are intended to contain pathogens, control airflow, and protect 

patients during the constmction, maintenance and renovation of healthcare facilities. 

6 See also The Center for Construction Research and Training, North America's Building 
Trades Unions (April 27 2020) A.BTU and CP\X!R. COVIC-19 Standards for U.S 
Constructions Sites, available at https: / /www.cpwr.com/sites / default / files/NA.BT 
CPWR Standards COVID-19. pdf; Los Angeles Cow1ty Department of Public Works 
(2020) Guidelines for Construction Sites During COVID-1 9 Pandemic, available at 
https: / / dpw. lacoun Iv.gov / building-and-safet:y/docs / pw guidelines-cons truct:ion-si t:es.pdf. 

7 For details concerning Southwest Carpenters's !CR.A training program, see 
h ttps: / /icraheal th care.com / . 
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ICRA protocols prevent cross contamination, minimizing the risk of secondary 
infections in patients at hospital facilities. 

The City should require the Project to be built using a workforce trained in ICRA 

protocols. 

III. THE CITY MUST REVISE AND RECIRCULATE THE DEIR 

CEQA is a California statute designed to inform decision makers and the public about 
the potential, significant environmental effects of a project. 14 California Code of 

Regulations ("CEQA Guidelines'') 15002(a)(1).8 At its core, " [i]ts purpose is to 
inform the public and its responsible officials of the environmental consequences of 

their decisions before they are made." Citiz:pns of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervtsors (1990) 
52 Cal. 3d 553, 564. 

To achieve this purpose, CEQA mandates preparation of an Environmental Impact 

Report ("EIR'') for projects so that the fo reseeable impacts of pursuing the project 

can be understood and weighed. Communities for a Better Environment v. Richmond (2010) 
184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 80. The EIR requirement "is the heart of CEQA." CEQA 

Guidelines, § 15003(a). 

T he preparation and circulation o f an EIR is more than a set o f technical hurdles for 

agencies and developers to overcome. The EIR's function is to ensure that 

government official s who decide to build or approve a project do so with a full 

understanding of the environmental consequences and, equally important, that the 

public is assured those consequences have been considered. For the EIR to serve these 

goals it must present information so that the foreseeab le impacts of pursuing the 
project can be understood and weighed, and the public must be g-iven an adequate 
opportunity to comment on that presentation before the decision to go fotward is 

made. Communities for a Better Environment v. Richmond (2010) 184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 80 
( quoting Vineyard A rea Citizens for Responsible Gro1vth, Inc. v. Ciry of Rancho Cordova (2007) 

40 Cal. 4th 412, 449-450). 

8 The CEQA Guidelines, codified in Title 14 of tl1e Califomia Code of Regulations, section 

15000 et seq, are regulatory guidelines p romulgated by the state Natural Resources Agency 
for ilie implementation of CEQA. (Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.) The CEQA Guidelines 

are given "great weight in interpreting CEQA except when ... clearly unauiliorized or 

erroneous." Center for Biological Diversity v. Department efFish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal. 4ili 204, 
217. 
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Section 15088.S(a) o f the CEQA Guidelines provides that an EIR must be 

recirculated whenever there is disclosure of significant new information, after public 

notice is given of the EIR's availability but before the E IR's certification. Significant 

new in fo rmation includes: (1) di sclosure of a new significant environmental impact 

resulting from the project or from a new proposed mitigation measure; (2) disclosure 
o f a sub stantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact unless mitigation 

measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance; and (3) 

di sclosure of a feasib le project alternative or mitigation measure considerably 

different from others previously analyzed which would clearly lessen the significant 

environmental impacts of the project which the project p roponents decline to adopt. 

Id. 

The EIR must also be recirculated where there is new information added to the 

record, showing that the EIR provides no required analys is. Grcry v. County of Madera 

(2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1120 ('"'If significant new information is added to an 
E IR [or to the administrative record], the lead agency must issue a new notice and 

recirculate the EIR fo r comments and consultation" & finding that "Given that there 

was no analys is done on whether the option to build a water system is a feasib le 

mitigation measure, we conclude that the portion of the EIR addressing water 
concerns should have been recirculated.") 

Additionally, an EIR must be recirculated when it is so fundamentally inadequate and 

conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment is precluded. In 

Laurel H eights Impr. Assn. v. Reg. of Univ. ofCaL (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112 ("Laurel H eights 

II''), our Supreme Court explained that Section 21092 favors IR recirculation prior 

to certification. The Cou1t stated: 

" ection 21092.1 was intended to encourage meaningful public comment. 

(See State Bar Rep ., supra, at p . 28.) Therefore, new information that 

demonstrates that an E IR commented upon by the public was so 

fundamentally and basically inadequate or conclusory in nature that public 

comment was in effect meaningless triggers recirculation under section 

21092.1. (See, Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish & Game Com., supra, 214 

Cal.App .3d 1043." Laurel Heights II, 6 Cal.4th at 1130, citing to Mountain 

Lion Coalition v. Fish & Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App .3d 1043. 

Here, as discussed below, the D EIR fails to substantiate all of its conclusions to allow 

meaningful public review and comment, provide adequate mitiga tion measures, and 
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assess all reasonable alternatives. Accordingly, this comment letter discloses significant 

new information, necessitating revision and recirculation of the D EIR. 

A. The DEIR Fails to Consider a Reasonable Range of Alternatives 

An EIR must discuss a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, which "shall 

include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the 
project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects." 

CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(a)&(c). 'TI'Jhe discussion of alternatives shall focus on 

alternatives .... which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant 

effects of the project. ... " CEQ Guidelines § 15126.6(6). Further, an EIR is legally 

inadequate if it contains an overly narrow range of alternatives. IVatsonvi!le Pilots Ass'11 
v. Ci!J of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. pp.4th 1059, 1087, 20190 [not considering a 

reduced development alternative was error]. 

Here, the DEIR considered a (1) no project alternative; (2) existing land use 
designation alternative; and (3) reduced development foo tprint alternative. D EIR at 4-

3. H owever, the DE IR notes that two build alternatives it considered would both 

continue to result in significant biological impacts.9 D EIR at 4-19 - 4-20. There is no 

analysis or explanation as to why an even more reduced alternative was not chosen, to 
avoid biological impacts. There is no analysis or explanation of infeasibility to choose 

any less impactful alternative fo r biological resources. 

Accordingly, the DEIR fails to consider a reasonable range of alternatives which 

could eliminate or reduce the P roject's significant biological impacts, as required. 

B. 1 he DEIR Fails to Specify Whether the Project Will Be Compliant with 

the 2022 E lectric Vehicle and olar Requirements 

CEQA requires that all mitigation must be feasible and fully enforceable, and that all 

feasible mitigation must be imposed. CEQ Guidelines, 15041; 15126.4. Similarly, 

CEQA provides that " [fjormulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred 
until some future time". CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(a)(l ) (B). Although " [t]he specific 

details of a mitigation measure, however, may be developed after project approval 

when it is impractical or infeasible to include those details during the project' s 

9 Although the D E IR notes that the reduced development footprint altem ative would 
minimize impacts to vernal pools in comparison to the Project, it goes on to note that the 
alternative would cause greater impacts to thread-leaved brodiaea, a state-listed endan gered 
plant. 
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environmental review", the agency still must "adop[t] specific performance standards 

the mitigation will achieve." Id. Also, CEQA does not permit deferred mitigation after 

p roject app roval unless there is a practical or legal hardship or infeasibility to timely 

fo rmulate mitigation measures. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(l ) (B) H ere, the DEIR 

fail s to comply with these mitigation requirements because it fai ls to clearly specify 

whether the Project will implement all feasible greenhouse gas mitigation measures 

such as electric vehicle ("EV'') parking/ charging stations and solar sys tem installation 
in compliance with the most recent requirements. 

First, although the D EIR notes that the Project would include a total of 927 parking 
spaces and would equip a minimum of 5% of spaces with ''EV charging stations" 

(DEIR at 3.7-28), it fails to specify whether such stations will be equipped with level 2 

EV supply equipment, as required by section 4.106.4.2 of the 2022 Green Building 
Code. 

Second, the DEIR fails to specify whether the Project will designate 10% of their 

parking spaces as EV capable and equip 25% of the parking spaces with low power 

level 2 EV charging receptacle, as also required. Id. 

Moreover, although the DEIR notes that " the existing land use would install solar PV 

with a minimum of 2 watts per gross floor area, or 960,000 watts" (DE IR at 3.7-22), it 

fail s to specify whether the Project will be compliant with section 140.10 o f the 2022 

Energy E fficiency tandards, identi fying the minimum installation of photovoltaic and 

battery systems. 

s such, the EIR leaves out critical in fo rmation and fails to impose all feasible 

mitigation measures to ensure that significant impacts are mitigated to the maximum 

extent possible. To the extent the EIR presumes such details will be cleared afte the 
Project approval, it al so impermissibly defers mitigation. The DEIR must be revised 

to make such mitigation specifications. 

C. The DEIR's Biological Resource Finding_s and Analvsis Are Insufficient 

CEQA requires that an EIR identi fy and discuss the significant effects of a Project, as 

well as identify how those significant effects can be mitigated or avoided. CEQA 

Guidelines 15126.2; PRC 21100(6)(1), 21002.l (a). If a project has a significant 

effect on the environment, an agency may app rove the project only upon finding that 

it has "eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the environment 

where feasible" and that any unavoidable significant effects on the environment are 

03-10 
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"acceptable due to overriding concerns". CEQA Guidelines 15092(6)(2)(A-B). Such 

findings must be supported by substantial evidence. CEQA Guidelines § 15091 (6). 

The DEIR at hand fails to comply with these requirements for the fo llowing reasons. 

1. The DEIRMischaracterizp the Enviromnental Setting 

First, as noted in Shawn Smallwood's • arch 25, 2023, letter (''Exhibit D ''), the 

DEIR's characterization of the existing environmental etting as one with a "high 
level of anthropogenic disturbances" is not supported by substantial evidence, 

rendering it speculative. Exhibit D at 8-9. The D EIR must either provide the evidence 
it bases the characterization upon or amend the characterization to reflect 

scientifically sound interpretation of evidence. 

2. The DEIR Surveys .Fail to Meet Reporting Standards and Protocols 

Yet another reason why the D EIR biological resource analysis is insufficient is 

because the surveys conducted fail to comply with standard reporting standards and 
protocols. Exhibit D at 9-10. Fo r example, the surveys fai led to identify who 

perfo rmed the surveys, fai led to note when the surveys began and how long they 

lasted, and fail ed to comply with the latest survey protocols for burrowing owl and 

Cali fornia gnatcatcher. Id. T hu s, the surveys must be reconducted to be p rotocol- and 
standard-complian t. 

3. The D BIR Surveys .Fail to Detect N umerous Species 

In addition to fai ling with reporting requirements, the D EIR surveys also fa il to detect 

a number o f species of wildli fe, including species with special status. In the single 

limited survey conducted by SmaJlwood's associate, 22 species which the D IR failed 

to account for were detected. Exhibit D at 10. These include, amongst o thers, red

tailed hawk, Cooper's hawk, and D ouble-crested cormorant. Id. at 4. Thus, "the site 

supports a richer community of wildli fe species than most other sites ... in the region". 

Id.at 11. 

Additionally, the surveys made insufficient use o f available databases o f wildlife 

species occurrence, resul ting in significant contradictions between the surveys and 
databases. For example, half of the species which the surveys concluded have low or 

no potential to occur, including the Coopers Hawk and Burrowing Owl, have in fact 

been documented within only a few miles from the Project site. Exhibit D at 13. For 

these reasons, the D EIR's finding that the Project will have no significant biological 

impacts is merely speculative. 
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4. The DE IR Fails to Adequatefy Anafyze Al! Potential Biological Impacts 

The DEIR also fails to adequately analyze a number of important potential biological 

impacts. Specifically, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze the status and trends of 

vernal pools at the Project site (Exhibit D at 23-26), the Project site's capacity to 
support wildlife and the Pro ject's contribution to habitat fragm entation (id. at 29-30), 
the P roject's interfe rence with wildlife movement in the region (id. at 30-31), the 

Project's collision bird fatality rate (id. at 31-34), the Pro ject's traffic impacts to 

wildlife (id. at 34-38), and the Project's cumulative impacts (id. at 38-40). Thus, the 
DEIR must be revised to thoroughly analyze such impacts. 

5. The DE IR Fails to Implement A!! Feasible Mitigation Mearnres 

Finally, the DEIR fails to implement all feasible mitigation measures or explain why 
such mitigation is infeasible. For example, the DEIR fails to include measures 

specifying that the Pro ject should be built with a design which minimizes bird 
collisions, that the P ro ject should avoid using certain rodenticides, avicides, and 

poison bait stations, and that the Pro ject will provide compensation fo r road 

mortali ty. E..xhibit D at 46-47. The DEIR mitig-ation measures must be revised to 
include all feas ible mitigation. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

In sum, SMSWRCC requests that the City require a local workfo rce, that the City 
impose training requirements fo r the P ro ject's construction activities to prevent 

community spread of Covid-19 and other infectious diseases, and that the City revise 
and recirculate the DEIR to address the aforementioned concerns. If the City has any 

questions, fee l free to contact my office. 

Attorneys fo r Southwest l\fountain 
States Regional Council of Carpenters 
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Attached: 

March 8, 2021, SW APE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and 

Considerations fo r Greenhouse Gas Modeling (Exhibit ); 

Air Quality and GH G Expert Paul Rosenfeld CV (Exhibit B); 

Air Quality and GI-IG Expe11 Matt Hagemann CV (Exhibit C) ; and 

March 25, 2023, Letter from Shawn Smallwood (Exhibit D). 
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lswAPEI 

March 8, 2021 

Mitchell M. Tsai 

Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and 
Litigation Support for the Environment 

155 South El Molino, Suite 104 

Pasadena, CA 91101 

2656 29th Street, Suite 201 

Santa Monica, CA 90405 

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C. Hg. 

(949) 887-9013 

mhagemann@swape.com 

Paul E. Rosenfeld, PhD 

(310) 795-2335 

prosenfeld@swape.com 

Subject: Local Hire Requirements and Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling 

Dear Mr. Tsai, 

Soi l Water Air Protection Enterprise ("SWAPE") is pleased to provide the following draft technical report 

explaining the significance of worker trips required for construction of land use development projects with 

respect to the estimation of greenhouse gas ("G HG") emissions. The report will also discuss the potential for 

local hire requirements to reduce the length of worker trips, and consequently, reduced or mitigate the 

potential GHG impacts. 

Worker Trips and Greenhouse Gas Calculations 
The Ca lifornia Emissions Estimator Model ("Ca lEEMod") is a "statewide land use emissions computer model 

designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmenta l 

profess ionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with both 

construction and operations from a variety of land use projects."' CalEEMod quantifies construction-related 

emissions associated with land use projects resulting from off-road construct ion equipment; on-road mobile 

equipment associated with workers, vendors, and hauling; fugitive dust associated with grading, demolition, 

truck loading, and on-road vehicles traveling along paved and unpaved roads; and architectural coating 

activities; and paving.2 

The number, length, and vehicle class of worker trips are utilized by CalEEMod to calculate emissions associated 

with the on-road vehicle trips required to transport workers to and from the Project site during construction.3 

'"California Emissions Estimator Model." CAPCOA, 2017, available at: http:// www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/home. 
2 "California Emissions Estimator Model." CAPCOA, 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/ home. 
3 "CalEEMod User's Guide." CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/defau lt
source/caleemod/Ol user-39-s-guide2016-3-2 15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn; 4, p. 34. 

1 
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number of pieces of equipment for all phases by 1.25, with the exception of worker trips required for the 

building construction and architectura l coating phases.• Furthermore, the worker trip vehicle class is a 50/25/25 

percent mix of light duty autos, light duty truck class 1 and light duty truck class 2, respectively." 1° Finally, the 

default worker trip length is co nsistent with the length of the operat ional home-to-work vehicle trips.11 The 

operational home-to-work vehicle trip lengths are: 

" [B]ased on the location and urbanization se lected on the project characterist ic screen. These values 

were supplied by the air districts or use a default average for the state. Each district (or county) also 

ass igns tr ip lengths for urban and rural sett ings" (emphasis added). 12 

Thus, the default worker tr ip length is based on the location and urbanization level se lected by the User when 

modeling emiss ions. The below tab le shows the Ca lE EMod default rural and urban worker trip lengths by air 

basin (see excerpt below and Attachment A) .13 

Worker Trip Length by Air Basin 

Air Basin Rural (miles) Urban (miles) 

Great Basin Va lleys 16.8 10.8 

Lake County 16.8 10.8 

Lake Tahoe 16.8 10.8 

Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8 

Mountain Counties 16.8 10.8 

North Centra l Coast 17.1 12.3 

North Coast 16.8 10.8 

Northeast Plateau 16.8 10.8 

Sacramento Va lley 16.8 10.8 

Sa lton Sea 14.6 11 

San Diego 16.8 10.8 

San Francisco Bay Area 10.8 10.8 

San Joaqu in Va lley 16.8 10.8 

South Centra l Coast 16.8 10.8 

South Coast 19.8 14.7 
-

Average 16.47 11.17 

Minimum 10.80 10.80 

Maximum 19.80 14.70 

Range 9.00 3.90 

9 "CalEEMod User's Gu ide." CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/defau lt 
source/caleemod/Ol user-39-s-guide2016-3-2 15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. 34. 
10 "Appendix A Ca lculation Deta ils for Ca lEEMod." CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 
http ://www.agmd.gov/docs/defau lt -sou rce/ca leemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 15. 
11 "Appendix A Ca lculation Deta ils fo r CalEEMod." CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/defau lt -sou rce/ca leemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 14. 
u "Appendix A Calculation Deta ils for Ca lEEMod." CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/defau lt -sou rce/ca leemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 21. 
13 "Appendix D Defau lt Data Tables. " CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http ://www.agmd.gov/docs/defau lt 
source/caleemod/05 appendix-d2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. D-84 - D-86. 
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As demonstrated above, default rural worker trip lengths for air basins in Californ ia vary from 10.8- to 19.8-

miles, with an average of 16.47 miles. Furthermore, default urban worker trip lengths vary from 10.8- to 14.7-

mi les, with an average of 11.17 miles. Thus, while default worker trip lengths vary by location, default urban 

worker trip lengths tend to be shorter in length . Based on these trends ev ident in the Ca lEEMod default worker 

trip lengths, we can reasonably assume that the efficacy of a local hire requirement is especially dependent 

upon the urbanizat ion ofthe project site, as well as the project locat ion. 

Practical Application of a Local Hire Requirement and Associated Impact 
To provide an example ofthe potential impact of a loca l hire provision on construct ion-related GHG em iss ions, 

we est imated the sign ifica nce of a loca l hire provision for the Village South Specific Plan ("Project") located in 

the City of Claremont (" City") . The Project proposed to construct 1,000 residentia l units, 100,000-SF of retai l 

space, 45,000-SF of office space, as well as a SO-room hote l, on the 24-acre site. The Project location is classified 

as Urban and lies within the Los Angeles-So uth Coast County. As a result, the Project has a default worker trip 

length of 14.7 miles.14 In an effort to eva luate the potential for a loca l hire provision to reduce the Project's 

construction-related GHG emissions, we prepared an updated model, reducing all worker trip lengths to 10 

miles (see Attachment B) . Our ana lysis est imates that if a local hire provision with a 10-mile radius were to be 

implemented, the GHG emiss ions associated with Project co nstruct ion would decrease by approximat ely 17% 

(see table below and Attachment C). 

local Hire Provision Net Change 

Without local Hire Provision 

Total Co nstruct ion GHG Emiss ions (MT CO, e) 3,623 

Amortized Co nstruct ion GHG Em iss ions (MT CO, e/year) 120.77 

With local Hire Provision 

Total Construct ion GHG Emiss ions (MT CO2e) 3,024 

Amortized Co nstruct ion GHG Em issions (MT CO,e/year) 100.80 

% Decrease in Construction-related GHG Emissions 17% 

As demonstrated above, by im plementing a local hire provision requiring 10 mile worker trip lengths, the Project 

co uld red uce potential GHG em iss ions associated w ith co nstruct ion worker trips. More broadly, any loca l hire 

requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length from the default value has the potential to result in a 

red uct ion of construct ion-re lated GHG em iss ions, though the significance ofthe reduction would vary based on 

the locat ion and urbanization leve l ofthe project site. 

This serves as an example ofthe potent ial impacts of loca l hire requirements on est imated project- level GHG 

em iss ions, though it does not indicate that loca l hire requirements would result in reduced construct ion-related 

GHG em iss ion for all projects . As previously described, the sign ificance of a local hire requirement depends on 

the worker trip length enforced and the default worker trip length for the project's urbanization level and 

locat ion. 

14 "Appendix D Defau lt Data Tables. " CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/defau lt 
source/ca leemod/OS appendix-d2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn"4, p. D-85. 
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Disclaimer 
SWAPE has received limited discovery. Additional information may become available in the future; thus, we 

retain the right to revise or amend this report when additional information becomes available. Our professional 

services have been performed using that degree of care and ski ll ordinarily exercised, under similar 

circumstances, by reputable environmental consultants practicing in this or similar localities at the time of 

service. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the scope of work, work methodologies and 

protocols, site conditions, ana lytica l testing results, and findings presented. This report reflects efforts which 

were limited to information that was reasonably accessible at the time of the work, and may conta in 

informational gaps, inconsistencies, or otherwise be incomplete due to the unavailability or uncertainty of 

information obtained or provided by third parties. 

Sincere ly, 

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 

Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. 

5 
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Attachment A 

Location Type Location Name 
Rural H-W Urban H-W 

(miles) (miles) 

Air Basin Great Basin 16.8 10.8 
Air Basin La ke County 16.8 10.8 
Air Basin Lake Tahoe 16.8 10.8 
Air Basin Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8 

Air Basin Mountain 16.8 10.8 

Air Basin North Central 17.1 12.3 

Air Basin North Coast 16.8 10.8 

Air Basin Northeast 16.8 10.8 

Air Basin Sacramento 16.8 10.8 

Air Basin Salton Sea 14.6 11 

Air Basin San Diego 16.8 10.8 

Air Basin San Francisco 10.8 10.8 

Air Basin San Joaquin 16.8 10.8 

Air Basin South Central 16.8 10.8 

Air Basin South Coast 19.8 14.7 

Air District Amador County 16.8 10.8 

Air District Antelope Valley 16.8 10.8 

Air District Bay Area AQMD 10.8 10.8 03-25 

Air District Butte County 12.54 12.54 
Cont. 

Air District Calaveras 16.8 10.8 

Air District Colusa County 16.8 10.8 

Air District El Dorado 16.8 10.8 

Air District Feather River 16.8 10.8 

Air District Glenn County 16.8 10.8 

Air District Great Basin 16.8 10.8 

Air District Imperial County 10.2 7.3 

Air District Kern County 16.8 10.8 

Air District Lake County 16.8 10.8 

Air District Lassen County 16.8 10.8 

Air District Mariposa 16.8 10.8 

Air District Mendocino 16.8 10.8 

Air District Modoc County 16.8 10.8 

Air District Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8 

Air District Monterey Bay 16.8 10.8 

Air District North Coast 16.8 10.8 

Air District Northern Sierra 16.8 10.8 

Air District Northern 16.8 10.8 

Air District Placer County 16.8 10.8 

Air District Sacramento 15 10 
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County Nevada 16.8 10.8 
County Orange 19.8 14.7 
County Placer-Lake 16.8 10.8 
County Placer-Mountain 16.8 10.8 
County Placer- 16.8 10.8 

County Plumas 16.8 10.8 

County Riverside- 16.8 10.8 
County Riverside- 19.8 14.7 

County Riverside-Salton 14.6 11 

County Riverside-South 19.8 14.7 

County Sacramento 15 10 

County San Benito 16.8 10.8 

County San Bernardino- 16.8 10.8 

County San Bernardino- 19.8 14.7 

County San Diego 16.8 10.8 

County San Francisco 10.8 10.8 

County San Joaquin 16.8 10.8 

County San Luis Obispo 13 13 

County San Mateo 10.8 10.8 

County Santa Barbara- 8.3 8.3 

County Santa Barbara- 8.3 8.3 
03-25 
Cont. 

County Santa Clara 10.8 10.8 

County Santa Cruz 16.8 10.8 

County Shasta 16.8 10.8 

County Sierra 16.8 10.8 

County Siskiyou 16.8 10.8 

County Solano- 15 10 

County Solano-San 16.8 10.8 

County Sonoma-North 16.8 10.8 

County Sonoma-San 10.8 10.8 

County Stanislaus 16.8 10.8 

County Sutter 16.8 10.8 

County Tehama 16.8 10.8 

County Trinity 16.8 10.8 

County Tulare 16.8 10.8 

County Tuolumne 16.8 10.8 

County Ventura 16.8 10.8 

County Yolo 15 10 

County Yuba 16.8 10.8 

Statewide Statewide 16.8 10.8 
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Air Basin 
Great Basin Valleys 

Lake County 

Lake Tahoe 

Mojave Desert 

Mountain Counties 

North Central Coast 

North Coast 

Northeast Plateau 

Sacramento Valley 

Salton Sea 

San Diego 

San Francisco Bay Area 

San Joaquin Valley 

South Central Coast 

South Coast 

Average 

Mininum 

Maximum 

Range 

Worker Trip Length by Air Basin 
Rural (miles) -

16.8 

16.8 

16.8 

16.8 

16.8 

17.1 

16.8 

16.8 

16.8 

14.6 

16.8 

10.8 

16.8 

16.8 

19.8 

16.47 
10.80 
19.80 

9.00 

Urban (miles) 
10.8 

10.8 

10.8 

10.8 

10.8 

12.3 

10.8 

10.8 

10.8 

11 

10.8 

10.8 

10.8 

10.8 

14.7 

11.17 
10.80 
14.70 

3.90 

-

,, 
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 3 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :52 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20 .... ......... ............. ... .. .. ............. ... ......... .. ~ ........................ .... . 
tblVehicleTrips • SU_TR 72.16 57.65 

....... ... -.. ....... -.. -.. ... ... .. -...... ..... .. --... ..... ... ..._---------------- --+· ............ ... ......... . 
tblVehicleTrips SU_ TR 25.24 6.39 

- - - - - - - -- - - - - --- - - - --- - - - - - -- -1- - - -- - - - --- - - - - - - - -- - -- - - - -- - -1--------------------
tblVehlcleTrips WD_TA 6.59 5.83 

.... .... .. .... ..... ... .. ....... ... ...... ... ......... ........ +---- ---- - - ---+-··· ··· ·· ·· ·· ········ ·--· · 
tblVehicleTrlps WO_ TR 6.65 4.13 

- - - - - - --- - - - - --- - - - - - -- - - - - -- -1- - --- - - - --- - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - -- - ..._ _________________ _ 
tblVehicleTrlps WO_TR 11.03 6.41 

-- . ------ -. ----- --. --- -------. ----------- ---------- -- ----- -- --------------- -
tblVehicleTrlps WD_TA 127.15 65.80 

-.... -------. --------- --. ----~-. ·-- ----- -- ----------·. ---- -+-------------- - - - ---+--.. -. --- · -- . ----- --------
tblVehicleTrips WD_ TR 8.17 3.84 

--. -----------·-.. -... .. --. --... ---------- -· --... --. ·---· .. -+------------------
tblVehicleTrips WD_ TR 89.95 62.64 

-· -. ----- ... . ---.... --- --.. -- .. .. ----. ----- -... -- --. -- . -----+-------------------+--. --. ---- ----------- -----
tblVehicleTrips WO_TA 42.70 9.43 

·--.. -··- -----·--.. -----. -. --.. ........ ----- .. --· ·---- . -- --. +-------------- ----+-· --. -----... ---- ----. -- --
tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00 

- - ■ •• - • - - ■ - - • - -- ••• ■ - -- - . . . .... . . --- ••• ■-- -- - •• -- -- • -- • -- - - • +------------------+-- ..... --- -. -. ---- . ■ - • - - • -

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00 

-- ■ •• - - -- • ■ - • - -- •• ■ ---- - - •• -- .. . . - - - •• ■ ---- - - • • -- - - ■ ■- . - - - - • +-- ------------- --+---... ■ - -- ■ • • • -- -- ■ ■ ■ - - - - • 

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic , .25 0.00 

-- . ---. -- --- --- ---. ·-- -------• ----- ---·-- -- ------- --- ------------------------+-----. ---- -------- . -. --- --
tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00 

-· -.. ---- -. ---·-.. ---- --. ----.. . -.... . ---- -· ----- ·---- --· -- -+----------- - ----
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveOayYear 25.00 0.00 

- ■ ■ - • -- - -. ■ - - - - - - •• ---- - - - • - - .. . - - - - - - • --- - - - - • - - -- ••• • - - • •• +----------------+-· .... ----.. .. ---- .. ■ • - - - • 

tblWoodstoves • WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00 
--. ---- ---. -------. ·---- ----- · -------. ---- ------ --. --------.._ _________________ _ 

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00 
-- -- · ·· --- - - - - · -- · ·- · -- · -- -- - .f - - - · -· · · --- - · - - · -- · -·-- - - ·· · · +-- - - - - ----- - -+ - ··- ·- ·· - - · - · - · - · ··- · · · · ·-

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00 

2.0 Emissions Summary 
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Village South Specrtic Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

2.1 Overall Construction 

Unmitigated Construction 

AOO NOx 

Year 

co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1 0 
PM10 PM10 Total 

tons/yr 

Fugitive Exhaust PM2.S Ski- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

MT/yr 

2021 •• 0.1713 1.8242 1.1662 • 2.4000e· , 0.4169 0.0817 0.4986 0.1795 • 0.0754 , 0.2549 I 0.0000 : 213.1969 : 213.1969 : 0.0601 : 0.0000 : 214.6993 

.. - ..... - - ... .,"------------• _ oo_, _ _,• ___________ --,. ___ :,... ______ i-------J ..... -_: _______ ...... __ _ 
o.3460 : o.112e : o.4588 ! 0.0000 : 1,12~.682 : 1,12~.es2 : 0.1294 : 0.0000 : 1,12;.a1a 

• • • • • •" • • • • w"---,----,---__..----;---..---------------'.------- I -------1 • • • • • • •' I 1 

____ 2_0~ ___ ... ••_ o._••-•-•-.--'-·""_•• ___ s_ •• ,_._' -.--o-.o-•_'"-;_'_·'_963_..--o_.0996_-;.--1-.20- s_•_._o._a200 __ !,..._o~= : _1_~~4~: _j _ :·: __ ! 1,s2~.s2s ! 1,s2~_529 ! o.11as : 0.0000 : 1,s~_492 

: a.~e- : 6-~t· : 0.0147 i 0.0000 52.9078 : 52.9078 : e.o02g30e- : 0.0000 ': 53.1002 

2022 •• 

2024 

0.6904 

4.1619 

4.11 42 

0.1335 

6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 

0.2810 I 5.9000e• I 0.0325 
: 004 : 

0.1201 

I 6.4700e• I 

: 003 : 

1.4259 

0.0390 

.. I I I ' I I I 

Maximum 4.1619 4.11 42 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721 .682 1,721.682 0.1294 0.0000 1,724.918 
6 6 7 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

2.1 Overa ll Construction 

Mitigated Construction 

ROG NOx 

Year 

2021 0.1713 1.8242 

co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

tons/yr 

PM10 
Total 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.S 

1.1662 0 2.4000e• I 0,4169 Q,0817 Q,4986 0.1795 0.0754 
I ()()J I 

PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
Total 

MTiy, 

0.2549 0.0000 : 213.1967 : 213.1967 : 0.0601 0.0000 : 214.6991 

' ' ' - - - - - - - - - - - ;."'---.----+----+' ---.'---.---...-----..-- --.- - -.---- 1 ' ' ' 
2022 0.6904 4.11 42 6.1625 : 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0,4588 Q,000() I 1,721,682 I 1,721,682 I 0,1294 

: 3 : 3 : 
Q,QO()() I 1,724,918 

: 3 

' ' ' 
0.6148 1.1963 0.0996 1.2959 0.3203 0.0935 0.4138 0,0CXX) • 1,627.529-;-1 ,627.529 ~ 0.11 85 

: 1 : 1 : 
Q,00()() I 1,630.492 

: 1 

....... . .... --------;~-------------------------------➔ 
2024 ., 4.1619 : 0.1335 0.2810 : 5-~!e• 0.0325 : 6-~~e- : 0.0390 : B.~e- : 6.0:· : 0.0147 

' ' ' 
0.0000 52.90TT 52.9077 • 8.0200e· • 0.0000 53.1082 

I Q03 I .. 
Maximum 4.1619 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721 .682 1,721 .682 0.1294 0.0000 1,724.918 

3 3 3 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive ExhaUBI PM10 Fugitive ExheUBI PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NB~02 Total CO2 c~ N20 C02e 
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 

OlBrter Start Date End Date Maxlml.ffl Urvnltlgated ROG+ NO)( (Iona/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG+ NO)( (tons/quarter) 

1 9-1-2021 11-30-2021 1.4103 1.4103 

2 12-1-2021 2-28-2022 1.3613 1.3613 

3 3-1-2022 5-31-2022 1.1985 1.1985 

4 6 -1-2022 8-31-2022 1.1921 1.1921 

5 9-1-2022 11-30-2022 1.1918 1.1918 

6 12-1-2022 2-28-2023 1.0TT4 1.0TT4 

7 3-1-2023 5-31-2023 1.0320 1.0320 

8 6-1-2023 8-31-2023 1.0260 1.0260 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

9 9-1.-2023 

10 12·1·2023 

11 3-1-2024 

2.2 Overall Operational 

Unmitigated Operational 

ROG NOx 

Category 

Area 5.1437 0.2950 

11-30 -.2023 

2-29-2024 

5-31-2024 

Hlghes1 

CD SD2 

10.3B04 I 1.67QOe- I 

: 003 : 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

tons/yr 

0.0714 

1.0265 

2.8857 

1.6207 

2.8857 

PM10 
Total 

0.0714 

1.0265 

2.8857 

1.6207 

2.8857 

Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 BJo.- CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2D CO2e 
PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

MTJyr 

: 0.0714 : 0.0714 : 0.0000 : 220 .9670 : 220.9670 : 
I I ' I I I 

0.0201 I 3.7400e- I 222 .5835 
: 003 : 

• • • • ••••••.,.••---.----,----.-----,----.----.-----.----•.-------I-------.!-••••••',---..---.....---
1 0.0966 I 0.0966 j 0.0000 I 3,896.073 I 3,896,073 I 0.1303 I 0.0468 I 3,9 13.283 
: : : 2 : 2 : : : 3 

............. -·---.----.----.----;-------.-------•;..------.:.------- ....... • . . -~------~ ..... . 
: o.osag : 2.1434 t 0.0000 : 1.s20.49a : 1,s20.4sa : o.3407 0.0000 ; 1,s~_o1s 

. .. . . . .. . . . ;.••---.----i-----.-----.----i----.-------:i-------i-------!.. ... .. : 6 : 6 : 

Energy 0.1398 1.2312 0 .TT70 , 7.6200e- , 
: 003 : 

0.0966 0.0966 

Mobile 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 207.8079 : 0.0000 : 207.8079 : 
I I ' I I I 

12.2811 0.0000 : 514.8354 

• • •• • •••••• ,.••---.----,----.-----.----.----.-----.----•.------- I -------.! . . ..... ' I I 

Waler 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 : 556.6420 : 585.8052 : 3.0183 0.0755 : 683.7567 

Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.09 14 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18 12,531.15 15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47 
~ w ~ 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

2.2 Overall Operational 

Mitigg!ed orierntiongl 

ROG NO, co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2,5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02o 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Cat99ory tons/yr MT,y, 

A,ea 5.1437 0 .2950 10.3804 ! 1.6700e- : 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 : 220.9670 : 220.9670 : 0.0201 : 3.7400&- : 222.5635 
03-25 003 003 

-· --------.. -
Energy 0.1396 1.2312 0.7nO ! 7.6200&- : 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 00000 : 3,8~.073 : 3,~ .073 : 0.1303 0.0468 : 3,91~.283 Cont. 

003 --- --- --- ---
Mobile 1.5657 7.9962 19.1834 0.0621 7.7979 0.0560 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 : 7,6~.496 : 7,~.496 : 0.3407 0.0000 ! 7,6~.016 

-------- ---- --- ----Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 207.8079 : 0.0000 : 207.8079 : 12.2811 0.0000 : 514.8354 

.. ....... .... --- --- -
Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 : 556.6420 : 585.8052 : 3.0183 0.0755 ! 683.75ol 

' ' . - ' ' ' 
Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18 12,531.15 15.7904 0.1 260 12,963.47 

07 ,. 51 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhooat PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBlo-C02 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 TOI" PM2.6 PM26 T-

Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Reduction 

3.0 Construction Detail 

Construction Phase 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

Phase 
Number 

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days Num Days 
Week 

1 :Demolition :Demolition :9/1/202 1 p o1121202 1 I s: 30 : 

Phase Descri ption 

•••.• - ·•. - - - - ••• - · · · • · • · · • · · · · • - 1-----------------------I-------------I-------------I---------I---------I · • · • • · • · • • • • • • •.• .• .....• 
2 : site Preparation : site Preparation : 10/13/2021 : 11/9/2021 : s: 20 : 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1·········-·············1------------4-----------4------<f------+ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
3 :Grading :Grading : 11/10/2021 p tl 1/2022 : s: 45 : 
- - - • - • - • - - - • - - - - - • • • - • - • • - • • - • - • 1- - -- ------- - -- -- --- -- - -1------------4------------4------<------+ · - · - - · - · - - - - - - - · - · - · · · - · -

4 :Building Construction :Building Construction : 1/12/2022 p 2tt2/2023 j s: soo: 
...... -• ....................... - •-----------------------I-------------1-------------1------<f------+ ........................ . 

5 :Paving :Paving : 12/13/2023 : 1/30/2024 l s: 35: 
...... ·• ........................ ~-----------+------~-----+----+----I- ........................ . 
6 ; Architectural Coating ; Architectural Coating : 1'3112024 ;3/1912024 5; 35 ; 

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase) : o 

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase) : 112.5 

Acres of Paving: O 

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000 ; Non-Residential Indoor: 326 ,400 ; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area : O (Architectural Coating - sqft) 

OffRoad Equipment 

03-25 
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Village South Speci fic Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

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

Demolition : concrete/Industrial Saws : 1 8.00 : 81 : 0.73 
-- --------------------------•-- -------------------- ----+ ---------------- ---- ---- --- - -1--- - ---> - - - - -- - - - - - - --

Demolition : Excavators : 3 8.00 : 1se : o.38 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - --1--------------- -----------+-- ------------- - ------------ -1-------> - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Demolition •Rubber Tlred Dozers • 2 8.00 • 247 : 0.40 
.... .... ... -. .. .. .. . . . . ... . . .. i .............................. ............... .. ..... ~---------------- .. . .. .. .. ........ • --------> .. .. . . .... .... .. . 

Site Preparation : Rubber Tired Dozers : 3 8.00 : 247: 0.40 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -1------------------- -- -----+--- ------------- -- - -- - -- - -- · ·1--- --- -> - - - - -- - - - - - - - -

Site Preparation :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes : 4 8.00 : 97 : 0.37 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - 1- --------- - -- -- -- - - -- -- - - - + ------ ---------- - -- - -- ___ ____ ,_ _ _ ___ _. - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Grading : Excavators : 2 e.oo : 1sa: 0.38 
----------------------------•--------------------------+---------------- -- --- --- --- - -1------➔ - - - - - - - - - - - - --

Grading :Graders : 1 8.00 : 187 : 0.41 
-· ---• ---• ------------------•---------------------------1----------------- ·· - · · · · · - · · · ·1-------> - - - - - - - • - - - - •• 

Grading •Rubber Tired Dozers • 1 8.00 • 247 : 0.40 
.. . .... ..... .... .. .. .. ..... . i------ -- --------- ----- -----~---------------- -- ---. ----. -- 1-' ------+ .. . . . - .. ... .. . 

Grading : Scrapers : 2 8.00 : 367 : 0.48 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - 1- --------- - -------------- -+--- ------------- - -- - - - - - - --- -1------➔ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Grading :Tractors/loaders/Backhoes : 2 8.00 : 97 : 0.37 
-· - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1- -------------------------+---------------- ·· - · · ··· - ····1-------> - - - - - - - • - - - - --

Building Construction :cranes : 1 7.00 : 231 : 0.29 

-----• -• -• -• ---· -• -• ---• -• --1---------------------------1----------------- ··-···-·-····~------+ ------ -. -. --. -
Building Construction : Forklifts : 3 8.00 : 89 : 0.20 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - 1----- ----- - - - ----- - - - - - ---+ ---------- - ---- - - - ----- - - - - - - 1------➔ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Building Construction :Generator Sets : 1 8.00 : 84 : 0.74 

----------------------------•-- -- ----------------------+---------------- -- -· ------- - -1------ -> - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Building Construction :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes : 3 7.00 : 97 : 0.37 

-· --------------------------•--------------------------+---------------- -- -·-· ·· - ····1------➔ - - - - - - - - - - - - --
Building Construction :welders : 1 8.00 : 46 : 0.45 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - 1---------------- - - - -------+---------------- -- - - - - -- - ----1------➔ - - - - -- - - - - - - - -

Paving •Pavers • 2 8.00 1 130 : 0.42 
....... ... ...... .... ........ i-------- ----- -- ------------~---------------- · ·-- - -- · - · · · · I-' ----- -+ . . . . -- .. ... . . . 
Paving : Paving Equipment : 2 8.00 : 132 : 0.36 
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1--------------------------+---------------- -- - - - --- - ----1------➔ - - - - - - - - - - - - --

Paving : Rollers : 2 8.00 : ao : o.38 
--- ---- ----- ------ ---- ---- --~------- -------------1-------- --- -1- ------- ----- -· 

Architectural Coating :Air Compressors 6.00 : 0.48 

Trips and YMI 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

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

Demolition 61 15.oo : 0.00 458.oo : 14.70 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD Mix :HDT Mix :HHDT 
--.. ------------1---------------~----------1- --------- ----------1-----1----------~---------+------------+--- -- --- -~ --------. -

Site Preparation : 1: 1s.oo : 0.00 o.oo; 14.70 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mix IHHDT 

- • • • • • - • • - • - - • - -1--------------+----------1- - - - - - - - - - --- ---- -- - ----------~-------- -+----- ----- --+ ---------~ ----------
Grading : a: 20.00 : 0.00 o.oo : 14.70 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mix :HHOT 

- - • • - - - - - - - - - - - -1---------------1-----------1- - - - - - - - - - ---------- ----------1--------------1- --- -- --- -~ ----------
BuildingConstruction : 9: 801.00 : 143.00 0.00 ; 14.70 1 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mix IHHDT 
- - ..•• - •• - • - - - - -1--------------+----------1- - - - - - - - - - ------- -- - ----------~-------- -+----- ----- --+ ---------~ -----• --• -

Paving : s: 15.oo : 0.00 o.oo : 14.70 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mlx IHHDT 

Architectural Coating : 160.00 : 

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction 

3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

AOO NOx co 

Category 

502 

o.oo : o.oo : 14.70 ; 6.90 ; 20.oo ;LD Mix ;HDT Mix ;HHDT 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Ex.Must PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tons/yr MT/yr 

Fugitive Dust 0.0496 0.0000 0.0496 1 7.5100e- 0.0000 • 7.5100e· , 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

_ . ... ___ . _-ii"'--------;--- ..... --...;,----;.----.---~•- oo_ a _____ ~:. __ ooo _J ___ __ .-----;--- ..... ---;,----
Off-Road •• 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 : 5.~e- : 0.0233 0.0233 0.0216 0.0216 i 0.0000 51.0012 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 

C02e 

0.0000 

51.3601 

Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e- 0.0496 0.0233 O.On9 7.5100e-- 0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0012 51 .0012 0.0144 0.0000 51 .3601 
004 003 
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3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tons/yr MT/yr 

0.0148 • 1.BOOOe- • 3.9400e- , 1.9000e- • 4.1300e- 1 1.oaooe- • 1.a000e- • 1.2600e- ' 0.0000 
: 004 : 003 : 004 : 003 : 003 : 004 : 003 t 

•• 1.930Qe• I Q,0634 
. , 003 : 

Hauling 17.4566 17.4566 
' 

1.21ooe- : 
003 

i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 
--······· ··•"------~--

:: 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 Vendor 
' ' 

0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 

I I I I 

- - - w~~~~ - - - .. 9.7000e- • 7.5000e- • B.5100e- • 2.0000e- • 2.4700e- • 2.0000e- • 2.4900e- • 6.5000e- • 2.0000e- • 6.7000e- 1 0.0000 

:: 004 : 004 : oos : oos : oos : oos : oos : 004 : oos : 004 I 2.2251 2.2251 : 7.0000e- : 
005 

Total 2.9000e- 0.0641 0.0233 2.0000e- 6.4100e- 2.1000e- 6.6200e- 1. 7300e- 2.0000e- 1.9300e- 0.0000 19.6816 19.6816 1.2800e-
003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

Fugitive Dust .. 0.0496 0,0000 0,0496 I 7.5100e- I 0.0000 
1 003 I 

0,0000 0.0000 0,0000 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 17.4869 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 T • 2.2261" 

0.0000 19.7136 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 7 .5~~- i 0.0000 

-...... --------------- ,. ___ .,______________________ __,. ... -- . ---------- ,---~---
0.0216 t 0.(X)()() 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600 

• 
Off-Road •• 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 • 5.BOCXle- • 

: 004 : 
0,0233 0.0233 0.0216 

' ' • 
Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.BOOO e- 0.0496 0.0233 o.ong 7.51ooe- 0.021s 0.0291 O.OOX> 51.0011 51 .0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600 

004 003 
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3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx 

Category 

co 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tons/yr MT/yr 

•• 1.930Qe• I Q,0634 
. , 003 : 

0.0148 • 1.BOOOe- • 3.9400e- , 1.9000e- • 4.1300e- 1 1.oaooe- • 1.a000e- • 1.2600e- ' 0.0000 
: 004 : 003 : 004 : 003 : 003 : 004 : 003 t 

Hauling 17.4566 17.4566 
' 

1.21ooe- : 
003 

--······· ··•"------~--
:: 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 Vendor 

I I I I 

- - - w~~~~ - - - .. 9.7000e- • 7.5000e- • B.5100e- • 2.0000e- • 2.4700e- • 2.0000e- • 2.4900e- • 6.5000e- • 2.0000e- • 6.7000e- 1 0.0000 

:: 004 : 004 : oos : oos : oos : oos : oos : 004 : oos : 004 I 
Total 2.9000e- 0.0641 0.0233 2.0000e- 6.4100e- 2.1000e- 6.6200e-

003 

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

004 003 004 003 
1. 7300e- 2.0000e- 1.9300e- 0.0000 

003 004 003 

' ' -0.0000 0.0000 0,0000 

2.2251 2.2251 : 7.0000e- : 
005 

19.6816 19.6816 1.2800e-
003 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr 

_ ~~~it~~-~~~ _.,·· ___ .,_ __ ...,_ __ ..,_ __ ....,._o_.,_ao_, __ o._0000_....,._o_.,_•o_, __ o._099_ 3 ____ 0_.o_ooo _ _,._ o.0993 _j _ 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 0.0389 0.4050 0.211 5 • 3.BOCXle- • 
: 004 : 

0,0204 

' ' 

0.0204 0.0188 0.0188 t 0.0000 

• • 

0,0000 

33.4357 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 

33.4357 I 0.0108 

' 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 17.4869 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 --r - 2.2261" 

0.0000 19.7136 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 33.7061 

Total 0,0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.BOOO e- 0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1 181 O.OOX> 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7061 
004 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 

-- --..... . . ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 : 

., I I I I 

• • • w~~~~ • • • •• 7_7QQOe- I 6.0000e· I 6.8100e· I 2.0000e- I 1.970Qe- I 2.000Qe- I 1.9900e· I 5.2000e- I 1.0000e· I 5.4000e· 1 0.000() 

:: 004 : 004 : 003 : oos : 003 : oos : 003 : 004 : oos : 004 I 1.7801 1.7801 : 5.0000e- : 
005 

Total 7.7000e- 6.0000e- 6.8100e- 2.0000e- 1.9700e- 2.0000e- 1.9900e- 5.2000e- 1.0000e- 5.4000e- 0.0000 1.7901 1.7801 5.0000e-
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr 

_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,_ __ ....,. __ ....,_ __ .....,_o_.,_ao_, __ o._oooo_.....,_o_.,_•o_, __ o._099_ a ...,._o_.o_ooo_..,_ o.0993 _j _ 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 0.0389 0.4050 0.211 5 • 3.BOCXle• • 
: 004 : 

0.0204 

' ' 

0.0204 0.ot88 0.0188 t 0.0000 

• • 

0.0000 

33.4357 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 

33.4357 I 0.0108 

' 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 --r • 1.?81"4" 

0.0000 1.7814 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 - .... ·33~1060 

Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.BOOO e- 0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1 181 O.OOCNl 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060 
004 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

--- -..... . . ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 : 

., I I I I 

- • • w~~~~ • • • •• 7_7QQOe- I 6.0000e· I 6.8100e· I 2.0000e- I 1.970Qe- I 2.000Qe- I 1.9900e· I 5.2000e- I 1.0000e· I 5.4000e· 1 0.000() 

:: 004 : 004 : 003 : oos : 003 : oos : 003 : 004 : oos : 004 I 1.7801 1.7801 : 5.0000e- : 
005 

Total 7.7000e- 6.0000e- 6.8100e- 2.0000e- 1.9700e- 2.0000e- 1.9900e- 5.2000e- 1.0000e- 5.4000e- 0.0000 1.7901 1.7801 5.0000e-
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr 

_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,_ __ ....,. __ ....,_ __ .....,_o_.,_,._, __ o._oooo_.....,_o_.,_,._, __ o._oo_•_a ...,._o_.o_ooo_..,_ o.0693 _j _ 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 I 1.1800e• I 

: 003 : 
0.03TT 

' ' 

o.oon 0.0347 0.0347 t 0.0000 

• • 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

103.5405 : 103.5405 : 0.0335 

' ' 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 1.7814 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 -: 104.3776 

Total 0.0796 o.aa16 o.5867 1.,aooe- 0.1141 0.03TT 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 O.OOCNl 103.5405 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3TT6 
ooa 

03-25 
Cont. 

Page 38 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-109 

 

  

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 15 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :52 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 

--······· · ·•"------~--Vendor 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 
- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' . 
I 0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 • 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 

------------··------~--
Worker 1.6400e- : 1.2700e- : 0.0144 : 4.0000e- : 4.1600e- : 3.0000e- : 4.2000e-

003 003 005 003 005 003 .. 
I I I I 

I 1.110Qe- I 3.0000e· I 1.1 400e· 1 0.000() 

: 003 : 005 : 003 1 
3.7579 3.7579 : 1.1000e- : 

004 

Total 1.6400e- 1.2700e- 0.0144 4.0000e- 4.1600e- 3.0000e- 4.2000e- 1.1100e- 3.0000e- 1.1400e- 0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e-
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

_ ~~~it~~-~~~ _.,·· ___ .,_ __ ....,. _____ ....,._o_.,_,._, __ o._0000_....,._o_.,_,._, __ o._00_•_3 ...,._o_.o_ooo_.,._ o.0693 _j _ 0.0000 
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 I 1.1800e• I 

: 003 : 
o.o3n o.oon 

' ' 

0.0347 0.0347 t 0.0000 

• • 
103.5403 : 103.5403 : 0.0335 

' ' 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 --r - 3.7601" 

0.0000 3. 7607 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 -: 104.3775 

Total 0.0796 o.aa1s o.5867 1.,aooe- 0.1141 0.03TT 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 O.OOX> 103.5403 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3TT5 
003 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 

--······· ··•"------~--Vendor 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 
- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' . 
I 0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 • 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 

------------··------~--
Worker 1.6400e- : 1.2700e- : 0.0144 : 4.0000e- : 4.1600e- : 3.0000e- : 4.2000e-

003 003 005 003 005 003 .. 
I I I I 

I 1.110Qe- I 3.0000e· I 1.1 400e· 1 0.000() 

: 003 : 005 : 003 1 
3.7579 3.7579 : 1.1000e- : 

004 
0.0000 --r - 3.7601" 

Total 1.6400e- 1.2700e- 0.0144 4.0000e- 4.1600e- 3.0000e- 4.2000e- 1.1100e- 3.0000e- 1.1400e- 0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e- 0.0000 3. 7607 
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

: 0.0000 : 0.0160 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

-• ·Qff:R~ad. - -• .. - o.-o,-2-, ...,.-0-.,-360- ...... _o __ ,o-,-, ,.:_2 __ ~- . -• . -:.,_ __ ,..:_5 __ ,
0
_2g_t __ ...,.: -5_-,~-

3
- _ ... : ___ .. ~ -5.-2:"9_

3 
_ _ ,...i _s_icf·-1. O.cxm· .-,-9.-oa-, -, ...... -,.-.oa- ,- 1 : s.~e- : 0.0000 -..,. "19~2414 

Fugitive Dust .. 0.0807 : 0.0000 : 0.0807 : 0.0180 

•1 I I I I I I I 6 I I 

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1 017 2.2000e- 0.0807 5.7200e- 0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e- 0.0233 0.OOX> 19.0871 19.0871 6.1 700e- 0.0000 19.2414 
004 003 003 003 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' . 
I 0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

--······· ··•"------~--Vendor 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 
- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

., I I I I 

- - - w~~~~ - - - . . 2.BOOOe- • 2.1000e- • 2.4400e- • 1.0000e- • 7.700/Je- • 1.0000e- • 7.7000e- • 2.0000e- • 1.0000e- • 2.1000e- 1 0.0000 

:: 004 : 004 : ooa : oos : 004 : oos : 004 : 004 : oos : 004 I 
Total 2.8000e- 2.1000e- 2.4400e- 1.0000e- 7.7000e- 1.0000e- 7.7000e- 2.0000e- 1.0000e- 2.1000e- 0.0000 

004 004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.6679 

0.6679 

MT/yr 

0.0000 

-0.0000 

0.6679 

0.6879 

0.0000 
' ' 

0.0000 

I 2,QOOOe- I 

: 005 : 

2.0000e-
005 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 --r - 0.6684-

0.0000 0.6684 

N20 C02e 

: 0.0000 : 0.0160 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

-• ·Qff:R~ad. - -• .. - o.-o,-2-, ...,.-0-.,-360- ...... _o __ ,o-,-, ,.:_2 __ ~- . -• . -:.,_ __ ,..:_5 __ ,
0
_2g_t __ ...,.: -5_-,~-

3
- _ ... : ___ .. ~ -5.-2:"9_

3 
_ _ ,...i _s_icf·-1. O.cxm· .-,-9.-oa-, -, ...... -,.-.oa- ,- 1 : s.~e- : 0.0000 -..,. "19~2414 

Fugitive Dust .. 0.0807 : 0.0000 : 0.0807 : 0.0180 

•1 I I I I I I I 6 I I 

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1 017 2.2000e- 0.0807 5.7200e- 0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e- 0.0233 O.OOX> 19.0871 19.0871 6.1 700e- 0.0000 19.2414 
004 003 003 003 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Mitigated Construction Ott-Site 

ROG 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 

NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

tons/yr 

PM10 
Total 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

---v;rrti; --• ii--0.0_000_ ...... _o __ oooo--r-o: oooo 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

----------· 
Worker •• 2.BOOOe- • 2.1000e- • 2.4400e- • 1.0000e- • 7.7000e- • 1.0000e- , 7.7000e- , 2.0000e- • 1.0000e- • 2. 1000e-

•• 004 : 004 : 003 : 005 : 004 : 005 : 004 : 004 : 005 : 004 
I I I I I I I I I 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 r- 0.6679 0.6679 I 2,0QOOe- I 0.0000 
' 005 ' 

CO2e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.6684 

Total 2.BOOOe- 2.100De- 2.4400e- 1.0000e- 7.7000e- 1.0000e- 7.7000e- 2 .0000e- 1.0000e- 2.1000e- O.D000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.6684 
004 004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 

Category 

Ofl-Road 0.2158 1.9754 2.07()() I 3.41 OQe- I 

: 003 : 

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e -
003 

FugHive Exhaust PM10 
PM10 PM10 Total 

tons/yr 

0.1023 0. 1023 

0.1 023 0.1023 

FugHive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0963 

0.0963 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0963 

0.0963 

005 

Bio- CO2 NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 

MT/yr 

0.0000 : 293.1324 : 293.1324 : 0.0702 0.0000 : 294.8881 

' ' ' ' ' ' 
0.0000 293.1324 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

tons/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

I 4.5500e• I 0.1140 
' 003 ' 

I 3.1B00e• I 

I 003 I 

0.0107 L1103 • 8.8700e-
' 003 

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

0.1171 

1.11 92 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0329 I 3,Q400e• I 0.0359 
I (X)J I 

0.2949 • B.1700e- • 0.3031 
' 003 ' 

Total 0.4616 2.0027 3.9885 0.0152 1.2243 0.0121 1.2363 0.3278 0.01 12 0.3390 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co SO2 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 I 3.4100e• I 

: 003 : 

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003 

FugHive Exhaust PM10 
PMI0 PM10 Total 

tons/yr 

0.1023 0. 1023 

0.1023 0.1023 

FugHive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0963 

0.0963 

PM2.S 
Total 

0.0963 

0.0963 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 : 441.9835 : 441.9835 : 0.0264 

0.0000 : 966.8117 : 966.8117 : 0.0266 

' ' ' ' ' ' 
0.0000 1,408.795 1,408.795 0.0530 

2 2 

Bio- CO2 NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

MT/yr 

0.0000 : 293.1321 : 293.1321 : 0.0702 

' ' ' ' ' ' 
0.0000 293.1321 293.1321 0.0702 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 : 442.6435 

0.0000 : 967.4773 

0.0000 1,410.120 
8 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 : 294.8877 

0.0000 294.8877 

03-25 
Cont. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 20 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :52 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Mitigated Construction Ott-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

tons/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

I 4.5500e• I 0.1140 
' 003 ' 

I 3.1B00e• I 

I 003 I 

0.0107 L1103 • 8.8700e-
' 003 

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

0.1171 

1.11 92 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0329 I 3,Q400e• I 0.0359 
I (X)J I 

0.2949 • B.1700e- • 0.3031 
' 003 ' 

Total 0.4616 2.0027 3.9885 0.0152 1.2243 0.0121 1.2363 0.3278 0.01 12 0.3390 

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 I 3.3300e• I 

: 003 : 

Total 0.1942 1.nss 2.0061 3.3JOOe-
ooo 

FugHive Exhaust PM10 
PMI0 PM10 Total 

tons/yr 

0.0664 0.0864 

0.0864 0.0864 

FugHive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0813 

0.0813 

PM2.S 
Total 

0.0813 

0.0813 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 : 441.9835 : 441.9835 : 0.0264 

0.0000 : 966.8117 : 966.8117 : 0.0266 

' ' ' ' ' ' 
0.0000 1,408.795 1,408.795 0.0530 

2 2 

Bio- CO2 NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

MT/yr 

0.0000 : 286.2769 : 286.2789 : 0.0681 

' ' ' ' ' ' 
0.0000 286.2789 286.2789 0.0681 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 : 442.6435 

0.0000 : 967.4773 

0.0000 1,410.120 
8 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 : 287 .9814 

0.0000 287. 9814 

03-25 
Cont. 
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 21 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :52 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

tons/yr 

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

I 4.3000e• I 0.11 13 
' 003 ' 

I 1.4600e• I 

I QQJ I 

0.11 27 

0.0101 L0840 • 8.4100e- • 1.0924 
' 003 ' 

Total 0.41 35 1.5218 3.5707 0.0144 1.1953 9.8700e- 1.2051 
003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co SO2 FugHive Exhaust PM10 
PMI0 PM10 Total 

Category tons/yr 

Ofl•Aoad 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 I 3.3300e• I 0.0664 0.0864 
: 003 : 

Total 0.1942 1.nss 2.0061 3.3JOOe- 0.0864 0.0864 
003 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0321 I 1.4000e• I 0.0335 
I (X)J I 

0.2879 I 7.740Qe- I 0.2957 
' 003 ' 

0.3200 9.1400e- 0.3292 
003 

FugHive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0813 

0.0813 

PM2.S 
Total 

0.0813 

0.0813 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 : 417.9930 : 417.9930 : 0.0228 

0.0000 : 909.3439 : 909.3439 : 0.0234 

' ' ' ' ' ' 
0.0000 1,327.336 1,327.336 0.0462 

9 9 

Bio- CO2 NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

MT/yr 

0.0000 : 286.2785 : 286.2785 : 0.0681 

' ' ' ' ' ' 
0.0000 286.2785 286.2785 0.0681 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 : 418.5624 

0.0000 : 909.9291 

0.0000 1,328.491 
6 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 : 287.9811 

0.0000 287. 981 1 

03-25 
Cont. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-116 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 22 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :52 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 . 0.0000 . 0.0000 
' I I I I I 

---v;~~; ---,;"-o.-038- 2-.--1-.2-5-11--;-0-.40- ,-, ... -.-.3000--•. - ,,-o-.,-11-3--;•-·1-.460- 0-e-_...., - 0-.,-,2- 7_,._o_-03_2_1 -.-: -,_-4000e---~: - 0.0335 -1' -0.0000 
: 003 ' : ooo : : ooo : 

. . 
417.9930 : 417.9930 : 0.0228 

- - - w~~~~ - - --··-o_-37_5_3-.--o-2_7_oa--;-3-_1.-.-. -.---0.-0,-0-, _....-,-.oa- •_o_,.,-a·-.• -,o-o-.. _,._, - ,-_00_ 2_._,._o_-2a_79_ ... : -7-7.-00e- -~:--029s1-l • o oocio-
•• : 003 : : ·ooa : • I • 909.3439 : 909.3439 : 0.0234 

Total 0.4135 1.5218 3.5707 0.0144 1.1953 9.8700e- 1.2051 0.3200 9.1400e- 0.3292 0.0000 1,327.336 1,327.336 0.0462 
003 003 9 9 

3.6 Paving - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

on-Road •· 6.11ooe- o.0663 o.0946 • 1.5000e- , 

= 003 : - : 

I 3.3200e- I 3.3200e-
: 003 : 003 

: 3.0500e- : 3.0500e- . 0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 : 4.2100e- : 
003 -- 003 __ J ______ 

003 

-
Paving :: O.OCXXl : O.OCXXl : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I O.OCXXl • 0.0000 0.0000 . 0,0000 

' ' • . 
' . . • . 

Total 6.7100e- 0.0663 0.0948 1.SOOOe- 3.3200e- 3.3200e- 3.0500e- 3.0SOOe- 0.0000 13.0175 13.017S 4.2100e-
003 004 ooo 003 003 003 003 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 418.5624 

0.0000 909.9291 

0.0000 1,328.491 
6 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 13.1227 

0.0000 0,0000 

0.0000 13.1227 

03-25 
Cont. 
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CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 23 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :52 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.6 Paving • 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

--- -....... ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 

., I I I I 

- • • w~~~~ • • • •• 3.700Qe- I 2.7000e· I 3.1200e· I 1.0000e- I 1,Q70Qe- I 1.(X)()Qe- I 1.0800e· I 2.800Qe- I 1.0000e· I 2.9000e· 1 0.000() 

:: 004 : 004 : oos : oos : oos : oos : oos : 004 : oos : 004 I 0.8963 0.B963 : 2.0000e- : 0.0000 0.8968 
03-25 005 

Total 3.7000e- 2.7'000e- 3.1200e- 1.0000e- 1.0700e- 1.0000e- 1.0800e- 2.BOOOe- 1.0000e- 2.9000e- 0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.8968 Cont. 
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

on-Road :: 6.7100e- 0.0663 0.0946 : 1.5000e- : : 3.3200e- : 3.3200e- : 3.0500e- : 3.0500e- . 0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 : 4.2100e- : 0.0000 13.1227 
003 004 003 003 003 -- 003 __ J ______ 

003 

-- --------- -
Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.(X)()() 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 . , • ' • ' ., ' ' • ' Total 6.71 00e- 0.0663 0.0948 1.SOOO e- 3.3200e- 3.3200e- 3.0500e- 3.0SOOe- 0.0000 13.0175 13.017S 4.2100e- 0.0000 13.1227 

003 004 003 003 003 003 003 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
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CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 24 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :52 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.6 Paving • 2023 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

--- -..... . . ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 

., I I I I 

- • • w~~~~ • • • •• 3.700Qe- I 2.7000e· I 3.1200e· I 1.0000e- I 1,Q70Qe- I 1.(X)()Qe- I 1.0800e· I 2.800Qe- I 1.0000e· I 2.9000e· 1 0.000() 

:: 004 : 004 : oos : oos : oos : oos : oos : 004 : oos : 004 I 0.8963 0.B963 : 2.0000e- : 0.0000 0.8968 
005 03-25 

Total 3.7000e- 2.7'000e- 3.1200e- 1.0000e- 1.0700e- 1.0000e- 1.0800e-
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 

2.BOOOe- 1.0000e- 2.9000e- 0.0000 
004 005 004 

0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.8968 Cont. 
005 

3.6 Paving - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

I 4.7400e· I 4.740Qe- I 0.0000 22,0292 22.0292 ': 7,1003200e- ': 0.0000 1
0 22 .2073 

: 003 : 003 1 -...... --- ------------ ,. __________ ...,. ______ .,.. ---· -------.. --. -- . -------
on-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0 .1609 I 2.5000e- I 

: 004 : 
I 5,1500e- I 5.1500e-
: 003 : 003 

Paving 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 

' ' I I I I I 

' ' I I I I I 

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.SOOOe- 5. 1 500e- 5. 1 SOOe- 4.7400e- 4.7400e- O.OOCNl 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 0.0000 22.2073 
004 003 003 003 003 003 

Page 48 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 25 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :52 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.6 Paving - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Sjte 

ROG NOx co S02 Fug itive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bia- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 • 0.0000 

--- - ---- ----"---~--~-- ~--~--~----~--~--~--~: _______ J _ _____ ~--

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Vendor •• 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 O 0000 O 0000 • O 0000 I O 0000 

--·····-··-·· • • :_ . J . 
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

•• 5.9000e- 1 4.1000e- 1 4.9200e- • 2.DOOOe- 1 1.8100e- 1 1.0000e- 1 1.8200e- 1 4.8000e- • 1.0000e- • 4.9000e- I 0.0000 
:: 004 : 004 : 003 : 005 : 003 : 005 : 003 : 004 : 005 : 004 1 

1.4697 1.4697 : 4.0000e- : 0.0000 1.4706 
005 0 3-25 

•• I I I I I I I I I I ' ' Total 5.90ooe- 4.tOOOe- 4.9200e- 2.ooooe- 1.a1ooe- 1.ooooe- 1.B200e- 4.aoooe- 1.0000e- 4.90ooe- 0.DOOO 1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e- 0.0000 1.4706 Cont. 
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 00 4 005 004 005 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co SO2 FugitiVe Exl'laust PM10 FugitiVe Exhaust PM2.5 BiO- CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

, 5.1500e- 1 5.1500e· , 4.7400e• • 4.7400e- f O.CXXXl 
: 003 : 003 : 000 : 000 , 

Off-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 I 2.500Qe- I 
I 004 I 

22.0292 22.0292 : 7.1200e- : 0.0000 22.2073 
003 

. .... .... .. • ·•---P---~-- ~--~--~·----;..' --~---;..' --~· -------: . ..... i----~-- ' Paving 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 • 0.0000 , 0.0000 I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Total 0.0 109 0.1048 0J 609 2.5000e- 5. 1500e- 5. 1500e- 4.7400e- 4.7400e- 0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1 200e- 0.0000 22.2073 
004 003 003 003 003 003 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-120 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 26 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :52 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.6 Paving • 2024 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

--- -..... . . ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

., I I I I 

- • • w~~~~ • • • •• 5.9000e- I 4.1000e· I 4.9200e· I 2.0000e- I 1.8100e· I 1. (X)()Qe- I 1.8200e· I 4.8000e- I 1.0000e· I 4.9000e· 1 0.000() 

:: 004 : 004 : 003 : oos : 003 : oos : 003 : 004 : oos : 004 I 
Total 5.9000e- 4.1000e- 4.9200e- 2.0000e- 1.8100e- 1.0000e- 1.8200e-

004 004 003 005 003 005 003 

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

4.BOOOe- 1.0000e- 4.9000e- 0.0000 
004 005 004 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' ' -

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

1.4697 1.4697 : 4.0000e- : 0.0000 T • 1.4706" 
005 

1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e- 0.0000 1.4706 
005 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr 

-~~~it~ ~~ti~ ____ •·_'"_'_2....,_---,--- ,. _________ o._oooo_...,._o_.oo_ oo ____ ....,__o_.o_ooo_.,._ 0.0000 _j _ 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 3.1600e- • 0.0213 o.0317 , s.ooooe- • 
•• 003 ' : 005 : ., ' ' ' Total 4.1 404 0.0213 o.ro11 s.ooooe-

oos 

I 1.070Qe• I 1.0700e• I 

: 000 : 003 ' 

' ' 1 .0700e- , .0700e-
003 003 

: 1.0cio~- : 1.0cio~- ! 0.0000 

' ' . 
, .0700e- 1 .0700e- 0.0000 

003 003 

0.0000 

4.4682 

4.4682 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

4,4682 I 2.5000e• I 0.0000 - .... ■ 4_4745• 
: 004 : 

' ' 
4.4682 2.SOOOe- 0.0000 4.4745 

004 

03-25 
Cont. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
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CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 27 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :52 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

--- -....... ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-------- ----··------~--
Worker 0.0101 : 6.9900e- : 0.0835 

003 .. 
Total 0.0101 6.9900e- 0.0835 

003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

S02 

0.0000 
' ' -

0.0000 

: 2.BOOOe- : 
004 

2.8000e-
004 

S02 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tons/yr MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 

I I I I 

0.0307 : 2.3000e- : 0.0309 
004 

I 8.150Qe- I 2.2000e· I 8.3700e· 1 0.000() 

: 003 : 004 : 003 1 
24.9407 24.9407 : 6.1000e- : 0.0000 24.9558 

004 

0.0307 2.3000e- 0.0309 B.1500e- 2.2000e- 8.3700e- 0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e- 0.0000 24.9558 
004 003 004 003 004 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tons/yr MT/yr 

-~~~it~ ~~ti~ ____ •·_'"_' _2-,.----,--- ,. _________ o._oooo _ _..._o_.oo_ oo _______ o_.o_ooo _ _,._ 0.0000 _j _ 0.0000 
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 3.1600e- • 0.0213 
•• 003 ' 
., ' 

o.0317 , s.ooooe- • 
: 005 : 

' ' Total 4.1 404 0.0213 o.0317 s.ooooe-
oos 

I 1.0700e• I 1.0700e• I 

: 000 : 003 ' 

' ' 1 .0700e- , .0700e-
ooo 000 

: 1.0cio~- : 1.0cio~- ! 0.0000 4.4682 4,4682 I 2,500Qe• I 0.0000 4,4745 
: 004 : 

' ' . ' ' , .0700e- 1 .0700e- 0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.SOOOe- 0.0000 4.4745 
000 000 004 
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG ND>< co 

category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

.. ........... 
Vendo, 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast Coun1y, Annual 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Tolal CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tons/)" MT/y, 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0 .0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

...... ... .... ··---~--~--~--~--~-- -----------
Woncer 0.0101 : 6.99008· : 0.0835 : 2.8000e- : 0.0307 : 2.30008· : 0.0309 : 8.1500e· : 2.2000e- : 8.3700&- 0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 : 6.1000&- : 

003 004 004 003 004 003 004 .. 
Total 0.0101 6.9900e- 0.0835 2.8000e- 0.0307 2.3000e- 0.0309 8.1500e- 2.2000e- 8.3700e- 0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e-

003 00◄ 00◄ 003 00◄ 003 00◄ 

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile 

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 ! 0.0000 

0.0000 24.9558 

0.0000 24.9558 
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Vil lage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total - 1~ 100 1= 1~ 1- 1- 1~ 1- 1~ Bio- CO2 I NBio-- CO2 I Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I C02e 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

Mitigated :: 1.5857 : 7.9962 : 19.1834 : 0.0821 : 7 .7979 : 0.0580 : 7.6559 : 2.0095 : 0.0539 : 2.1434 ! 0.0000 : 7,6~.498 : 7,6~.498 : 0.3407 : 0.0000 : 7,6~.016 

• • • • • • • • • • ":. --•• • •4••• • ••4••••••4•••• • •4•••••• I ••••••4•• • ••• I •• • •• • 4••••••4 • •• • ••-! • • • • • • - ~••••••4•••••• I ••• • ••4•• • •••~ • • • • • • 
Unmitigated 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 ■ 7 ,620.498 , 7,620.498 • 0.3407 0.0000 • 7,629.016 

I 6 I 6 I I 2 .. 

4.2 Trip Summary Information 

I Average Daily Trip Rate I Unmitigated I Mitigated 

Land Use I Weekday I Saturday 1sunday I Annual VMT I Annual VMT 

Total I 8,oso.9s I 8,164.43 I 8,057.31 I 2o,ss2,452 I 20,ss2,452 

4.3 Trip Type Information 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Propcsed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coast County, Annual 

I Miles I Trip% I Trip Purpose % 

Land Use I H-W or C-W I H-S or C-C I H-0 or C-NW IH-W or C-W I H-S or C-C I H-0 or C-NW I Primary I Diverted I Pass-by 

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 : 19.20 I 40.60 86 11 3 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •r---------- .... - - ----- - - • - • • • - - - • • • .... --------"T- - - - - - - - ·r - • • - - • • • • - • • • - • - - • • • - - - • • • • • • • • • • - • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Apartments Mid Rise : 14.70 : 5.90 : 8.70 : 40.20 : 19.20 I 40.60 : 86 : 11 : 3 
■ ■ • • • • • • • • • • • • ■ • ■ ■ ■ • • • ■.---- ------- .... --------- .. -. - - -- - - - • .... ---------r··--- --··r - . - ---- - - .... - -- •• - . - --- ... - - - - - - - -- ..... - - --- - - --- - •• 

General Office Building : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 33.00 : 48.00 I 19.00 : 77 : 19 : 4 

•• HighT:nover (Si~ Down •• • F ___ 16.60 ___ : __ 8.40 ___ : ___ 6.90 ___ : __ 8.50 __ J __ 72.so ___ i ___ 19.00 ___ : ____ 37 ____ _ : ____ 20 __ __ : _______ 43 ______ _ 

Hotel ; 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 19.40 : 61.60 : 19.00 : 58 : 38 : 4 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •r----------,..- - ----- - - • - • • • - • • • • • -.---------r - - - • • • - - -r • • • - • • • • • - ·"' • • • - • • • • - - - .. • • • • • • • • • - .. - • • • • - - • • • - - - • • • 

Quality Restaurant : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 12.00 : 69.00 I 19.00 : 38 : 18 : 44 

Regional Shopping Center : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 16.30 : 64.70 : 19.00 • 54 : 35 : 11 

4.4 Fleet Mix 

Land Use I LOA I LDT1 LDT2 MDV LH01 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCV SBUS MH 

Apartments Low Rise : 0.543088: 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 
03-25 .. -.. -.... -........ --..•.. -.. --+-------

Apartments Mid Rise : 0.543088 : 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 Cont. .. -. ----.. --... --. ---.. •-. -----.,._ _______ 
General Office Building : 0.543088: 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 

High Turnover (Sit Down ~ 0.5430881 0.044216 : 0.209971 : 0.116369 ; 0.014033 ; 0.006332; 0.021166 ; 0.0335n ; 0.002613 : 0.001817 ; 0.005285 : 0.000112 ; 0.000821 
Restaurant> ■ • , , , , , , , , , , , 

·····-····- ·· ······ ·· ··•·· ·· ··· 1 I I I I I I I I I I 1 • ••• ••• 
Hotel : 0.543088 : 0.044216 1 0.209971 I 0.116369 1 0.014033 1 0.0063321 0.021166 1 0.0335TTI 0.002613 1 0.001817 1 0.005285 1 0.0007121 0.000821 

•• - - -Quality Restaurant. - - - -! -0.543088t 0.044216r 0.209971 r 0.116369r 0.014033r 0.006332r O.Q21166r 0.033577r 0.002613r 0.001817r 0.005285r 0.000712r-0.000821 
- . - - -- - - - -- - - - . --- - - - -- •-- - - --- -+----+---+----+---+----+---+----+---+----+---+----4-- - - - --

Regional Shopping Center : 0.543088 ; 0.044216; 0.209971 : 0.116369 ; 0.014033 ; 0.006332; 0.021166 ; 0.033577; 0.002613 : 0.001817 ; 0.005285 : 0.000712 ; 0.000821 

5.0 Energy Detail 

Historical Energy Use : N 

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total ~ 1~ 100 1=1- 1- 1~ 1- 1- 1~ 
Category 

Electricity 
Mitigated 

-• E~ct;~ity· •• "".,---..---, 
Unmitigated :: , 

tons/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

- - - - - - - - - - -..------+----,----+----+----;----+-----+------+----+ 

0.0000 

0.0000 

NaturalGas 
Mitigated 

0.139B 1.2312 : 0.7770 : 7.6~- 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 : 0.0966 

•• I I I I I I I I I 

NaturalGas .,. 0.1398 .... 1.2312 .... 0.7770 ""; 7.6200e- ; """' 0.0966 ..,. 0.0966 .... ..... 0.0966 ..... 0.0966 
Unmitigated ' 003 ' ., 

Bio- CO2 I NBio- CO2 I Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I C02e 

MT/yr 

0.0000 o 2,512.646 I 2,512.646 I 0,1037 0.0215 I 2,521.635 
: 5 I 5 I : 6 

Q.Q()OO :-2,512.646 I 2,512.646 I 0.1037 Q 0215 I 2 521 635 
: s : s : • : ' s· 

• - - • •• · r-----
0.0000 : 1,38~.426 : 1,3~.426 : 0.0265 0.0254 : 1,39~.647 

I I I I I 

0.0000 :-1 ,383.426;"\ 383.426; 0.0265 ..,. 0.0254 ;' 1,391.647 
I 7 I 7 O I 8 

03-25 
Cont. 

Page 55 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-126 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 32 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :52 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas 

Unmitigated 

NaturaK3a ROG 
s Use 

Laid Use kBT\J/yr 

,¾Jann:;: Low : 408494 t 2.~-

' . 
Apa~;~9 Mid : 1.!0J), 3e ~ 0.0704 . 
General Office • 468450 " 2.5300&- • 

Building : t 003 : 
• • • • •• • • • •• :--•••• • 4, I 

D~~~~:r~:; : 8.!°~6e E 0.0448 : 

•• • • •• • • • • • :-• • ••••" I 

Hotel : 1.74095& t 9.39006· : 

······ · ····~-:~--:: 003 : 
Quality : 1.846088 t 9.95009- : 

Restaurant , +006 t 003 : 

NOx co S02 

0.0168 • 6.01 OOe- • 1.20008- , 
: 000 : 004 : 

0.6018 

0.0230 

0.4072 

0.0853 

0.0905 

' ' ' 
0.2561 

0.0193 

0.3421 

O 3.8400&• I 

: 003 ' 

' 1.4000&- ' 
: 004 : 

I 2_440Qe. I 

: 003 : 

0.0717 • 5.1000&· • 
: 004 : 

0.0760 ' 5.4000e· ' 
: 004 : 

Regional • 91840 " 5.0000e· • 4.5000&- • 3.7800~ • 3.0000&• • 
Shopping Center : t 004 : 003 : 003 : 005 : 

6i I I I I 

Tot" o.13Sle 1.2J12 o.n10 1.e200e-
ooo 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive EXhaUS1 PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2<> 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

I 1.52006- I 1.52008• I 

: ooa : oro : 
' ' ' 
: 0.0487 : 0.0487 : 

• 1.7SOO. • 1.75006- • 
: 003 : 000 : 
' ' ' 
: 0.0310 : 0.0310 : 

' ' ' ' ' ' 
• 6.490Qe-. • 6.4900e· • 
: 003 : 003 : . . ' 
I 6.88()()e- I 6.8800e· I 

: 003 : 003 : 
' ' ' 
• 3.40Ck'.le-- • 3.4000&· • 
: 004 ' 004 ' 

o.o;66 o.og66 

I 1.52008· I 1.520{)e. 
: 003 : 003 

: 0.0487 : 0.0487 

• 1.7500&• • 1.750Qe. 
: 003 : 003 

: 0 .0310 : 0.0310 

I 6.49006• I 6.4900e-
: 003 : 003 

I 6.88008· I 6.880Qe-
: 003 : 003 

I 3.4000e• I 3,40Q()e. 
: 004 I 004 

0.();66 0.0966 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

00000 

0.0000 

21.7988 : 21.7968 : 4.~- : 4.~ - : 21 .9284 

696.9989 : 696.9989 : 0.0134 : 0.0128 : 701.1 408 

24 .9983 I 24 .9983 I 4.8000&• I 4.600Qe. 1 25,1468 
: : 004 : 004 : 
I I I I 

443.3124 I 443.3124 I 8.50J0e. I 8.13QOe- I 445.9468 
: : ooo : ooa : 
I I I • 

92.9036 : 92.9036 : 1.7~- : 1.7~- : 93.4557 

. . . 
96.5139 : 98.5139 : 1.8:- : 1.8~~- : 99.0993 

4.9009 : 4.9009 • 9.0000e· • 9.0000e· • 4.9301 
' oas : oos : 

0.0000 1,383.426 1,383.426 0.02SS 0.0254 1,3Q1 .647 

• • • 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas 

Mitigated 

NaturaK3a ROG 
s Use 

Laid Use kBT\J/yr 

,¾Jann:;: Low : 408494 t 2.~-

' . 
Apa~;~9 Mid : 1.!0J), 3e ~ 0.0704 . 
General Office • 468450 " 2.5300&- • 

Building : t 003 : 
• • • • •• • • • •• :--•••• • 4, I 

D~~~~:r~:; : 8.!°~6e E 0.0448 : 

•• • • •• • • • • • :-• • ••••" I 

Hotel : 1.74095& t 9.39006· : 

······ · ····~-:~--:: 003 : 
Quality : 1.846088 t 9.95009- : 

Restaurant , +006 t 003 : 

NOx co S02 

0.0168 • 6.01 OOe- • 1.20008- , 
: 000 : 004 : 

0.6018 

0.0230 

0.4072 

0.0853 

0.0905 

' ' ' 
0.2561 

0.0193 

0.3421 

O 3.8400&• I 

: 003 ' 

' 1.4000&- ' 
: 004 : 

I 2_440Qe. I 

: 003 : 

0.0717 • 5.1000&· • 
: 004 : 

0.0760 ' 5.4000e· ' 
: 004 : 

Regional • 91840 " 5.0000e· • 4.5000&- • 3 .7800~ • 3.0000&• • 
Shopping Center : t 004 : 003 : 003 : 005 : 

6i I I I I 

Tot" 0.13GB 1.2J12 o.n10 1.e200e-
ooo 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive EXhaUS1 PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2<> 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

I 1.52006- I 1.52008• I 

: ooa : oro : 
' ' ' 
: 0.0487 : 0.0487 : 

• 1.7SOO. • 1.75006- • 
: 003 : 000 : 
' ' ' 
: 0.0310 : 0.0310 : 

' ' ' ' ' ' 
• 6,49()()e.. • 6.4900e· • 
: 003 : 003 : . . ' 
I 6.88()()e- I 6.8800e· I 

: 003 : 003 : 
' ' ' 
• 3.40Ck'.le-- • 3.4000&· • 
: 004 ' 004 ' 

o.o;66 o.og66 

I 1.52008· I 1.520{)e. 
: 003 : 003 

: 0.0487 : 0.0487 

• 1.7500&• • 1.750Qe. 
: 003 : 003 

: 0 .0310 : 0.0310 

I 6.49006• I 6.4900&-
: 003 : 003 

I 6.88008· I 6.880Qe-
: 003 : 003 

I 3.4000e• I 3,4()()()e. 
: 004 I 004 

0.();66 o.og66 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

00000 

0.0000 

21.7988 : 21.7968 : 4.~- : 4.~ - : 21 .9284 

696.9989 : 696.9989 : 0.0134 : 0 .0128 : 701.1 408 

24 .9983 I 24 .9983 I 4.8000&• I 4.600Qe. 1 25,1468 
: : 004 : 004 : 
I I I I 

443.3124 I 443.3124 I 8.50J0e. I 8.13QOe- I 445.9468 
: : ooo : ooa : 
I I I • 

92.9036 : 92.9036 : 1.7~- : 1.7~- : 93.4557 

. . . 
96.5139 : 98.5139 : 1.8:- : 1.8~~- : 99.0993 

4.9009 : 4.9009 • 9.0000e· • 9.0000e· • 4.9301 
' oos : oos : 

0.0000 1,383.426 1,383.426 0.02SS 0.0254 1,3Q1 .647 

• • • 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity 

Unmitigated 

Electricity Total CO2 CH4 
Use 

land Use kWh/yr MT/yr 

N20 CO2e 

Apart~eis~s l ow : 106010 i: 33.n70 : 1.3c:>e- : 2-~~ : 33.8976 

I · • I 

Apartments Mid :--3.94697e f1 ,257 .587; 0.0519 • 0 01 07 • 1 262 086 
Rise : +006 .: 9 : : • : , s· 

I ·• I 

General Office :-- 584550 r.186.2502 ~ 7.6900e- • 1.5900e- • 186.9165 
Building : :: : 003 : 003 ' 

o · • I ---,•~---, 

High Turnover (Sit :-- 1.589048 f, 506.302'2 ~ 0.0209 , 4.3200e· • 508.1 135 
Down Restaurant) : +006 .: : : 003 ' 

I ·• I ---,•~---, 

Hotel :" 550308 f 11s.3399 ':1.24000- , 1.5000e- • 175.9672 
, •• , oos : oos ' . .. ' 

Ouallty :-- 353120 f, 112.5116 ";4_ssooe- , 9.6000e- • 11 2.9141 
Restaurant : . : : 003 : 004 : 

I l,1 I 

R~ional : 756000 E 240.8778 f 9.9400e- , 2.0600e- • 241 .7395 
Shopping Center , •• , 003 : 003 ' 

., ' 
Total 2,512.646 0.1037 0.0215 2,521 .635 

5 6 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity 

Mitigated 

Electricity Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
Use 

Land Use kWh/y, MT/yr 

Apaltments Low • 1 0601 O •• 33. TT70 , 1.39<X>e· 
RiSe : : : : 003 

2.~- : 33.8978 

■ ■• - •• - ■ -- • ~------ •• 

Apart~:s Mid : 3.=7e i: 1,25~.587 : 0.0519 

• • • • • • • • •••:-■■■■■■ I, I 

Gener~I ~ce : 584550 : : 186.2502 : 7.6900&· 
BIJIJdtng o lo I 003 

-■-----■---:-------;;'•---·~-----~ 
0·~::~::,~!;: 1.=4e !: 506.30'22 : 0 .0209 4.~- : 508.1135 

o l o I 

l .5900e- • 186.9165 
003 : 

Hotel ~ 550306 •• 175.3399 , 7.2400&· 

: i: : 003 

1,500Qe• I 175.9672 
003 : 

Quaijty : 353120 :: 112.5116 : 4.65008· 
Restaurant , 1, , 003 

9.6000e- • 112.9141 
004 : 

-■ ----- ■ --- :--------··--...... ·~-----~ 

Sh~:;!rit9f : 756000 i: 240.8TT8 : 9.9c4o~-

' .. ' 

2.0600e- I 241.7395 
003 : 

2,512.646 0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635 
S 6 

6.0 Area Detail 

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area 

Date: 1/6/2021 1 :52 PM 
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Category 

Mitigated 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coas1 County, Annual 

ROG NO, co S02 

■• 5.1437 I Q.2950 I 10.3604 I 1.6700e- I 

:: : : : 003 : 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

tons/yr 

PM10 
Total 

: 0.0714 : 

Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

MT/yr 

: 0.0714 : 0.0714 t 0.0000 : 220 ,9670 : 220.9670 : 0.0201 I 3.74QQe- I 222 .5835 
I I " I I I : 003 : 

• •••••■■■■■ •• ------~------ I ------I------ I------ ·------ I•••••• I•••••• I•••••• I• •••••• ! ■■■■■■■ ••••••• I•••••• I•••••• I•••••• I ■■■■■■ 
Unmitigated 5.1437 0 .2950 , 10.3604 , 1 .6700e- , 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 , 0 .0714 0.0000 , 220.9670 , 220.9670 , 0.0201 , 3.7400e- , 222 .5835 

■I I I ()()3 I I I I I I 003 I 

" 

6.2 Area by Subcategory 

Unmitigated 

SUbCategory 

Architectural 
Coating 

ROG 

0.4137 

NO, co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

tons/yr 

0.0000 

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

PM2.5 BJo. CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
Total 

: 0.0000 : 0.0000 I 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 

• · c~n~~r·. •a.::-.. -39_9_8-i----,---.----..-----,--0- .0000--~o-.oooo--,----;.--o:oooo-t-o:oooo-1 • 0.000c) -; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 
Products 1 , , , 1 , 

• I I I 6 I I I I I 

- • - ~;rth- • - • a...--o.-02_o_s -;--o-.1-1_63_,_o_.01- so-..-, -1-.1 =---...;,----..--o- .o-1-43-...;~o-.o-143--..-----,.-o.0143--:---oti143-1 • 0.0000--, 204. 11 66 , 204.1166 , 3.91oc;::--;-3.740o;;::--; 20s-.:i2·95 
: 003 : : : ; : : 003 : 000 : 

• • • • • • • • • • • ;;••---,---..----.----s---~--~---.,---• ... ------4•-•--•- • • • • • • •• I I --~------.:. • • • • • • 

: 0.0572 : 0.0572 t 0.0000 ; 16.8504 : 16.8504 : 0.0161 : 0.0000 : 17.2540 
I I 6 I I I 

Landscaping 0.3096 0.1187 10.3054 I 5.400Qe• I 

: 004 : 
0.0572 0.0572 

' ' t I 6 I I I 

Total 5.1437 0.2900 10.3804 1.6600e- 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3. 7400e- 222.5835 
003 003 
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6.2 Area by Subcategory 

~ 

ROG NOx 

SubCategory 

Arcf1itectural 0.4137 
Coating ... .... ... . 

Consumer 4.3998 
Products 

------- -- --
Hea,th 0.0206 0.1763 

...... ..... 
La,idscaping 0.3096 0.1187 

Total 5.1437 0.2950 

7.0 Water Detail 

co 

0.0750 

10.3054 

10.3804 

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

502 

I 1.120Qe- I 

I ()()3 I 

I 5.4000&- I 

I 004 I 

1.6600e-
003 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBk>- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

toosfyr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0 .0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0 .0143 

0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0 .0572 

0.0714 0.0714 0.071 4 0.0714 

0.0000 0 .0000 0.0000 0 .0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

Q.000() 204 .1166 I 204.1166 I 3.9100e- I 3 .740Qe- t 205.3295 
: : 003 : 003 : 
' . ' ' 

0.0000 16.8504 16.8504 0 .0161 0.0000 17.2540 

0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e- 222.5835 
003 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coast County, Annual 

Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I C02e 

Catego,y '-IT/yr 

Mitigated : 585.8052 : 3.0183 : 0.0755 ! 663.7567 

• 0 I I 

Unmitigated :' 585.8052 ": 3.0183 ; 0.0755 :' 683.7567 . ' ' . . . 

0 3-25 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

7.2 Water by Land Use 

Unmitigated 

land Use 

Indoor.Out Total CO2 I 
door Use I 

Mgal 

CH4 I N20 I CO2• 

Mf/yr 

0.0535 ! 1.3400e- : 12.6471 
003 

2.0867 
' 

0.0523 : 493.2363 

0.2627 : 6.5900e- : 61.6019 
003 

0.3580 : 8.8200e· : 62.9482 
003 

0.0416 : 1.03008- : 7.5079 
003 

0.0796 : 1.9600e- : 13.9663 
003 

0.1363 ; 3.4200e- : 31.9490 
003 

Tot al 585.8052 I 3.0183 I 0.0755 
1

683.7567 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coast Coun1y, Annual 

7.2 Water by Land Use 

Mitigated 

Indoor/Dul Total CO2 CH4 
door Use 

Land use Mgal 

N20 CC2e 

Apar1':;!s Low ! \':8a:s' ~ 10.9095 : 0.0535 : 1.3~'f- : 12.6471 

' -"---------
Apartments Mid • 63.5252 / :: 425.4719 • 2.0887 : 0.0523 : 493.2363 

Rise : 40.0485 _t ___ :;.-------. 
Gen;~~~~k:e : 14~~/ t 53.0719 0.2627 : 6.5:- : 61 .6019 

' -"---.------... 
High Turnover (Sit • 10.9272 / '" 51.2702 0.3580 • 8.82008- • 62.S482 
Down Restaurant) : 0.697482 E ' 003 • 

Hotel : ~-=~ t 6.1633 0.0416 : 1 .0~~- : 7.5079 

·-----·-···:.-------"---.--------Ouality : 2.42827 / t 11 .3934 0.0796 • 1.96009- • 13.9663 
Restaurant , 0.154996 " ' 003 • 

·-----·· ···:.-------"---.--------
Regk>nal • 4.146061 :: 27.5250 0.1363 : 3.40020083 - : 31 .9490 

Shopping Cailler : 2.54236 :: 

Tau, 585.8052 3.01B3 0.0755 683.7567 

8.0 Waste Detail 

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste 

Date: 1/6/2021 1 :52 PM 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coast County, Annual 

Category/Year 

Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I C02e 

'-IT/yr 

Mitigated : 207.8079 : 12.2811 : 0.0000 ! 514.8354 

• 0 I I 

Unmitigated :' 207.8079 ": 12.2811 ; 0.0000 :' 514.8354 . ' ' . . . 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

8.2 Waste by Land Use 

Unmitigated 

Waste Total CO2 I 
Disposed I 

land Use tons 

Apartments Low ■ 11 .5 :: 2.3344 
Rise : ,, 

CH4 I N20 I CO2• 

Mf/yr 

0.1380 0.0000 : 5.7834 

' .. ---;---~----A~rt·~-nis-Mid. ~- 44s~S -:~ s1.041s 
Rise : ,: 

5.3804 0.0000 : 225.5513 

-----------:..------::----;---~----
Ge:~~~ice : 41.85 t: 8.4952 

' .. 
0.5021 0.0000 21.0464 

-1iQh.iu~~~;r·1Slt ; • 42s~4 -:~ 86.9613 
Down Restaurant) : ,: 

' ., ---;---~----
- - - ·Ho·,;1 - - - - ; • 2-;_35 • 1: 5.ss1e o.3285 0.0000 13.7694 

5.1393 0.0000 : 215.4430 

., . .. 
• • -a~;,;/ ··· ... -- -;_3 • • 1: , .401 s 

Restaurant ,, 
0.0876 0.0000 3.6712 

' .. 
- - -R~k,~;i - - • ;--58~8-·r· 11 .9359 
Shopping Center : ,: 

0.7054 0.0000 : 29.5706 

., 
Total 207.8079 I 12.2811 I 0.0000 I 514.8354 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coas1 Coun1y, Annual 

8.2 Waste by Land Use 

Mitigated 

Waste Total CO2 I 
C,sposed 

CH4 I N20 I C02e 

Land Use ton, MT,y, 

Apart~tsL.ow : 11.5 t 2.3344 0.1360 0 .0000 5.7634 

' -·------------Apa~ts Mid : 448.5 ~ 91 .0415 

~M : •=---.---..-----
5.3804 0 .0000 : 225.5513 

.~~~~~~~~ _ ~- :~·: __ ~_•·_••_5_2 _ .... • -------.. 

0.5021 0.0000 21 .0464 

High Turnover (Sit , 428.4 t 66.9613 : 

°:'_w_n_: _s:a~:a~~ ~- __ ---•=---.---..---.. 
5.1393 0 .0000 : 215.4430 

... -~:~I . . .. L :~·: __ ~_5._55_,._,_ _____ __ 

0.3265 0.0000 13.7694 

Quality 7.3 t 1.4818 
Restaurarrt &. 

0.0676 0 .0000 3.6712 

... ........ :--------·---.---.;.. 
Sh~~~!nta, : 58.8 E 11.9359 : 0.7054 0.0000 : 29.5706 

' . 
Total 207.8079 I 12.2811 I 0.0000 I 514.8354 

9.0 Operational Offroad 

Equipment Type Number 

10.0 Stationary Equipment 

Eire Pumps and Emergency Generators 

Equipment Type Number 

03-25 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

Equipment Type Number 

User Defined Eauioment 

Equipment Type Number 

11.0 Vegetation 

Heat lnputiDay Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type 
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1.0 Project Characteristics 

1.1 Land Usage 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) 
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

Date: 1/6/2021 1 :54 PM 

Land Uses I Size I Metric I Lot Acreage I Floor Surface Area Population 

General Office Building 45.00 1 OOOsqtt : 1.03 45,000.00 

• • • • • • • • • • • • ■ • ■ • • • • • • ·•• • •• •■ •I•·· · ··· ■·······••············· 1-------------------------------~--------------1·· · · ■ • • ·•• • • • •• • • ■ ■ • ••• ■ • • ••• • • ■ • 

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) • 36.00 • 1 0OOsqtt 1 0.83 • 36,000.00 
........... -. -..... -.... --- ... i ...... -. -.......... --- ..... -.. C---·------------·--------------~--------·-----i-- ..... --- .... -. . . . . -- -... --- ... -

Hotel : 50.00 : Room : 1 .67 : 72,600.00 
... . ........ ... ...... ... .. .. ..• ...... ... .. ..... ... ..... ... .. -•------------------------------+--------------1-....... . ... .. .... . .. -- ... . --. .. . 

Quality Restaurant : 8.00 : ,ooosqft : o.,e : a.000.00 : a 

• - • • • • - • - • • • - - - • • • • • - • • - • - - • • • • • • • • • • • • • - • • • • • • - - • • - - - • • • • • • • 1----- --- -- ------ -- ------------+--------------1- - - • -- - - - - - - • - - - • -l -- - -- • - - -- - - •• -
Apartments Low Rise : 25.00 : Dwelling Unit : 1 .56 : 25,000.00 I 72 

- - -- - - - - - - - - -- - -- - - - - - - - -- - - - -1- - - - - - - -- - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - -1------------------------------+--------------1- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -l -- - -- -- - -- - - - --
Apartments Mid Rise : 975.00 : Dwelling Unit : 25.66 : 975,000.00 I 2789 

........ .. ..... ······ ·· ·······1········· .. ····· ·· ·········· ·· ----------------------<>--------+····· ...... ... . 
Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1 0OOsqtt 1.29 56,000.00 

1.2 Other Project Characteristics 

Urbanization 

Climate Zone 

Utility Company 

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr) 

Urban 

Southern California Edison 

702.44 

Wind Speed (mis) 

CH4 lntonsh:y 
(lb/MWhr) 

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data 

2.2 

0.029 

Precipitation Freq (Days) 

Operational Year 

N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr) 

33 

2028 

0.006 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEi R's model. 

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses. 

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding Individual construction phase lengths. 

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition. 

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips. 

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces. 

Energy Use -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation. 

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures. 

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures. 

Table Name I Column Name I Default Value 

tblFireplaces FlreplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 --- .... -. -. -------- . -............ -- .. -... -.. -. -. --- . --- .. -.. ,._ _____________________ _ 
tblFlreplaces FlreplaceWoodMass t ,019.20 --- . -.. -. -. --- ---- -. -. -.... -.... --- .. -...... -. -. --- . --- .. -.. ,._ _____________________ _ 
tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 

- -- .... - . - . - -- - - --- . - . - . - .. - . .. . - -- .. - .... - . - . - . - -- . - -- .. - .. -6-----------------------------
tblFlreplaces NumberWood 48. 75 ---.... -. -.. --. ---......... -. . .. --.. -... -.... -.. --.. --.. -..... ________________________ _ 

tblVehlcleTrips ST_TR 7.16 
-----------------------------.. ------------. -. -. ------------ ,._ ____________________ _ 

tblVehicleTrips • ST_TR • 6.39 -. -... . -. -. --------. -. -.... -... . ---.. -...... -. -. -.. ... -... .. ,._ _______________________ _ 
tblVehicleTrips • ST_TR 2.46 

New Value 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

6.17 

3.87 

t .39 
--- .. -. -. -. --- ----- . -. -. --. -.... --- .. -... . ---. --------- .. -. - ,._ ________________ -. -- -. -. -. -.. ---.. -- --. --. 

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82 
- - - .... - . - . - - - - - - . - . - . - .... - .... - - - . . - . . .. - . - . - . - - - . - - - . . - . . -1---------------------------

tblVehicleTrips • ST_TR • 8. 19 3.75 
............................................................ -6------------------------------

tblVehlcleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99 
- -- - - .. - - - - - -- - - -- - . - - - - ... - - .... - - - .. - - . - .. . - . - . - -- . - -- . . - - . 4---------------------------

tblVehlcleTrips • ST_TR • 49.97 10.74 --- .... .... -.. --.. -. -. -.... -.... -... . -...... -. -. -·-. -... .. .. ,._ ____________________________ _ 
_ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ '.~1~~~1~1~:'.1~~ ________ . l. ___________ ~~=-:~. ______ _____ : 6.01 

6.16 

tblVehlcleTrips SU_ TR 5.86 4.t8 
---.. -. -. -. --------. -. -.. -. -. ~ . ---.. -...... -. -. ---. ---.. -.. ~---------------------------

tblVehlcleTrlps : SU_TR : 1.05 0.69 
--- ........ -------- ............. ---- ............. --- ---- -... --· -------------- --- ..... --- . --- .... .... . 

tblVehlcleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27 -
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20 .. .. ......... .... ......... ... .. ............... ... .. ... .... .. ~ ............................ . 
tblVehicleTrips • SU_TR 72.16 57.65 

... ....... -......... -.. -..... ... .. -........... .. --... .. ...... ..._------------------+· ............ ............ . 
tblVehicleTrips SU_ TR 25.24 6.39 

-- - - - - - -- - - - - --- - - - ----- - - - -- -1- - - -- - - - ----- - - - -- -- - -- - - - -- - -1--------------------
tblVehlcleTrips WD_TA 6.59 5.83 

.......... .... .. ... ... ...... .... .. .......................... +-------------+-··· ··· ·· ·············--·· 
tblVehicleTrlps WO_ TR 6.65 4.13 

-- - - - - --- - - - - --- - - - - ---- - - - -- -1- - --- - - - ----- - - - -- -- - -- - - - -- - ..._ _________________ _ 
tblVehicleTrlps WO_TR 11.03 6.41 

-- . ------ -. ----- --. ----- -----. ------------- ----- --- -- ----- ------------------
tblVehicleTrlps WD_TR 127.15 65.80 

-.... ---- ------- -------- -----~- ---- -------- ---------- . ---- -+--------------------+---. -.. -- · -- ------ --------
tblVehicleTrips WD_ TR 8.17 3.84 

--. ------ --------------- ----- ... ---------- -- ------- . --------+------------------
tblVehicleTrips WD_ TR 89.95 62.64 

-- . ------ -.. ------.. ---- ----- .. . ----- ------ -. ---- --. -- ------+-------------------+----------. -------. -- -----
tblVehicleTrips WO_TR 42.70 9.43 

--.. ----- -. -------. ----- --. --... . -----. -----. ---· -- . -- ----- -+-------------- ----+-----. ---- -- ------ . -. --- --
tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00 

-.... -.. -.. -. -....... --.......... --...... --. -... -. -.... -. --. +------------------+--..... ---.... ----.... -.. . 
tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00 

-- .. ---- --. -. --- ... ------ .. -- .... --- ... ----- -.. -- -- . -- . -- -- . +-----------------+--- .... -- -.... ---- ... ----. 
tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic , .25 0.00 

-- . ---. -- --- ---- --. ·---- -----•- ---- ---·---- ------- --- --- -- -------------------+-- ---. ---- -- ------ . -. --- --
tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00 

-- ------- -. ----------- -- -----... ---- ------ ------- -- . -- ----- . +----------------
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveOayYear 25.00 0.00 

-.. ------ -. ----- -------- ----- ... ---- --. ----- ----- -- --- ----- -+----------------+-----. --- --- ------ . -. --- --
tblWoodstoves • WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00 

-- . -------. ----- --. ·----- ---- ·- ----- -. ----- ----- --. -- --- -- -.._ _________________ _ 
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00 

----------------- -- ------- -- -.f------ - --- -- --- - -------- - -- --+-------------+- ---- - -- -- ·-·-----·-· -·· --
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00 

2.0 Emissions Summary 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Soulh Coast County, Summer 

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission) 

Unmitigated Construction 

AOO NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.S Ski- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Year lb/day b/day 

2021 .. 4.2769 46.4588 31.6840 0.0643 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 

---·-·····- .. 
2022 .. 5.3304 38.8967 49.5629 0.15 17 9.8688 1.6366 10.7727 3.6558 

---- -- ----- .. 
2023 4.8957 26.3317 46.7567 0.1472 9.8688 0.7794 10.6482 2.6381 

-- --------- .. 
2024 :: 237.1630 : 9.5575 15.1043 0.0244 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 

• 1.8824 , 11 .8664 I 0.0000 • 6,234.797 • 6,234.797 • 1.9495 • 0.0000 • 6,283.535 
I 4 I 4 I I I 2 

------------------------------:--------~-------J .... --_: ___________ _ 
: 1.sos1 : s.161s ! 0.0000 : 1s2itse : 1s,27~1.56 : 1.9503 : 0.0000 : 1s,2:aa.s2 

..----.....----;----.---..... ----.-----.-----.-----.-' ------' -------t- - - - - - -' ' ' 
: o.7322 : 3.3702 l 0.0000 : 14,~;-s2 : 14,a6~.s2 : 1.02so : 0.0000 : 14,5;1 .1s 

..-----.-----i---...---~--------;~------•;..------~-------• • • • • • • •' I I 

0.4322 0.5476 i 0.0000 : 2,36~.398 : 2,36~.398 : 0.7177 0.0000 1 2,37~.342 

' ' ' 
Maximum 237.1630 46.4588 49.5629 0.1 517 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 15,251.56 15,251.$ 1.9f,()3 0.0000 15,278.62 

74 74 88 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission) 

Mitigated Construction 

ROO NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1 0 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Year l>/day ll/day 

2021 4.2769 46.45136 : 31.6840 0.0643 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9640 

--- --- -- --- " 

I 1.8824 I 11 .8664 Q.{X)(X) O 6,234.79] I 6,234,797 I 

;;....- -;....--~--~ --~ --;....-- ~--~--...... : _____ j ______ _ J.. __ ___ : 4 ' 4 ' 

1.9495 I 0.()()()0 I 6,283.535 
' ' 2 

2022 5.3304 38.8967 49.5629 0 .1517 9.8688 1.6366 10.7727 3.6558 .. 
------- ----

: 1.5057 : 5.1615 ! 0.0000 : 15,2i41,56 : 15,2i41.56 : 

_______________ ...,.. ___ _______ ___ ,,... ___ __ _ I-- - ----:• • ••• ••' I I 

1.9503 • 0.0000 • 15,278.52 
: : 88 

2023 ., 4.8957 26.3317 46.7567 0.1472 9.6688 o.n94 10.6482 2.6381 : o.7322 : 3.3102 ! 0.0000 : 14~;-s2 : 14,a6~ .s2 : 1.0250 0.0000 : 14,~.15 

--- ---- -- --., 
2024 :: 237.1 630 : 9.5575 15.1043 0.0244 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 

n---...;...--_,;---.----.--- -.-- - __,;,-- - ..--- - •... ' 1' o I I 

I Q.4322 I Q.5476 Q.OQOO O 2,361.398 I 2,361.398 I 

: : ; 9 : 9 : 
0.11n 0.0000 , 2,379.342 

' 1 

Maximum 237.1630 46.4588 49.5629 0.1517 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 15,251 .56 15,251.56 1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52 
74 74 68 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhal.St PM10 Fugitive Exha<J61 PM2.5 Bl<rC02 NBlo-C02 Total CO2 CH• N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.S Total 

Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Reduction 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coast County, Summer 

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.S PM2.S Total 

Category l:>/day b'day 

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 : 1.5974 : 1.5974 ! 0.0000 ; 18,1~8.59 : 18,1~.59 : 0.4874 0.3300 : 18,~~-11 

• • • • • • • • • • • ,.••---,---_,;---------;---....... --....... ---,,---i------- I -------: • • • • • • •i-----.---..;----;-------,- • • • • • • 
Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0 .0418 0.5292 0.5292 : 0.5292 : 0 .5292 : : 8,35~ .983 : 8,35~.983 : 0.1602 : 0.1532 : 8,40;.638 

• • • M~1ie" • • • a.::-9.-.. -. -9 ..;--4-5.-430- 4 ..;:-,-,.- .• -4-95_..: - 0- .49- 17-;-45-.9-5-92-;.-0- .3- 350_....,__46_2_9-51-;.-,-2-.2-950-;.. 0.311 9 ""' 12.6070 ' : 50,3~t60 : so,a
3
i:.60 : 2.1807 - :' 50,~1 .12 

.. 
Total 41 .1 168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18 76,811.18 2.8282 0.4832 77,0'lS.87 

16 16 96 

Mitigated Operational 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive ExMust 
PM10 PM10 

Category lb/day 

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 

PM10 
Total 

1.5974 

Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 BK>-- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

b/d..'ly 

: 1.5974 : 1.5974 ! 0.0000 : 18,~8.59 : 18,1:.59 : 0.4874 : 0.3300 : 18,295:.11 

- - - - - - - - - - --··---.----;---------;---....... --....... --_..---';..------4--------: - - - - - - -~· --~---~- ' ' 
: 0.5292 : 0.5292 i : 8,35~.983 : 8,35~.983 : 0.1602 - 0.1532 1 8,40~.638 Energy •• 0.7660 6.7462 42573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 

- • - M~iie- - - . ,.•·-9.-••-•-. ..... -. -5.-430- • --:-,-,.- .• -•-•s...,..:-o- .49- 17-;-•s-.9-5-92-.-0- .3- aso _ __..._46_2_9_51-.-,-2-2 -950-:,.. o.311 9 f 12.6070 1 ;..: 50--.ao- 6-.s-o ... :-50- ,3- 06- .-60 ..... : - 2-.,-ao- 1~-----., so,361 .12 
•• : : ' 34 : 34 : : oo .. ' ' ' ' 

Total 41 .1168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18 76,811 .18 2.8282 
16 16 

0.4832 77,0'lS.87 
96 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

ROG 

Percent 0.00 
Fleductlon 

3.0 Construction Detail 

Construction Phase 

Phase I 
Number 

Phase Name 

NOx 

0.00 

co S02 Fu!jtive 
PM10 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

I Phase Type 

Exhaat PM1 0 
PM10 Tot■ 

0.00 0.00 

I Start Date I 

Fugitive Exha,at PM2.S Bio- CO2 
PM:2.5 

0.00 

End Date 

PM25 T-

0.00 0.00 0.00 

IN um Days I Num Days I 
Week 

1 : Demolition : Demolition :9/1/2021 : 10/12/2021 : s: 

N8io-C02 Total CO2 CH4 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phase Description 

-------•------ ------------------•----------------------+-----------~------------~----+----+----- ------------- ------· 
2 : Site Preparation : stte Preparation : 10i13/2021 p l/9/2021 : s: 
.... .. ·• ....... ... ... ....... ... · •-----------------------1------------~-------------1----<----+ · ... ..... .... .... ..... .. . 

3 : Grading : Grading : 11110/2021 p !ll/2022 : s: 
· · · · · · ·•. · · · • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • -1-----------------------1-------------I-------------+----<----+· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

4 •Building Construction •Building Construction 11/12/'2022 : 12/12/2023 : s: soo : 
. . .... . i . ... . . . ..... . . .. .... .. .. i ............................ ; ............... ~----------•--1-----<----+ · .... .... .... .... ....... . 

5 :Paving t avlng p 2113/2023 ! 1/30/2024 ! s: 35 : 

6 • • • • • - ~.Ar~hit~ct~r~i C~ti~ • • - - - - - - - :Architectural Coating ;1/31!2024 :3119/2024 s : 35 : - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase) : O 

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase) : 112.5 

Acres of Paving: a 

N20 

0.00 

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor : 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor : 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor : 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area : O (Architectural Coating - sqfl) 

OffRoad Equipment 

C02e 

0.00 

03-25 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

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

Demolition : concrete/Industrial Saws : 1 8.00 : 81 : 0.73 
-- -------------- ------------•-- ------------------------+---------------- ----- ------ --1-------> - - - - -- - - - - - - --

Demolition : Excavators : 3 8.00 : 1se : o.38 
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - --1--------------------------+---------------- -------------1-------> - - - - -- - - - - - - --

Demolition •Rubber Tlred Dozers • 2 8.00 • 247 : 0.40 
.. ......... -.................. i .................................................... ~---------------- ................. • --------> .......... .... .. . 

Site Preparation : Rubber Tired Dozers : 3 8.00 : 247: 0.40 
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - --1--------------------------+---------------- ----- - ----- - -1-------> - - - - -- - - - - - - --

Site Preparation :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes : 4 8.00 : 97 : 0.37 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - 1- -------------------------+---------------- ------ _______ ,_ _____ .. - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Grading : Excavators : 2 e.oo : 1sa: 0.38 
----------------------------•--------------------------+---------------- -- --- --------1------➔ - - - - - - - - - - - - --

Grading :Graders : 1 8.00 : 187 : 0.41 
-- ---------------- ----------•---------------------------1----------------- -------------1-------> - - - - - - - - - - - - --

Grading •Rubber Tired Dozers • 1 8.00 • 247 : 0.40 
.. .. ... ..... ..... . .. .. ... . .. i------ -- --------- ----- -----~---------------- -- ---. --- -. --1-' ------+ .. . . . - .. ... .. . 

Grading : Scrapers : 2 8.00 : 367 : 0.48 
- - -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - --1--------------------------+---------------- -------------1------➔- - - - -- - - - - - - - -

Grading :Tractors/loaders/Backhoes : 2 8.00 : 97 : 0.37 
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - --1--------------------------+---------------- -------------1-------> - - - - - - - - - - - - --

Building Construction :cranes : 1 7.00 : 231 : 0.29 

---------------- ------------1---------------------------1----------------- -------------1--------+ ------ ----- -- -
Building Construction : Forklifts : 3 8.00 : 89 : 0.20 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - 1----- --------------- - -----+---------------- -------- - --- -1------➔ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Building Construction :Generator Sets : 1 8.00 : 84 : 0.74 

----------------------------•--- -----------------------+---------------- ----- ------ --1-------> - - - - - - - - - - - - --
Building Construction :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes : 3 7.00 : 97 : 0.37 

-- -------------- ------------•--------------------------+---------------- ------ -------1------➔ - - - - -- - - - - - - --
Building Construction :welders : 1 8.00 : 46 : 0.45 
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - 1--------------------------+---------------- ------ -------1------➔ - - - - -- - - - - - - - -

Paving •Pavers • 2 8.00 1 130 : 0.42 
...... -. -----. -- ---. -. -. -. -. i---------------------------~---------------- ----- -------•1-' --------> --. --- ---. - ---

Paving : Paving Equipment : 2 8.00 : 132 : 0.36 
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - --1--------------------------+---------------- -------------1------➔ - - - - -- - - - - - - --

Paving : Rollers : 2 8.00 : ao : o.38 
--- -- -----------------------~--------------------1-------->------1----------- ----

Architectural Coating :Air Compressors 6.00 : 0.48 

Trips and YMI 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

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

Demolition 61 15.oo : 0.00 458.oo : 14.70 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD Mix :HDT Mix :HHDT 
· • · · · · -· · -· --· --1---------------~----------1- · --· --· -· ------- -- -1---------1----------~-------- --1--- --- -------+ ---------~ --• --• -• • -

Site Preparation : 1: 1s.oo : 0.00 o.oo ; 14.70 1 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mix IHHDT 

• • • • • • - • • - • - - • - -1--------------+----------1- • - - • - - • - • ------- -- - ----------~-------- - -1------ ----- --+ ---------~ --• --• -• • -
Grading : a: 20.00 : 0.00 o.oo : 14.70 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mlx :HHOT 
• - • • • • - • - - • - - • - -1---------------1-----------1- • - - • - • • - • ---------- ----------1--------------1- --- -- --- -~ --• -• • -• • -

BuildingConstruction : 9: 801.00 : 143.00 O.OO : 14.70 1 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mix IHHDT 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1--------------+----------1- • - - • - • • - • ------- -- - ----------~-------- - -1------ ----- --+ ---------~ --• --• -• • -

Paving : s: 15.oo : 0.00 o.oo : 14.70 : 6.90 : 20.00 : LD_Mix :HDT_Mlx IHHDT 

Architectural Coating : 160.00 : 

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction 

3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

AOO NOx co 

Category 

S02 

o.oo : o.oo : 14.70 ; 6.90 ; 20.oo ;LD Mix ;HDT Mix ;HHDT 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Ex.Must PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

IJ/day IJ/day 

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 • O 5008 • 0.0000 

.. .. ....... ·ii"'---;---.;--- .----...;,-----;.----;.---.;-----;,.---: - • _J ........ i------ .-----;,.---
Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0386 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 t 3,74~.944 : 3,74~.944 : 1.0549 

.. t 
Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944 3,747.944 1.0549 

9 9 

C02e 

0.0000 

3,774.317 
4 

3,774.317 
4 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.9602 I 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 02795 0.0732 0.0120 I 0.0852 t 
' ' . 

- -• v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--.--0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --0.-0000---.--o-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo---.--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--.--o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

Hauling 0.1273 4.0952 1.202.241 , 1,2s2.241 , o.oan 
• 3 : 3 : 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

• • • w~~~~ • • .,;••-0.-064- 3 -.,.-Q-,0-4-42-.-0-.60-4-2 I 1.71(){)e- I 0,1677 I 1.350Qe- I 0.1690 0.0445 : 1.2500e· : - 0.0457 -1 • • • • • • 

.. · ooa · · 003 • : 003 : I 170.8155 I 170.8155 I 5,Q300e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

Total 0.1916 4.1394 1.!5644 0.0136 0.4346 0.4485 0.1176 0.0133 0.1 309 1,463.056 1,483.056 0.0927 
8 8 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

: 170.9413 

1,465.375 
0 

CO2e 

_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,... __ .....,. __ ..,._ __ ....,._a_.ao_,_• __ o._0000_....,._a_.ao_,_• __ o._500_• ....,._o_.o_ooo_..,._ o.5008 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ ,.... __ .....,._o_.ooo_ o ,-,---~--- 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1 .5513 1.4411 1.4411 ! 0.(X)()() 3,74~.944 : 3,74~.944 : 1.0549 . ' ' 
Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 O.OOCNl 3,747.944 3,747.944 1.0549 

9 9 

I 3,774.317 
' 4 

3,774.317 
4 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.1273 4.0952 0.9602 I 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 02795 0.0732 0.0120 I 0.0852 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--.--0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --0.-0000---.--o-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo---.--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--.--o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • .,;••-0.-064- 3 -.,.-Q-,0-4-42-.-0-.60-4-2 I 1.71(){)e- I 0,1677 I 1.350Qe- I 0.1690 0.0445 : 1.2500e· : - 0.0457 -1 • • • • • • 

.. · ooa · · 003 • : 003 : I 
Total 0.1916 4.1394 1.!5644 0.0136 0.4346 0.0139 

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

0.4485 0.1176 0.0133 0.1 309 

tl/day 

1.202.241 , 1,2s2.241 , o.oan 
• 3 : 3 : 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

170.8155 I 170.8155 I 5,Q300e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

1,463.056 1,483.056 0.0927 
8 8 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

: 170.9413 

1,465.375 
0 

CO2e 

_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,... __ .....,. __ ..,._ __ ....,._'"_-0663 ___ o._oooo_....,._'"_-0663 ___ •-_•ao_ , ....,._o_.o_ooo_..,._ 9.9307 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ ,.... __ .....,._o_.ooo_ o ,-,---~--- 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 

Total 

3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 ! 3,~.656 : 3,6~.656 : 1.1920 . ' ' 
3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11 .8116 3,685.656 3,685.656 1.1920 

9 9 

: 3,71~.457 

3,715.457 
3 
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

' ' . ' ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--...-----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ ---;---;....0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

- - - - - - - - - - .;;••---;....--....... -- -.----....,-----;----,-o-.20_ 2_a---;-o_-0534--...: -,_-5000e---~:-- o.0549 -1 - - - - - · ;....20-•--•-186---;•-204- .9- 7-86 , 6.0400e- , 

: 003 : I : : 003 • 
Worker 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 : 2.0600e- : 0.2012 : 1.6300e- : 

003 003 .. 
Total 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e- 0.2012 1.6300e-

003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

Category tl/day 

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 .. 
-- ---------Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0,0380 2.0445 .. 

., 
Total 3,8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 0.0549 
003 

PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 
Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 . 
______ J _ - . -- . 

2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 I 0.(X)()() • • • 
20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11 .8116 0.0000 

204.9786 204.9786 6.0400e-
003 

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

l>/day 

0.0000 

3,685.656 I 3,685,656 I 

9 : 9 : 
1.1920 

' ' 3,885.656 3,685.656 1.1920 
9 9 

N20 CO2e 

: 0.0000 

: 0.0000 

205.1296 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

-: 3,71f4s·7 

3,715.457 
3 
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx 

Category 

co 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

' ' . ' ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--...-----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ ---;---;....0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

- - - - - - - - - - .,;••---;....--....... -- -.---....,-----;----,-o-.20_ 2_a---;-o_-0534--...: -,_-5000e---~:-- o.0549 -1 - - - - - · ;....20-•--•-186---;•-204- .9- 7-86 , 6.0400e- , 

: 003 : I : : 003 • 
Worker 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 : 2.0600e- : 0.2012 : 1.6300e- : 

003 003 .. 
Total 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e- 0.2012 1.6300e-

003 003 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

Category tl/day 

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 .. 
-- ---------Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 ' 0.0620 1.9853 .. 

' ., ' Total 4.1 912 48.3998 30,8785 0.0820 8.6733 1.9853 

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 0.0549 
003 

PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 
Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 . 
______ J _ - . -- . 

1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 I • • • 
10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 

204.9786 204.9786 6.0400e-
003 

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

l>/day 

0.0000 

6,007.043 I 6,007,043 I 

4 : 4 : 
1.9428 

' ' 6,007.043 8,007.043 1.9428 
4 4 

N20 C02e 

: 0.0000 

: 0.0000 

205.1296 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 

-:a.~.613 

6,055.613 
4 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-152 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 14 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :54 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-o.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-0000-...--0-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--..-o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • .,;••-0.-08-5-7-..-0-,0-58- 9-.-o-.B0-5-6 I 2.2900e- I 0,2236 I 1.810Qe- I 0.2254 0.0593 : 1.6600e· : - 0.0610 -1 • • • • • • 

•. • 003 • · 003 • : 003 : I 
Total 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e- 0.2236 t .8100e- 0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 0.0610 

003 003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

tl/day 

Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

227.7540 I 227.7540 I 6.7100e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

227.7540 227.7540 6.7100e-
003 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

: 0.0000 

227.9217 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 
_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,... __ ....,. _____ ....,._•_·•_73_3 __ 0._oooo_....,._•_-•_1a_a __ 3 __ s95_ s ....,._o_.o_ooo_..,._ 3.5965 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ ,... __ ....,._o_.ooo_ o ,.,...--~--

30.8785 : 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 t, 0.(X)()Q 6,007.043 • 6,007.043 • 1.9428 -: a.oss.·.s; 3 
I 4 : 4 : 

Off-Road •• 4.1912 46.3998 

I 6 I I 

Total 4.1 912 48.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 O.OOCNl 6,007.043 6,007.043 1.9428 
4 4 

6,055.613 
4 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-153 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 15 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :54 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-o.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-0000-...--0-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--..-o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • .,;••-0.-08-5-7-..-0-,0-58- 9-.-o-.B0- 5-6 I 2.2900e- I 0,2236 I 1.810Qe- I 0.2254 0.0593 : 1.6600e· : - 0.0610 -1 • • • • • • 

•. • 003 • · 003 • : 003 : I 
Total 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e- 0.2236 t .8100e- 0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 0.0610 

003 003 003 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

tl/day 

Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

227.7540 I 227.7540 I 6.7100e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

227.7540 227.7540 6.7100e-
003 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

: 0.0000 

227.9217 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 
_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,... __ ....,. _____ ....,._•_·•_73_3 __ 0._oooo_....,._•_-•_1a_a __ 3 __ s95_ s ....,._o_.o_ooo_..,._ 3.5965 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ ,... __ ....,._o_.ooo_ o ,.,...--~--

29.0415 : Q,0621 1.6349 1 ,6349 1.5041 1.5041 t, 6,01 1.410 16,0 11 ,410 I 1.9442 -: 6,0008•.0; 5 
I 5 : 5 : 

Off-Road •• 3.6248 38.8435 

I 6 I I 

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.041 5 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011 .410 6,011 .410 1.9442 
5 5 

6,060.015 
8 

03-25 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-154 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 16 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :54 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-o.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-0000-...--0-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--..-o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • .,;••-0.-080- 3-..-0-,0-53- 2-.-0-.743- 2 I 2.21(){)e- I 0,2236 I 1,750Qe- I 0.2253 0.0593 : 1.6100e· : - 0.0609 -1 • • • • • • 

•. • 003 • · 003 • : 003 : I 
Total 0.0800 0.0532 0.7432 2.2100e- 0.2236 1.7500e- 0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e- 0.0609 

003 000 000 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

tl/day 

Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

219.7425 I 219.7425 I 6,Q600e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

219.7425 219.7425 6.0600e
OOO 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

: 0.0000 

219.8941 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 
_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,... __ ....,. _____ ....,._•_·•_73_3 __ 0._oooo_....,._•_-•_'3_3 __ 3 __ 595- 5 ....,._o_.o_ooo_..,._ 3.5965 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ ,... __ ....,._o_.ooo_ o ,.,...--~--

29.0415 : Q,0621 1.6349 1 ,6349 1.5041 1.5041 t, Q.(X)()() 6,01 1.410 16,0 11 ,410 I 1.9442 -: 6,0008•.o;s 
I 5 : 5 : 

Off-Road •• 3.6248 38.8435 

I 6 I I 

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.OOCNl 6,011 .410 6,011 .410 1.9442 
5 5 

6,060.015 
8 

03-25 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-155 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 17 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :54 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Mitigated Construction Ott-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-- --- ------
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 r-0: 0000 

-- --------· 
Worker 0.0803 0.0532 .. --0: 1432 

Total 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 1.7062 15.6156 : 16.3634 . 
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 
Total PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

• 2.2100e- • 0.2236 1. 7500e- 0.2253 
' 003 ' 003 

2.2100e- 0.2236 1. 7500e- 0.2253 
003 003 

SO2 FugHive Exhaust PM10 
PM10 PM10 Total 

lb/day 

0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 

0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0593 I 1,61QQe- I 0.0609 
' 003 ' 

0.0593 1.6100e- 0.0609 
003 

FugHive Exhaust PM2.S 
PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

0.7612 0.7612 

0.7612 0.7612 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

Bio-CO2 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

: 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

:-219.7425 I 219.7425 I 6,Q600e- I 

: : : 003 : 
o I I I 

219.7425 219.7425 6.0600e-
003 

NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

lb/day 

1 2.554.333 I 2,554.333 I 0.6120 
: 6 : 6 : . ' ' 

2,554.333 2,554.333 0.6120 
6 6 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

: 219.8941 

219.8941 

N20 C02e 

: 2,56~.632 

2,569.632 
2 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-156 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 18 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :54 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-- ---- -- ---
Vendor 0.4079 13.2032 r-3.4341 

-- ---- ----· 
Worker 3.2162 2.1318 .. - 29.7654 

Total 3.6242 15.3350 33.1995 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 1.7062 15.6156 : 16.3634 . 
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0364 0.9155 0.0248 

0.0083 B.9533 0.0701 

0.1247 9.8688 0.0949 

SO2 FugHive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0269 0.8090 

0.0269 0.8090 

-

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

0.9404 

9.0234 

9.9637 

PM10 
Total 

0.8090 

0.8090 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.2636 0.0237 

2.3745 0.0646 

2.6381 0.0883 

FugHive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.7612 

0.7612 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.2B73 

2.4390 

2.7263 

PM2.S 
Total 

0.7612 

0.7612 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

Bio-CO2 

0.0000 

0.0000 

lb/day 

: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 

I 3,896.548 I 3,896.548 I 0.2236 
' 2 : 2 : 

f e,oo~.685 : e,a~.685 : o.2429 

. ' ' 
12,697.23 12,697.23 0.4665 

39 39 

NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

lb/day 

1 2.554.333 I 2,554.333 I 0.6120 
: 6 : 6 : . ' ' 

2,554.333 2,554.333 0.6120 
6 6 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

I 3,902.138 
: 4 

: 8,80~.758 

12,708.89 
66 

CO2e 

: 2,56~.632 

2,569.632 
2 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-157 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 19 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :54 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Mitigated Construction Ott-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-----------
Vendor 0.4079 13.2032 r-3.4341 

----------· 
Worker 3.2162 2.1318 .. - 29.7654 

Total 3.6242 15.3350 33.1995 

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0364 0.9155 0.0248 

0.0083 B.9533 0.0701 

0.1247 9.8688 0.0949 

SO2 FugHive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0269 0.6997 

0.0269 0.6997 

-

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

0.9404 

9.0234 

9.9637 

PM10 
Total 

0.6997 

0.6997 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.2636 0.0237 

2.3745 0.0646 

2.6381 0.0883 

FugHive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.6584 

0.6584 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.2B73 

2.4390 

2.7263 

PM2.S 
Total 

0.6584 

0.6584 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

Bio-CO2 

lb/day 

: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 

I 3,896.548 I 3,896.548 I 0.2236 
' 2 : 2 : 

f e,oo~.685 : e,a~.685 : o.2429 

. ' ' 
12,697.23 12,697.23 0.4665 

39 39 

NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

lb/day 

I 2.555.209 I 2,555.209 I 0.6079 
: 9 : 9 : . ' ' 

2,555.209 2,555.209 0.6079 
9 9 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

I 3,902.138 
: 4 

: 8,80~.758 

12,708.89 
66 

CO2e 

• 2,570.406 
: 1 

2,570.406 
1 

03-25 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-158 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 20 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :54 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-- ---- -----
Vendor 0.3027 10.01B1 r-3.1014 

-- --------· 
Worker 3.0203 1.9287 .. - 2 7.4113 

Total 3.3229 11.9468 30.5127 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0352 0.9156 0.011 6 

0.0051 B.9533 0.0681 

0.1203 9.8688 0.0797 

SO2 FugHive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0269 0.6997 

0.0269 0.6997 

-

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

0.9271 

9.0214 

9.9485 

PM10 
Total 

0.6997 

0.6997 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.2636 0.011 1 

2.3745 0.0627 

2.6381 0.0738 

FugHive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.6584 

0.6584 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.2747 

2.4372 

2.7118 

PM2.S 
Total 

0.6584 

0.6584 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

Bio-CO2 

0.0000 

0.0000 

lb/day 

: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 

I 3,nJ.876 I 3,773.876 I 0.1982 
' 2 : 2 : 

f s,41:.440 : s,41:_440 : 0.2100 

. ' ' 
12,252.31 12,252.31 0.4172 

70 70 

NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

lb/day 

I 2.555.209 I 2,555.209 I 0.6079 
: 9 : 9 : . ' ' 

2,555.209 2,555.209 0.6079 
9 9 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

, a,ns.aJO 
: 0 

12,262.74 
60 

CO2e 

• 2,570.406 
: 1 

2,570.406 
1 

03-25 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-159 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 21 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :54 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 0.0000 I Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' ' . 
---v;~~; ---,;"-o.-30-2-7...--1-0.-01_8_1 ~-3-_,o- ,-. ,.__o_-03_5_2 -....-0-.9-15_6_,. __ o.-o,-, -6 -....-0-.9-27_1_,._0.-2636-...-- o-.o-, -,,~i' - 0.2747 -1 - - - - - -

' ' 
3,77~.876 : 3,77~.876 : 0.1982 

• • • • • • • • • • .,;••---.---~-- I -------1 • • • • • • 
Worker •• 3.0203 1.9287 27.411 3 0.0851 8.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 i 2.4372 f 
Total 3.3229 11.9468 30.5127 0.1 203 9.8688 0.0797 9.9485 2.6381 0.0738 2.7118 12,252.3 1 12,252.31 0.4172 

70 70 

3.6 Paving - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

-- -~"~~~~- - - -··_ ' ·_032_ 7....,..-1_0._, ._, _1 .....,._,._.56_ •_2 ....,__o._022_ a ....., __ _,_o._s ,_02_,-o_.s_, 0_2_, ___ .,_o_.4_0_••.....,_ o.4694 _j _ _ ___ _ 
0.7140 

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 t 0.0000 I 

• • ' ' Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 2,207.584 0.7140 
1 1 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

0.0000 

T 3,ng.ea·o 

T 8,4Bt91·6 

12,262.74 
60 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

2,225.433 
6 

03-25 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-160 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 22 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :54 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.6 Paving • 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 

' . ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--...-----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ ---;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -' 
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 0.0000 : 
------------··------....... -- 0.1689 0.0445 : 1.1700e- :- 0.0456 -1 - -----

: 003 : I Worker 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 : 1.5900e- : 0.1677 : 1.2800e- : 
003 003 .. 

158.7723 : 158.7723 : 4.1000e- : 158.8748 
003 03-25 

Total 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.S900e- 0.1677 1.2800e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e- 0.0456 158.7723 158.7723 4.1 000e- 158.8748 Cont. 
003 003 003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

on-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 . 0.0000 2,20~.584 : 2,20~.584 : 0.7140 : 2,22~ .433 .. 
______ J _ - . -- . -- --------- -

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 ' : 0,0000 .. • • ., • ' ' Total 1.0327 10.191 7 14.5842 0.0228 0 .5102 0.5102 0.4694 0 .4694 0.0000 2,207.584 2,207.584 0 .7140 2,225.433 
1 1 6 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.6 Paving • 2023 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 

' . ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--...-----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ ---;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -' 
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 0.0000 : 
------------··------....... -- 0.1689 0.0445 : 1.1700e- :- 0.0456 -1 - -----

: 003 : I Worker 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 : 1.5900e- : 0.1677 : 1.2800e- : 
003 003 .. 

Total 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.S900e- 0.1677 1.2800e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e- 0.0456 

158.7723 : 158.7723 : 4.1000e- : 158.8748 
003 

158.7723 158.7723 4.1 000e- 158.8748 
03-25 

003 003 003 003 Cont. 

3.6 Paving - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

on-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.625B 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 . 2,20~.547 : 2,20~.547 : 0.7140 : 2,22~.396 .. 
______ J _ - . -- . -- --------- -

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 ' : 0,0000 .. • • ., • ' ' Total 0,9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.431 0 0 .4310 2,207.547 2,207.547 0 .7140 2,225.396 
2 2 3 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.6 Paving • 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 

' . ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--...-----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ ---;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -' 
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 0.0000 : 
------------··------....... -- 0.1689 0.0445 : 1.1600e- :- 0.0456 -1 - -----

: 003 : I Worker 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 : 1.5400e- : 0.1677 : 1.2600e- : 
003 003 .. 

Total 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e- 0.1677 1.2600e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e- 0.0456 

153.8517 : 153.8517 : 3.7600e- : 153.9458 03-25 003 

153.8517 153.8517 3.7600e- 153.9458 
Cont. 

003 003 003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

on-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.625B 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 . 0.0000 2,20~.547 : 2,20~.547 : 0.7140 : 2,22~.396 .. 
______ J _ - . -- . -- --------- -

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 ' : 0,0000 .. • • ., • ' ' Total 0,9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.431 0 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 2,207.547 0.7140 2,225.396 
2 2 3 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.6 Paving • 2024 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 

' ' . ' ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--...-----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ ---;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 : 
------------··------....... -- 0.1689 0.0445 : 1.1600e- :- 0.0456 -1 - -----

: 003 : I Worker 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 : 1.5400e- : 0.1677 : 1.2600e- : 153.8517 : 153.8517 : 3.7600e- : 

.. 
Total 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

003 

1.5400e-
003 

S02 

003 003 

0.1677 1.2600e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e- 0.0456 153.8517 153.8517 3.7600e-
003 003 003 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tl/day l>/day 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

153.9458 

153.9458 

N20 CO2e 

-~~~it~ ~~ti~ __ ::_2_36_,._,_,s....,..: ---,--- ,. ___ .,_ ____ o._oooo_....,._o_.oo_ oo ____ ....,.._o_.o_ooo_...,_ 0.0000 _j ______ .... --..,...-0_.ooo_ o ----~--- 0.0000 

0.0609 t 281.4481 : 281.4481 : 0.0159 

• 
Off-Road •• 0.1808 12188 1.810 1 I 2.9700e• I 

: 003 : 
0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 : 281.8443 

., ' ' ' . ' ' 
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281 .4481 281 .4481 0.0159 281 .8443 

003 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' ' . 
- - • v;~~; • - • •"-o.-0000--.--0-.0-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o ,.__o.-oooo---.--o-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-0000---.--0-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--.--o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

• • • • • • • • • • .,;••---.----~-- I -------1 • • • • • • 
Worker •• 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 t .7884 0.0134 1 .8018 0.4743 0.0123 i 0.4866 f 0.0401 

Total 0.5707 0.3513 5J 044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641 .085 1,641.085 0.0401 
2 2 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,642.088 
6 

1,642.088 
6 

CO2e 

-~~~it~ ~~ti~ __ ::_2_36_,._,_,s....,..: ---,--- ,. ___ .,_ ____ o._oooo_....,._o_.oo_oo ____ ....,.._o_.o_ooo_..,._ 0.0000 _j ______ ,.... __ ....,._o_.ooo_ o ,..,_ __ ~--- 0.0000 

0.0609 t 0.(X)()() 281.4481 : 281.4481 : 0.0159 

• 
Off-Road :: 0.1808 : 12188 1.810 1 I 2.9700e• I 

: 003 : 
0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 : 281.8443 

., ' ' ' . ' ' 
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.OOCNl 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443 

003 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County , Summer 

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG ND>< co 

category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

.. ..... .. .... 
Veoo0< 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

.. .. ... .... .. 
Woncer 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 

.. 
Total 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile 

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile 

S02 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0165 

0.0165 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Tolal CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

b'day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

1.7684 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 

1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 

b'day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

1,641 .085 • 1,641 .085 • 
2 I 2 : 

0.0401 

1,641.085 1,641 .085 0.0401 
2 2 

0.0000 

0.0000 

: 1,64~.088 

1,642.088 
6 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total - 1~ 100 1= 1~ 1- 1- 1~ 1- 1~ Bio- CO2 I NBio-- CO2 I Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I C02e 

Category l>lday t,/day 

Mitigated :: 9.B489 : 45.4304 : n4.8495 : 0.4917 : 45.9592 : 0.3360 : 46.2951 : 12.2950 : 0.3119 : 12.6070 ! : 50,~.60 : 50,3~.60 : 2.1807 : 50 ,::'.12 

• • • • • • • • • • ":. --••••4••••••4••••••4••••••4•••••• I ••••••4•••••• I ••••••4••••••4••••••-! • • • • • • -~••••••4•••••• I •••• ■-..:..■-••••~ • • • • • • 

Unmitigated 9.8489 45.4304 • 114.8495 • 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 122950 0.3119 12.6070 • 50,306.60 , 50,306.60 • 2.1807 • 50,361 .12 
I I 1 34 1 34 1 ' oa .. 

4.2 Trip Summary Information 

I Average Daily Trip Rate I Unmitigated I Mitigated 

Land Use I Weekday I Saturday 1sunday I Annual VMT I Annual VMT 

Total I 8,oso.9s I 8,164.43 I 8,057.31 I 2o,ss2,452 I 20,ss2,452 

4.3 Trip Type Information 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coas1 Coun1y, Summer 

I Miles I Trip% I Trip Purpose% 

Land Use I H-W or C-W I H-S or C-C I H-0 or C-NW IH-W or C-WI H-S or C-C I H-0 or C-NW I Primary I Diverted I Pass-by 

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 : 19.20 I 40.60 86 11 3 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •r---------- .... - - ----- - - • - • • • - - - • • • .... ----- ---"T - - - - - - - - ·r - • • - - • • • • - • • • - • - - • • • - - - • • • • • • • • • • - • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Apartments Mid Rise : 14.70 : 5.90 : 8.70 : 40.20 : 19.20 I 40.60 : 86 : 11 : 3 
■ ■ • • • • • • • • • • • • ■ • ■ ■ ■ • • • ■.---- ---- -- - .... --------- .. -. - - -- - - - • .... ---------r··--- --··r - . - ---- - - .... - -- •• - . - --- ... - - - - - - - -- ..... - - --- - - --- - •• 

General Office Building : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 33.00 : 48.00 I 19.00 : 77 : 19 : 4 

•• High T:nover (Si~ Down •• • F ___ 16.60 ___ : __ 8.40 ___ : _ __ 6.90 ___ : __ 8.50 __ J __ 72.so ___ i ___ 19.00 ___ : ____ 37 ____ _ : ____ 20 __ __ : _______ 43 ______ _ 

Hotel ; 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 19.40 : 61.60 : 19.00 : 58 : 38 : 4 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •r----------,..- - ----- - - • - • • • - • • • • • -.---------r - - - • • • - - -r • • • - • • • • • - ·"' • • • - • • • • - - - .. • • • • • • • • • - .. - • • • • - - • • • - - - • • • 

Quality Restaurant : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 12.00 : 69.00 I 19.00 : 38 : 18 : 44 

Regional Shopping Center : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 16.30 : 64.70 : 19.00 • 54 : 35 : 11 

4.4 Fleet Mix 

Land Use I LOA I LDT1 LDT2 MDV LH01 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCV SBUS MH 

Apartments Low Rise : 0.543088: 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 03-25 .. -.. -.... -........ --..•.. -.. --+-------
Apartments Mid Rise : 0.543088 : 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 Cont. .. -. ----.. --... --. ---.. •-. -----.,._ _______ 

General Office Building : 0.543088: 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 

High Turnover (Sit Down ~ 0.5430881 0.044216 : 0.209971 : 0.116369 ; 0.014033 ; 0.006332; 0.021166 ; 0.0335n ; 0.002613 : 0.001011 ; 0.005285 : 0.000112 ; 0.000821 
Restaurant> ■ • , , , , , 1 , , , , , 

······ ··· ·· ·· ······ · ···•·· · ···· 1 I I I I I I I I I I 1 • •• •••• Hotel : 0.543088 : 0.044216 1 0.209971 I 0.116369 1 0.014033 1 0.0063321 0.021166 1 0.0335TTI 0.002613 1 0.001817 1 0.005285 1 0.0007121 0.000821 

•• - - -Quality Restaurant. - - - -! -0.543088t 0.044216r 0.209971 r 0.116369r 0.014033r 0.006332r O.Q21166r 0.033577r 0.002613r 0.001817r 0.005285r 0.000712r-0.000821 
- . - - -- - - - -- - - - . --- - - - -- •-- - - --- -+----+---+----+---+----+---+----+---+----+---+----4-- - - - --

Regional Shopping Center : 0.543088 ; 0.044216; 0.209971 : 0.116369 ; 0.014033 ; 0.006332; 0.021166 ; 0.033577; 0.002613 : 0.001817 ; 0.005285 : 0.000712 ; 0.000821 

5.0 Energy Detail 

His1orical Energy Use : N 

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coas1 Coun1y, Summer 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total - 1- 100 1= 1~ 1- 1- 1~ 1- 1~ Bio· CO2 I N8io- CO2 I Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I co2e 

Category lb/day blday 

N~t~~:s :: 0.7660 : 6.7462 : 4.2573 : 0.041B : : 0.5292 : 0 .5292 : : 0.5292 : 0.5292 t : 8 ,3~.983 : 8,35~_983 : 0.1602 : 0.1532 : B,40~.638 

- - - - - - - - - - -:.------4------4------4------4------4------4------4----- - 4------4-------! · - - - - - -:..------4------ 4---- --4------~ - - · · - -0~~~~':'d 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.041B • 0.5292 0 .5292 0 .5292 0.5292 : 8 ,35~.983 : 8,35~.983 : 0.1602 0 .1532 : B,40~.638 

H I I I I 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas 

Unmitigated 

Laid Use 

~rtments Low 
Rise 

Apartrnent9 Mid 
Rise 

General Office 
Building 

igf1 Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant) 

Hotel 

OoaOy 
Restaurant 

Regional 
Shopping Center 

Tot" 

NaturaK3a ROG NOx co 
s Use 

kBT\J/yr 

1119.16 t 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 . . 
35784.3 ~ 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 . 
1283~42 t 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 . 
22759.9 t 0.2455 22314 1.8743 

• . 
4769.72 ~ 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 

5057.75 ~ 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 

251.616 " 2.71008· • 
t 003 : 

0.0247 0.0207 . 
0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 

S02 

I 6.60008• I 

: 004 : 

: 0.0211 : 

' 7.5000&- ' 
: 004 : 

: 0.0134 : 

• 2.8100&· • 
: 003 : 

I 2.98(}()e- I 

: 003 : 

• 1.5000&· • 
' 004 : 

0.0418 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive EXhaUS1 PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2<> 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

l>lday 

I 6.34006- I 8.34008• I 

: ooa : 003 : 
' ' ' 
: 0.2666 : 0.2666 : 

• 9.5SOO. • 9.56006- • 
: 003 : oro : 
' ' ' 

0.1696 0.1696 

0.0355 0.0355 

0.0377 o.o3n 

• 1.8700e-- • 1.8700e· • 
: 003 ' 003 ' 

0.5292 0.5292 

I 8.34008· I 8.340{)e. 
: 003 : 003 

: 0.2666 : 0.2666 

• 9.5600&• • 9.5600e-
: 003 : 003 

0 .1696 : 0.1696 

0.0355 : 0.0355 

0 .0377 : 0.0377 

• 1.87006• • 1.8700&-
: 003 ' 003 

0.5202 0.5292 

l:>Jday 

131.6662 • 131.6662 • 2.52008· • 2.41008· • 132.4486 
: : 000 : 003 : 

4,209.916 • 4,209.916 • 0.0807 • 0.0772 • 4,234.933 
4 ' 4 ' ' : 9 

150.9911 • 150.9911 • 2.8900&- • 2.77008- • 151.8884 
: : 000 : 003 : 
I I I I 

0.0513 0 .0491 : 2 ,6~.546 

561.1436 : 561 .1436 : 0.0108 0.0103 : 564.4782 

595.0298 : 595.0298 : 0.0114 0 .0109 : 596.5656 

29.6019 • 29.6019 • 5.7000&• • 5.4000&• • 29.7778 
: ' 004 : 004 : 

' ' ' 
8,355.083 8,355.983 0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638 

2 2 7 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

5.2 Energy by Land Use - Na1uraIGas 

Mitigated 

NaturaJGa ROG NO, co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
• u .. 

Land Use kBTU/yr 

Apartment:. Low : 1.11916 t 
Rise , " 

0.0121 0.1031 

······ · ··· -:.------" 
Apartn~nts Mid : 35. 7843 t 

Rtse , " 
0.3859 3.2978 

-■---------:.------" 

0.0439 I 6.6000e- I 

: 004 : 

1.4033 : 0.0211 : 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

b/day 

I 8,3400&-
: 003 

: 0.2666 

8.34008- • 
003 : 

0.2666 : 

I 8,3400e- I 8.34QOe-
: 003 : 003 

: 0 .2666 : 0.2666 

General Office : 1.28342 t 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 • 7.50008- , • 9.5600&- 9.5600&- , • 9.5600e- • 9 .5600e-

• • - ~u~~~ - - - ~- - - • • • •t __ -;.---.---..-• - 004_~:---':.--oo-3_.-_003_-...• __ ~•-00_ 3 -...' 003 

d!::~~~:r::;: 22.7599 t 
' . 0.2455 

Hotel : 4. 76972 t 0.0514 . 
. . ~:;~-n~ . _ ~ ~ ~o~:~5- ~ 0.0545 

5~~i!,ner : 0.251616 t 2.7&J~- : 

' . ' 

2.2314 

0.4676 

0.4959 

0.0247 

1.8743 : 0.0134 

0.3928 • 2.8100e
: 003 

Q. 4165 I 2.9800&• I 

: ()OJ : 

Q.0207 I 1.500Qe- I 

: 004 : 

0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 

6.0 Area Detail 

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area 

0.1696 

0.0355 

o.ron 

I 1.870Qe-
: 003 

0.1696 

0.0355 

0.0377 

1.870Qe- I 

003 : 

0.5202 0.5292 

0 .1696 : 0.1696 

0 .0355 : 0.0355 

0 .0377 : 0.0377 

I 1.8700e- I 1.870Qe-
: 003 : 003 

0.5202 0.5292 

t>/day 

131.6662 I 131 .6662 I 2.52009- I 2.4100e- O 132.4486 
: : 003 : 003 : 
I I I I 

4,209.916 I 4,209.916 I 0.0807 0 0.0772 I 4,234.933 
4 : 4 : : : 9 

I I I I 

150.9911 I 150.9911 I 2.89:JOe• I 2.770Qe- o 151.8884 
: ' 000 : 003 ' 

' ' 
2,677.634 I 2,677.634 I 0.0513 

2 : 2 : 
0.0491 I 2 ,693.546 

: 0 

561.1436 : 561.1436 : 0.0108 0 .0103 : 564.4782 

595.0298 : 595.0298 : 0.011 4 0 .0109 ; 598.5658 

29.6019 I 29.6019 I 5.70Q0e- I 5.40Q0e- I 29.7778 
: : 004 : 004 : 
I I I I 

8.355.983 8,355.003 0.1602 0.1 532 8.405.638 

' ' 7 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-171 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 33 of 35 Dale: 1/6/2021 1 :54 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

ROG NO, co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

Category bfday 

PM10 
Total 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
Total 

lb/day 

Mitigated :: 30.5020 : 15.0496 : 88.4430 : 0.0944 : : 1.5974 : 1.5974 : : 1.5974 : 1.5974 ! 0.0000 : 18,1~8.59 : 18,~.59 : 0.4874 : 0.3300 : 18,29~ .11 

• •••••■■■■■ •• ------~------ I ------I------ I------ ·------ I••-••• I•••••• I•••••• I• •••••• ! ■■■■■■■ ••••••• I•••••• I•••••• I•••••• I ■■■■■■ 
Unmitigated 30.5020 15.0496 , 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 , 1 .5974 0.0000 • 18,148.59 • 18,148.59 • 0.4874 • 0.3300 • 18,259 .11 

■I I I 1 50 1 50 1 I 1 92 
., 

6.2 Area by Subcategory 

Unmitigated 

ROG NO, 

SUbCategory 

co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

PM10 
Total 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

PM2.5 BJo. CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
Total 

ll/day 

_ ~~;;~' ...... _ 2._26_7_0 ...... ---,---.----..------0-.0000--~o-.oooo-----l ... : ~= -r~~:J ______ -·~-------o._oooo_....,. ___________ ~ _ : -~~-
c~=r ., 24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 l 0.0000 l 0.0000 ! , 0.0000 : : 0.0000 

_ • •. •• • _. _ .,."---.---+----..----,---+-------.----i----',- I ' I I I I I 
Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 , 1.1 400 , 1.1400 ] 0.0000 , 18,000.00 • 18,000.00 , 0.3450 , 0.3300 , 18,106.96 : : : oo : oo :: : so 

• • •••••••••ff••---,---..----.----s---~--~---..---•.-------4•-••••• • • •••••• I I -•---••·•••••• 

: 0.4574 : 0.4574 t ; 148.5950 : 148.5950 : 0.1424 : : 152.1542 
I I ' I I 

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 B2.4430 , 4.3600e· 
: 003 

0.4574 0.4574 

' t I I I I I 

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.()000 18,148.59 18,148.59 0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11 
~ ~ ~ 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-172 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 34 of 35 Date : 1/6/2021 1 :54 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

6.2 Area by SubCategory 

~ 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

SUbCatego.-y 

A1chitectural 
COElting 

•• 22670 : 

b'day 

0.0000 0.0000 

------ -------··-----.---.---.----.----+----+-----.-
ConsLmer 
Products 

24.1085 : 0.0000 0.0000 

...... . . . .... ·•-----,---,----,---,----..---...... --..... 
Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 

-- ---- -------··-----.---.---.----.----+----+-----.-
Landscaping •• 2 4766 Q.9496 82_44JQ I 4.36QOe- I 

: 003 : 
0.4574 0.4574 

Total 30.5020 15.04Q6 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.SSl74 

7.0 Water Detail 

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water 

8.0 Waste Detail 

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste 

9.0 Operational Offroad 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 

1.1400 1.1400 

0.4574 0.4574 

1.5Q74 1.5'174 

b'day 

0 .0000 

0 .0000 

0.0000 1 a ,c:.00 : 1 a,c:.00 : 0.3450 

148.5950 : 148.5950 : 0.1424 

0,0000 18,148.59 18,148.59 0.4874 
so so 

N20 

0.3300 

0.3300 

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type 

10.0 Stationary Equipment 

C02e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

: 18,:,.96 

: 152.1542 

18,25Q.11 
02 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-173 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 35 of 35 Date : 1/6/2021 1 :54 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators 

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day 

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day 

User Defined Equipment 

Equipment Type Number 

11.0 Vegetation 

Hours/Year Horse Power 

Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating 

Load Factor 

Fuel Type 

Fuel Type 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-174 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 1 of 35 

1.0 Project Characteristics 

1.1 Land Usage 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) 
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Land Uses I Size I Metric I Lot Acreage I Floor Surface Area Population 

General Office Building 45.00 1 OOOsqtt : 1.03 45,000.00 

• • • • • • • • • • • • ■ • ■ • • • • • • ·•• ••• •■ •I•······ ■·······••············· 1-------------------------------~--------------1·· · · ■ • • ·•• • • • •• • • ■ ■ • ••• ■ • • ••• • • ■ • 

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) • 36.00 • 1 0OOsqtt 1 0.83 • 36,000.00 
........... -. -..... -.... --- ... i ...... -. -.......... --- ..... -.. C---·------------·--------------~--------·-----i-- ..... --- .... -. . . . . --- ... --- ... -

Hotel : 50.00 : Room : 1 .67 : 72,600.00 
------------. --.. ------------.• -------. ---------------. . -----•-- ----- --- --- ---------- ----- --+--------------1- ----------------. . ---- . -------. -

Quality Restaurant : 8.00 : ,ooosqft : o.,e : a.000.00 : a 

---------• • • ---• --------• --• • • • ---• -• • • ---------------• ------•------- --- ----- --------- ---- --+--------------1- -----------------l - - - - • - - - - - - - - - -
Apartments Low Rise : 25.00 : Dwelling Unit : 1 .56 : 25,000.00 I 72 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1------------------------------+--------------1- - - -- - - - -- - - - -- - - -l- - --- - - - - - - - - - -
Apartments Mid Rise : 975.00 : Dwelling Unit : 25.66 : 975,000.00 I 2789 

········ ·· ··········· ·· ·······1··········· ····· ·· ·········· ·· ----------------------<>--------+··········-···· Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1 0OOsqtt 1.29 56,000.00 

1.2 Other Project Characteristics 

Urbanization 

Climate Zone 

Utility Company 

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr) 

Urban 

Southern California Edison 

702.44 

Wind Speed (mis) 

CH4 lntensh:y 
(lb/MWhr) 

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data 

2.2 

0.029 

Precipitation Freq (Days) 

Operational Year 

N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr) 

33 

2028 

0.006 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-175 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 2of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEi R's model. 

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses. 

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding Individual construction phase lengths. 

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition. 

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips. 

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces. 

Energy Use -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation. 

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures. 

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures. 

Table Name I Column Name I Default Value 

tblFireplaces FlreplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 --- .... -. -. -------- . -............ -- .. -... -.. -. -. --- . --- .. -.. ,._ _____________________ _ 
tblFlreplaces FlreplaceWoodMass t ,019.20 --- . -.. -. -. --- ---- -. -. -.... -.... --- .. -...... -. -. --- . --- .. -.. ,._ _____________________ _ 
tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 

- -- .... - . - . - -- - - --- . - . - . - .. - . .. . - -- .. - .... - . - . - . - -- . - -- .. - .. -6-----------------------------
tblFlreplaces NumberWood 48. 75 ---.... -. -.. --. ---......... -. . .. --.. -... -.... -.. --.. --.. -.. ... ________________________ _ 

tblVehlcleTrips ST_TR 7.16 
-----------------------------.. ------------. -. -. ------------ ,._ ____________________ _ 

tblVehicleTrips • ST_TR • 6.39 -. -... . -. -. --------. -. -.... -... . ---.. -... ... -. -. -.. ... -... .. ,._ _______________________ _ 
tblVehicleTrips • ST_TR 2.46 

New Value 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

6.17 

3.87 

t .39 
--- .. -. -. -. --- ----- . -. -. --. -... . --- .. -... . ---. --------- .. -. - ,._ ________________ -. -- -. -. -. -.. ---.. -- --. --. 

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82 
- - - .... - . - . - - - - - - . - . - . - .... - ... . - - - . . - . . .. - . - . - . - - - . - - - . . - . . -1---------------------------

tblVehicleTrips • ST_TR • 8.19 3.75 
............................................................ -6------------------------------

tblVehlcleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99 
... -.. - . - . - ........ - . - . - - . - . -~ -.. - . - . - . - .. . - - - . - . - . - . - . .. - . 4---------------------------

tblVehlcleTrips • ST_TR • 49.97 10.74 --- .... .... -.. --.. -. -. -.... -.... -... . -...... -. -. -·-. -... .. .. ,._ ____________________________ _ 
_ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ '.~1~~~1~1~:'.1~~ ________ . l. ___________ ~~=-:~. ______ _____ : 6.01 

6.16 

tblVehlcleTrips SU_ TR 5.86 4.18 
-............................ ~ ............................. ~---------------------------

tblVehlcleTrlps : SU_TR : 1.05 0.69 

····· ·· ··················· · · ·~ -···· · ············-·-·--· -···-· -------------·-······ ······· ····· ····· tblVehlcleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27 -

03-25 
Cont. 

Page 105 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-176 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 3 of 35 Date : 1/6/20211 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20 
.. .. .. ....... .... ..... .... ... .. ........... .... ... .. ... .... .. ~ ............................ . 

tblVehicleTrips • SU_TR 72.16 57.65 
... ....... -......... -.. -..... ... .. -........... .. --... .. ...... ..._------------------+· ............ ............ . 

tblVehicleTrips SU_ TR 25.24 6.39 

-- - - - - - -- - - - - --- - - - ----- - - - -- -1- - - -- - - - ----- - - - -- -- - -- - - - -- - -1--------------------
tblVehlcleTrips WD_TA 6.59 5.83 

.......... .... .. ... ... ...... .... .. ........... ....... .. ...... +-------------+-··· ··· ·· ·············--·· 
tblVehicleTrlps WO_ TR 6.65 4.13 

-- - - - - --- - - - - --- - - - - ---- - - - -- -1- - --- - - - ----- - - - -- -- - -- - - - -- - ..._ _________________ _ 
tblVehicleTrlps WO_TR 11.03 6.41 

-- . ------ -. ----- --. ----- -----. -------. ----- ----- ·-- -- ----- ------------------
tblVehicleTrlps WD_TR 127.15 65.80 

-.... ---- ------- -------- -----~- ---- -------- ---------- . ---- -+--------------------+---. -.. -- · -- ------ --------
tblVehicleTrips WD_ TR 8.17 3.84 

--. ------ --------------- ----- ... ---------- -- ------- . --------+------------------
tblVehicleTrips WD_ TR 89.95 62.64 

-- . ------ -.. ------.. ---- ----- .. . ----- ------ -. ---- --. -- ------+-------------------+----------. -------. -- -----
tblVehicleTrips WO_TR 42.70 9.43 

--.. ----- -. -------. ----- --. --... . -----. -----. ---· -- . -- ----- -+-------------- ----+-----. ---- -- ------ . -. --- --
tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00 

-.... -.. -.. -. -....... --.......... --...... --. -... -. -.... -. --. +------------------+--..... ---.... ----.... -.. . 
tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00 

-- .. ---- --. -. --- ... ------ .. -- .... --- ... ----- -.. -- -- . -- . -- -- . +-----------------+--- .... -- -.... ---- ... ----. 
tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic , .25 0.00 

·- ' -...... ·-. ··- .. ' ·-··· -.. ·-•-. ··- .. . ·-··· -.. ·-.. . ·- ...... ------------------+··. -........ -.. ··- .. ' .. .. -
tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00 

-- ------- -. ----------- -- -----... ---- ------ ------- -- . -- ----- . +----------------
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveOayYear 25.00 0.00 

-.. ------ -. ----- -------- ----- ... ---- --. ----- ----- -- --- ----- -+----------------+-----. --- --- ------ . -. --- --
tblWoodstoves • WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00 

-- . -------. ----- --. ·----- ---- ·- ----- -. ----- ----- --. -- --- -- -.._ _________________ _ 
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00 

----------------- -- ------- -- -.f------ - --- -- --- - -------- - -- --+-------------+- ---- - -- -- ·-·-----·-· -·· --
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00 

2.0 Emissions Summary 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-177 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 4 of 35 Dale: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village Soulh Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Soulh Coast Counly, Winier 

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission) 

Unmitigated Construction 

AOO NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.S Ski- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Year lb/day b/day 

2021 •• 4.2865 46.4651 31.6150 0.0642 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 • 1.8824 , 11 .8664 I 0.0000 • 6,221.493 • 6,221.493 • 

• • • • • • • • • • • -,"------------------------------:,-------~-------J • • • • • • _: 7 I 7 I 

: 1.5057 : 5.1615 ! 0.0000 : 14,~0.30 : 14,6:-30 : 

"" •" " "" • •" • w"---,----,----.----i---------------'.------- I -------1 • • • • • • 0 1 I 1 

: a.7328 : 3.3708 l a.0000 : 14.2;ta4 : 14,22~0.34 : 

---__..----i------~--__..----;~------•.-------~-------• • • • • • • 0 1 I I 

0.4322 0.5476 i 0.0000 : 2,35~.417 : 2,35~.417 : 

2022 •• 5. 7218 38.9024 47.3319 0.1455 9.8688 1.6366 10.7736 3.6558 

2023 5.2705 26.4914 44.5936 0.1413 9.8688 0.7800 10.6488 2.6381 

----------- ., 
2024 :: 237.2328 : 9.5610 15.0611 0.0243 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 

1,9491 I 0.0000 I 6,270.221 
, , 4 

1.9499 I 0.0000 I 14,657.26 
I : 63 

1.0230 I 0.0000 I 14,235,91 
: : 60 

0.7175 0.0000 '; 2,370.355 
: 0 ' , , 

Maximum 237.2328 46.4651 47.3319 0.1 455 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 14,630.30 14,630.30 1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26 
99 99 63 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-178 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Pages of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission) 

Mitigated Construction 

ROO NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1 0 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Year l>/day ll/day 

2021 4.2865 46.4651 31.6150 0.0642 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 

----------- ., 
I 1.8824 I 11 .8664 Q.{X)(X) O 6,221.493 I 6,221,493 I 

;;--~--_,;.....--~-~--~---;~-~--~: _____ j _______ J.. __ ___ : 7 ' 7 ' 

1.9491 I 0.()()()0 I 6,270.221 
' • 4 

2022 5.7218 38.9024 47.3319 0.1455 9.8688 1.6366 10.7736 3.6558 .. 
-----------

: 1.5057 : 5.1615 ! 0.0000 : 14,6~0 .30 : 14,6:.30 : 

------------------------------• .... ------I-------:• • •••••' I I 

1.9499 • 0.0000 • 14,657.26 
: : 63 

2023 .. 5.2705 26.4914 44.5936 0.1413 9.8688 0.7800 10.6488 2.6381 : 0.7328 : 3.3708 ! 0.0000 : 14,2it34 : 14,22~0.34 : 1.0230 0.0000 : 14,~.91 

--------- --.. 
2024 :: 237.2328 : 9.5610 15.0611 0.0243 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 

n----;...--_,;---.----.----.---__,;,---..----'r- , 1' o I I 

I Q.4322 I Q.5476 Q.OQOO O 2,352,417 I 2,352,417 I 

: : ; B : B : 
0.7175 0.0000 • 2,370.355 

' 0 

Maximum 237.2328 46.4651 47.3319 0.1455 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 14,630.30 14,630.30 1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26 
99 99 63 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhal.St PM10 Fugitive Exha<J61 PM2.5 Bl<rC02 NBlo-C02 Total CO2 CH• N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.S Total 

Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Reduction 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-179 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 6 of 35 Dale: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Vi llage Soulh Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Soulh Coasl Counly, Winier 

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.S PM2.S Total 

Category l:>/day b'day 

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 : 1.5974 : 1.5974 ! 0.0000 ; 18,1~8.59 : 18,1~.59 : 0.4874 0.3300 : 18,~~-11 

• • • • • • • • • • .,.-•---,---_,;----------;---....... --....... ---,,---i------- I-------: -• •••• •i-----.---..;----;.-------,- • • • • • • 
Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0 .0418 0.5292 0.5292 : 0.5292 : 0 .5292 : : 8,35~ .983 : 8,35~.983 : 0.1602 : 0.1532 : 8,40;.638 

• • • M~1ie" • • • .. •.,•-9.-52_3_3.....,_4-5.-99-1-4 ...;•,-1-10- .04- 22_..•, - 0- .46- 81-;-45-.9-5-92-;.-0- .3- 3_73-;;...-46_2_96_5_.._1_2_.2_950-i- 0.3132 ""' 12.6083 ' • 47,917.80 • 47,917.80 • 2.1953 - ~ 47,972.68 
' 05 : 05 : ' 39 

Total 40.7912 67.7872 202.7424 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37 74,422.37 2.8429 0.4832 74,637.44 
87 87 17 

Mitigated Operational 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive ExMust 
PM10 PM10 

Category lb/day 

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 

PM10 
Total 

1.5974 

Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 BK>-- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

b/d..'ly 

: 1.5974 : 1.5974 ! 0.0000 : 18,~8.59 : 18,1:.59 : 0.4874 : 0.3300 : 18,295:.11 

- - - - - - - - - - --··---.----;----------;---....... --....... --_..---'i-------4--------: - - - - - - -~· --~---~- ' ' 
: 0.5292 : 0.5292 i : 8,35~.983 : 8,35~.983 : 0.1602 - 0.1532 1 8,40~.638 Energy ., 0.7660 6.7462 42573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 

- • - M~iie- - - . ,.•·-9.-52_3_3 __,..,_4_5_-99_1_4 _.:_1_10- .o-4-22...,..: - o- .46- B1-;-45-,9-5-92-.-o- .3- 3-73-.-46_2_9-65-.-1-2_2 _950-:,.. o.3132 f 12.6083 1 ;...: 4-7-.9-17-.B-o-..:-47- ,9- 1-7.-ao----: - ,-.1-953-..----.., 47,972.68 
•• : : ' 05 : os : : a9 .. ' ' ' ' 

Total 40.7912 67.78n 202.7424 o.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2sso 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37 74,422.37 2.8429 
87 87 

0.4832 74,637.44 
17 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-180 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 7 of 35 Date : 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

ROG 

Percent 0.00 
Fleductlon 

3.0 Construction Detail 

Construction Phase 

Phase I 
Number 

Phase Name 

NOx 

0.00 

co S02 Fu!jtive 
PM10 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

I Phase Type 

Exhaa t PM10 
PM10 Tot■ 

0.00 0.00 

I Start Date I 

Fugitive Exha,at PM2.S Bio-CO2 
PM:2.5 

0.00 

End Date 

PM25 T-

0.00 0.00 0.00 

IN um Days I Num Days I 
Week 

1 :Demolition : Demolition :9/1/2021 : 10/12/2021 : s: 

N8io-C02 Total CO2 CH4 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phase Description 

-------• ----.. -.. ---. --....... --•-----------------------1------------~------------~----+----+-. ------.. ---.. ------.. -. 
2 :Site Preparation :stte Preparation :10i13/2021 p l/9/2021 : s: .......•... .... ... ... ... .... ... . •----------------------+-----------~-------------!------<----+ .. .. . . .. . ............ .. . . 
3 :Grading :Grading :11110/2021 p !ll/2022 : s: 
· · · · · · ·•. · · · • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • -1-----------------------1-------------I-------------+------<----+· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

4 •Building Construction •Building Construction 11/12/'2022 : 12/12/2023 : s: soo: 
. . .... . i ....... ... .. ..... .... .. . i ............................. ; ........... .......... ~ .................... -1------<----+ · . . . . . ... . ... .... . . . .... . 

5 :Paving t avlng p 2113/2023 !1/30/2024 ! s: 35 : 

6 • • • • • - ~.Ar~hit~ct~r~i C~ti~ • • - - - - - - - :Architectural Coating ;1/31!2024 :3119/2024 s: 35 : - - - - --- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase) : O 

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase) : 112.5 

Acres of Paving: a 

N20 

0.00 

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor : 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor : 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor : 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area : O (Architectural Coating - sqfl) 

OffRoad Equipment 

C02e 

0.00 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-181 

CalEEMod Version: Cal EEMod.2016.3.2 Page 8 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

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

Demolition : concrete/Industrial Saws : 1 8.00 : 81 : 0.73 
-- --------------------------•-- -------------------- ----+ ---------------- ---- ---- --- - -1--- - ---> - - - - -- - - - - - - --

Demolition : Excavators : 3 8.00 : 1se : o.38 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --1--------------- -----------+-- ------------- - ------------ -1-------> - - - - - - - - - - - . - -

Demolition •Rubber Tlred Dozers • 2 8.00 • 247: 0.40 
.... .... ... -. .. .. .. . . . . ... . . .. i .............................. ............... .. ..... ~---------------- .. . .. .. .. ........ • --------> .. .. . . .... .... .. . 

Site Preparation : Rubber Tired Dozers : 3 8.00 : 247: 0.40 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -1------------------- -- -----+--- ------------- -- - -- - -- - -- - -1--- --- -> - - - - -- - - - - - - - -

Site Preparation :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes : 4 8.00 : 97 : 0.37 
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - 1- ---- - ---- - -- -- -- - - -- -- - - - + ------ ---------- - -- - -- ___ ____ ,_ _ _ ___ _. - - - - -- - - - - - - - -

Grading : Excavators : 2 e.oo : 1sa : 0.38 
-... . --.. -. -.. --. -. -. -. -. -. -•--------------------------+---------------- -- --- --- --- - -1------➔ •• - •• - •• - - - • --

Grading :Graders : 1 8.00 : 187 : 0.41 
--.. ---.. ---.... --. -. -. -. -. -•---------------------------1----------------- -- - - - - - - - - - - -1-------> •• - • - - • - - - - • --

Grading •Rubber Tired Dozers • 1 8.00 • 247 : 0.40 
.. .............. ...... ...... i------ -- --------- ----- -----~---------------- -- ---. --- -. -- 1-' ------+ .. . . . - .. ... .. . 

Grading : Scrapers : 2 8.00 : 367 : 0.48 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - 1- --------- - -------------- -+--- ------------- - -- - - - - - - --- -1------➔ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Grading :Tractors/loaders/Backhoes : 2 8.00 : 97 : 0.37 
-- - . - - - - . - - - . - - - . - . - - - . - . - . - 1- -------------------------+---------------- -- - - - --- - ----1-------> .. - . - - . - - - - . --

Building Construction :cranes : 1 7.00 : 231: 0.29 

-• -• --------•• --• -• -----• -• -1---------------------------1----------------- -- -----------~------+ -. -. -- -----. -. 
Building Construction : Forklifts : 3 8.00 : 89 : 0.20 
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - 1----- ----- - - - ----- - --- ----+ ---------- - ---- - - - ----- - - - - - - 1------➔ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Building Construction :Generator Sets : 1 8.00 : 84 : 0.74 

-• ------• ---. ---------------•-- -- ----------------------+---------------- -- -- ------ -- -1------ -> - - - - - - - - - - - • - -
Building Construction :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes : 3 7.00 : 97 : 0.37 
--.. ---... --. ---. -. ---. -. -. -•--------------------------+---------------- -- ------ - ----1------➔ •• - • - - •• - - - • --

Building Construction :welders : 1 8.00 : 46 : 0.45 
- - .. . - - . . - . - . - ·-. - . - . - . - . - . - 1------------------ - -------+---------------- ------ -------1------➔ •• - • -- • • - - - • - • 

Paving •Pavers • 2 8.00 1 130 : 0.42 
....... ... . . ................ i-------- ----- -- ------- -----~---------------- .. -. -. -·-. . . .... • ----- ---> ..... -.. ... . . . 

Paving : Paving Equipment : 2 8.00 : 132 : 0.36 
-- - . - - - - - - - - . - - - . - . - - - . - . - . -1--------------------------+---------------- -- - - - --- - ----1------➔ •• - • - - • - - - - • --

Paving : Rollers : 2 8.00 : ao : o.38 
-·· · --- ··--- ----·- ·-·- ·-·- ·-~------- -------------1-------->-- --- -1- ---· --- ·---· --

Architectural Coating :Air Compressors 6.00 : 0.48 

Trips and YMI 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-182 

CalEEMod Version : Cal EEMod.2016.3.2 Page 9 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

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

Demolition : s: 15 oo : 0.00 458.oo: 14.70 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mlx :HHDT 

- - • • • • • • • • • • • • • •l- --------------1-----------I• • • • • • • • • • ••••••• •• ·>------1----------~···--· ·· · ·I--· --· -- · --·--1· • • • • • • •• .~ • • • • • • • • • • 
Site Preparation : 1: 18.00 : o.oo o.oo : 14.70 1 6.90 : 20.00 •LD Mix •HOT Mix IHHOT 

· • · · · · • · · • · • • · • ·•--------------+----------1· · • • · • · · • · ·····-- -- - '----------~------·- -.j ___ --- --------i• • • • • • • -• .~ • • • • • • • • • • 
Grading : a: 20.00 : 0.00 o.oo; 14.70 : 6.90 : 20.00 : LD_Mix :HDT_Mix j HHDT 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ·1---------------1-----------1· • • • • • • • • • ·· ···-· •• • ----------~····-··· • -1--···· ···-··-·I•····•· · ·.~··· •······ 
Building Construction : 9: so1.oo : 143.oo o.oo : 14.70 ! 6.90: 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mix :HHDT 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ·1---------------1----------+ • • • • • • • • • ·------ -- • ----------~------·- - ·I----------- ---1· • • • • • • • • .~ • • • • • • • • • • 

~~v~~g· ······· · ···= a: ts.oo : 0.00 o.oo: 14.70 : 6.90: 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mix !~~~~--- ---
Architectural Coating : 1so.oo : 

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction 

3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Fugitive Dust 

" --- --------
Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 

.. 
Total 3.1651 31.4407 2 1.5650 

S02 

0.0388 

0.0388 

o.oo: o.oo: 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 
PM10 PM10 Total 

IJ/<lay 

3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 

1.5513 1 .5513 

3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 

14.70 : 6.90 : 20.00:L□_Mix :HDT_Mix :HHDT 

Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bia-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tl/day 

0.5000 0.0000 0.5008 I 0.0000 : 0.0000 

: ______ _J ...... 
1.4411 1.4411 • 3,747.944 I 3,747.944 I 1.0549 3,774.317 • 9 : 9 : 4 • • 

0.5008 1.441 1 1.9419 3,747.944 3,747.944 1.0549 3,774.317 
9 9 4 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-183 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 10 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

Hauling 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 I 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0279] 0.0732 0.0122 I 0.0854 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--.--0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-0000---.--o-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo---.--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--.--o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - - 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

• • • w~~~~ • • ---•-0.-07_1_5-,--0-,0-. -•• -.-o-.55_2_4 I 1.61(){)e- I 0,1677 I 1.350Qe- I 0.1690 0.0445 : 1.2500e· : - 0.0457 -1 • • • • • • 

•. • 003 • · 003 • : 003 : I 160.83TT • 160.83TT , 4.7300e- , 
' ' 003 ' 

Total 0.2019 4.1943 1.5706 0.0133 0.4346 0.0141 0.4487 0.1176 0.0135 0.1311 1,430.693 1,430.693 0.0955 
2 2 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

1,433.081 
2 

CO2e 

_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ __ .. ___ .,_ __ ....,_ __ ..,._ __ ....,._3_.ao_ ,_• __ o._oooo_....,._3_.ao_ ,_• __ o._soo_ • _____ o_.o_ooo _ _,._ o.5008 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ ..,_ __ ....,__o_.ooo_ o ,-,---~--- 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1 .5513 1.4411 1.4411 ! 0.(X)()Q 3,74~.944 : 3,74~.944 : 1.0549 . ' ' 
Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.941 9 0.OOCNl 3,747.944 3,747.944 1.0549 

9 9 

I 3,774.317 
' 4 

3,774.317 
4 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
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CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 11 of35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 I 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0279] 0.0732 0.0122 I 0.0854 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--.--0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-0000---.--o-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo---.--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--.--o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • ---•-0.-07_1_5-,--0-,0-. -•• ----.-o-.ss-2-4 I 1.61(){)e- I 0,1677 I 1.350Qe- I 0.1690 0.0445 : 1.2500e· : - 0.0457 -1 • • • • • • 

•. • 003 • · 003 • : 003 : I 
Total 0.2019 4.1943 1.5706 0.0133 0.4346 

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

0.0141 0.4487 0.1176 0.0135 0.1311 

tl/day 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

160.83TT • 160.83TT , 4.7300e- , 
' ' 003 ' 

1,430.693 1,430.693 0.0955 
2 2 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 

N20 

C02e 

: 0.0000 

1,433.081 
2 

C02e 

_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ __ .. ___ .,_ __ ....,_ __ ..,._ __ ....,._••_-0663 ___ o._oooo_....,._'"_-0663 ___ • -_•30_ 1 _____ 0_.o_ooo _ _,._ 9.9307 _j ______ ..,_ __ ....,__o_.ooo_ o ,-,---~--- 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 

Total 

3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 ! 3,~.656 : 3,6~.656 : 1.1920 . ' ' 
3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11 .8116 3,685.656 3,685.656 1.1920 

9 9 

: 3,71~.457 

3,715.457 
3 

03-25 
Cont. 

Page 114 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-185 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 12 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' ' 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tl/day tl/day 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

' . ' ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--.---...;.--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ ...;.---.-0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

- - - - - - - - - ----·---.----.---- .... __ ...,_ __ -.-----,-o-.20_2_a...;.-o_-0534--.-: -, _-5000e---~:-- o.0549 -1 - - - - - · .-,.-3-_o-os-2..;,-,-.3- _oo- s2 , s.6800e- , 

: 003 : I : : ooa · 
Worker 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 : 1.9400e- : 0.2012 : 1.6300e- : 

003 003 ., 
Total 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e- 0.2012 1.6300e- 0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 0.0549 193.0052 193.0052 !5.6800e-

003 003 003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 . 0.0000 .. 
______ J _ - - -- --- ---------Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0,0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 I 0.(X)()() 3,685.656 I 3,685,656 I 1.1920 

" • 9 : 9 : • ., • ' ' Total 3,8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11 .8116 0.0000 3,885.656 3,685.656 1.1920 
9 9 

N20 C02e 

: 0.0000 

: 0.0000 

193.1472 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 

-: 3,71f4s·7 

3,715.457 
3 
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CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 13 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx 

Category 

co 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' ' 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tl/day tl/day 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

' . ' ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--.----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ -;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

- - - - - - - - - - ---·------...... -- 02028 0.0534 : 1.5000e- : - 0.0549 -1 ------
: 003 : I Worker 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 : 1.9400e- : 0.2012 : 1.6300e- : 

003 003 ., 
Total 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e- 0.2012 1.6300e- 0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 0.0549 

003 003 003 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 . .. 
______ J _ - - -- --- ---------

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 ' 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 I 
" • ' • ., ' • 

Total 4.1912 <l<l.3998 30,871!5 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 

193.0052 I 193.0052 I 5,6800e- I 

: : 003 I 

193.0052 193.0052 !5.6800e-
003 

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

l>/day 

0.0000 

6,007.043 I 6,007,043 I 

4 : 4 : 
1.9428 

' ' 6,007.043 6,007.043 1.9428 
4 4 

N20 C02e 

: 0.0000 

: 0.0000 

193.1472 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 

-:a.~.613 

6,055.613 
4 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-187 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 14 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-0000-...--0-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--..-o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • ---•-0.-09-5-4-,--0-,06- 52-.-0-.736- 5 I 2.1500e- I 0,2236 I 1.810Qe- I 0.2254 0.0593 : 1.6600e· : - 0.0610 -1 • • • • • • 

•. • 003 • · 003 • : 003 : I 
Total 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e- 0.2236 

003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

t .8100e-
003 

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 0.0610 
003 

tl/day 

Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

214.4502 I 214.4502 I 6,31()()e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

214.4502 214.4502 6.3100e-
003 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 

: 0.0000 

21 4.6080 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 
_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ __ .. ___ .,_ __ ....,_ _____ ....,._•_·•_73_3 __ 0._oooo_....,._•_-•_73_3 __ 3 __ s96_ s _____ o_.o_ooo_.,._ 3.5965 _j ______ ..,_ __ ....,__o_.ooo_ o ,.,...--~--

30.8785 : 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 t, 0.(X)()Q 6,007.043 • 6,007.043 • 1.9428 -: a.oss.·.s; 3 
I 4 : 4 : 

Off-Road •• 4.1912 46.3998 

I 6 I I 

Total 4.1 912 48.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.OOCNl 6,007.043 6,007.043 1.9428 
4 4 

6,055.613 
4 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-188 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 15 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-0000-...--0-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--..-o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • ---•-0.-09-5-4-,--0-,06- 52-.-0-.736- 5 I 2.1500e- I 0,2236 I 1.810Qe- I 0.2254 0.0593 : 1.6600e· : - 0.0610 -1 • • • • • • 
•. • 003 • · 003 • : 003 : I 

Total 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e- 0.2236 
003 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

t .8100e-
003 

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 0.0610 
003 

tl/day 

Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

214.4502 I 214.4502 I 6,31()()e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

214.4502 214.4502 6.3100e-
003 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 

: 0.0000 

21 4.6080 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 
_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ __ .. ___ .,_ __ ....,. _____ ....,._•_·•_73_3 __ 0._oooo_....,._•_-•_73_3 __ 3 __ 595- 5 ...,._o_.o_ooo_.,._ 3.5965 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ ..,_ __ ....,._o_.ooo_ o ----~--

29.0415 : Q,0621 1.6349 1 ,6349 1.5041 1.5041 t, 6,01 1.410 16,0 11 ,410 I 1.9442 -: 6,0008•.o;s 
I 5 : 5 : 

Off-Road •• 3.6248 38.8435 

I 6 I I 

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.041 5 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,0 11.410 6,011 .410 1.9442 
5 5 

6,060.015 
8 

03-25 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-189 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 16 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 0.0000 

' ' . 
- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-0000-...--0-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--..-o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 

• • • w~~~~ • • ---•-0.-08-96-.--0-,0-58- 9----.-0-.67_8_4 I 2.0800e- I 0,2236 I 1,750Qe- I 0.2253 0.0593 : 1.6100e· : - 0.0609 -1 • • • • • • 

•. • 003 • · 003 • : 003 : I 206.9139 I 206.9139 I 5,7()()()e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

Total 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e- 0.2236 1.7500e- 0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e- 0.0609 206.9139 206.9139 !5.7000e- 207.0563 
003 003 003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

0.0000 
_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ __ .. ___ .,_ __ ....,_ _____ ....,._•_·•_73_3 __ 0._oooo_....,._•_-•_73_3 __ 3 __ s96_ s _____ o_.o_ooo_.,._ 3.5965 _j ______ ..,_ __ ....,__o_.ooo_ o ----~--

29.0415 : Q,0621 1.6349 1 ,6349 1.5041 1.5041 t, Q.(X)()Q 6,01 1.410 16,0 11 ,410 I 1.9442 -: 6,0008•.0; 5 
I 5 : 5 : 

Off-Road •• 3.6248 38.8435 

I 6 I I 

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.041 5 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 O.OOCNl 6,011 .410 6,011 .410 1.9442 
5 5 

6,060.015 
8 

03-25 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-190 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 17 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specif ic Plan (Proposed)• Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.4 Grading• 2022 

Mitigated Construction Ott-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-- --- ------
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 r-0: 0000 

----------· 
Worker 0.0896 0.0589 .. --0: 67B4 

Total 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 1.7062 15.6156 : 16.3634 . 
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 

• 2.0800e- • 0.2236 
' 003 ' 

lb/day 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1.7500e-
003 

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.2253 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0593 I 1,61QQe- I 0.0609 
' 003 ' 

2.0BOOe- 0.2236 1. 7500e- 0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e- 0.0609 
003 003 003 

SO2 FugHive Exhaust PM10 FugHive Exhaust PM2.S 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

lb/day 

0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 

0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

Bio-CO2 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

: 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

:--206.9139 I 206.9139 I 5,]QOOe- I 

: : : 003 : 
o I I I 

206.9139 206.9 139 5.7000e-
003 

NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

lb/day 

1 2.554.333 I 2,554.333 I 0.6120 
: 6 : 6 : 
' ' ' 

2,554.333 2,554.333 0.6120 
6 6 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

: 207.0563 

207.0563 

N20 C02e 

: 2,56~.632 

2,569.632 
2 

03-25 
Cont. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-191 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 18 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)• Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-- ---- -----
Vendor 0.4284 13.1673 r-3.8005 

-- --------· 
r 2 1.1680 Worker 3.5872 2.3593 

Total 4.0 156 15.5266 30.9685 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 1.7062 15.6156 : 16.3634 . 
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 0.9412 0.2636 

0.0832 8.9533 0.0701 9.0234 2.3745 

0.1186 9.8688 0.0957 9.9645 2.6381 

SO2 FugHive Exhaust PM10 FugHive 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 

lb/day 

0.0269 0.8050 0.8050 

0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 

Exhaust PM2.5 Bi0-CO2 NBiO-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM2.5 Total 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0245 0.2Ba1 I 3,789.075 I 3,789.075 I 

' 0 : 0 : 
0.2381 I 3,795.028 

: 3 

:--8,286.901 I 8,286.901 I 03-25 0.0646 2.4390 0.2282 : 8,292.605 
: 3 : 3 : 8 Cont. . ' ' 

0.0891 2.7271 12,075.97 12,075.97 0.4663 12,087.63 
63 63 41 

Exhaust PM2.S Bio-CO2 NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM2.5 Total 

lb/day 

0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 1 2.554.333 I 2,554.333 I 0.6120 : 2,56~.632 
: 6 : 6 : . ' ' 

0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333 2,554.333 0.6120 2,569.632 
8 6 2 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-192 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 19 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)• Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2022 

Mitigated Construction Ott-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-- ---- -----
Vendor 0.4284 13.1673 r-3.8005 

-- --------· 
r 2 1.1680 Worker 3.5872 2.3593 

Total 4.0 156 15.5266 30.9685 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Ofl-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 0.9412 0.2636 

0.0832 8.9533 0.0701 9.0234 2.3745 

0.1186 9.8688 0.0957 9.9645 2.6381 

SO2 FugHive Exhaust PM10 FugHive 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 

lb/day 

0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 

0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 

Exhaust PM2.5 Bi0-CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM2.5 Total 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0245 0.2Ba1 I 3,789.075 I 3,789.075 I 0.2381 I 3,795.028 
' 0 : 0 : : 3 03-25 
:--8,286.901 I 8,286.901 I 0.0646 2.4390 0.2282 : 8,292.605 Cont. 
: 3 : 3 : 8 . ' ' 

0.0891 2.7271 12,075.97 12,075.97 0.4663 12,087.63 
63 63 41 

Exhaust PM2.S Bio-CO2 NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM2.5 Total 

lb/day 

0.6584 0.6584 I 2.555.209 I 2,555.209 I 0.6079 • 2,570.406 
: 9 : 9 : : 1 . ' ' 

0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209 2,555.209 0.6079 2,570.406 
9 9 1 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-193 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 20 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)• Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2023 

Uamili9ill!1!1 Coa~ltu!:eli2D Qtl-Sil!l 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bi0-C02 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category lb/day lb/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-- ---- ----- -
Vendor 0.3183 9.9726 r-3.3771 0.0343 0.9156 0.0122 0.9277 0.2636 0.0116 0.2752 I 3,671.400 I 3,671.400 I 0.2096 I 3,676.641 

' 7 : 7 : : 7 

-- --------· .. - 2 4.9725 : 7,9838.731 : 7,9838.731 : 03-25 Worker 3.3795 2.1338 0.0801 B.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 2.4372 0.2055 : 7,98~.868 . ' ' Cont. . ' ' 
Total 3.6978 12.1065 28.3496 0.1144 9.8688 0.0803 9.9491 2.6381 0.0743 2.7124 11 ,655.13 11 ,655.13 0.4151 11,665.50 

25 25 99 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co SO2 FugHive Exhaust PM10 FugHive Exhaust PM2.S Bio-CO2 NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category lb/day lb/day 

Ofl•Aoad 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 I 2.555.209 I 2,555.209 I 0.6079 • 2,570.406 
: 9 : 9 : : 1 . ' ' 

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209 2,555.205 0.6079 2,570.406 
9 9 1 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-194 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 21 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 0.0000 I Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' ' . 
---v;~~; ---,;"-o.-3,-83--9-.9-7-26-;-3-.377-1 --0.-0343--.....-0-.9-15_6_,. __ o.-o,-22-r--o-.9-277-~-0.-2636 _____ 0_.0_1_16~i' - 0.2752 -1 - - - - - -

' ' 

• • • • • • • • • • ---•------~-- I -------1 • • • • • • 
Worker •• 3.3795 2.1338 24.9725 0.0801 8.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 i 2.4372 f 7,~-731 : 7,9~.731 : 0.2055 

Total 3.6978 12.1065 28.3496 0. 1144 9.8688 0.0803 9.9491 2.6381 0.0743 2.7124 11 ,655.13 11,655. 13 0.4151 
25 25 

3.6 Paving - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

-- -~"~~~~----··_ ' ·_032_ 7 ___ ,_o._,a_,_' ....,__'•_·sa_ •_2 ..,.__o._022_ • ....,. ____ o._s ,_02_,-o_.s_, 0_2 ____ .,_o_.4_5_94__.._ o.4694 _j _____ _ 0.7140 

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 t 0.0000 I 

• • ' ' Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 2,207.584 0.7140 
1 1 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

0.0000 

T 3.67f641 

I ,.sa~-.86-a 

11 ,665.50 
99 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

2,225.433 
6 

03-25 

Cont. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-195 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 22 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.6 Paving - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 

' . ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--..----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ -;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -' 
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 0.0000 : 
-- --- --- - ----·------...... -- 0.1689 0.0445 : 1.1700e- :- 0.0456 -1 - -----

: 003 : I Worker 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 : 1.5000e- : 0.1677 : 1.2800e- : 
003 003 ., 

149.5081 : 149.5081 : 3.BSOOe- : 149.6043 
003 03-25 

Total 0.0633 0.0400 0 .4677 1.SOOOe- 0.1677 1.2800e-
003 003 

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e- 0.0456 
003 

149.5081 149.5081 3.8500e- 149.6043 Cont. 
003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

on-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5 102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 . 0.0000 2,20~.584 : 2,20~.584 : 0.7140 : 2,22~.433 .. 
______ J _ - - -- --- --------- -

Paving 0 .0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 ' : 0,0000 
" • • ., • ' ' Total 1.0327 10.191 7 14.5842 0.0228 0 .5102 0.5102 0.4694 0 .4694 0.0000 2,207.584 2,207.584 0.7140 2,225.433 

1 1 6 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-196 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 23 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1 :49 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.6 Paving - 2023 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 

' . ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--..----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ -;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -' 
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 0.0000 : 
-------------·------...... -- 0.1689 0.0445 : 1.1700e- :- 0.0456 -1 - -----

: 003 : I Worker 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 : 1.5000e- : 0.1677 : 1.2800e- : 
003 003 ., 

149.5081 : 149.5081 : 3.BSOOe- : 149.6043 0 3-25 
003 

Cont. 
Total 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.SOOOe- 0.1677 1.2800e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e- 0.0456 149.5081 149.5081 3.8500e- 149.6043 

003 003 003 003 

3.6 Paving - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

on-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.625B 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 . 2,20~.547 : 2,20~.547 : 0.7140 : 2,22~.396 .. 
______ J _ - - -- --- --------- -

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 ' : 0,0000 
" • • ., • ' ' Total 0,9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547 2,207.547 0.7140 2,225.396 

2 2 3 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.6 Paving - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 

' . ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--..----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ -;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -' 
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 0.0000 : 
-------------·------...... -- 0.1689 0.0445 : 1.1600e- :- 0.0456 -1 - -----

: 003 : I Worker 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 : 1.4500e- : 0.1677 : 1.2600e- : 
003 003 ., 

Total 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e- 0.1677 1.2600e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e- 0.0456 

144.8706 : 144.8706 : 3.5300e- : 144.9587 
003 

144.8706 144.8706 3.5300e- 144.9587 
03-25 

003 003 003 003 Cont. 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

on-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.625B 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 . 0.0000 2,20~.547 : 2,20~.547 : 0.7140 : 2,22~.396 .. 
______ J _ - - -- --- --------- -

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 ' : 0,0000 
" • • ., • ' ' Total 0,9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.431 0 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 2,207.547 0.7140 2,225.396 

2 2 3 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.6 Paving - 2024 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 

' ' . ' ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--..----;--- ,. _ __ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ -;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 : 
-------- - ----·------...... -- 0.1689 0.0445 : 1.1600e- :- 0.0456 -1 - -----

: 003 : I Worker 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 : 1.4500e- : 0.1677 : 1.2600e- : 144.8706 : 144.8706 : 3.5300e- : 

., 
Total 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

003 

1.4500e-
003 

S02 

003 003 

0.1677 1.2600e- 0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e- 0.0456 144.8706 144.8706 3.5300e-
003 003 003 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tl/day l>/day 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

144.9587 

144.9587 

N20 CO2e 

-~~~it~ ~~ti~ __ ::_2_36_,._,_,s....,_: ---,--- ,. ___ .,_ ____ o._oooo_...,._o_.oo_ oo ____ ....,__o_.o_ooo_..,_ 0.0000 _j ______ ,----,---0-.000- 0 ----~--- 0.0000 

0.0609 t 281.4481 : 281.4481 : 0.0159 

• 
Off-Road •• 0.1808 12188 1.8101 I 2.9700e• I 

: 003 : 
0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 : 281.8443 

., ' ' ' . ' ' 
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281 .4481 281 .4481 0.0159 281 .8443 

003 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' ' . 
- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o ,.___o.-0000-...--0-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--..-o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

• • • • • • • • • • ---•---.----~-- I -------1 • • • • • • 
Worker •• 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 t .7884 0.0134 1 .8018 0.4743 0.0123 i 0.4866 f 1,5~.286 : 1,5~.286 : 0.0376 

Total 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286 1,545.286 0.0376 
0 0 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,546.226 
2 

1,546.226 
2 

CO2e 

-~~~it~ ~~ti~ __ ::_2_36_,._,_,s __ : ---,--- ,. ___ .,_ ____ o._oooo_...,._o_.oo_oo _______ o_.o_ooo_.,._ 0.0000 _j ______ ..,_ _______ o_.ooo_ o ,..,.. __ ~--- 0.0000 

0.0609 t 0.(X)()() 281.4481 : 281.4481 : 0.0159 

• 
Off-Road :: 0.1808 : 12188 1.810 1 I 2.9700e• I 

: 003 : 
0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 : 281.8443 

., ' ' ' . ' ' 
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.OOCNl 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443 

003 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Vil lage Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG ND>< co 

category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

.. ........... 
Veoo0< 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

.. ...... ... .. 
Woncer 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 

.. 
Total 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile 

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile 

S02 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0155 

0.0155 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Tolal CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

b'day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

1.7684 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 

1.7884 0.0134 1.801 8 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 

b'day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

1,545.286 • 1,545.286 • 
Q I Q : 

0.0376 

1,545.286 1,546.286 0.0376 
0 0 

: 0.0000 

! 0.0000 

1,546.226 
2 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total - 1~ 100 1= 1~ 1- 1- 1~ 1- 1~ Bio- CO2 I NBio-- CO2 I Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I C02e 

Category l>lday t,/day 

Mitigated :: 9.5233 : 45.9914 : 110.0422 : 0.4681 : 45.9592 ! 0.3373 : 46.2965 : 12.2950 : 0 .3132 : 12.6083 ! : 47,90¥ .80 : 47,9ds7.B0 : 2.1953 : 47,9Js2'68 

• • • • • • • • • • ":. --••••4••••••4••••••4••••••4•••••• I ••••••4•••••• I ••••••4••••••4••••••-! • • • • • • -~••••••4•••••• I •••• ■■..:..■-••••~ • • • • • • 

Unmitigated 9.5233 45.9914 • 110.0422 • 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 122950 0.3132 12.6083 ■ 47,917.60 , 47,917.80 • 2.1953 • 47,972.68 
• ' ' os ' os ' ' 39 .. 

4.2 Trip Summary Information 

I Average Daily Trip Rate I Unmitigated I Mitigated 

Land Use I Weekday I Saturday 1sunday I Annual VMT I Annual VMT 

Total I 8,oso.9s I 8,164.43 I 8,057.31 I 2o,ss2,452 I 20,ss2,452 

4.3 Trip Type Information 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Vil lage Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coast County, Winter 

I Miles I Trip% I Trip Purpose % 

Land Use I H-W or C-W I H-S or C-C I H-0 or C-NW IH-W or C-W I H-S or C-C I H-0 or C-NW I Primary I Diverted I Pass-by 

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 : 19.20 I 40.60 86 11 3 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •r---------- .... - - ----- - - • - • • • - - - • • • .... ----- ---"T - - - - - - - - ·r - • • - - • • • • - • • • - • - - • • • - - - • • • • • • • • • • - • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Apartments Mid Rise : 14.70 : 5.90 : 8.70 : 40.20 : 19.20 I 40.60 : 86 : 11 : 3 
■ ■ • • • • • • • • • • • • ■ • ■ ■ ■ • • • ■.---- ---- -- - .... --------- .. -. - - -- - - - • .... ---------r·· --- --··r - . - -- -- - - . ... - -- •• - . - --- ... - - - - - - - -- ..... - - --- - - --- - •• 

General Office Building : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 33.00 : 48.00 I 19.00 : 77 : 19 : 4 

•• HighT:nover (Si~ Down •• • F ___ 16.60 ___ : __ 8.40 ___ : _ __ 6.90 ___ : __ 8.50 __ J __ 72.so ___ i ___ 19.00 ___ : ____ 37 ____ _ : ____ 20 ____ : _______ 43 ______ _ 

Hotel ; 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 19.40 : 61.60 : 19.00 : 58 : 38 : 4 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •r----------,..- - ----- - - • - • • • - • • • • • -.----- - ---r - - - • • • - - -r • • • - • • • • • - ·"' • • • - • • • • - - - .. • • • • • • • • • - .. - • • • • - - • • • - - - • • • 

Quality Restaurant : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 12.00 : 69.00 I 19.00 : 38 : 18 : 44 

Regional Shopping Center : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 16.30 : 64.70 : 19.00 • 54 : 35 : 11 

4.4 Fleet Mix 

Land Use I LOA I LDT1 LDT2 MDV LH01 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCV SBUS MH 
03-25 

Apartments Low Rise : 0.543088: 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 Cont. 
.. -.. -.... -.. .. .... --..•.. -.. --+-------

Apartments Mid Rise : 0.543088 : 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 
.. -. ----.. --... --. ---.. •-. -----.,._ _______ 

General Office Building : 0.543088: 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 

High Turnover (Sit Down ~ 0.5430881 0.044216 : 0.209971 : 0.116369 ; 0.014033 ; 0.006332; 0.021166 ; 0.0335n ; 0.002613 : 0.001011 ; 0.005285 : 0.000112 ; 0.000821 
Restaurant> ■ • , , , , , 1 , , , , , 

······ ··· ·· ·· ··· ·· · · ···•·· ·· ··· 1 I I I I I I I I I I 1 • •• •••• Hotel : 0.543088 : 0.044216 1 0.209971 I 0.116369 1 0.014033 1 0.0063321 0.021166 1 0.0335TTI 0.002613 1 0.001817 1 0.005285 1 0.0007121 0.000821 

•• - - -Quality Restaurant. - - --! -0.543088t 0.044216r 0.209971 r 0.116369r 0.014033r 0.006332r O.Q21166r 0.033577r 0.002613r 0.001817r 0.005285r 0.000712r-0.000821 
- . - - -- - - - -- - - - . --- - - - -- •-- - - --- -+----+---+----+---+----+---+----+---+----+- --+----4- - - - - --

Regional Shopping Center : 0.543088 ; 0.044216; 0.209971 : 0.116369 ; 0.014033 ; 0.006332; 0.021166 ; 0.033577; 0.002613 : 0.001817 ; 0.005285 : 0.000712 ; 0.000821 

5.0 Energy Detail 

Historical Energy Use: N 

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy 
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Vi llage Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast Coun1y, Winter 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total - 1- 100 1= 1~ 1- 1- 1~ 1- 1~ Bio· CO2 I N8io- CO2 I Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I co2e 

Category lb/day blday 

N~t~~:s :: 0.7660 : 6.7462 : 4.2573 : 0.041B : : 0.5292 : 0 .5292 : : 0.5292 : 0.5292 t : 8 ,3~.983 : 8,35~_983 : 0.1602 : 0.1532 : B,40~.638 

- - - - - - - - - - -:.------4------4------4------4------4------4------4------4------4-------! · - - - - - -:..------4------ 4---- --4------~ - - · · - -0~~~~':'d 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.041B • 0.5292 0 .5292 0 .5292 0.5292 : 8 ,35~.983 : 8,35~.983 : 0.1602 0 .1532 : B,40~.638 

H I I I I 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Vi llage Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coast County, Winter 

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas 

Unmitigated 

Laid Use 

~rtments Low 
Rise 

Apartrnent9 Mid 
Rise 

General Office 
Building 

igf1 Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant) 

Hotel 

OoaOy 
Restaurant 

Regional 
Shopping Center 

Tot" 

NaturaK3a ROG NOx co 
s Use 

kBT\J/yr 

1119.16 t 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 . . 
35784.3 ~ 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 . 
1283~42 t 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 . 
22759.9 t 0.2455 22314 1.8743 

• . 
4769.72 ~ 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 

5057.75 ~ 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 

251.616 " 2.71008· • 
t 003 : 

0.0247 0.0207 . 
0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 

S02 

I 6.60008• I 

: 004 : 

: 0.0211 : 

' 7.5000&- ' 
: 004 : 

: 0.0134 : 

• 2.8100&· • 
: 003 : 

I 2.98(}()e- I 

: 003 : 

• 1.5000&· • 
' 004 : 

0.0418 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive EXhaUS1 PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2<> 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

l>lday 

I 6.34006- I 8.34008• I 

: ooa : 003 : 
' ' ' 
: 0.2666 : 0.2666 : 

• 9.5SOO. • 9.56006- • 
: 003 : oro : 
' ' ' 

0.1696 0.1696 

0.0355 0.0355 

0.0377 o.o3n 

• 1.8700e-- • 1.8700e· • 
: 003 ' 003 ' 

0.5292 0.5292 

I 8.34008· I 8.340{)e. 
: 003 : 003 

: 0.2666 : 0.2666 

• 9.5600&• • 9.5600e-
: 003 : 003 

0 .1696 : 0.1696 

0.0355 : 0.0355 

0 .0377 : 0.0377 

• 1.87006• • 1.8700&-
: 003 ' 003 

0.5202 0.5292 

l:>Jday 

131.6662 • 131.6662 • 2.52008· • 2.41008· • 132.4486 
: : 000 : 003 : 

4,209.916 • 4,209.916 • 0.0807 • 0.0772 • 4,234.933 
4 ' 4 ' ' : 9 

150.9911 • 150.9911 • 2.8900&- • 2.77008- • 151.8884 
: : 000 : 003 : 
I I I I 

0.0513 0.0491 : 2 ,6~.546 

561.1436 : 561 .1436 : 0.0108 0.0103 : 564.4782 

595.0298 : 595.0298 : 0.01 14 0.0109 : 596.5656 

29.6019 • 29.6019 • 5.7000&• • 5.4000&• • 29.7778 
: ' 004 : 004 : 

' ' ' 
8,355.083 8,355.983 0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638 

2 2 7 

03-25 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County , Winter 

5.2 Energy by Land Use - Na1uraIGas 

Mitigated 

NaturaJGa ROG NO, co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1 0 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
• u .. 

Land Use kBTU/yr 

Apartment:. Low : 1.11916 t 
Rise , " 

0.0121 0.1031 

······ · ··· -:.------" 
Apartn~nts Mid : 35. 7843 t 

Rtse , " 
0.3859 3.2978 

-■---------:.------" 

0.0439 I 6.6000e- I 

: 004 : 

1.4033 : 0.0211 : 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

b/day 

I 8,3400&-
: 003 

: 0.2666 

8.34008- • 
003 : 

0.2666 : 

I 8,3400e- I 8.34QOe-
: 003 : 003 

: 0 .2666 : 0.2666 

General Office : 1.28342 t 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 • 7.50008- , • 9.5600&- 9.5600&- , • 9.5600e- • 9 .5600e-

• • - ~u~~~ - - - ~- - - • • • •t __ -;.---.---..-• - 004_~:---':.--oo-3_.-_003_-...• __ ~•-00_ 3 -...• 003 

d!::~~~:r::;: 22.7599 t 
' . 0.2455 

Hotel : 4. 76972 t 0.0514 . 
. . ~:;~-n~ . _ ~ ~ ~o~:~5- ~ 0.0545 

5~~i!,ner : 0.251616 t 2.7&J~- : 

' . ' 

2.2314 

0.4676 

0.4959 

0.0247 

1.8743 : 0.0134 

0.3928 • 2.8100e
: 003 

Q. 4165 I 2.9800&• I 

: ()OJ : 

Q.0207 I 1.500Qe- I 

: 004 : 

0.7660 6.7463 4. 2573 0.0418 

6.0 Area Detail 

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area 

0.1696 

0.0355 

o.ron 

I 1.870Qe-
: 003 

0.1696 

0.0355 

0.0377 

1.8700e- • 
003 : 

0.5202 0.5292 

0 .1696 : 0.1696 

0 .0355 : 0.0355 

0 .0377 : 0.0377 

I 1.8700e- I 1.870Qe-
: 003 : 003 

0.5202 0.5292 

t>/day 

131.6662 I 131 .6662 I 2.52009- I 2.4100e- O 132.4486 
: : 003 : 003 : 
I I I I 

4,209.916 I 4,209.916 I 0.0807 0 0.0772 I 4,234.933 
4 : 4 : : : 9 

I I I I 

150.9911 I 150.9911 I 2.89:JOe• I 2.770Qe- o 151.8884 
: ' 000 : 003 ' 

' ' 
2,677.634 I 2,677.634 I 0.0513 

2 : 2 : 
0.0491 I 2 ,693.546 

: 0 

561.1436 : 561.1436 : 0.0108 0 .0103 : 564.4782 

595.0298 : 595.0298 : 0.011 4 0 .0109 ; 598.5658 

29.6019 I 29.6019 I 5.70Q0e- I 5.40Q0e- I 29.7778 
: : 004 : 004 : 
I I I I 

8.355.983 8,355.003 0.1602 0.1 532 8.405.638 

' ' 7 

0 3-2 5 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coas1 Coun1y, Winier 

ROG NO, co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

Category bfday 

PM10 
Total 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
Total 

lb/day 

Mitigated :: 30.5020 : 15.0496 : 88.4430 : 0 .0944 : : 1.5974 : 1.5974 : : 1.5974 : 1.5974 ! 0.0000 : 18,1~8.59 : 18,~.59 : 0.4874 : 0.3300 : 18,29~ .11 

• •••••■■■■■ •• ------~------ I ------I------ I------ ·------ I••-••• I•••••• I•••••• I• •••••• ! ■■■■■■■ ••••••• I•••••• I•••••• I•••••• I ■■■■■■ 
Unmitigated 30.5020 15.0496 , 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 , 1 .5974 0.0000 • 18,148.59 • 18,148.59 • 0.4874 • 0.3300 • 18,259 .11 

■I I I 1 50 1 50 1 I 1 92 

" 

6.2 Area by Subcategory 

Unmitigated 

ROG NO, 

SUbCategory 

co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

PM10 
Total 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

PM2.5 BJo. CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
Total 

ll/day 

_ ~~;;~'- ..... _2._26_7_0 ....... ---,---.----..-----,--0-.0000--~o-.oooo-----l ... : ~= -r~~:J ______ -•~ __ ...,__o._oooo_....,.. ___________ ~ _ : -~~-
c~=r ., 24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 l 0.0000 l 0.0000 ! , 0.0000 : : 0.0000 

_ • • _ •• • ___ .,."'---.---+----.----,---....------.----i----',- I ' I I I I I 

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 , 1.1 400 , 1.1400 ] 0.0000 , 18,000.00 • 18,000.00 , 0.3450 , 0.3300 , 18,106.96 : : : oo : oo :: : so 
• • •••••••••ff••---,---..----.----s---~--~---.,---•,-------4•-•-••• • • •••••' I I -------••••••• 

: 0.4574 : 0.4574 t ; 148.5950 : 148.5950 : 0.1424 : : 152.1542 
I I ' I I 

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 B2.4430 • 4.3600e· 
: 003 

0.4574 0.4574 

' t I I I I I 

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.()000 18,148.59 18,148.59 0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11 
~ ~ ~ 
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Vil lage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County. Winter 

6.2 Area by SubCategory 

~ 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

SUbCatego.-y 

A1chitectural 
COElting 

•• 22670 : 

b'day 

0.0000 0.0000 

---- -- -------··-----.---.---.----.----+----+-----.-
ConsLmer 
Products 

24.1085 : 0.0000 0.0000 

.. . .. . . . . . ... ·•-----,---,----,---,----..---...... --..... 
Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 

----------- --··-----.---.---.----.----+----+-----.-
Landscaping •• 24766 Q.9496 82_44JQ I 4.36QOe- I 

: 003 : 
0.4574 0.4574 

Total 30.5020 15.04Q6 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.SSl74 

7.0 Water Detail 

7.1 Mitigat ion Measures Water 

8.0 Waste Detail 

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste 

9.0 Operational Offroad 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 

1.1400 1.1400 

0.4574 0.4574 

1.5Q74 1.5'174 

b'day 

0 .0000 

0 .0000 

0.0000 1 a ,c:.00 : 1 a,c:.00 : 0.3450 

148.5950 : 148.5950 : 0.1424 

0,0000 18,148.59 18,148.59 0.4874 
so so 

N20 

0.3300 

0.3300 

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type 

10.0 Stationary Equipment 

C02e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

: 18,:,.96 

: 152.1542 

18,25Q.11 
02 
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Vil lage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators 

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day 

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day 

User Defined Equipment 

Equipment Type Number 

11.0 Vegetation 

Hours/Year Horse Power 

Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating 

Load Factor 

Fuel Type 

Fuel Type 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-209 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 1 of 44 

1.0 Project Characteristics 

1.1 Land Usage 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) 
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

Date: 1/12/2021 2:26 PM 

Land Uses I Size I Metric I Lot Acreage I Floor Surface Area Population 

General Office Building 45.00 1 OOOsqtt : 1.03 45,000.00 

• • • • • • • • • • • • ■ • ■ • • • • • • ·•• ••• •■ •I•······ ■·······••············· 1-------------------------------~--------------1·· · · ■ • • ·•• • • • •• • • ■ ■ • ••• ■ • • ••• • • ■ • 

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) • 36.00 • 1 0OOsqtt 1 0.83 • 36,000.00 
........... -. -..... -.... --- ... i ...... -. -.......... --- ..... -.. C---·------------·--------------~--------·-----i-- ..... --- .... -. . . . . --- ... --- ... -

Hotel : 50.00 : Room : 1 .67 : 72,600.00 
- - - - - - - - - - - - . - - .. - - - - - - - - - - - - .• - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . . - - - - - •------------------------------+--------------1- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . . - - -- . - - - - - - - . -

Quality Restaurant : 8.00 : ,ooosqft : o.,e : a.000.00 : a 

- - - - - - - - - • • • - - - • - - - - - - - - • - - • • · • - - - • - • • · - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - - - - - •------- ---- ---- --------- ---- --+--------------1- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - l - - - - • - - - - •• - - - -
Apartments Low Rise : 25.00 : Dwelling Unit : 1 .56 : 25,000.00 I 72 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- • - - -1- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1------------------------------+--------------1- - - -- - - - ·- - - - -- - - -l- - -·· - - - • • • - - - -
Apartments Mid Rise : 975.00 : Dwelling Unit : 25.66 : 975,000.00 I 2789 

........ . ...... ······ ·· ·······1········· .. ···················----------------------<>--------+····· ......... . 
Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1 0OOsqtt 1.29 56,000.00 

1.2 Other Project Characteristics 

Urbanization 

Climate Zone 

Utility Company 

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr) 

Urban 

Southern California Edison 

702.44 

Wind Speed (mis) 

CH4 lntonsh:y 
(lb/MWhr) 

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data 

2.2 

0.029 

Precipitation Freq (Days) 

Operational Year 

N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr) 

33 

2028 

0.006 

03-25 
Cont. 

Page 139 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 2 of 44 Date: 1/12/2021 2:26 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model. 

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses. 

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths. 

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regard ing demolition. 

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips. 

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces . 

Energy Use-

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation. 

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures. 

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures. 

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision 

Table Name I Column Name I Default Value 

lblFlreplaces FlreplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 
- . - - -. - - - --- -----. - -- -- - - -- - - .. ---- - -- - - - - -- - - --- -- ---- - -- - - ,._ _____________ _ 

lblFlreptaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 
- - - - - • - -- •• - •••• - - - - - - - -- - - -- .J- - - - - - - -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - _,._ ___________________________ _ 

lblFlreptaces NumberWood t.25 
- -- - - -- - ---- ------- -- -- - - -- - -.. ---- - -- - - - - -- - - --- -- ---- - -- - - ,._ _____________ _ 

lblFlreplaces NumberWood 48. 75 
- - - - - - - - - - • - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1------ - --------

lblTripsAndVMT WorkerTriplength 14.70 
- . - - - . - - - --- ----- . - -- -- - - -- - - .. ---- - -- - - - - -- - - --- -- ---- - -- - - ,._ __________________________ _ 

lblTripsAndVMT , WorkerTriplength 14.70 
------------·· · ·· ·· · --------· .. · · ··· · ····· · ···- · · · ·· · · ··· ··· -1----------

lblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripl ength 14.70 
- . . . . .. - . - . . . . ... .. . - . - -.. - .. "' ... . - . .. - - . . - ... . - . - .. .. - . .. - -1-------------------- - ------- -

tblTripsAndVMT , WorkerTriplength , 14.70 
- . - --. - - - --- -----. - -- . - - - -- - - .. ---- - -- - - - - -- - - --- -- ---- - -- - - ,._ ___________________________ _ 

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripl ength 14.70 
- . - - - . - - - .. - ---- -. - -- -- - - -- - - .. ---- - -- - - - - -- - - --- -- ---- - -- - - ,._ _____________ _ 

lblTrlpsAndVMT , WorkerTriplength , 14.70 
- -- --. - -- .. - -----. - -- -- -- . - -- ,. _ --- - -- -- -- -- -- --- -- ---- --- -- ,._ ___________________________ _ 

lbtVehlcleTrlps ST_TR 7.16 
- - - -- . - -- . - - - . - . - . - - - - - -- . - -- .. .. - - - - - - - -- - - -- .. - - - - - - .. - - - - - - -1-------------

lbtVehlcleTrlps ST_TR 6.39 
- . - - - . - - - - . - . - .. - . - . - - - - - - - - - .;. ... - - . - - - - - . - - - .. - . - ... - - . - - --1---------------

lbtVehicleTrlps : ST_TR : 2.46 

New Value 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

10.00 

10.00 

10.00 

10.00 

10.00 

10.00 

6. 17 

3.87 

1.39 
................. .. ........ .. ...... ......................... --· ------------·························· 

lbtVehlcleTrlps ST_TR 158.37 79.82 
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Village South Specific Plan {Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

tblVehicleTrips ST TR 8.19 3.75 

·· ··········· · ·· · · · ······· ··· • ·· · ··· · ···· · ···· ·· ···· · · · ··· · • ··· ····· · ···· ··· · ········ · ·· -tt,IVehicleTrips ST_ TR 94.36 63.99 
-- ... -- -- ........... -- --... -- ..................... --- .... -- -- . +------------------+·· ..... --- .... ---- .... --- . 

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74 

---------------------- ---- ---·--- --·····- ------- -- ···· --- --~-----------------+--------- -·· ·· .. ······· ----tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16 
-.... ----.... ---.... ----.... -.. .. ---.... ----.. .. ---.... ----. +-----------------

lblVehlcleTrlps SU_TR 5.86 4.18 

······ ··· ·· · ·· ··· ··· ·· · · ····· "' · ·· ···- -·--- -- ·-·· ·· ··· ····· ·+------·-------+-····· · ·-- -------- · ···--·· tblVehicleTrips SU_ TR 1 .05 0.69 
--------------- · ------ - -------1------ - ----- - - ------------ - --+----------------+-- - --- - - ------ --- --- -- - ---

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27 
- • - ••• - •• - - •••••••••••••••••• ,1 •• • ••• •• ••• • •••• •• • •••••• •• •• ~------------------

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20 

-- -- - ---- - • - - - - · - - • --- - - - - - -- 4- - --- - - - --- - - - - - -- - - • - - - - -- - - 4-------------------
tblVehicleTrips SU_ TR 72.16 57.65 

-- - - • -· · - - -- - -·- - • - ----· - - - -- ,I- - -·- - • - --- -· - - - - --- - -- - - · · -. ~------------------+-·. ----·- --- --.. -- --- ... . -
tblVehicleTrips SU_ TR 25.24 6.39 

....... ....... ............ ... .. ... .... .. .. .... ... ....... ... . .------------------+······ ········ ····· ·· ··-·· 
tblVehicleTrips WO_ TR 6.59 5.83 

- - - - - ---- - -- - - -- - - - --- - - - - - - - -1 - - - -- - - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - +----------------+---------- ------- ---------
tblVehicleTrlps WO_ TR 6.65 4.13 

- ----------·- · ·-- -- --- - - - - --- -1 - - - - - - ---- - - - ·---- -- - - - - - --- -+-------------+- ··- --- - ---· - - · ------ - -- --
tblVehlcleTrips WO_TR 11.03 6.41 

- --- ----- -------- -- --- - --- -- --1------ - ---- - - ---------- - - -- --+-------------+ - --- --- - ---- - - -- ----- - -- --
tblVehlcleTrlps WD_TR 127.15 65.80 

- - - - - - ---. -- - - -- - - - --- - - - - - -- -1 - - - - - - - - --- - - - - - -- -- - - - - - -- - - .... --------------- --+--- ---. --- ------ --- ------ -
tblVehlcleTrlps WO_ TR 8.17 3.84 

.... . - . . - - ........ -.... -... ... -I •. - -. .. ....... .. .. .. .... - -.. -.., __________________ _ 
tblVehlcleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,1 ••••••••••• • ••• ••• •••••• • ••• • +-------------------
tblVehicleTrips . WO_TR 42.70 9.43 

--. ------ --- ---· -------- ---.. • ----· -------- ----- -- --- --- -- -------------------+-- ---. ---- -----·-- . ------ -
tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00 

-- - - - ----. -- - --- - - • ----- - - • -- -1- - --- - - - ----- - - • ----. -- - -- -- • +---------------+-- ----- -- ----. -- -- ------- -
tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00 

-- -- - - -- - - • - - --- - - - -- - -- - - - -- 4- - - - - - - - - ----- - - -· -- - - - - ---- - ----------------+-- ---. --- --------- . -------
tblWooc:lstoves NumberNoncatalytlc 1 .25 0.00 

- •• - - - -- - - • - - - -- - - • --- - - - - - - - 4- - - -- - - - --- - - - - - -- - - • -- - - - -- - 4---------------------+ - - - - - . - - -- -- - - -- -- . -- - - - - -
tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00 

-·· · ·-· ·- ··· ·· · -·· ··-·· -· ··• • -I ••· · ·- ··· · ·· · · · · ·· · ······ ·· · ·+-------------+· ·· · ·· · · ·· ·· ·· · · ··· ·· · -- · · 
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveOayYear 25.00 0.00 

- - • - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - • --- -- - - - - -4- - - -- - - - --- - - - - - -- - - • - - - - - - - - 4-------------------
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00 

- - • - - - - -- •••• - - - • - - ---- - ••••• ,I-.-- - - - - ---- - •••••••••• - - - - - - +------------------+-- -. ------ -....... -.. ----. 
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00 

·· ········ ·· · · · · ·· · ········•• -I ••···························+------------.... . ........ .. .. . ...... . . ... . 
lb~oodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00 

2.0 Emissions Summary 
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Village Soulh Specrtic Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coas1 County, Annual 

2.1 Overall Construction 

Unmitigated Construction 

AOO NOx 

Year 

co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1 0 
PM10 PM10 Total 

tons/yr 

Fugitive Exhaust PM2.S Ski- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

MT/yr 

2021 •• 0.1704 1.8234 1.15TT • 2.3800e· , 0.4141 0.0817 0.4958 0.1788 • 0.0754 , 0.2542 I 0.0000 : 210.7654 : 210.7654 : 0.0600 : 0.0000 : 212.2661 

.. - .... - - .. .,"------------• _ oo_, _ _,• ___________ _,. ___ :,... ______ ~-------J ..... - _: _______ ...... __ _ 
0.2518 : 0.1103 : 0.3621 ! 0.0000 : 1,41:.655 : 1,41:.655 : 0.1215 : 0.0000 : 1,42;-692 

"" •" "" " • •" • w"---,----,----.-----i---------------'.------- I -------1 • • • • • • 0 1 I 1 

_ _ _ _ 2 _ 0~ ____ .... _ o._s,_•_o-.--a-.2a_so--i-•-·1•_78_..-o_.o_,_•1--i-o-.849- 7-.--o-.oo- 7t--i.--o-.s-468_...-_o._22_aa_l,..._o~~~: -1_~: ~:~-j _ :·: __ 1, . 34~.441 ! 1,34~_441 ! 0. 1 1 1 s : o.cooo : 1,3~ _229 

: s.e;:e- : s.s;gt· : 0.01 10 i 0.0000 44.6355 : 44.6355 : 1.sgg30e- : 0.0000 :' 44.6311 

2022 .. 

2024 

0.5865 

4.1592 

4.0240 

0.1313 

5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 

02557 I 5.0000e• I 0.0221 
: 004 : 

0.11 75 

I 6.3900e• I 

: 003 : 

1.0683 

0.0265 

.. I I I ' I I I 

Maximum 4.1592 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 1.0683 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1,418.655 1,418.655 0.1215 0.0000 1,421.692 
4 4 5 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

2.1 Overall Construction 

Mitigated Construction 

ROG NOx 

Year 

2021 0.1704 1.8234 

co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

tons/yr 

,.,sn , 2.3800e· , o.4141 0.0817 
I ()()J I 

PM10 
Total 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.S 

0.4958 0.1788 0.0754 

PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
Total 

MTiy, 

0.2542 0.0000 : 210.7651 : 210.7651 : 0.0600 0.0000 : 212.2658 

' ' ' - - - - - - - - - - - ;."'---.----+----+' ---.'---.---...-----..----.---.----~ ' ' ' 
2022 0.5865 4.0240 5.1546 : 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 1.0683 0.251B 0.1103 0.3621 Q,000() I 1,418.655 I 1,418,655 I 0,1215 

: 0 : 0 : 
0,00()() I 1,421,692 

: 1 ., -. -. --.... -------------,-
4.7678 0.0147 0.8497 2023 0.5190 3,2850 0.0971 0.9468 0.2283 0.0912 0.3195 

' ' ' 
0,0CXX) , 1,342.440 -;-, ,342.440 ~ 0. 1115 

: g : 9 : 
Q,QO()() I 1,345228 

: 7 

............ --------;~----------------------------------➔ 
2024 ., 4.1592 : 0.1313 0.2557 : s.~!e• 0.0221 : 6.~e- : 0.0285 : s.a~~e- : 5.9:- : 0.01 18 

' ' ' 
Q,000() 44,6354 44.6354 I ].8300e• I 0.QO()() 44,8311 

I Q03 I 

., 
Maximum 4,1592 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.99:>9 0.1175 1.0683 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1,418.655 1,418.655 0.1215 0.0000 1,421 .692 

0 0 1 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive ExhaUBI PM10 Fugitive ExheUBI PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NB~02 Total CO2 c~ N20 C02e 
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 

OlBrter Stan.Date End Date Maxlml.ffl Urvnltlgated ROG+ NO)( (Iona/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG+ NO)( (tons/quarter) 

1 9-1-2021 11-30-2021 1.4091 1.4091 

2 12-1-2021 2-28-2022 1.3329 1.3329 

3 3-1-2022 5-31-2022 1.1499 1.1499 

4 6-1-2022 8-31-2022 1.1 457 1.1457 

5 9-1-2022 11-30-2022 1.1415 1.1415 

6 12-1-2022 2-28-2023 1.0278 1.0278 

7 3-1-2023 5-31-2023 0.9868 0.9868 

8 6-1-2023 8-31-2023 0.9831 0.9831 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

9 9-1.-2023 

10 12·1-2023 

11 3-1-2024 

2.2 Overall Operational 

Unmitigated Operational 

ROG NOx 

Category 

Area 5.1437 0.2950 

11-30 -.2023 

2-29-2024 

5-31-2024 

Hlghes1 

co 502 

10.3B04 I 1.67QOe- I 

: 003 : 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

tons/yr 

0.0714 

0.9798 

2.8757 

1.6188 

2.8757 

PM10 
Total 

0.0714 

0.9798 

2.8757 

1.6188 

2.8757 

Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 B»- CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

MTJyr 

: 0.0714 : 0.0714 : 0.0000 : 220 .9670 : 220.9670 : 
I I ' I I I 

0.0201 I 3.7400e- I 222 .5835 
: 003 : 

• • • • ••••••.,.••---.----,----.-----,---..----.------.----'.-------I _______ j _ • • • • • •'i----.---.....---
1 0.0966 I 0.0966 j 0.0000 I 3,896.073 I 3,896,073 I 0.1303 0.0468 I 3,9 13.283 
: : : 2 : 2 : : 3 

---.. -. --.... •·---.----.----.----;----------------•;..------~------- .... ---',----..·---;..' --~---
: 0.0539 : 2.1434 i 0.0000 : 7,620.498 : 7,620.498 : 

. . .. . _ .. _. _,.•·---.-- -..;-.---.-----.----i----.---.....;.---:;.. ______ .;. ______ _J . . ... _ .:,--_s_ ... : __ s_ ....... : --~- --

Energy 0.1398 1.2312 0 .TT70 , 7.6200e- , 
: 003 : 

0.0966 0.0966 

Mobile 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.3407 0.0000 : 7,6~.016 

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 207.8079 : 0.0000 : 207.8079 : 
I I ' I I I 

12.2811 0.0000 : 514.8354 

• • •• • •••••• ,.••---.----,----.-----.---..----.------.----'.------- I -------.! . . ..... ' I I 

Waler 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 : 556.6420 : 585.8052 : 3.0183 0.0755 : 683.7567 

Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.09 14 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18 12,531.15 15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47 
~ w ~ 
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2.2 Overa ll Operational 

Mitigated Operational 

ROG NO, co 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2,5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02o 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tons/yr MT,y, 

0 .2950 5.1437 10.3804 ! 1.6700e- : 
003 

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 : 220.9670 : 220.9670 : 0.0201 : 3.7400e- ! 222.5635 
003 

..... ..... -•---;---.---..-----..----;.----;-----;----;-----;.--
Energy 0.1396 1.2312 0.7nO ! 7.6200&- : 

003 
0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 00000 : 3,8~.073 : 3,89~.073 : 0.1303 0.0468 : 3,91~.283 

- - - - - .. -------;--->-- -.---..----;.----;----;----;----.--
Mobile 1.5657 7.9962 19.1834 0.0621 7.7979 0.0560 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 : 7,6~.496 : 7,~.496 : 0.3407 0.0000 : 7,62~:-016 

- - . . - .. - - - ... ----;--->---..----..----;.----;----;--- -;-----;.--
Waste 

....... 
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 207.8079 : 0.0000 : 207.8079 : 12.2811 0.0000 : 514.8354 

.. . .. - - .... ;;.••-- -.- -->---.--- ....... - -...---.....----.--- -.----.-- -------
Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 : 556.6420 : 585.8052 : 3.0183 0.0755 : 683.75ol 

' ' . - ' ' ' 
Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18 12,531.15 15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47 

07 ,. 51 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhooat PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBlo-C02 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 TOI" PM2.6 PM26 T-

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 Construct ion Detail 

Construction Phase 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

Phase 
Number 

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days Num Days 
Week 

1 :Demolition :Demolition :9/1/2021 p 0!12/2021 : s: 3o : 

Phase Description 

- - - - - - -i • - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - - - - - •-----------------------1------------~------------~--------4---------l- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2 :Site Preparation :Site Preparation : 10/13/2021 j 11/9/2021 j s: 20 : 
- - - - - - -I• - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • • • - • - • l•-·----------------·---l------------~------------4--------4--------~ • • • • • - • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 :Grading : Grading : 11 / 10/2021 l 1/11/2022 : s: 45 : 

······ •I·· ·· ·· ··········· ··· -···I·-------------------- --l------------~------------4--------4--------~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
4 :Building Construction :Building Construction :111212022 : 12/12/2023 : s: soo: 
- - - - - - -· - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1-----------------------1------------~------------4--------4--------' - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

5 :Paving :Paving ;1 2/13/2023 p /30/2024 : s: 35 : 
•••••• •I• ••••••••••••••••••••••• ..-.---------+------,.-----~----+-----+• ....................... . 

6 : Architectural Coating : Architectural Coaling ; t/31/2024 :3/19/2024 s ; 35 ; 

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): o 

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase) : 112.5 

Acres of Paving: 0 

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating - sqft) 

OffRoad Equipment 

03-25 
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VIiiage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

Phase Name I Ottroad Equipment Type I Amount Usage Hours I Horse Power I Load Factor 

Oemolitlon ; concrete/Industri al Saws : 1 8.00 : 81: 0.73 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --1------------ -- - -- -- -------+----- - - - -------- -- -- - - ---- - - -1--------> - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Demolitlon •Excavators • 3 8.00 • 1sa: 0.38 
...... -.. ---... -- -- -. -- -. ---i---------------------------~---------------- -- ___________ ,_' -----➔ - • • •• - - •••• - - · 
Demolition : Rubber Tired Dozers : 2 8.00 : 247 : 0.40 
-• -----• --------· ------ -----1---------------------------1----------------- ---- ---------1--------> - - - - - • - - - - - - - -

Site Preparation •RubberTlred Dozers • 3 8.00 • 247 : 0.40 
. --. -. -----. -. --.. -.. -----.. i----------·--------- ... ------~---------------- -- -- -- ---- ___ ,_' -----➔ •• - • - • - • - ••• - • 

Site Preparation :TractorsA..oaders/Backhoes : 4 a.oo : 97 : 0.37 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -------- ---I-------> - - - - - -- - - - - - - -

Grading : Excavators : 2 a.oo : 1sa: 0.38 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -- ---------1-------+ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Grading :Graders : 1 8.00 : 101: 0.41 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - -- - - - --1-------------------------·+---------------- -- -------- ---1--------> - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Grading : Aubberllred Dozers : 1 a.oo : 
- •• - - - - • - - - - - - - - - - • - - -· - • - --1--------------------------+---------------- -- -- -- ---· ---1--------> - - - - • - • - - - • - • -

Grading : scrapers : 2 a.oo : 367: 0.48 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - --1--------------------------+---------------- -- -------- ---1------+ - - - - - -- - - - - - - -

Grading :TractorsA...oaders/Backhoes : 2 8.00 : 97 : 0.37 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1-- - - - -- - --- - - -- - - -- -- - - -- -+------- --------- -- -- -- - - -- ---1-------<- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Building Construction : cranes : 1 7.00 : 231: 0.29 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - --1--------------------------+---------------- ---- -- -------1------+ - - - - - -- - - - - - - -

Building Construction : Forklifts : 3 8.00 : as : 0.20 
- - • - - - - - - - - - - - • - • - • - - -· - - - --1--------------------------+---------------- -- ---- -------1--------> - - - - - - - - - - • - • -

Building Construction :Generator Se1s : 1 8.00 : 84 : 0.74 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - --1--------------------------+---------------- -- ---- -------1-------> - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Building Construction •TractorsA...oaders/Backhoes • 3 7.00 • 97 : 0.37 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • •• • • • • -i---------------------------~---------------- ---- ---------f-' -----4 • • • • • • • • • • • - • -
Bullding Construction :Welders : 1 8.00 : 48 : 0.45 
- - - - - - - • - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - --1--------------------------+---------------- -- -- ---------1--------> - - - - - • - - - - - - - -

Paving : Pavers : 2 8.00 : 130: 0.42 
- • - - - - - • - - - - - - - -· - - - - -· - - - --1--------------------------+---------------- -- -------· ---1-------<- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Paving : Paving Equipment : 2 8.00 : 132: 0.36 
- •• - - - - • - - - - - - - -· - • - - -· - - - --1--------------------------+---------------- -- -- ----- - ---1--------> - - - - - • - - - - - - - -

Paving : Ro llers : 2 8.00 : so: 0.38 
- ·· -- -·····- -- ... -- - - -- - -- --t------------1--------+------+-------+· - - - ---- -- --- --

Architectural Coating : Air Compressors 6.00 : 0.48 

Trips and VMT 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Worker Trip Vendor Trip Haul ing Trip Worker Trip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling 
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Veh icle Class Vehicle Class 

Demolition 61 15.oo : 0.00 458.oo : 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD Mix :HDT Mix :HHDT 
............... -1---------------~----------1- ......... ------- -- -1-----1----------~-------- -+-- --- -------+ .•.... -. -~ ......... . 

Site Preparation : 1: 1s.oo : 0.00 o.oo ; 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 : LD_Mix :HDT_Mix IHHDT 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • -1--------------+----------1- • • • • • • • • • ------- -- • ----------~-------- -+----- ----- --+ • • • • • • • • -~ • • • • • • • • • • 
Grading : a: 20.00 : 0.00 o.oo : 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mlx :HHOT 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • -1---------------1-----------1- • • • • • • • • • ---------- ----------1--------------1- --- -- --- -~ • • • • • • • • • • 

BuildingConstruction : 9: 801.00 : 143.00 O.OO : 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mix IHHDT 
. . ............. -1--------------+----------1- ......... - - ----- -- - ----------~-------- -+----- ----- --+ ...... - . -~ ......... . 

Paving : s: 15.oo : 0.00 o.oo : 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mlx IHHDT 

Architectural Coating : 160.00 : 

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction 

3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

AOO NOx co 

Category 

502 

o.oo : o.oo : 10.00 : 6.90 ; 20.oo ;LD Mix ;HDT Mix ;HHDT 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Ex.Must PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tons/yr MT/yr 

Fugitive Dust 0.0496 0.0000 0.0496 1 7.5100e- 0.0000 • 7.5100e· • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

. .. . . .... . · ii"' - - -i----;--- 9""--...;,----;.----;.---~•- oo_ a_.,_ __ ~: __ ooo _J. _ .. _ ;.----;-- - T""-- ...;,----
Off-Aoad •• 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 : 5.~e- : 0.0233 0.0233 0.0216 0.0216 i 0.0000 51.0012 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 

C02e 

0.0000 

51.3601 

Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.BOOOe-- 0.0496 0.0233 O.On9 7.5100e-- 0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0012 51 .0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601 
004 003 
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3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tons/yr MT/yr 

0.0148 • 1.BOOOe- • 3.9400e- , 1.9000e- • 4.1300e- 1 1.oaooe- • 1.a000e- • 1.2600e- ' 0.0000 
: 004 : 003 : 004 : 003 : 003 : 004 : 003 t 

•• 1.9300e• I Q,0634 
., 003 : 

Hauling 17.4566 17.4566 
' 

1.21ooe- : 
003 

i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 
--- -..... .. ,;"------~--

:: 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 Vendor 
' ' 

0,0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 : 
I I I I 

- • • w~~~~ • • • •• 7.2000e- I 5.3000e· I 6.0900e· I 2.0000e- I 1.680Qe- I 1.(X)()Qe- I 1.6900e· I 4.5000e- I 1.0000e· I 4.6000e· 1 0.000() 

:: 004 : 004 : oos : oos : oos : oos : oos : 004 : oos : 004 I 
-

1.5281 1.5281 : 5.0000e- : 
005 

Total 2.6500e- 0.0639 0.0209 2.0000e- 5.6200e- 2.0000e- 5.8200e- 1.5300e- 1.soooe- 1.nooe- 0.0000 18.9847 1B.9847 1.2600e-
003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh.."l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

Fugitive Dust .. 0.0496 0,0000 0,0496 I 7.5100e-
' 003 

0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 0,0000 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 17.4869 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 T • 1.529s" 

0.0000 19.0161 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 7 .5~~- i 0.0000 

-- -. ------------------ ,.__________________________ __,. ______ ---------- ,---~---
0.0216 t 0.(X)()() 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600 

• 
Off-Road •• 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 • 5.BOCXle- • 

: 004 : 
0,0233 0.0233 0.0216 

' ' • 
Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 S.BOOOe- 0.0496 0.0233 o.ong 1.s,ooe- 0.0216 0.0291 0.OOCNl 51 .0011 51 .001 1 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600 

004 003 
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3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx 

Category 

co 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tons/yr MT/yr 

0.0148 • 1.BOOOe- • 3.9400e- , 1.9000e- • 4.1300e- 1 1.oaooe- • 1.a000e- • 1.2600e- ' 0.0000 
: 004 : 003 : 004 : 003 : 003 : 004 : 003 t 

•• 1.9300e• I Q,0634 
., 003 : 

Hauling 17.4566 17.4566 
' 

1.21ooe- : 
003 

i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 
-- --..... . . ,;"------~--

:: 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 Vendor 

I I I I 

- • • w~~~~ • • • •• 7.2000e- I 5.3000e· I 6.0900e· I 2.0000e- I 1.680Qe- I 1. (X)()Qe- I 1.6900e· I 4.5000e- I 1.0000e· I 4.6000e· 1 0.000() 
:: 004 : 004 : oos : oos : oos : oos : oos : 004 : oos : 004 I 

Total 2.6500e- 0.0639 0.0209 2.0000e- 5.6200e- 2.0000e- 5.8200e-
003 004 003 004 003 

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

1.5300e- 1.soooe- 1.nooe- 0.0000 
003 004 003 

0,0000 

1.5281 

18.9847 

' ' -0.0000 : 0,0000 

-
1.5281 : 5.0000e- : 

005 

1B.9847 1.2600e-
003 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh.."l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr 

_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,_ __ ...,_ __ ..,_ __ ....,._o_.,_ao_, __ o._0000_....,._o_.,_•o_, __ o._099_ 3 ____ 0_.o_ooo _ _,._ o.0993 _j _ 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 0.0389 0.4050 0.211 5 • 3.BOCXle- • 
: 004 : 

0,0204 

' ' 

0.0204 0.0188 0.0188 t 0.0000 

• • 

0,0000 

33.4357 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 

33.4357 I 0.0108 

' 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 17.4869 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 - ... • 1.529s· 

0.0000 19.0161 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 33.7061 

Total 0,0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.BOOOe- 0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1 181 O.OOCNl 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7061 
004 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 

-- --..... . . ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 : 

., I I I I 

- - - w~~~~ - - - .. 5.BOOOe- • 4.3000e- • 4.8700e- • 1.0000e- • 1.3400e- • 1.0000e- • 1.3500e- • 3.6000e- • 1.0000e- • 3.7000e- 1 0.0000 

:: 004 : 004 : ooa : oos : 003 : oos : 003 : 004 : oos : 004 I 1.2225 1.2225 : 4.0000e- : 
005 

Total 5.8000e- 4.3000e- 4.8700e- 1.0000e- 1.3400e- 1.0000e- 1.3500e- 3.6000e- 1.0000e- 3.7000e- 0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e-
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr 

_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,_ __ ....,. __ ....,_ __ .....,_o_.,_ao_, __ o._oooo_.....,_o_.,_•o_, __ o._099_ a ...,._o_.o_ooo_..,_ o.0993 _j _ 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 0.0389 0.4050 0.211 5 • 3.BOCXle• • 
: 004 : 

0.0204 

' ' 

0.0204 0.ot88 0.0188 t 0.0000 

• • 

0.0000 

33.4357 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 

33.4357 I 0.0108 

' 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 --r - 1.2234-

0.0000 1.2234 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 - .... ·33~1060 

Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.BOOOe- 0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1 181 O.OOCNl 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060 
004 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

--- -....... ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 : 

., I I I I 

- - - w~~~~ - - - . . 5.BOOOe- • 4.3000e- • 4.8700e- • 1.0000e- • 1.3400e- • 1.0000e- • 1.3500e- • 3.6000e- • 1.0000e- • 3.7000e- 1 0.0000 

:: 004 : 004 : ooa : oos : 003 : oos : 003 : 004 : oos : 004 I 1.2225 1.2225 : 4.0000e- : 
005 

Total 5.8000e- 4.3000e- 4.8700e- 1.0000e- 1.3400e- 1.0000e- 1.3500e- 3.6000e- 1.0000e- 3.7000e- 0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e-
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr 

_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,_ __ ....,. __ ....,_ __ .....,_o_.,_,._, __ o._oooo_.....,_o_.,_,._, __ o._oo_•_a ...,._o_.o_ooo_..,_ o.0693 _j _ 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 I 1.1800e• I 

: 003 : 
0.03TT 

' ' 

o.oon 0.0347 0.0347 t 0.0000 

• • 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

103.5405 : 103.5405 : 0.0335 

' ' 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 --r - 1.2234" 

0.0000 1.2234 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 -: 104.3776 

Total 0.0796 0.8816 o.sas1 1.,aooe- 0.1141 0.03TT 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.OOCNl 103.5405 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3TT6 
ooa 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

--- -..... . . ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

------------··------~--
Worker 1.2200e- : 9.0000e- : 0.0103 : 3.0000e- : 2.8300e- : 2.0000e- : 2.8600e-

003 004 005 003 005 003 .. 
I I I I 

I 7.500Qe- I 2.0000e· I 7.8000e· 1 0.000() 

: 004 : aos : 004 I 2.5808 2.5808 I 8.0000e- I 

: 005 I 

Total 1.2200e- 9.0000e- 0.0103 3.0000e- 2.8300e- 2.0000e- 2.8600e- 7.5000e- 2.0000e- 7.BOOOe- 0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e-
003 004 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.·· ___ .,_ __ ....,. _____ ....,._o_.,_,._, __ o._oooo_....,._o_.,_,._, __ o._oo_•_a ...,._o_.o_ooo_.,._ o.0693 _j _ 0.0000 
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 I 1.1800e• I 

: 003 : 
0.03TT o.oon 

' ' 

0.0347 0.0347 t 0.0000 

• • 
103.5403 : 103.5403 : 0.0335 

' ' 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 --r • 2.58ia· 

0.0000 2.5828 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 -: 104.3775 

Total 0.0796 o.aa16 o.5867 1.,aooe- 0.1141 0.03TT 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 O.OOCNl 103.5403 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3TT5 
003 

03-25 
Cont. 

Page 153 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

--- -..... .. ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

------------··------~--
Worker 1.2200e- : 9.0000e- : 0.0103 : 3.0000e- : 2.8300e- : 2.0000e- : 2.8600e-

003 004 005 003 005 003 .. 
I I I I 

I 7.500Qe- I 2.0000e· I 7 .8000e· 1 0.000() 

: 004 : aos : 004 I 2.5808 2.5808 I 8.0000e- I 

: 005 I 

0.0000 --r • 2.58ia· 

Total 1.2200e- 9.0000e- 0.0103 3.0000e- 2.8300e- 2.0000e- 2.8600e- 7.5000e- 2.0000e- 7.BOOOe- 0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e- 0.0000 2.5828 
003 004 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

: 0.0000 : 0.0160 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

- • ·Qff:R~ad. - - • .. - o.-o,-2-, ...,.-0-.,-360-....,._o __ ,o-,-, ,.:_2 __ ~- 4-•. -:--__ ,..:_5 __ ,0_"i\'a_0e _ _ ...,.: -s.-,:0.- 3 _ _ ,..: ___ .. ~ -5.-2:"9_3 _ _ ,...i _s_tcf·-1. O.cxm· .-,-s.-oa-,-, ...... -,.-.oa- ,-1 : s.~e- : 0.0000 -..,. "19~2414 

Fugitive Dust .. 0.0807 : 0.0000 : 0.0807 : 0.0180 

•1 I I I I I I I 6 I I 

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1 017 2.2000e- 0.0807 5.7200e- 0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e- 0.0233 O.OOCNl 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e- 0.0000 19.2414 
004 003 003 003 
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MAY 2024     RTC-225 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 17 of 44 Date: 1/12/2021 2:26 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

: 0.0000 t 0.0000 Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

' . ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--..---;--- ,. _ __ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ -;------~i- 0.0000 -1 -0.0000 ' 
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 : 
• • • w~~~~ • • • :: 2.100Qe- I 1.5000e· I 1.7400e· .. ,-,-.oooo--e--•,-52_()()()e ___ .;..-0,-0000- .... , -5,-3()()()e--. -.,- ,-.400- 0-0·-,-• - 0-.0-000-~:--1- io"oo;.-l • a oocio" .---...---

:: 004 : 004 : ooa : oos : 004 : 004 : 004 : : - 004 I - 0.4587 0.4587 : 1.0000e- : 
005 

Total 2.1000e- 1.5000e- 1.7400e- 1.0000e- 5.2000e- 0.0000 5.3000e- 1.4000e- 0.0000 1.4000e- 0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.4590 
004 004 000 005 004 004 004 004 005 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

: 0.0000 : 0.0160 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

-• ·Qff:R~ad. --• .. - o.-o,-2-, ..... - o __ ,-360-....,._o __ ,o-,-, ,.:_2 __ ~- 4-•. -:.,_ __ ,..:_5 __ ,0_"i\'a_0e __ ...,.: -5_-,:"°- 3 _ _ ,..: ___ .. ~ -s--2:"9_3 _ _ ..,i _s_tcf·-1 · O.cxm· .-,-s.-oa-,-, ...... -,.-.oa- ,-, : s.~e- : 0.0000 -..,. "19~2414 

Fugitive Dust .. 0.0807 : 0.0000 : 0.0807 : 0.0180 

•1 I I I I I I I 6 I I 

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1 017 2.2000e- 0.0807 5.7200e- 0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e- 0.0233 O.OOCNl 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e- 0.0000 19.2414 
004 003 003 003 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) • Los Angeles•South Coast County, Annual 

3.4 Grading• 2022 

Mitigated Construction Ott•Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 
Total 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 

Category tons/yr 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

........... ;;....---.----
Worker ., 2.1000e- I 1,5000e- I 1.7400e- I 1.00QOe- I 5.2000e-

:: 004 : 004 : 003 : 005 : 004 
•• I I I I 

Total 2.1000e- 1.500De- 1.7400e- 1.0000e- 5.2000e-
004 004 003 005 004 

0.0000 I 5.3Q()(le- I 1.400Qe- I 

: 004 : 004 : 
' ' ' 

0.0000 5.3000e- 1.4000e-
004 004 

0.0000 

0.0000 

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On•Site 

ROG NOx co S02 FugHive Exhaust PM10 FugHive Exhaust 
PMI0 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 

Category tons/yr 

Ofl•Aoad 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 I 3.4100e• I 0.1023 0. 1023 0.0963 
: 003 : 

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e- 0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 
003 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1.4000e-
004 

1.4000e-
004 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0963 

0.0963 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 r- 0.4587 0.4587 I 1,0QOOe- I 0.0000 0.4590 
' 005 ' 

0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.4590 
005 

Bio- CO2 NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 

MT/yr 

0.0000 : 293.1324 : 293.1324 : 0.0702 0.0000 : 294.8881 

' ' ' ' ' ' 
0.0000 293.1324 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

S02 

0.0000 

: 4.5500e- : 
003 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 
PM10 PM10 Total 

tons/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.1140 : 3.1B00e- 0.1171 
003 

- • - w~;..~; - • • ;;....-0_3_0_5_1 ...... - o-.2-10- . - .. --2-.5-2-33~---.---..... --
: 7.3500e- : 0.7557 : 6.2300e- 0.7619 

003 003 

Total 0.3578 1.9125 2.9812 0.0119 0.8696 9.4100e- 0.8790 
003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 FugHive Exhaust PM10 
PM10 PM10 Total 

Category tons/yr 

Ofl•Aoad 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 I 3.4100e• I 0.1023 0. 1023 
: 003 : 

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e- 0.1023 0.1023 
D03 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0329 3.0400e- : 
003 

0.2007 : 5.7400e- : 
003 

0.2336 8.7BO0e-
003 

FugHive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0963 

0.0963 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.0359 

0.2065 

0.2424 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0963 

0.0963 

Bi0-CO2 NBiO-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 : 441.9835 : 441.9835 : 0.0264 0.0000 : 442.6435 

0.0000 : 663.9936 : 663.9936 : 0.0187 0.0000 : 664.4604 03-25 . ' ' Cont. . ' ' 
0.0000 1,10s.sn 1,1os.en 0.0451 0.0000 1, 107.103 

1 1 9 

Bio- CO2 NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 

MT/yr 

0.0000 : 293.1321 : 293.1321 : 0.0702 0.0000 : 294.8877 . ' ' . ' ' 
0.0000 293.1321 293.1321 0.0702 0.0000 294.8877 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2022 

Mitigated Construction Ott-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-- ----- ----
Vendor 0.0527 1.6961 r-0.4580 

----------· 
Worker 0.3051 0.2164 .. --2.5233 

Total 0.3578 1.9125 2.9812 

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

S02 

0.0000 

: 4.5500e- : 
003 

: 7.3500e- : 
003 

0.0119 

S02 

Ofl-Road 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 I 3.330Qe- I 

: 003 : 

Total 0.1942 1.nss 2.0061 3.3JOOe-
003 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 
PM10 PM10 Total 

tons/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.1140 : 3.1B00e- 0.1171 
003 

0.7557 : 6.2300e- 0.7619 
003 

0.8696 9.4100e- 0.8790 
003 

FugHive Exhaust PM10 
PM10 PM10 Total 

tons/yr 

0.0664 0.0864 

0.0864 0.0864 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0329 3.0400e- : 
003 

0.2007 : 5.7400e- : 
003 

0.2336 8.7BOOe-
003 

Fug~ive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0813 

0.0813 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.0359 

0.2065 

0.2424 

PM2.S 
Total 

0.0813 

0.0813 

Bi0-CO2 NBiO-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 : 441.9835 : 441.9835 : 0.0264 0.0000 : 442.6435 

03-25 0.0000 : 663.9936 : 663.9936 : 0.0187 0.0000 : 664.4604 . ' ' Cont. . ' ' 
0.0000 1,10s.sn 1,1os.en 0.0451 0.0000 1, 107.103 

1 1 9 

Bio- CO2 NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 

MT/yr 

0.0000 : 286.2769 : 286.2789 : 0.0681 0.0000 : 287 .9814 . ' ' . ' ' 
0.0000 286.2789 286.2789 0.0681 0.0000 287.9814 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

tons/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

I 4.3000e• I 0.11 13 I 1.4600e• 
1 003 1 1 003 

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

0.11 27 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0321 1.4000e• I 0.0335 
003 ' 

• • • w~;..~; • • • ;;....-0.2_79_ 5 ....--o-. ,-. ,-0- .. --2.2635 I 6.910Qe- I 0.7377 I 5.9100e· ~ o- .,-.-.6---,.-0-.1-960-.;.> -5-.450- 0e- -""T"I 0.2014 

' ooa ' ' ooa ' ooa ' 

Total o.31n 1.4420 2.6646 0.0112 0.8490 7.3700e- 0.8564 0.2281 6.BflO0e- 0.2349 
003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 I 3.3300e• I 

: 003 : 

Total 0.1942 1.nss 2.0061 3.3JOOe-
ooo 

FugHive Exhaust PM10 
PMIO PM10 Total 

tons/yr 

0.0664 0.0864 

0.0864 0.0864 

FugHive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0813 

0.0813 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0813 

0.0813 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 : 417.9930 : 417.9930 : 0.0228 

0.0000 : 624.5363 : 624.5363 : 0.0164 

' ' ' ' ' ' 
0.0000 1,042.529 1,042.529 0.0392 

4 4 

Bio- CO2 NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

MT/yr 

0.0000 : 286.2785 : 286.2785 : 0.0681 

' ' ' ' ' ' 
0.0000 286.2785 286.2785 0.0681 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 : 418.5624 

0.0000 : 624.9466 

0.0000 1,043.509 
0 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 : 287.9611 

0.0000 287. 981 1 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 . 0.0000 . 0.0000 
' I I I I I 

---v;~~; ---,;"-o.-038- 2-.--1-.2-5-11--;-0-.40- ,-, ... -.-.3000--•. - ,,-o-.,-11-3--;•-·1-.460- 0-e-_...., - 0-.,-, 2- 7_,._o_-03_2_1 -.-: -, _-4000e---~: - 0.0335 -1' -0.0000 
: 003 ' : ooo : : ooo : 

. . 
417.9930 : 417.9930 : 0.0228 

- - - w~~~~ - - --··-0.-279- 5-.--0-.1-9-10--;-2-.263- 5 .. ,-s-.e-, oo- .. -,,-0-.73- 7_7_,.•_5 ___ 9-, o-o_e-_,._• - 0-.7-43_6_,._o_-, 960--.-' ----.-' -------1 - - - - - -
•• : 003 : : 003 : : s.~- : 0.2014 I a.0000 

624.5363 : 624.5363 : 0.0164 

Total 0.3177 1.4420 2.6646 0.0112 0.8490 7.3700e- 0.8564 0.2281 6.8500e- 0.2349 0.0000 1,042.529 1,042.529 0.0392 
003 003 4 4 

3.6 Paving - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

on-Road •· 6.11ooe- o.0663 o.0946 • 1.5000e- , 

= 003 : - : 

I 3.3200e- I 3.3200e-
: 003 : 003 

: 3.0500e- : 3.0500e- . 0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 : 4.2100e- : 
003 -- 003 __ J ______ 

003 

-
Paving :: O.OCXXl : O.OCXXl : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I O.OCXXl • 0.0000 0.0000 . 0,0000 

' ' • . 
' . . • . 

Total 6.71 00e- 0.0663 0.0948 1.SOOOe- 3.3200e- 3.3200e- 3.0500e- 3.0SOOe- 0.0000 13.0175 13.017S 4.2100e-
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 418.5624 

0.0000 624.9466 

0.0000 1,043.509 
0 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 13.1227 

0.0000 0,0000 

0.0000 13.1227 

03-25 

Cont. 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.6 Paving • 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

--- -..... .. ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 

., I I I I 

- • • w~~~~ • • • •• 2.BOQOe- I 1.9000e· I 2_230Qe- I 1.0000e- I 7.3000e· I 1.(X)()Qe- I 7.3000e· I 1.9000e- I 1.0000e· I 2.0000e· 1 Q.000() 

:: 004 : 004 : 003 : oos : 004 : oos : 004 : 004 : oos : 004 I 0.6156 0.6156 : 2.0000e- : 0.0000 0.6160 
005 03-25 

Total 2.8000e- 1.9000e- 2.2300e- 1.0000e- 7.3000e- 1.0000e- 7.3000e-
004 004 003 005 004 005 004 

1.9000e- 1.0000e- 2.0000e- 0.0000 
004 005 004 

0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.6160 Cont. 
005 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

on-Road :: 6.710Cle- 0.0663 0.0946 : 1.5000e- : : 3.3200e- : 3.3200e- : 3.0500e- : 3.0500e- . 0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 : 4.2100e- : 0.0000 13.1227 
003 004 003 003 003 -- 003 __ J ______ 

003 

-- --------- -
Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.(X)()() 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 . , • 

' • ' ., 
' ' • ' Total 6.71 00e- 0.0663 0.0948 1.SOOOe- 3.3200e- 3.3200e- 3.0500e- 3.0SOOe- 0.0000 13.0175 13.017S 4.2100e- 0.0000 13.1227 

003 004 003 003 003 003 003 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.6 Paving • 2023 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

-- --..... . . ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 

., I I I I 

- • • w~~~~ • • • •• 2.BOQOe- I 1.9000e· I 2_230Qe- I 1.0000e- I 7.3000e· I 1.(X)()Qe- I 7.3000e· I 1.9000e- I 1.0000e· I 2.0000e· 1 Q.000() 

:: 004 : 004 : 003 : oos : 004 : oos : 004 : 004 : oos : 004 I 0.6156 0.6156 : 2.0000e- : 0.0000 0.6160 
005 03-25 

Total 2.8000e- 1.9000e- 2.2300e- 1.0000e- 7.3000e- 1.0000e- 7.3000e-
004 004 003 005 004 005 004 

1.9000e- 1.0000e- 2.0000e- 0.0000 
004 005 004 

0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.6160 Cont. 005 

3.6 Paving - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

I 4.7400e· I 4.74()(}e- I 0.0000 22,0292 22.0292 ': 7,1003200e- ': 0.0000 1
0 22 .2073 

: 003 : 003 1 -...... --------------- ,. __________ ...,. ______ .,.. ---· -------..... -- . -------
on-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0 .1609 I 2.5000e- I 

: 004 : 
I 5,1500e- I 5.1500e-
: 003 : 003 

Paving 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 

' ' I I I I I 

' ' I I I I I 

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.SOOOe- 5. 1 500e- 5. 1 SOOe- 4.7400e- 4.7400e- O.OOCNl 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 0.0000 22.2073 
004 003 003 003 003 003 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.6 Paving • 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

--- -....... ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 

., I I I I 

- • • w~~~~ • • • •• 4.4000e- I 2.9000e· I 3.5100e· I 1.0000e- I 12300e· I 1.(X)()Qe- I 1.2400e· I 3.3000e- I 1.0000e· I 3 .4000e· 1 0.000() 

:: 004 : 004 : oos : oos : oos : oos : oos : 004 : oos : 004 I 
Total 4.4000e- 2.9000e- 3.5100e- 1.0000e- 1.2300e- 1.0000e- 1.2400e- 3.3000e- 1.0000e- 3.4000e- 0.0000 

1.0094 1.0094 : 3.0000e- : 0.0000 1.o100 
005 

1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e- 0.0000 1.0100 
03-25 

004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 Cont. 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

I 4.7400e· I 4.74()(}e- I 0.0000 22,0292 22.0292 ': 7,1003200e- ': 0.0000 1
0 22 .2073 

: 003 : 003 I -...... --- ------------ ,. __________ ...,. ______ .,.. ---· -------..... -- . -------
on-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 I 2.5000e- I 

: 004 : 
I 5,1500e- I 5.1500e-
: 003 : 003 

Paving 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 

' ' 
I I I I I 

' ' I I I I I 

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.SOOOe- 5. 1 500e- 5. 1 500e- 4.7400e- 4.7400e- O.OOCNl 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 0.0000 22.2073 
004 003 003 003 003 003 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.6 Paving • 2024 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

- -- -....... ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 

-
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

., I I I I 

- • • w~~~~ • • • •• 4.4000e- I 2.9000e· I 3.5100e· I 1.0000e- I 12300e· I 1. (X)()Qe- I 1.2400e· I 3.3000e- I 1.0000e· I 3.4000e· 1 0.000() 

:: 004 : 004 : oos : oos : oos : oos : oos : 004 : oos : 004 I 
Total 4.4000e- 2.9000e- 3.5100e- 1.0000e- 1.2300e- 1.0000e- 1.2400e-

004 004 003 005 003 005 003 

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

3.3000e- 1.0000e- 3.4000e- 0.0000 
004 005 004 

MT/yr 

0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 

' -
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

1.0094 1.0094 : 3.0000e- : 
005 

0.0000 T • 1.0100• 

1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e- 0.0000 1.0100 
005 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tons/yr 

-~~~it~ ~~ti~ ____ •·_'"_' _2 ....,_---,--- ,. _________ o._oooo_...,._o_.oo_ oo ____ ....,__o_.o_ooo_.,._ 0.0000 _j _ 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 3.1600e- • 0.0213 
•• 003 ' 
., ' 

o.0317 , s.ooooe- • 
: 005 : 

' ' Total 4.1 404 0.0213 o.0317 s.ooooe-
oos 

I 1.0700e• I 1.0700e• I 

: 000 : 003 ' 

' ' 1 .0700e- , .0700e-
003 003 

: 1.0cio~- : 1.0cio~- ! 0.0000 

' ' . 
, .0700e- 1 .0700e- 0.0000 

003 003 

0.0000 

4.4682 

4.4682 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

4,4682 I 2.5000e• I 0.0000 - .... ■ 4_4745• 
: 004 : 

' ' 
4.4682 2.SOOOe- 0.0000 4.4745 

004 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-- - -..... . . ,;"------~--
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

------------··------~--
Worker •• 7.4800e- I 4.9300e· I 0.0596 

:: 003 : 003 : 
• • I I 

Total 7.4800e- 4.9300e- 0.0596 
003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

-

S02 

0.0000 
' ' 

0.0000 

• 1.9<XXle- • 
I 004 I 

1.9000e-
004 

S02 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tons/yr 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0209 

0.0209 

0.0000 

0.0000 

I 1,600Qe- I 

I 004 I 

1.6000e-
004 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 

0.0000 

' . 
0.0000 0.0000 i -0.0000 -1 -0.0000 

I I I I 

0.0211 I 5.550Qe- I 1.5000e· I 5.]Q(X)e- 1 0.000() 

: 003 : 004 : 003 1 

0.0211 5. 5500e- 1.5000e- 5. 7000e- 0.0000 
003 004 003 

MT/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' ' -

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

17.1287 17.1287 : 4.3000e- : 
004 

17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e-
004 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tons/yr MT/yr 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 17.1394 

0.0000 17.1394 

N20 CO2e 

-~~~it~ ~~ti~ ____ •·_' 3_1_2-,.-----,--- ,. _________ o._oooo _ _..._o_.oo_ oo _______ o_.o_ooo _ _,._ 0.0000 _j _ 0.0000 
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 3.1600e- • 0.0213 
•• 003 ' 
., ' 

o.0317 , s.ooooe- • 
: 005 : 

' ' Total 4.1 404 0.0213 o.0317 s.ooooe-
oos 

I 1.0700e• I 1.0700e• I 

: 000 : 003 ' 

' ' 1 .0700e- , .0700e-
003 003 

: 1.0cio~- : 1.0cio~- ! 0.0000 4.4682 4,4682 I 2.5000e• I 0.0000 4,4745 
: 004 : 

' ' . ' ' , .0700e- 1 .0700e- 0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.SOOOe- 0.0000 4.4745 
003 003 004 

03-25 
Cont. 
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG ND>< co 

category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

.. ........... 
Vendo, 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast Coun1y, Annual 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Tolal CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tons/)" MT/y, 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0 .0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

...... ... .... ··---~--~--~--~--~-- -----------
Woncer •• 7.4800&- • 4.93008· , 0.0596 

:: 003 : 003 I 

: 1.9000e- : 0.0209 : 1 .60008· : 0.0211 : 5.5500e· : 1 .SOOOe- : 5.7000&- 0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 : 4.3000&- : 
004 004 003 004 003 004 

Total 7.4800e- 4.9300e- 0.0596 UlOOOe- 0.0209 1.6000e- 0.0211 5.SS0Oe- 1.SOOOe- 5.7000e- 0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e-
003 003 00◄ 00◄ 003 00◄ 003 00◄ 

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile 

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 ! 0.0000 

0.0000 17.1394 

0.0000 17.1:)g4 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Vil lage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total - 1~ 100 1= 1~ 1- 1- 1~ 1- 1~ Bio- CO2 I NBio-- CO2 I Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I C02e 

Category tons/yr MT/yr 

Mitigated :: 1.5857 : 7.9962 : 19.1834 : 0.0821 : 7 .7979 : 0.0580 : 7.6559 : 2.0095 : 0.0539 : 2.1434 ! 0.0000 : 7,6~.498 : 7,6~.498 : 0.3407 : 0.0000 : 7,6~.016 

• • • • • • • • • • ":. --•• • •4••• • ••4••••• • 4•••• • •4•••••• I ••••••4•• • ••• I •• • •• • 4••••••4 • •• • ••-! • • • • • • - ~••••••4•••••• I ••• • ••4•• • •••~ • • • • • • 
Unmitigated 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7 .8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 ■ 7 ,620.498 , 7,620.498 • 0.3407 0.0000 • 7,629.016 

I 6 I 6 I I 2 .. 

4.2 Trip Summary Information 

I Average Daily Trip Rate I Unmitigated I Mitigated 

Land Use I Weekday I Saturday 1sunday I Annual VMT I Annual VMT 

Total I 8,oso.9s I 8,164.43 I 8,057.31 I 2o,ss2,452 I 20,ss2,452 

4.3 Trip Type Information 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Propcsed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coast County, Annual 

I Miles I Trip% I Trip Purpose % 

Land Use I H-W or C-W I H-S or C-C I H-0 or C-NW I H-W or C-W I H-S or C-C I H-0 or C-NW I Primary I Diverted I Pass-by 

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 : 19.20 I 40.60 86 11 3 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •r ------- -- - .... - - ----- - - • - • • • - - - • • • .... - - - ----- "T- - - - - - - - ·r - • • - - • • • • - • • • - • - - • • • - - - • • • • • • • • • • - • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Apartments Mid Rise : 14.70 : 5.90 : 8.70 : 40.20 : 19.20 I 40.60 : 86 : 11 : 3 
■ ■ • • • • • • • • • • • • ■ • ■ ■ ■ • • • ■.---- ---- - -- .... --------- .. -. - - -- - - - • .... -------- -r··--- --··r - . - ---- - - .... - -- •• - . - --- .. . - - - - - - - -- ..... - - --- - - --- - •• 

General Office Building : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 33.00 : 48.00 I 19.00 : 77 : 19 : 4 

•• HighT:nover (Si~ Down • • • F ___ 16.60 ___ : __ 8.40 _ __ : _ __ 6.90 ___ : __ 8.50 __ J __ 72.so ___ i ___ 19.00 __ _ : __ __ 37 ___ __ : ____ 20 __ __ : __ _____ 43 ______ _ 

Hotel ; 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 19.40 : 61.60 : 19.00 : 58 : 38 : 4 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •r ----------,..- - ----- - - • - • • • - • • • • • -.---------r - - - • • - - - -r • • • - • • • • • - • • • • • - - • • • - - - ,.. • • • • • • • • • - .. • - • • • - • • • • - • • • • • 

Quality Restaurant : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 12.00 : 69.00 I 19.00 : 38 : 18 : 44 

Regional Shopping Center : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 16.30 : 64.70 : 19.00 • 54 : 35 : 11 

4.4 Fleet Mix 

Land Use I LOA I LDT1 LDT2 MDV LH01 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCV SBUS MH 

Apartments Low Rise : 0.543088: 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 03-25 .. -.. -.... -........ --..•.. -.. --+-------
Apartments Mid Rise : 0.543088 : 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 Cont. .. -. ----.. --... --. ---.. •-. -----.,._ __ _____ 

General Office Building : 0.543088: 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 

High Turnover (Sit Down ~ 0.5430881 0.044216 : 0.209971 : 0.116369 ; 0.014033 ; 0.006332; 0.021166 ; 0.0335n ; 0.002613 : 0.001817 ; 0.005285 : 0.000112 ; 0.000821 
Restaurant> ■ • , , , , , , , , , , , 

··········· ·· · · ···· ·· ··•·· ·· ··· 1 I I I I I I I I I I 1 • ••• ••• Hotel : 0.543088 : 0.044216 1 0.209971 I 0.116369 1 0.014033 1 0.0063321 0.021166 1 0.0335TTI 0.002613 1 0.001817 1 0.005285 1 0.0007121 0.000821 

•• - - -Quality Restaurant. - - - -! -0.543088t 0.044216r 0.209971 r 0.116369r 0.014033r 0.006332r O.Q21166r 0.033577r 0.002613r 0.001817r 0.005285r 0.000712r-0.000821 
- . - - -- - - - -- - - - . --- - - - -- •-- - - --- -+----+- --+-- - -+---+--- -+---+-- - -+-- - +-- - -+-- - +----4-- - - - --

Regional Shopping Center : 0.543088 ; 0.044216; 0.209971 : 0.116369 ; 0.014033 ; 0.006332; 0.021166 ; 0.033577; 0.002613 : 0.001817 ; 0.005285 : 0.000712 ; 0.000821 

5.0 Energy Detail 

Historical Energy Use : N 

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total ~ 1~ 100 1=1- 1- 1~ 1- 1- 1~ 
Category 

Electricity 
Mitigated 

-• E~ct;~ity· •• "".,---..---, 
Unmitigated :: , 

tons/yr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

- - - - - - - - - - -..------+----,----+----+----;----+-----+------+----+ 

0.0000 

0.0000 

NaturalGas 
Mitigated 

0.139B 1.2312 : 0.7770 : 7.6~- 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 : 0.0966 

•• I I I I I I I I I 

NaturalGas .,. 0.1398 .... 1.2312 .... 0.7770 ""; 7.6200e- ; """' 0.0966 ..,. 0.0966 .... ..... 0.0966 ..... 0.0966 
Unmitigated ' 003 ' ., 

Bio- CO2 I NBio- CO2 I Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I C02e 

MT/yr 

0.0000 o 2,512.646 I 2,512.646 I 0,1037 0.0215 I 2,521.635 
: 5 I 5 I : 6 

Q.Q()OO :-2,512.646 I 2,512.646 I 0.1037 Q 0215 I 2 521 635 
: s : s : • : ' s· 

• - - • •• · r-----
0.0000 : 1,38~.426 : 1,3~.426 : 0.0265 0.0254 : 1,39~.647 

I I I I I 

0.0000 :-1 ,383.426;"\ 383.426; 0.0265 ..,. 0.0254 ;' 1,391.647 
I 7 I 7 O I 8 

03-25 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas 

Unmitigated 

NaturaK3a ROG 
s Use 

Laid Use kBT\J/yr 

,¾Jann:;: Low : 408494 t 2.~-

' . 
Apa~;~9 Mid : 1.!0J), 3e ~ 0.0704 . 
General Office • 468450 " 2.5300&- • 

Building : t 003 : 
• • • • •• • • • •• :--•••• • 4, I 

D~~~~:r~:; : 8.!°~6e E 0.0448 : 

•• • • •• • • • • • :-• • ••••" I 

Hotel : 1.74095& t 9.39006· : 

······ · ····~-:~--:: 003 : 
Quality : 1.846088 t 9.95009- : 

Restaurant , +006 t 003 : 

NOx co S02 

0.0168 • 6.01 OOe- • 1.20008- , 
: 000 : 004 : 

0.6018 

0.0230 

0.4072 

0.0853 

0.0905 

' ' ' 
0.2561 

0.0193 

0.3421 

O 3.8400&• I 

: 003 ' 

' 1.4000&- ' 
: 004 : 

I 2 _440Qe. I 

: 003 : 

0.0717 • 5.1000&· • 
: 004 : 

0.0760 ' 5.4000e· ' 
: 004 : 

Regional • 91840 " 5.0000e· • 4.5000&- • 3 .7800~ • 3.0000&• • 
Shopping Center : t 004 : 003 : 003 : 005 : 

6i I I I I 

Tot" 0.13GB 1.2J12 o.n10 1.e200e-
ooo 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive EXhaUS1 PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2<> 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

I 1.52006- I 1.52008• I 

: ooa : oro : 
' ' ' 
: 0.0487 : 0.0487 : 

• 1.7SOO. • 1.75006- • 
: 003 : 000 : 
' ' ' 
: 0.0310 : 0.0310 : 

' ' ' ' ' ' 
• 6,49()()e.. • 6.4900e· • 
: 003 : 003 : . . ' 
I 6.88()()e- I 6.8800e· I 

: 003 : 003 : 
' ' ' 
• 3.40Ck'.le.- • 3.4000&· • 
: 004 ' 004 ' 

o.o;66 o.og66 

I 1.52008· I 1.520{)e. 
: 003 : 003 

: 0.0487 : 0.0487 

• 1.7500&• • 1.750Qe. 
: 003 : 003 

: 0 .0310 : 0.0310 

I 6.49006• I 6.4900&-
: 003 : 003 

I 6.88008· I 6.880Qe-
: 003 : 003 

I 3.4000e• I 3,4()()()e. 
: 004 I 004 

0.();66 o.og66 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

00000 

0.0000 

21.7988 : 21.7968 : 4.~- : 4.~- : 21 .9284 

696.9989 : 696.9989 : 0.0134 : 0 .0128 : 701.1 408 

24 .9983 I 24 .9983 I 4.8000&• I 4.600Qe. 1 25,1468 
: : 004 : 004 : 
I I I I 

443.3124 I 443.3124 I 8.50J0e. I 8.13QOe- I 445.9468 
: : ooo : ooa : 
I I I • 

92.9036 : 92.9036 : 1.7~- : 1.7~- : 93.4557 

. . . 
96.5139 : 98.5139 : 1.8:- : 1.8~~- : 99.0993 

4.9009 : 4.9009 • 9.0000e· • 9.0000e· • 4.9301 
' oos : oos : 

0.0000 1,383.426 1,383.426 0.02SS 0.0254 1,3Q1 .647 

• • • 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas 

Mitigated 

NaturaK3a ROG 
s Use 

Laid Use kBT\J/yr 

,¾Jann:;: Low : 408494 t 2.~-

' . 
Apa~;~9 Mid : 1.!0J), 3e ~ 0.0704 . 
General Office • 468450 " 2.5300&- • 

Building : t 003 : 
• • • • •• • • • •• :--••••• 4, I 

D~~~~:r~:; : 8.!°~6e E 0.0448 : 

•• • • •• • • • • • :-••••••" I 

Hotel : 1.74095& t 9.39006· : 

······ ····· ~- :~--:: 003 : 
Quality : 1.846088 t 9.95009- : 

Restaurant , +006 t 003 : 

NOx co S02 

0.0168 • 6.01 OOe- • 1.20008- , 
: 000 : 004 : 

0.6018 

0.0230 

0.4072 

0.0853 

0.0905 

' ' ' 
0.2561 

0.0193 

0.3421 

O 3.8400&• I 

: 003 ' 

' 1.4000&- ' 
: 004 : 

I 2 _440Qe. I 

: 003 : 

0.0717 • 5.1000&· • 
: 004 : 

0.0760 ' 5.4000e· ' 
: 004 : 

Regional • 91840 " 5.0000e· • 4.5000&- • 3.7800~ • 3.0000&• • 
Shopping Center : t 004 : 003 : 003 : 005 : 

6i I I I I 

Tot" 0.13GB 1.2J12 o.n10 1.e200e-
ooo 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive EXhaUS1 PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2<> 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

I 1.52006- I 1.52008• I 

: ooa : oro : 
' ' ' 
: 0.0487 : 0.0487 : 

• 1.7SOO. • 1.75006- • 
: 003 : 000 : 
' ' ' 
: 0.0310 : 0.0310 : 

' ' ' ' ' ' 
• 6.490Qe-. • 6.4900e· • 
: 003 : 003 : . . ' 
I 6.88()()e- I 6.8800e· I 

: 003 : 003 : 
' ' ' 
• 3.40Ck'.le.- • 3.4000&· • 
: 004 ' 004 ' 

o.o;66 o.og66 

I 1.52008· I 1.520{)e. 
: 003 : 003 

: 0.0487 : 0.0487 

• 1.7500&• • 1.750Qe. 
: 003 : 003 

: 0 .0310 : 0.0310 

I 6.49006• I 6.4900e-
: 003 : 003 

I 6.88008· I 6.880Qe-
: 003 : 003 

I 3.4000e• I 3,40Q0e. 
: 004 I 004 

0.();66 0.0966 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

00000 

0.0000 

21.7988 : 21 .7968 : 4.~- : 4.~- : 21 .9284 

696.9989 : 696.9989 : 0.0134 : 0 .0128 : 701.1408 

24 .9983 I 24 .9983 I 4.8000&• I 4.600Qe. 1 25,1468 
: : 004 : 004 : 
I I I I 

443.3124 I 443.3124 I 8.50J0e. I 8.13QOe- I 445.9468 
: : ooo : 003 : 
I I I • 

92.9036 : 92.9036 : 1.7~- : 1.7~- : 93.4557 

. . . 
96.5139 : 98.5139 : 1.8:- : 1.8~~- : 99.0993 

4.9009 : 4.9009 • 9.0000e· • 9.0000e· • 4.9301 
' oos : oos : 

0.0000 1,383.426 1,383.426 0.02SS 0.0254 1,3Q1 .647 

• • • 

03-25 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity 

Unmitigated 

Electricity Total CO2 CH4 
Use 

Land Use kWtvyr MT/yr 

N2O CO2e 

Apartments Low , 106010 •• 33.7770 • 1.3900e- , 2.9000e- 1 33.8978 
Rise : 1: : ooa : 004 ' 

I, 

Apartm~nts Mid :" 3.94697e t: 1,257.587 : 0.0519 • 0.0107 • 1,262.086 
Rrse , +006 , , 9 , : : 9 

I ,, I I 

·oe·n;;~i ~,i~;- : ·sa455() t: 186.2502 : 7.6900e- : 1.5900e- : 186.91·65 
Bu1k:l!ng , 1, , 003 , 003 , 

0 lo I I I 

High Turnover (Sit • 1.58904e : • 506.3022 • 0.0209 • 4.3200e- , 508.1135 
Down Restaurant) : +006 ,: : : 003 : 
• • • • • • •• • ••~-•••••lo I I I•••••• 

Hotel • 550308 '• 175.3399 • 7.2400e- • 1.5000e- • 175.9672 
: t: : ooa : ooa : 
I lo I I I 

---□~ai1ty····:·as3,-20- ~: 112.511 6 : 4.6500e- : 9.6000e- : 112·_9;4; 
Restaurant , 1, , 003 , 004 , 

l o I I I 

• -R~g;,~;1 • -• ~ ·156000· t: 240.ene : s.s4ooe- : 2.0000e. ': 241·.73·95 
Shopping Center : , , , 003 , 003 , 

Total 

,, I I I 

2,512.646 0.1037 
5 

0.0215 2,521 .635 
6 

03-25 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity 

Mitigated 

Electricity Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
Use 

Land Use kWh/y, MT/yr 

Apaltments Low • 1 0601 O •• 33. TT70 , 1.39<X>e· 
RiSe : : : : 003 

2.~- : 33.8978 

■ ■• - •• - ■ -- • ~------ •• 

Apart~:s Mid : 3.=7e i: 1,25~.587 : 0.0519 

• • • • • • • • •••:-■■■■■■ I, I 

Gener~I ~ce : 584550 : : 186.2502 : 7.6900&· 
BIJIJdtng o lo I 003 

-■-----■---:-------;;'•---·~-----~ 
0·~::~::,~!;: 1.=4e !: 506.30'22 : 0 .0209 4.~- : 508.1135 

o l o I 

l .5900e- • 186.9165 
003 : 

Hotel ~ 550306 •• 175.3399 , 7.2400&· 

: i: : 003 

1,500Qe• I 175.9672 
003 : 

Quaijty : 353120 :: 112.5116 : 4.65008· 
Restaurant , 1, , 003 

9.6000e- • 112.9141 
004 : 

-■ ----- ■ --- :--------··--...... ·~-----~ 

Sh~:;!rit9f : 756000 i: 240.8TT8 : 9.9c4o~-

' .. ' 

2.0600e- I 241.7395 
003 : 

2,512.646 0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635 
S 6 

6.0 Area Detail 

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area 

03-25 
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Category 

Mitigated 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coas1 County, Annual 

ROG NO, co S02 

■• 5.1437 I Q.2950 I 10.3604 I 1.6700e- I 

:: : : : 003 : 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

tons/yr 

PM10 
Total 

: 0.0714 : 

Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

MT/yr 

: 0.0714 : 0.0714 t 0.0000 : 220 ,9670 : 220.9670 : 0.0201 I 3.74QQe- I 222 .5835 
I I " I I I : 003 : 

• •••••■■■■■ •• ------~------ I ------I------ I------ ·------ I•••••• I•••••• I•••••• I• ••••••! ■■■■■■■ ••••••• I•••••• I•••••• I•••••• I ■■■■■■ 
Unmitigated 5.1437 0 .2950 , 10.3604 , 1 .6700e- , 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 , 0 .0714 0.0000 , 220.9670 , 220.9670 , 0.0201 , 3.7400e- , 222 .5835 

■I I I ()()3 I I I I I I 003 I 

" 

6.2 Area by Subcategory 

Unmitigated 

SUbCategory 

Architectural 
Coating 

ROG 

0.4137 

NO, co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

tons/yr 

0.0000 

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

PM2.5 BJo. CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
Total 

: 0.0000 : 0.0000 I 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 

• · c~n~~r·. •a.::-. . -39_9_8-i----,---.----..-----,--0- .0000--~o-.oooo--,----;.--o:oooo-t-o:oooo-1 • 0.000c) -; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 
Products 1 , , , 1 , 

• I I I 6 I I I I I 

- • - ~;rth- • - • a...--o.-02_o_s -;--o-.1-1_63_,_o_.01- so-..-, -1-.1 =---...;,----..--o- .o-1-43-...;~o-.o-143--..-----,.-o.0143--:---oti143-1 • 0.0000--, 204. 11 66 , 204.1166 , 3.91oc;::--;-3.740o;;::--; 20s-.:i2·95 
: 003 : : : ; : : 003 : 000 : 

• • • • • • • • • • • ;;••---,---..----.----s---~--~---.,---• ... ------4•-•--•- • • • • • • •• I I --~------.:. • • • • • • 

: 0.0572 : 0.0572 t 0.0000 ; 16.8504 : 16.8504 : 0.0161 : 0.0000 : 17.2540 
I I 6 I I I 

Landscaping 0.3096 0.1187 10.3054 I 5.400Qe• I 

: 004 : 
0.0572 0.0572 

' ' t I 6 I I I 

Total 5.1437 0.2900 10.3804 1.6600e- 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3. 7400e- 222.5835 
003 003 
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6.2 Area by Subcategory 

~ 

ROG NOx 

SubCategory 

Arcf1itectural 0.4137 
Coating ... .... ... . 

Consumer 4.3998 
Products 

------- -- --
Hea,th 0.0206 0.1763 

...... ..... 
La,idscaping 0.3096 0.1187 

Total 5.1437 0.2950 

7.0 Water Detail 

co 

0.0750 

10.3054 

10.3804 

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

502 

I 1.120Qe- I 

I ()()3 I 

I 5.4000&- I 

I 004 I 

1.6600e-
003 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBk>- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

toosfyr 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0 .0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0 .0143 

0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0 .0572 

0.0714 0.0714 0.071 4 0.0714 

0.0000 0 .0000 0.0000 0 .0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

Q.000() 204 .1166 I 204.1166 I 3.9100e- I 3 .740Qe- t 205.3295 
: : 003 : 003 : 
' . ' ' 

0.0000 16.8504 16.8504 0 .0161 0.0000 17.2540 

0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e- 222.5835 
003 

03-2 5 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I C02e 

category MT/yr 

Mitigated : 585.8052 : 3.0183 : 0.0755 : 683.7567 

• I I I 

Unmitigated : 585.8052 : 3.0163 0.0755 : 683.7567 - ' ' - ' ' 

03-25 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

7.2 Water by Land Use 

Unmitigated 

Indoor/OU! Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 
door Use 

land Use Mgal 

Apart~e~~s Low : 1;:~:: i: 1 0.9095 : 0.0535 I 1.34Q(}e- I 12.6471 
: 003 : 

• Ii, I 

Ap;rtrr";~nis-Mid • : s·J~s-252 i :: 425.4719 : 
Rise , 40.0485 , , 1 

2.oea1 T o.os23 T 493.2363 

' ' --. -.... -. -:------- •. ' 
Gener~I Office : 7.99802 / :: 53.0719 0.2627 i 6.5900e- i 61.6019 

Building , 4.90201 •• 1 003 ' 

--- ------ --:--------··---.--- ' ' 6~:~':{~.:~rr!~:): 6~t3~~~~~ i: 51.2702 0.3580 T a.a~30e- : 62.8482 

-----------:..---- - - ~··---~-- -----T·· · ···· 
Hotel : ~--~:~i i: 6.1633 0.0416 : 1.0~30e- : 7.5079 

, · • I I 

···o~;l;y····;2.42·82]j :, 11 .3934 0.0796 i1 .9600e· i 13.9663 
Restaurant : 0.154996 ,: ' 003 ' 

--------- --:..------·· ---------~-- --- --
Sho~fn~~!nter : 4i/~~;: :: 27.5250 0.1363 : 3.~30e- : 31.9490 .. 

Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683. 7567 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coast Coun1y, Annual 

7.2 Water by Land Use 

Mitigated 

Indoor/Dul Total CO2 CH4 
door Use 

Land use Mgal 

N20 CC2e 

Apar1':;!s Low ! \':8a:s' ~ 10.9095 : 0.0535 : 1.3~'f- : 12.6471 

' -"---------
Apartments Mid • 63.5252 / :: 425.4719 • 2.0887 : 0.0523 : 493.2363 

Rise : 40.0485 _t ___ :;.-------. 
Gen;~~~~k:e : 14~~/ t 53.0719 0.2627 : 6.5:- : 61 .6019 

' -"---.------... 
High Turnover (Sit • 10.9272 / '" 51.2702 0.3580 • 8.82008- • 62.S482 
Down Restaurant) : 0.697482 E ' 003 • 

Hotel : ~-=~ t 6.1633 0.0416 : 1 .0~~- : 7.5079 

·-----·-···:.-------"---.--------Ouality : 2.42827 / t 11 .3934 0.0796 • 1.96009- • 13.9663 
Restaurant , 0.154996 " ' 003 • 

·-----·· ···:.-------"---.--------
Regk>nal • 4.146061 :: 27.5250 0.1363 : 3.40020083 - : 31 .9490 

Shopping Cailler : 2.54236 :: 

Tau, 585.8052 3.01B3 0.0755 683.7567 

8.0 Waste Detail 

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

Category/Year 

Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I C02e 

MT/yr 

Mitigated : 207.8079 : 12.2B11 : 0.0000 : 514.8354 

• I I I 

Unmitigated : 207.8079 : 12.2811 0.0000 : 514.8354 - ' ' - ' ' 

03-25 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

B.2 Waste by Land Use 

Unmitigated 

Waste Total CO2 CH4 
Disposed 

l and Use tons 

N2O CO2e 

Apartments Low • 
Rise ' 

11 .5 :: 2.3344 0.13B0 : 0.0000 : 5.7834 .. .. 
Apartments Mid • 448.S :• 

Rise ; , ; 
91.0415 s.3804 T 0.0000 T 22s.ss1 a 

' ' ---- ----- --:--------··------
Gener~IOffice : 41.85 i: 8.4952 0.5021 T 0.0000 :' 21.0464 

Building , •• 

--- ------ --:--------··------ ' ' 
-fighlurnover (Sit • 4284 •• 86.9613 5.1393 "'!""", 0.0000 •, 215.4430 
Down Restaurant) : • ~: . .. ---~-- -----T··· ···· 

Hotel : 27.38 : : 5.5578 0.3285 : 0.0000 : 13.7694 
1 ·• I I 

-----------:--------··---...--- ' ' 
Quality 7.3 : : 1.4818 0.0876 : 0.0000 : 3.6712 

Restaurant •• 

-------- ---:..-------··------
Regional , 58 8 •• 11.9359 0.7054 - 0.0000 T 29.5706 

Shopping Center : • : : , . .. 
Total 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354 

03-25 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coas1 Coun1y, Annual 

8.2 Waste by Land Use 

Mitigated 

Waste Total CO2 I 
C,sposed 

CH4 I N20 I C02e 

Land Use ton, MT,y, 

Apart~tsL.ow : 11.5 t 2.3344 0.1360 0 .0000 5.7634 

' -·------------Apa~ts Mid : 448.5 ~ 91 .0415 

~M : •=---.---..-----
5.3804 0 .0000 : 225.5513 

.~~~~~~~~ _ ~- :~·: __ ~_•·_••_5_2 _ .... • -------.. 

0.5021 0.0000 21 .0464 

High Turnover (Sit , 428.4 t 66.9613 : 

°:'_w_n_: _s:a~:a~~ ~- __ ---•=---.---..---.. 
5.1393 0 .0000 : 215.4430 

... -~:~I . . .. L :~·: __ ~_5._55_,._,_ _____ __ 

0.3265 0.0000 13.7694 

Quality 7.3 t 1.4818 
Restaurarrt &. 

0.0676 0 .0000 3.6712 

... ........ :--------·---.---.;.. 
Sh~~~!nta, : 58.8 E 11.9359 : 0.7054 0.0000 : 29.5706 

' . 
Total 207.8079 I 12.2811 I 0.0000 I 514.8354 

9.0 Operational Offroad 

Equipment Type Number 

10.0 Stationary Equipment 

Eire Pumps and Emergency Generators 

Equipment Type Number 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual 

Equipment Type Number 

User Defined Eauioment 

Equipment Type Number 

11.0 Vegetation 

Heat lnputiDay Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type 
03-25 
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1.0 Project Characteristics 

1.1 Land Usage 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) 
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PM 

Land Uses I Size I Metric I Lot Acreage I Floor Surface Area Population 

General Office Building 45.00 1 OOOsqtt : 1.03 45,000.00 

• • • • • • • • • • • • ■ • ■ • • • • • • ·•• • •• •■ •I•·· · ··· ■·······••············· 1-------------------------------~--------------1·· · · ■ • • ·•• • • • •• • • ■ ■ • ••• ■ • • ••• • • ■ • 

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) • 36.00 • 1 0OOsqtt 1 0.83 • 36,000.00 
........... -. -..... -.... --- ... i ...... -. -.......... --- ..... -.. C---·------------·--------------~--------·-----i-- ..... --- .... -. . . . . -- -... --- ... -

Hotel : 50.00 : Room : 1 .67 : 72,600.00 
... . ........ ... ...... ... .. .. ..• ...... ... .. ..... ... ..... ... .. -•------------------------------+--------------1-....... . ... .. .... . .. -- ... . --. .. . 

Quality Restaurant : 8.00 : ,ooosqft : o.,e : a.000.00 : a 

• - • • • • - • - • • • - - - • • • • • - • • - • - - • • • • • • • • • • • • • - • • • • • • - - • • - - - • • • • • • • 1----- --- -- ------ -- ------------+--------------1- - - • -- - - - - - - • - - - • -l -- - -- • - - -- - - •• -
Apartments Low Rise : 25.00 : Dwelling Unit : 1 .56 : 25,000.00 I 72 

- - -- - - - - - - - - -- - -- - - - - - - - -- - - - -1- - - - - - - -- - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - -1------------------------------+--------------1- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -l -- - -- -- - -- - - - --
Apartments Mid Rise : 975.00 : Dwelling Unit : 25.66 : 975,000.00 I 2789 

........ .. ..... ······ ·· ·······1········· .. ····· ·· ·········· ·· ----------------------<>--------+····· ...... ... . 
Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1 0OOsqtt 1.29 56,000.00 

1.2 Other Project Characteristics 

Urbanization 

Climate Zone 

Utility Company 

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr) 

Urban 

Southern California Edison 

702.44 

Wind Speed (mis) 

CH4 lntonsh:y 
(lb/MWhr) 

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data 

2.2 

0.029 

Precipitation Freq (Days) 

Operational Year 

N20 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr) 

33 

2028 

0.006 

03-25 
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Village South Specttic Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model. 

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses. 

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths. 

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regard ing demolition. 

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips. 

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces . 

Energy Use-

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation. 

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures. 

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures. 

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision 

Table Name I Column Name I Default Value 

lblFlreplaces FlreplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 
-. ---. -----------. -------. ---.. -----------------------------,._ _____________ _ 

lblFlreptaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 
- - - - .. - -- .. - .... - . - - - - - -- . - -- .J -. - - - - - -- -- . - -- - . - . - - .. - -- - - _,._ ___________________________ _ 

lblFlreptaces NumberWood t.25 
- . - -- . - -- .. - ...... - . - . - -- . - -- .J- .. - - . - - - -- . - -- - . - . - - ........ ,._ _____________ _ 

lblFlreplaces NumberWood 48. 75 
- - - - - - - - - - • - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1-- - --- - --------

lblTripsAndVMT WorkerTriplength 14.70 
.. -· -.. -· .. .. ..... -. -. -·-. -....... --. -. --- . -.. .. ...... . -. --- ,._ __________________________ _ 

lblTripsAndVMT , WorkerTriplength 14.70 
------------·· ·· ··· · --------· .. · · ··· · ····· · ···- · · · ·· · · ··· ··· -1----------

lblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripl ength 14.70 
- . . . . .. - . - . . . . ... .. . - . - -.. - .. "' ... . - . .. - - . . - ... . - . - .. .. - . .. - -1-------------------- - ------- -

tblTripsAndVMT , WorkerTriplength , 14.70 
. . . .. ..... . . . . .... . . . . . . ....... ... .. . ..... . .... . . . . .. ... . ... ,._ ___________________________ _ 

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripl ength 14.70 
. ....... -... ..... .. ..... -... -.... ... .. -... ..... ..... .... .... ,._ _____________ _ 

lblTrlpsAndVMT , WorkerTriplength , 14.70 -. -.. . -... . -.. ... . -. -. --- . --- .. ... --. -. -·- . -.. .. -. -... -.. -. -,._ ___________________________ _ 
lbtVehlcleTrlps ST_TR 7.16 

- - - -- . - -- . - - - . - . - . - - - - - -- . - -- .. .. - - - - - - - -- - - -- .. - - - - - - .. - - - - - - -1-------------
lbtVehlcleTrlps ST_TR 6.39 

- . - - - . - - - - . - . - .. - . - . - - - - - - - - - .;. ... - - . - - - - - . - - - .. - . - ... - - . - - --1---------------
lbtVehicleTrlps : ST_TR : 2.46 

New Value 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

10.00 

10.00 

10.00 

10.00 

10.00 

10.00 

6. 17 

3.87 

1.39 
................. .. ........ .. ...... ......................... -. · ------------·························· 

lbtVehlcleTrlps ST_TR 158.37 79.82 

03-25 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County. Summer 

tblVehicleTrips ST TR 8.19 3.75 

·· ··········· · ·· · · · ······· ··· • ·· · ········ · ···· ·· ···· · · · ··· · • ··· ····· · ···· ··· · ········ · ·· -tt,IVehicleTrips ST_ TR 94.36 63.99 
-- ... -- -- ........... -- --... -- ..................... --- .... -- -- . +------------------+·· ..... --- .... ---- .... --- . 

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74 

---------------------- ---- ---·--- --·····- ------- -- ···· --- --~-----------------+--------- -·· ·· .. ······· ----
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16 

-.... ----.... ---.... ----.... -.. .. ---.... ----.. .. ---.... ----. +-----------------
lblVehlcleTrlps SU_TR 5.86 4.18 

······ ··· ·· · ·· ··· ··· ·· · · ····· "' · ·· ···- -·--- -- ·-·· ·· ··· ····· ·+------·-------+-····· · · -- ········ · ···--·· 
tblVehicleTrips SU_ TR 1 .05 0.69 

--------------- · ------ - -------1------ - ----- - - ------------ - --+----------------+-- - --- - - ------ --- --- -- - ---
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27 

- • - ••• - •• - - •••••••••••••••••• ,1 •• • •••• • ••• • •••• •• • •••••• •• •• ~------------------
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20 

-- -- - ---- - • - - - - - - - • --- - - - - - -- 4- - --- - - - --- - - - - - -- - - • - - - - -- - - 4-------------------
tblVehicleTrips SU_ TA 72.16 57.65 

-- - - • -· · - - -- - -·- - • - ----· - - - -- ,I- - -·- - • - --- -· - - - - --- - -- - - · · -. ~------------------+-·. ----·- --- --.. -- --- ... . -
tblVehicleTrips SU_ TR 25.24 6.39 

....... ....... ............ ... .. ... ........ .... ... ....... ... . .------------------+······ ········ ····· ·· ··-·· 
tblVehicleTrips WO_ TR 6.59 5.83 

- - - - - ---- - -- - - -- - - - --- - - - - - - - -1 - - - -- - - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - +----------------+---------- ------- ---------
tblVehicleTrlps WO_ TR 6.65 4.13 

-----------·- · ·-- -- --- ------- -1 ---------- ---·---- -- -------- -+-------------+-··- --- ----· --· ------ --- --
tblVehlcleTrips WO_TR 11.03 6.41 

---- ----- -------- -- --- ---- -- --1------ ----- ------------ ---- --+-------------+---- --- ----- ---- ----- --- --
tblVehlcleTrlps WD_TR 127.15 65.80 

- - - - - - ---. -- - - -- - - - --- - - - - - -- -1 - - - - - - - - --- - - - - - -- -- - - - - - -- - - .... --------------- --+--- ---. --- ------ --- ------ -
tblVehlcleTrlps WO_ TR 8.17 3.84 

.... . - . . - - ........ -.... -... ... -I •. - -. .. ....... .. .. .. .... - -.. -.., __________________ _ 
tblVehlcleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,1 ••••••••••• • ••• ••• •••••• • ••• • +-------------------
tblVehicleTrips • WO_TR 42.70 9.43 

--. ------ --- ------------ ----- • ------------- ----- -- --- --- -- -------------------+-- ---. ---- -------- . ------ -
tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00 

-- -------. -- ---- --. ----- --. -- -1- ---- -------- --. ----. -- --- -- . +---------------+-- ----- -- ----. -- -- ------- -
tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00 

-- -- - - -- - - • - - --- - - - -- - -- - - - -- 4- - - - - - - - - ----- - - -- -- - - - - ---- - ----------------+-- ---. --- --------- . -------
tblWooc:lstoves NumberNoncatalytlc 1 .25 0.00 

- •• - - - -- - - • - - - -- - - • --- - - - - - - - 4- - - -- - - - --- - - - - - -- - - • -- - - - -- - 4---------------------+ - - - - - . - - -- -- - - -- -- . -- - - - - -
tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00 

-·· · ·-· ·- ··· ·· · -·· ··-·· -· ··• • -I ••· · ·- ··· · ·· · · · · ·· · ······ ·· · ·+-------------+· ·· · ·· · · ·· ·· ·· · · ··· ·· · -- · · 
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00 

- - • - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - • --- -- - - - - -4- - - -- - - - --- - - - - - -- - - • - - - - - - - - 4-------------------
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00 

- - • - - - - -- •••• - - - • - - ---- - ••••• ,I-.-- - - - - ---- - •••••••••• - - - - - - +------------------+-- -. ------ -....... -.. ----. 
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00 

·· ········ ·· · · · · ·· ·· ·· · ··· ·•• -I ••···························+------------.... . ........ .. .. . ...... . . ... . 
lb~oodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00 

2.0 Emissions Summary 

03-25 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Soulh Coast County, Summer 

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission) 

Unmitigated Construction 

AOO NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.S Ski- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Year lb/day b/day 

2021 .. 4.2561 46.4415 31.4494 0.0636 18.2032 2.0456 202488 9.9670 

---·-· ·· ··- .. 
2022 .. 4.5441 38.8811 4-0.8776 0.1240 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 

------ ---- -.. 
2023 4.1534 25.7658 38.7457 0.1206 7.0088 0.7592 7.7679 1.8799 

-- --------- .. 
2024 :: 237 .0219 : 9.5478 14.9642 0.0239 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 

• 1.8820 , 11 .8490 I 0.0000 • 6,163.416 • 6,163.416 • 

-----------,----,-----i------,,-------:,-------~-------J • • • • • • _: 6 I 6 I 

: 1.5052 : 5.1421 ! 0.0000 : 12,4g;-44 : 12,~_44 : 

..----.....----;----.---..... ----.-----i-----.-----.-' ------' -------t -------' ' ' 
: a.,, as : 2.5935 l a.0000 : , 2.~0.48 : , 2,,~_4a : 

..-----.-----i---...---.....---------;~------•;..------~-------• • • • • • • 0 1 I I 

0.4319 0.4621 i 0.0000 : 2,31:.180 : 2,31:.180 : 

1.9475 I 0.0000 I 6,212.103 
' • 9 

1.9485 I 0.0000 I 12,518.57 
I : 07 

0.9589 I 0.0000 I 12,174,46 
: : 15 

0.7166 0.0000 ;'" 2,331.095 
: 6 

' ' ' 
Maximum 237.0219 46.4415 40.BnB 0. 1240 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,493.44 12,493.44 1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57 

03 03 07 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission) 

Mitigated Construction 

ROO NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1 0 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Year l>/day ll/day 

2021 4.2561 46.4415 31.4494 0.0636 18.2032 2.0456 202488 9.9670 

----------- " 

I 1.8820 I 11 .849() Q.{X)(X) ' 6,163.416 I 6,163.416 I 

;;--~--....;....--~-~--~--....;~-~--~: _____ j _______ J.. _____ : 6 ' 6 ' 

1.9475 I 0.()()()0 I 6,212.103 
' ' 9 

2022 4.5441 38.8811 40.8TT6 0.1240 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 .. -----------
: 1.5052 : 5.1421 ! 0.0000 : 12,633.44 : 12,~3.44 : 

_______________ ...,.. _____________ ,,... ______ I-------: •••••••' I I 

1.9485 • 0.0000 • 12,518.57 
: : 07 

2023 ., 4.1534 25.7658 38.7457 0.1206 7.0088 0.7592 7.7679 1.8799 : 0.7136 : 2.5935 ! 0.0000 : 12,1~0.48 : 12,1~ .48 : 0.9589 0.0000 : 12, ~~4.46 

--------- --., 
2024 :: 237.0219 : 9.5478 14.9642 0.0239 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 

n---...;...--_,;---.----.----.---__,;,---..----•... ' 1' o I I 

I Q.4319 I Q.4621 Q.OQOO O 2,313.180 I 2,313,180 I 

: : ; 8 : 8 : 
0.7166 0.0000 • 2,331.095 

' 5 

Maximum 237.0219 46.4415 40.ens 0.1240 10.2032 2.04fi6 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,493.44 12,493.44 1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57 
03 03 07 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhal.St PM10 Fugitive Exha<J61 PM2.5 Bl<rC02 NBlo-C02 Total CO2 CH• N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.S 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 

03-25 
Cont. 

Page 187 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-258 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 6 of 35 Dale: 1/12/2021 2:29 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coast County, Summer 

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.S PM2.S Total 

Category l:>/day b'day 

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 : 1.5974 : 1.5974 ! 0.0000 ; 18,1~8.59 : 18,1~.59 : 0.4874 0.3300 : 18,~~-11 

• • • • • • • • • • • ,.••---,---_,;---------;---....... --....... ---,,---i------- I -------: • • • • • • •i-----.---..;----;-------,- • • • • • • 
Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0 .0418 0.5292 0.5292 : 0.5292 : 0 .5292 : : 8,35~ .983 : 8,35~.983 : 0.1602 : 0.1532 : 8,40;.638 

• • • M~1ie" • • • a.::-9.-.. -. -9 ..;--4-5.-430- 4 ..;:-,-,.- .• -4-95_..: - 0- .49- 17-;-45-.9-5-92-;.-0- .3- 350_....,__46_2_9-51-;.-,-2-.2-950-;.. 0.311 9 ""' 12.6070 ' : 50,3~t60 : so,a
3
i:.60 : 2.1807 - :' 50,~1 .12 

.. 
Total 41 .1 168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18 76,811.18 2.8282 0.4832 77,0'lS.87 

16 16 96 

Mitigated Operational 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive ExMust 
PM10 PM10 

Category lb/day 

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 

PM10 
Total 

1.5974 

Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 BK>-- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

b/d..'ly 

: 1.5974 : 1.5974 ! 0.0000 : 18,~8.59 : 18,1: .59 : 0.4874 : 0.3300 : 18,295:.11 

- - - - - - - - - - --··---.----;---------;---....... --....... --_..---';..------4--------: - - - - - - -~· --~---~- ' ' 
: 0.5292 : 0.5292 i : 8,35~.983 : 8,35~.983 : 0.1602 - 0.1532 1 8,40~.638 Energy •• 0.7660 6.7462 42573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 

- • - M~iie- - - . ,.•·-9.-••-•-. ..... -. -5.-430- • --:-,-,.- .• -•-•s...,..: - o- .49- 17-;-•s-.9-5-92-.- 0- .3- aso _ __..._46_2_9_51-.-,-2-2 -950-:,.. o.311 9 f 12.6070 1 ;..: 50--.ao- 6-.s-o ... :-50- ,3- 06- .-60 ..... : - 2-.,-ao- 1~-----., so,361 .12 
•• : : ' 34 : 34 : : oo .. ' ' ' ' 

Total 41 .1168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18 76,811 .18 2.8282 
16 16 

0.4832 77,0'lS.87 
96 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-259 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 7 of 35 Date : 1/12/2021 2:29 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

ROG 

Percent 0.00 
Fleductlon 

3.0 Construction Detail 

Construction Phase 

Phase I 
Number 

Phase Name 

NOx 

0.00 

co S02 Fu!jtive 
PM10 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

I Phase Type 

Exhaa t PM10 
PM10 Tot■ 

0.00 0.00 

I Start Date I 

Fugitive Exha,at PM2.S Bio-CO2 
PM:2.5 

0.00 

End Date 

PM25 T-

0.00 0.00 0.00 

IN um Days I Num Days I 
Week 

1 : Demolition : Demolition :9/1/2021 : 10/12/2021 : s: 

N8io-C02 Total CO2 CH4 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phase Description 

-------•------------------------•----------------------+-----------~------------~----+----+------------------------· 
2 : Site Preparation : stte Preparation : 10i13/2021 p l/9/2021 : s: 
.... .. ·• ... ....... ... ... .... ... · •-----------------------1------------~-------------1----<----+· ... .... ............. .. . . 

3 : Grading : Grading : 11110/2021 p !ll/2022 : s: 
· · · · · · ·•. · · · • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • -1-----------------------1-------------I-------------+----<----+· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

4 •Building Construction •Building Construction 11/12/'2022 : 12/12/2023 : s: soo : 
. . ..... i ....... .............. ... i ............................ ; ............... ~----------•--1-----<----+· ..... ... ........ ....... . 

5 :Paving t avlng p 2113/2023 ! 1/30/2024 ! s: 35 : 

6 • • • • • - ~.Ar~hit~ct~r~i C~ti~ • • - - - - - - - :Architectural Coating ;1/31!2024 :3119/2024 s : 35 : - - - - --- - - - --- - - - - - - - - - - --

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase) : O 

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase) : 112.5 

Acres of Paving: a 

N20 

0.00 

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor : 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor : 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area: O (Architectural Coating - sqfl) 

OffRoad Equipment 

C02e 

0.00 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-260 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 8 of 35 Date : 1/12/2021 2:29 PM 

VIiiage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

Phase Name I Ottroad Equipment Type I Amount Usage Hours I Horse Power I Load Factor 

Oemolitlon ; concrete/Industrial Saws : 1 8.00 : 81: 0.73 
. - - .... - - .. . .. - .. . ..... . - .. -1------------ -- - -- -- -------+------- - -------- -- -- - - ---- - - -1--------> .. . . - - - ... - . - . 

Demolitlon •Excavators • 3 8.00 • 1sa: 0.38 
...... -.. ---... -- -- -. -- -. ---i---------------------------~---------------- -- ___________ ,_' -----➔ - •••• - - •••• - - · 
Demolition : Rubber Tired Dozers : 2 8.00 : 247 : 0.40 
. --. -. ---. -. -. --- . -.. -- ---. -1---------------------------1----------------- ---- ---------1--------> •• - • - - - • - • - • - • 

Site Preparation •RubberTlred Dozers • 3 8.00 • 247 : 0.40 
. --. -. -----. -. --.. -.. -----.. i----------·--------- ... ------~---------------- -- -- -- ---- ___ ,_' -----➔ •• - • - • - • - ••• - • 

Site Preparation :TractorsA..oaders/Backhoes : 4 a.oo : 97 : 0.37 
. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . -- - - - . -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -------- ---I-------> - . - - - -- . - - - - - -

Grading : Excavators : 2 a.oo : 1sa: 0.38 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -- ---------1-------+ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Grading :Graders : 1 8.00 : 101: 0.41 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - . -- - - - . -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -------- ---1--------> - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Grading : Aubberll red Dozers : 1 a.oo : 
. - - ... - - - ... - . - ... - .. -- - - .. -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -- -- ---· ---1--------> ..•.•.•.•.•.•. 

Grading : scrapers : 2 a.oo : 367 : 0.48 
. . - . - - - . - - - - . - - -· -- - . -· - - - . -1--- ----- - ----- ------------+---------------- -- -------· ---1------+ - . - - - -- . - - • - - -

Grading :TractorsA...oaders/Backhoes : 2 8.00 : 97 : 0.37 
. - . - . - - .. - . - - - . - - - - - - - - - . - - -1---- - -- - ------ - - -- - -- - - ---+------- --------- -- -- -- - - -· ---1--------<- - - • - - • • - • - - - • -

Building Construction : cranes : 1 7.00 : 231: 0.29 
. .. - - - - .. - ... - . - . - . - - -· . . - --1------------------------ - -+---------------- -- · - -- -------1------+ - - • - • -- - • - - - • -

Building Construction : Forklifts : 3 8.00 : as : 0.20 
. ............... - .... -- ... . -1--------------------------+---------------- -- ---- -------1--------> ..•.•.•.•.•.•. 

Building Construction :Generator Se1s : 1 8.00 : 84 : 0.74 
. .. - . - - .. .. - - - . -- - . - - -- - .. --1--------------------------+---------------- -- ---- -------1-------> - - . - - . - - . - - - .. 

Building Construction •TractorsA...oaders/Backhoes • 3 7.00 • 97 : 0.37 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • •• • • • • -i---------------------------~---------------- ---- ---------f-' -----4 • • • • • • • • • • • - • -
Bullding Construction :Welders : 1 8.00 : 48 : 0.45 
... . . . .... - .... .. . . .... .. - . -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -- ---------1--------> - . . . ... . . .... -

Paving : Pavers : 2 8.00 : 130: 0.42 
. - ............. -- .......... -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -------- ---1--------> .. . ....... - .. . 

Paving : Paving Equipment : 2 8.00 : 132: 0.36 
- - .... - - ... ... - -- . - .. -- .... -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -- ----- - ---1--------> .. • . - - • . • . - .•. 

Paving : Rollers : 2 8.00 : so: 0.38 
- ·· -- -·····- -- ••• -- - - -- - -- --t------------1--------+------+-------+· - - - ---- - - --- - -

Architectural Coating : Air Compressors 6.00 : 0.48 

Trips and VMT 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-261 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 9 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

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

Demolition 61 15.oo : 0.00 458.oo : 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD Mix :HDT Mix :HHDT 
· • · · · · -· · -· --· --1---------------~----------1- · --· --· -· ------- -- -1---------1----------~-------- --1--- --- -------+ ---------~ --• --• -• • -

Site Preparation : 1: 1s.oo : 0.00 o.oo ; 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mix IHHDT 

• • • • • • - • • - • - - • - -1--------------+----------1- • - - • - - • - • ------- -- - ----------~-------- - -1------ ----- --+ ---------~ --• --• -• • -
Grading : a: 20.00 : 0.00 o.oo : 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mlx :HHOT 
• - • • • • - • - - • - - • - -1---------------1-----------1- • - - • - • • - • ---------- ----------1--------------1- --- -- --- -~ --• -• • -• • -

BuildingConstruction : 9: 801.00 : 143.00 O.OO : 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mix IHHDT 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1--------------+----------1- • - - • - • • - • ------- -- - ----------~-------- - -1------ ----- --+ ---------~ --• --• -• • -

Paving : s: 15.oo : 0.00 o.oo : 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 : LD_Mix :HDT_Mlx IHHDT 

Architectural Coating : 160.00 : 

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction 

3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

AOO NOx co 

Category 

S02 

o.oo : o.oo : 10.00 : 6.90 ; 20.oo ;LD Mix ;HDT Mix ;HHDT 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Ex.Must PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

IJ/day IJ/day 

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 • O 5008 • 0.0000 

.. .. ....... ·ii"'---;---.;--- .----...;,-----;.----;.---.;-----;,.---: - • _J ....... . i------ .-----;,.---
Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0386 1.5513 1.5513 1.441 1 1.4411 t 3,74~.944 : 3,74~.944 : 1.0549 

.. t 
Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944 3,747.944 1.0549 

9 9 

C02e 

0.0000 

3,774.317 
4 

3,774.317 
4 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.9602 I 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 02795 0.0732 0.0120 I 0.0852 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--.--0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --0.-0000---.--o-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo---.--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--.--o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

Hauling 0.1273 4.0952 1.202.241 , 1,2s2.241 , o.oan 
• 3 : 3 : 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

• • • w~~~~ • • .,;••-0.-048- 7-.,.-0-,0-3-13-.-0-.42_8_2 I 1.1 80()e- I 0,1 141 I 9.500Qe- I 0.11 51 0.0303 : 8.8000e· : - 0.0311 -1 • • • • • • 

•• • 003 • · 004 • : 004 : I 117.2799 I 117.2799 I 3,5200e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

Total 0.1760 4.1265 1.3884 0.0131 0.3810 0.0135 0.3946 0.1034 0.0129 0.1163 1,409.521 1,409.521 0.0912 
2 2 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

: 117.3618 

1,411 .801 
5 

CO2e 

_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,_ __ .....,. __ ..,._ __ .....,_a_.ao_1_•_,_o._oooo_.....,_a_.ao_ 1_•_,_o._soo_ • ....,._o_.o_ooo_...,_ o.5008 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ .,_ __ .....,._o_.ooo_ o ,..,._ __ ~--- 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1 .5513 1.4411 1.4411 ! 0.(X)()() 3,74~.944 : 3,74~.944 : 1.0549 . ' ' 
Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.OOCNl 3,747.944 3,747.944 1.0549 

9 9 

I 3,774.317 
' 4 

3,774.317 
4 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.1273 4.0952 0.9602 I 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 02795 0.0732 0.0120 I 0.0852 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--.--0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --0.-0000---.--o-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo---.--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--.--o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • .,;••-0.-048- 7-.,.-0-,0-3-13-.-0-.42_8_2 I 1.1 80()e- I 0,1 141 I 9.500Qe- I 0.11 51 0.0303 : 8.8000e· : - 0.0311 -1 • • • • • • 

•• • 003 • · 004 • : 004 : I 
Total 0.1760 4.1265 1.3884 0.0131 

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

0.3810 0.0135 0.3946 0.1034 0.0129 0.1163 

tl/day 

1.202.241 , 1,2s2.241 , o.oan 
• 3 : 3 : 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

117.2799 I 117.2799 I 3,5200e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

1,409.521 1,409.521 0.0912 
2 2 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

: 117.3618 

1,411 .801 
5 

CO2e 

_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,_ __ .....,. __ ..,._ __ .....,_'"_-0663 _ _,_o._oooo_.....,_'"_-0663 _ _,_• -_•ao_ 1 ....,._o_.o_ooo_...,_ 9.9307 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ .,_ __ .....,._o_.ooo_ o ,..,._ __ ~--- 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 

Total 

3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 ! 3,~.656 : 3,6~.656 : 1.1920 . ' ' 
3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11 .8116 3,685.656 3,685.656 1.1920 

9 9 

: 3,71~.457 

3,715.457 
3 
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

' ' . ' ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--...-----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ ---;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

------------··------....... -- 0 .1381 0.0363 : 1.0SOOe- :- 0.0374 -1 - -----

: 003 : I Worker 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 : 1.4100e- : 0.1369 : 1.1400e- : 
003 003 .. 

140.7359 I 140.7359 I 4,2200e- I 

: : 003 I 

Total 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e- 0.1369 1.1400e- 0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 0.037 4 140. 7359 140. 7359 4.2200e-
003 003 003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 . 0.0000 .. ______ J _ - . -- . -- ---------
Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0,0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 I 0.(X)()() 3,685.656 I 3,685,656 I 1.1920 .. • 9 : 9 : • ., • ' ' Total 3,8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11 .8116 0.0000 3,685.656 3,685.656 1.1920 

9 9 

N20 CO2e 

: 0.0000 

: 0.0000 

140.8414 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

-: 3,71f4s·7 

3,715.457 
3 
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx 

Category 

co 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

' ' . ' ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--...-----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ ---;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

-- ------- ---··------....... -- 0 .1381 0.0363 : 1.0SOOe- :- 0.0374 -1 - - --- -

: 003 : I Worker 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 : 1.4100e- : 0.1369 : 1.1400e- : 
003 003 .. 

Total 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e- 0.1369 1.1400e- 0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 0.037 4 
003 003 003 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8 .6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 . .. ______ J _ - . -- . -----------
Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 ' 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 I .. • 

' • ., 
' • 

Total 4.1912 <l<l.3998 30,871!5 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 

140.7359 I 140.7359 I 4,2200e- I 

: : 003 I 

140. 7359 140. 7359 4.2200e-
003 

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

l>/day 

0.0000 

6,007.043 I 6,007,043 I 

4 : 4 : 
1.9428 

' ' 6,007.043 6,007.043 1.9428 
4 4 

N20 CO2e 

: 0.0000 

: 0.0000 

140.8414 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

-:a.~.613 

6,055.613 
4 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-o.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-0000-...--0-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--..-o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • .,;••-0.-064- . -..-0-,0-. -17-.-0-.57_1_0 I 1.57(){)e- I 0,1521 I 1.270Qe- I 0.1534 0.0404 : 1.1700e· : - 0.0415 -1 • • • • • • 

•. • 003 • · 003 • : 003 : I 
Total 0.0649 0.04U 0.5710 1.5700e- 0.1521 1.2700e- 0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e- 0.0415 

003 003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

tl/day 

Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

156.3732 I 156,3732 I 4,6900e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

156.3732 156.3732 4.6900e-
003 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

: 0.0000 

156.4904 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 
_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,... __ ....,. _____ ....,._•_·•_73_3 __ 0._oooo_....,._•_-•_73_3 __ 3._596- 5 ....,._o_.o_ooo_..,._ 3.5965 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ ,... __ ....,._o_.ooo_ o ,.,...--~--

30.8785 : 0.0620 1.9853 1 .9853 1.8265 1.8265 t, 0.(X)()() 6,007.043 • 6,007.043 • 1.9428 -: a.oss.·.s1a 
I 4 : 4 : 

Off-Road •• 4.1912 46.3998 

I 6 I I 

Total 4.1912 48.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.OOCNl 6,007.043 6,007.043 1.9428 
4 4 

6,055.613 
4 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-oooo-...--o-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • .,;••-0.-064- . -..-0-,0-. -17-.-0-.57_1_0 I 1.57(){)e- I 0,1521 I 1.270Qe- I 0.1534 0.0404 : 1.1700e· : - 0.0415 -1 • • • • • • 

•. • 003 • · 003 • : 003 : I 
Total 0.0649 0.04U 0.5710 1.5700e- 0.1521 1.2700e- 0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e- 0.0415 

003 003 003 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

tl/day 

Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

156.3732 I 156,3732 I 4,6900e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

156.3732 156.3732 4.6900e-
003 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 

: 0.0000 

156.4904 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 
_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.·· ___ .,... __ ....,. _____ ....,._•_·•_73_3_,_o._oooo_....,._•_-•_73_3_,_3 __ 595- 5 ....,._o_.o_ooo_..,._ 3.5965 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ ,... __ ....,._o_.ooo_ o ,.,...--~--

29.0415 : Q,0621 1.6349 1 ,6349 1.5041 1.5041 t, 6,01 1.410 16,0 11 ,410 I 1.9442 -: 6,0008•.o;s 
I 5 : 5 : 

Off-Road •• 3.6248 38.8435 

I 6 I I 

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.041 5 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011 .410 6,011 .410 1.9442 
5 5 

6,060.015 
8 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-o.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --0.-0000-...--o-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--..-o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • .,;••-0.-060- 7-..-0-,0-3-76-.-0-.526- 3 I 1.51(){)e- I 0,1521 I 1.230Qe- I 0.1534 0.0404 : 1.1300e· : - 0.0415 -1 • • • • • • 
•. • 003 • · 003 • : 003 : I 

Total 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e- 0.1521 1.2300e- 0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e- 0.0415 
003 003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

tl/day 

Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

150.8754 I 150.8754 I 4,2400e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

150.8754 150.8754 4.2400e-
003 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

: 0.0000 

150.9813 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 
_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,... __ ....,. _____ ....,._•_·•_73_3_,_o._oooo_....,._•_-•_13_3_,_3 __ 595- 5 ....,._o_.o_ooo_..,._ 3.5965 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ ,... __ ....,._o_.ooo_ o ,.,...--~--

29.0415 : Q,0621 1.6349 1 ,6349 1.5041 1.5041 t, Q.(X)()() 6,01 1.410 16,0 11 ,410 I 1.9442 -: 6,0008•.o;s 
I 5 : 5 : 

Off-Road •• 3.6248 38.8435 

I 6 I I 

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1 006 O.OOCNl 6,011 .410 6,011 .410 1.9442 
5 5 

6,060.015 
8 

03-25 
Cont. 

Page 198 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-269 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 17 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Mitigated Construction Ott-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-- ---- -- ---
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 r-0: 0000 

-- ------ --· 
Worker 0.0607 0.0376 .. --o:s2sa 

Total 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 1.7062 15.6156 : 16.3634 . 
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 

1.5100e- • 0.1521 
003 ' 

lb/day 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1.2300e-
003 

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.1534 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0404 I 1,130Qe- I 0.0415 
' 003 ' 

1.5100e- 0.1521 1.2300e- 0. 1534 0.0404 1.1300e- 0.0415 
003 003 003 

SO2 FugHive Exhaust PM10 FugHive Exhaust PM2.S 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

lb/day 

0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 

0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

Bio-CO2 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

: 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

:-,so.8754 I 150.8754 I 4.2400e- I 

: : : 003 : 
o I I I 

150.8754 150.8754 4.2400e-
003 

NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

lb/day 

1 2.554.333 I 2,554.333 I 0.6120 
: 6 : 6 : . ' ' 

2,554.333 2,554.333 0.6120 
6 6 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

: 150.9813 

150.9813 

N20 C02e 

: 2,56~.632 

2,569.632 
2 

03-25 
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CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 18 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-- ---- -- ---
Vendor 0.4079 13.2032 r-3.4341 

-- ------ --· 
Worker 2.4299 1.5074 .. - 2,.0001 

Total 2.8378 14.7106 24.5142 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 1.7062 15.6156 : 16.3634 . 
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0364 0.9155 0.0248 

0.0607 6.0932 0.0493 

0.0971 7.0087 0.0741 

SO2 FugHive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0269 0.8090 

0.0269 0.8090 

-

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

0.9404 

6.1425 

7.0828 

PM10 
Total 

0.8090 

0.8090 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.2636 0.0237 

1.6163 0.0454 

1.8799 0.0691 

FugHive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.7612 

0.7612 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.2B73 

1.6617 

1.9490 

PM2.S 
Total 

0.7612 

0.7612 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

Bio-CO2 

0.0000 

0.0000 

lb/day 

: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 

I 3,896.548 I 3,896.548 I 0.2236 
' 2 : 2 : 

f 6,04~.556 : 6,04~.558 : 0.1697 

. ' ' 
9,939. 106 9,939.106 0.3933 

7 7 

NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

lb/day 

1 2.554.333 I 2,554.333 I 0.6120 
: 6 : 6 : . ' ' 

2,554.333 2,554.333 0.6120 
6 6 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

I 3,902.138 
: 4 

I 6,046.8(1() 
: 0 

9,948.938 
4 

CO2e 

: 2,56~.632 

2,569.632 
2 

03-25 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2022 

Mitigated Construction Ott-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-----------
Vendor 0.4079 13.2032 r-3.4341 

----------· 
Worker 2.4299 1.5074 .. - 2,.0001 

Total 2.8378 14.7106 24.5142 

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0364 0.9155 0.0248 

0.0607 6.0932 0.0493 

0.0971 7.0087 0.0741 

SO2 FugHive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0269 0.6997 

0.0269 0.6997 

-

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

0.9404 

6.1425 

7.0828 

PM10 
Total 

0.6997 

0.6997 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.2636 0.0237 

1.6163 0.0454 

1.8799 0.0691 

FugHive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.6584 

0.6584 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.2B73 

1.6617 

1.9490 

PM2.S 
Total 

0.6584 

0.6584 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

Bio-CO2 

lb/day 

: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 

I 3,896.548 I 3,896.548 I 0.2236 
' 2 : 2 : 

f 6,04~.556 : 6,04~.558 : 0.1697 

. ' ' 
9,939. 106 9,939.106 0.3933 

7 7 

NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

lb/day 

I 2.555.209 I 2,555.209 I 0.6079 
: 9 : 9 : . ' ' 

2,555.209 2,555.209 0.6079 
9 9 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

I 3,902.138 
: 4 

I 6,046.8(1() 
: 0 

9,948.938 
4 

CO2e 

• 2,570.406 
: 1 

2,570.406 
1 

03-25 
Cont. 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-----------
Vendor 0.3027 10.01B1 r-3.1014 

----------· 
Worker 2.2780 1.3628 .. -19.4002 

Total 2.5807 11.3809 22.5017 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0352 0.9156 0.011 6 

0.0584 6.0932 0.0479 

0.0936 7.0088 O.Ofi95 

SO2 FugHive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0269 0.6997 

0.0269 0.6997 

-

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

0.9271 

6.1411 

7.0682 

PM10 
Total 

0.6997 

0.6997 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.2636 0.011 1 

1.6163 0.0441 

1.8799 0.0552 

FugHive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.6584 

0.6584 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.2747 

1.6604 

1.9350 

PM2.S 
Total 

0.6584 

0.6584 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

Bio-CO2 

0.0000 

0.0000 

lb/day 

: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 

I 3,nJ.876 I 3,773.876 I 0.1982 
' 2 : 2 : 

f s,e2~_402 : s,02~_402 : o.1s29 

. ' ' 
9,595.279 9,595.279 0.3511 

0 0 

NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

lb/day 

I 2.555.209 I 2,555.209 I 0.6079 
: 9 : 9 : . ' ' 

2,555.209 2,555.209 0.6079 
9 9 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

, 3,ne.eJO 
: 0 

I 5,825.225 
: 4 

9,604.055 
4 

C02e 

• 2,570.406 
: 1 

2,570.406 
1 

03-25 
Cont. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
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CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 21 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 0.0000 I Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' ' . 
- - - v;~~; - - - ,;"-o.-30-2-7...--1-0.-01_8_1 ~-3-_,o-,-. ,.__o_-03_5_2 -....-0-.9-15_6_,. __ o.-o,-, -6 -....-0-.9-27_1_,._0.-2636-...--o-.o-,-,,~i' - 0.2747 -1 - - - - - -

' ' 
3,77~.876 : 3,77~.876 : 0.1982 

• • • • • • • • • • .,;••---.---~-- I -------1 • • • • • • 
Worker •• 2.2780 1.3628 19.4002 0.0584 6.0932 0.0479 6.141 1 1.6163 0.0441 i 1.6604 f 0.1529 

Total 2.5807 11.3809 225017 0.0936 7.0088 0.0595 7.0682 1.8799 0.0552 1.9350 9,595.279 9,595.279 0.351 1 
0 0 

3.6 Paving - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

---~"~~~~----··_'·_032_ 7....,..-1_0._,._,_1 .....,._,._.56_ •_2 ....,__o._022_ a ....., ____ o._s ,_02_,-o_.s_, 0_2 ____ .,_o_.4_0_••.....,_ o.4694 _j _____ _ 
0.7140 

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 t 0.0000 I 

• • ' ' Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 2,207.584 0.7140 
1 1 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

0.0000 

T 3,ng.ea·o 
-:- 5,82s·.22·s 
: 4 

9,604.055 
4 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

2,225.433 
6 

03-25 
Cont. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-274 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 22 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.6 Paving • 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 

' . ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--...-----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ ---;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -' 
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 0.0000 : 
-- ------- ---··------....... -- 0.1150 0.0303 : 8.3000e- :- 0.0311 -1 - - --- -

: 004 : I 
Worker 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 : 1.0900e- : 0.1141 : 9.0000e- : 

003 004 .. 
109.0150: 109.0150 : 2.B600e- : 109.0066 03-25 

003 

Cont. 
Total 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e- 0.1141 9.0000e- 0.1150 0.0303 B.3000e- 0.0311 109.0150 109.0150 2.8600e- 109.0866 

003 004 004 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

on-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 . 0.0000 2,20~.584 : 2,20~.584 : 0.7140 : 2,22~ .433 .. 
______ J _ - . -- . ----------- -

Paving 0 .0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 ' : 0,0000 .. • • ., • ' ' Total 1.0327 10.191 7 14.5842 0.0228 0 .5102 0.5102 0.4694 0 .4694 0.0000 2,207.584 2,207.584 0.7140 2,225.433 
1 1 6 
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CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 23 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.6 Paving • 2023 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 

' . ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--...-----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ ---;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -' 
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 0.0000 : 
------------··------....... -- 0.1150 0.0303 : 8.3000e- :- 0.0311-1- -----

: 004 : I 
Worker 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 : 1.0900e- : 0.1141 : 9.0000e- : 

003 004 .. 
109.0150: 109.0150 : 2.B600e- : 109.0066 

003 03-25 
Total 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e- 0.1141 9.0000e-

003 004 
0.1150 0.0303 B.3000e- 0.0311 

004 
109.0150 109.0150 2.8600e- 109.0866 Cont. 

003 

3.6 Paving - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

on-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.625B 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 . 2,20~.547 : 2,20~.547 : 0.7140 : 2,22~.396 .. 
______ J _ - . -- . -- --------- -

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 ' : 0,0000 .. • • ., • ' ' Total 0,9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.431 0 0.4310 2,207.547 2,207.547 0.7140 2,225.396 
2 2 3 
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CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 24 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.6 Paving • 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 

' . ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--...-----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ ---;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -' 
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 0.0000 : 
------------··------....... -- 0.1150 0.0303 : 8.1000e- :- 0.0311-1- -----

: 004 : I 
Worker 0.0400 0.0233 0.3384 : 1.0600e- : 0.1141 : 8.BOO0e- : 

003 004 .. 
105.6336 : 105.6336 : 2.6300e- : 105.6992 

003 03-25 
Total 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e- 0.1141 8.8000e-

003 004 
0.1150 0.0303 B.1000e- 0.0311 

004 
105.6336 105.6336 2.6300e- 105.6992 Cont. 

003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

on-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.625B 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 . 0.0000 2,20~.547 : 2,20~.547 : 0.7140 : 2,22~.396 .. 
______ J _ - . -- . -- --------- -

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 ' : 0,0000 .. • • ., • ' ' Total 0,9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.431 0 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 2,207.547 0.7140 2,225.396 
2 2 3 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.6 Paving • 2024 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 

' ' . ' ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--...-----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ ---;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 : 
-- ------- ---··------....... -- 0 .11 50 0.0303 : 8.1000e- :- 0.0311 -1 - -----

: 004 : I 
Worker 0.0400 0.0233 0.3384 : 1.0600e- : 0.1141 : 8.BOO0e- : 105.6336 : 105 .6336 : 2.6300e- : 

.. 
Total 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

003 

1.0600e-
003 

S02 

004 003 

0.1141 8.8000e- 0.1150 0.0303 B.1000e- 0.0311 105.6336 105.6336 2.6300e-
004 004 003 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tl/day tl/day 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

105.6992 

105.6992 

N20 C02e 

-~~~it~ ~~ti~ __ ::_2_36_,._,_,s....,..: ---,--- ,. ___ .,_ ____ o._oooo_....,._o_.oo_ oo ____ ....,.._o_.o_ooo_...,_ 0.0000 _j ______ .... --..,...-0_.ooo_ o ----~--- 0.0000 

0.0609 t 281.4481 : 281.4481 : 0.0159 

• 
Off-Road •• 0.1808 12188 1.8101 I 2.9700e• I 

: 003 : 
0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 : 281.8443 

., ' ' ' . ' ' 
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281 .4481 281 .4481 0.0159 281 .8443 

003 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' ' . 
- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--.--0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o ,.__o.-oooo---.--o-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo---.--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-0000--.--0-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

• • • w~~~~ • • .,;••-o.-.296--.,.-0-2-. -. ,-.-3-.609- 8 0.0113 1,2171 I 9.4300e- I 1.2266 0.3229 : 8.6800e· : - 0.3315 -1 • • • • • • 

•. · 003 • : 003 : I 0.0280 

Total 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e- 1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e- 0.3315 1,126.758 1,126.758 0.0280 
003 003 3 3 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,127.458 
3 

1,127.458 
3 

CO2e 

-~~~i t~ ~~ti~ __ ::_2_36_,._,_,s....,..: ---,--- ,. ___ .,_ ____ o._oooo_....,._o_.oo_oo ____ ....,.._o_.o_ooo_..,._ 0.0000 _j ______ ,.... __ ....,._o_.ooo_ o ----~--- 0.0000 

0.0609 t 0.(X)()() 281.4481 : 281.4481 : 0.0159 

• 
Off-Road :: 0.1808 : 12 188 1.8101 I 2.9700e• I 

: 003 : 
0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 : 281.8443 

., ' 
' ' . ' ' 

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0809 0.0809 0.OOCNl 281.4481 281 .4481 0.01 59 281.8443 
003 

03-25 
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG ND>< co 

category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

.. ..... .. .... 
Veoo0< 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County , Summer 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Tolal CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

b'day b'day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0 .0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

.. . .. .... .... ··-- -~--~- - ~- - ~--~-- - - - --- - - --
Woncer 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2 171 : 9.4:l)()e- : 1.2266 0.3229 : 8.6800e- : 0.3315 

000 000 
1,126.758 I 1,126.758 I 0.0280 

3 I 3 : .. 
Total 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 IU300e- 1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e- 0.3315 1,12&758 1,126.758 0.0200 

003 003 3 3 

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile 

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

: 1,12~.458 

1,127.458 
3 

0 3-25 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total - 1~ 100 1= 1~ 1- 1- 1~ 1- 1~ Bio- CO2 I NBio-- CO2 I Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I C02e 

Category l>lday t,/day 

Mitigated :: 9.B489 : 45.4304 : n4.8495 : 0.4917 : 45.9592 : 0.3360 : 46.2951 : 12.2950 : 0.3119 : 12.6070 ! : 50,~.60 : 50,3~.60 : 2.1807 : 50 ,::'.12 

• • • • • • • • • • ":. --••••4••••••4••••••4••••••4•••••• I ••••••4•••••• I ••••••4••••••4••••••-! • • • • • • -~••••••4•••••• I •••• ■-..:..■-••••~ • • • • • • 

Unmitigated 9.8489 45.4304 • 114.8495 • 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 122950 0.3119 12.6070 • 50,306.60 , 50,306.60 • 2.1807 • 50,361 .12 
I I 1 34 1 34 1 ' oa .. 

4.2 Trip Summary Information 

I Average Daily Trip Rate I Unmitigated I Mitigated 

Land Use I Weekday I Saturday 1sunday I Annual VMT I Annual VMT 

Total I 8,oso.9s I 8,164.43 I 8,057.31 I 2o,ss2,452 I 20,ss2,452 

4.3 Trip Type Information 

03-25 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coas1 Coun1y, Summer 

I Miles I Trip% I Trip Purpose% 

Land Use I H-W or C-W I H-S or C-C I H-0 or C-NW IH-W or C-WI H-S or C-C I H-0 or C-NW I Primary I Diverted I Pass-by 

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 : 19.20 I 40.60 86 11 3 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •r---------- .... - - ----- - - • - • • • - - - • • • .... ----- ---"T - - - - - - - - ·r - • • - - • • • • - • • • - • - - • • • - - - • • • • • • • • • • - • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Apartments Mid Rise : 14.70 : 5.90 : 8.70 : 40.20 : 19.20 I 40.60 : 86 : 11 : 3 
■ ■ • • • • • • • • • • • • ■ • ■ ■ ■ • • • ■.---- ---- -- - .... --------- .. -. - - -- - - - • .... ---------r··--- --··r - . - ---- - - .... - -- •• - . - --- ... - - - - - - - -- ..... - - --- - - --- - •• 

General Office Building : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 33.00 : 48.00 I 19.00 : 77 : 19 : 4 

•• High T:nover (Si~ Down •• • F ___ 16.60 ___ : __ 8.40 ___ : _ __ 6.90 ___ : __ 8.50 __ J __ 72.so ___ i ___ 19.00 ___ : ____ 37 ____ _ : ____ 20 __ __ : _______ 43 ______ _ 

Hotel ; 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 19.40 : 61.60 : 19.00 : 58 : 38 : 4 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •r----------,..- - ----- - - • - • • • - • • • • • -.---------r - - - • • • - - -r • • • - • • • • • - ·"' • • • - • • • • - - - .. • • • • • • • • • - .. - • • • • - - • • • - - - • • • 

Quality Restaurant : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 12.00 : 69.00 I 19.00 : 38 : 18 : 44 

Regional Shopping Center : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 16.30 : 64.70 : 19.00 • 54 : 35 : 11 

4.4 Fleet Mix 

Land Use I LOA I LDT1 LDT2 MDV LH01 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCV SBUS MH 

Apartments Low Rise : 0.543088: 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 03-25 .. -.. -.... -........ --..•.. -.. --+-------
Apartments Mid Rise : 0.543088 : 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 Cont. .. -. ----.. --... --. ---.. •-. -----.,._ _______ 

General Office Building : 0.543088: 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 

High Turnover (Sit Down ~ 0.5430881 0.044216 : 0.209971 : 0.116369 ; 0.014033 ; 0.006332; 0.021166 ; 0.0335n ; 0.002613 : 0.001817 ; 0.005285 : 0.000112 ; 0.000821 
Restaurant> ■ • , , , , , 1 , , , , , 

······ ··· ·· ·· ······ · ···•·· · ···· 1 I I I I I I I I I I 1 • •• •••• 
Hotel : 0.543088 : 0.044216 1 0.209971 I 0.116369 1 0.014033 1 0.0063321 0.021166 1 0.0335TTI 0.002613 1 0.001817 1 0.005285 1 0.0007121 0.000821 

•• - - -Quality Restaurant. - - - -! -0.543088t 0.044216r 0.209971 r 0.116369r 0.014033r 0.006332r O.Q21166r 0.033577r 0.002613r 0.001817r 0.005285r 0.000712r-0.000821 
- . - - -- - - - -- - - - . --- - - - -- •-- - - --- -+----+---+----+---+----+---+----+---+----+---+----4-- - - - --

Regional Shopping Center : 0.543088 ; 0.044216; 0.209971 : 0.116369 ; 0.014033 ; 0.006332; 0.021166 ; 0.033577; 0.002613 : 0.001817 ; 0.005285 : 0.000712 ; 0.000821 

5.0 Energy Detail 

His1orical Energy Use : N 

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coas1 Coun1y, Summer 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total - 1- 100 1= 1~ 1- 1- 1~ 1- 1~ Bio· CO2 I N8io- CO2 I Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I co2e 

Category lb/day blday 

N~t~~:s :: 0.7660 : 6.7462 : 4.2573 : 0.041B : : 0.5292 : 0 .5292 : : 0.5292 : 0.5292 t : 8 ,3~.983 : 8,35~_983 : 0.1602 : 0.1532 : B,40~.638 

- - - - - - - - - - -:.------4------4------4------4------4------4------4----- - 4------4--- - ---! · - - - - - -:..------4------ 4---- --4------~ - - · · - -0~~~~':'d 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.041B • 0.5292 0 .5292 0 .5292 0.5292 : 8 ,35~.983 : 8,35~.983 : 0.1602 0 .1532 : B,40~.638 

H I I I I 

03-25 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas 

Unmitigated 

Laid Use 

~rtments Low 
Rise 

Apartrnent9 Mid 
Rise 

General Office 
Building 

igf1 Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant) 

Hotel 

OoaOy 
Restaurant 

Regional 
Shopping Center 

Tot" 

NaturaK3a ROG NOx co 
s Use 

kBT\J/yr 

1119.16 t 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 . . 
35784.3 ~ 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 . 
1283~42 t 0.0 138 0.1258 0.1057 . 
22759.9 t 0.2455 22314 1.8743 

• . 
4769.72 ~ 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 

5057.75 ~ 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 

251.616 " 2.71008· • 
t 003 : 

0.0247 0.0207 . 
0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 

S02 

I 6.60008• I 

: 004 : 

: 0.0211 : 

' 7.5000&- ' 
: 004 : 

: 0.0134 : 

• 2.8100&· • 
: 003 : 

I 2.98(}()e- I 

: 003 : 

• 1.5000&· • 
' 004 : 

0.0418 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive EXhaUS1 PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2<> 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

l>lday 

I 6.34006- I 8.34008• I 

: ooa : 003 : 
' ' ' 
: 0.2666 : 0.2666 : 

• 9.5SOO. • 9.56006- • 
: 003 : oro : 
' ' ' 

0.1696 0.1696 

0.0355 0.0355 

0.0377 o.o3n 

• 1.87Cl0e.- • 1.8700e· • 
: 003 ' 003 ' 

0.5292 0.5292 

I 8.34008· I 8.340{)e. 
: 003 : 003 

: 0.2666 : 0.2666 

• 9.5600&• • 9.5600e-
: 003 : 003 

0 .1696 : 0.1696 

0.0355 : 0.0355 

0.0377 : 0.0377 

• 1.87006• • 1.8700&-
: 003 ' 003 

0.5202 0.5292 

l:>Jday 

131.6662 • 131.6662 • 2.52008· • 2.41008· • 132.4486 
: : 000 : 003 : 

4,209.916 • 4,209.916 • 0.0807 • 0.0772 • 4,234.933 
4 ' 4 ' ' : 9 

150.9911 • 150.9911 • 2.8900&- • 2.77008- • 151.8884 
: : 000 : 003 : 
I I I I 

0.0513 0.0491 : 2 ,6~.546 

561.1436 : 561 .1436 : 0.0108 0.0103 : 564.4782 

595.0298 : 595.0298 : 0.0114 0.0109 : 596.5656 

29.6019 • 29.6019 • 5.7000&• • 5.4000&• • 29.7778 
: ' 004 : 004 : 

' ' ' 
8,355.083 8,355.983 0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638 

2 2 7 

03-25 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

5.2 Energy by Land Use - Na1uraIGas 

Mitigated 

NaturaJGa ROG NO, co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
• u .. 

Land Use kBTU/yr 

Apartment:. Low : 1.11916 t 
Rise , " 

0.0121 0.1031 

······ · ··· -:.------" 
Apartn~nts Mid : 35. 7843 t 

Rtse , " 
0.3859 3.2978 

-■---------:.------" 

0.0439 I 6.6000e- I 

: 004 : 

1.4033 : 0.0211 : 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

b/day 

I 8,3400&-
: 003 

: 0.2666 

8.34008- • 
003 : 

0.2666 : 

I 8,3400e- I 8.34QOe-
: 003 : 003 

: 0 .2666 : 0.2666 

General Office : 1.28342 t 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 • 7.50008- , • 9.5600&- 9.5600&- , • 9.5600e- • 9 .5600e-

• • - ~u~~~ - - - ~- - - • • • •t __ -;.---.---..-• - 004_~:---':.--oo-3_.-_003_-...• __ ~•-00_ 3 -...' 003 

d!::~~~:r::;: 22.7599 t 
' . 0.2455 

Hotel : 4. 76972 t 0.0514 . 
. . ~:;~-n~ . _ ~ ~ ~o~:~5- ~ 0.0545 

5~~i!,ner : 0.251616 t 2.7&J~- : 

' . ' 

2.2314 

0.4676 

0.4959 

0.0247 

1.8743 : 0.0134 

0.3928 • 2.8100e
: 003 

Q. 4165 I 2.9800&• I 

: ()OJ : 

Q.0207 I 1.500Qe- I 

: 004 : 

0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 

6.0 Area Detail 

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area 

0.1696 

0.0355 

o.ron 

I 1.870Qe-
: 003 

0.1696 

0.0355 

0.0377 

1.870Qe- I 

003 : 

0.5202 0.5292 

0 .1696 : 0.1696 

0 .0355 : 0.0355 

0 .0377 : 0.0377 

I 1.8700e- I 1.870Qe-
: 003 : 003 

0.5202 0.5292 

t>/day 

131.6662 I 131 .6662 I 2.52009- I 2.4100e- O 132.4486 
: : 003 : 003 : 
I I I I 

4,209.916 I 4,209.916 I 0.0807 0 0.0772 I 4,234.933 
4 : 4 : : : 9 

I I I I 

150.9911 I 150.9911 I 2.89:JOe• I 2.770Qe- o 151.8884 
: ' 000 : 003 ' 

' ' 
2,677.634 I 2,677.634 I 0.0513 

2 : 2 : 
0.0491 I 2 ,693.546 

: 0 

561.1436 : 561.1436 : 0.0108 0 .0103 : 564.4782 

595.0298 : 595.0298 : 0.011 4 0 .0109 ; 598.5658 

29.6019 I 29.6019 I 5.70Q0e- I 5.40Q0e- I 29.7778 
: : 004 : 004 : 
I I I I 

8.355.983 8,355.003 0.1602 0.1 532 8.405.638 

' ' 7 

03-25 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

ROG NO, co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

Category bfday 

PM10 
Total 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
Total 

lb/day 

Mitigated :: 30.5020 : 15.0496 : 88.4430 : 0 .0944 : : 1.5974 : 1.5974 : : 1.5974 : 1.5974 ! 0.0000 : 18,1~8.59 : 18,~.59 : 0.4874 : 0.3300 : 18,29~ .11 

• •••••■■■■■ •• ------~------ I ------I------ I------ ·------ I••-••• I•••••• I•••••• I• •••••• ! ■■■■■■■ ••••••• I•••••• I•••••• I•••••• I ■■■■■■ 
Unmitigated 30.5020 15.0496 , 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 , 1 .5974 0.0000 • 18,148.59 • 18,148.59 • 0.4874 • 0.3300 • 18,259 .11 

■I I I 1 50 1 50 1 I 1 92 
., 

6.2 Area by Subcategory 

Unmitigated 

ROG NO, 

SUbCategory 

co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

PM10 
Total 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

PM2.5 BJo. CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
Total 

ll/day 

_ ~~;;~' ...... _ 2._26_7_0 ...... ---,---.----..------0-.0000--~o-.oooo-----l ... : ~= -r~~:J ______ -·~-------o._oooo_....,. ___________ ~ _ : -~~-
c~=r ., 24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 l 0.0000 l 0.0000 ! , 0.0000 : : 0.0000 

_ • •. •• • _. _ .,."---.---+----..----,---+-------.----i----',- I ' I I I I I 
Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 , 1.1 400 , 1.1400 ] 0.0000 , 18,000.00 • 18,000.00 , 0.3450 , 0.3300 , 18,106.96 : : : oo : oo :: : so 

• • •••••••••ff••---,---..----.----s---~--~---..---•.-------4•-••••• • • •••••• I I -•---••·•••••• 

: 0.4574 : 0.4574 t ; 148.5950 : 148.5950 : 0.1424 : : 152.1542 
I I ' I I 

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 B2.4430 , 4.3600e· 
: 003 

0.4574 0.4574 

' t I I I I I 

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.()000 18,148.59 18,148.59 0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11 
~ ~ ~ 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

6.2 Area by SubCategory 

~ 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

SUbCatego.-y 

A1chitectural 
COElting 

•• 22670 : 

b'day 

0.0000 0.0000 

------ -------··-----.---.---.----.----+----+-----.-
ConsLmer 
Products 

24.1085 : 0.0000 0.0000 

...... . . . .... ·•-----,---,----,---,----..---...... --..... 
Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 

-- ---- -------··-----.---.---.----.----+----+-----.-
Landscaping •• 2 4766 Q.9496 82_44JQ I 4.36QOe- I 

: 003 : 
0.4574 0.4574 

Total 30.5020 15.04Q6 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.SSl74 

7.0 Water Detail 

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water 

8.0 Waste Detail 

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste 

9.0 Operational Offroad 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 

1.1400 1.1400 

0.4574 0.4574 

1.5Q74 1.5'174 

b'day 

0 .0000 

0 .0000 

0.0000 1 a ,c:.00 : 1 a,c:.00 : 0.3450 

148.5950 : 148.5950 : 0.1424 

0,0000 18,148.59 18,148.59 0.4874 
so so 

N20 

0.3300 

0.3300 

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type 

10.0 Stationary Equipment 

C02e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

: 18,:,.96 

: 152.1542 

18,25Q.11 
02 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer 

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators 

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day 

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day 

User Defined Equipment 

Equipment Type Number 

11.0 Vegetation 

Hours/Year Horse Power 

Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating 

Load Factor 

Fuel Type 

Fuel Type 
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1.0 Project Characteristics 

1.1 Land Usage 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) 
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Land Uses I Size I Metric I Lot Acreage I Floor Surface Area Population 

General Office Building 45.00 1 OOOsqtt : 1.03 45,000.00 

• • • • • • • • • • • • ■ • ■ • • • • • • ·•• • •• •■ •I•······ ■·······••············· 1-------------------------------~--------------1·· · · ■ • • ·•• • • • •• • • ■ ■ • ••• ■ • • ••• • • ■ • 

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) • 36.00 • 1 0OOsqtt 1 0.83 • 36,000.00 
........... -. -..... -.... --- ... i ...... -. -.......... --- ..... -.. C---·------------·--------------~--------·-----i-- ..... --- .... -. . . . . --- ... --- ... -

Hotel : 50.00 : Room : 1 .67 : 72,600.00 
------------. --.. ------------.• -------. ---------------. . -----•-- ----- --- --- ---------- ----- --+--------------1- ----------------. . ---- . -------. -

Quality Restaurant : 8.00 : ,ooosqft : o.,e : a.000.00 : a 

---------• • • ---• --------• --• • • • ---• -• • • ---------------• ------•------- --- ----- --------- ---- --+--------------1- -----------------l - - - - • - - - - - - - - - -
Apartments Low Rise : 25.00 : Dwelling Unit : 1 .56 : 25,000.00 I 72 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1------------------------------+--------------1- - - -- - - - -- - - - -- - - -l- - --- - - - - - - - - - -
Apartments Mid Rise : 975.00 : Dwelling Unit : 25.66 : 975,000.00 I 2789 

........ .. ..... ······ ·· ·······1········· .. ····· ·· ·········· ·· ----------------------<>--------+····· ......... . 
Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1 0OOsqtt 1.29 56,000.00 

1.2 Other Project Characteristics 

Urbanization 

Climate Zone 

Utility Company 

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr) 

Urban 

Southern California Edison 

702.44 

Wind Speed (mis) 

CH4 lntonsh:y 
(lb/MWhr) 

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data 

2.2 

0.029 

Precipitation Freq (Days) 

Operational Year 

N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr) 

33 

2028 

0.006 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model. 

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses. 

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths. 

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regard ing demolition. 

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips. 

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces . 

Energy Use-

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation. 

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures. 

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures. 

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision 

Table Name I Column Name I Default Value 

lblFlreplaces FlreplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 
-. ---. -----------. -------. ---.. -----------------------------,._ _____________ _ 

lblFlreptaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 
- - - - .. - -- .. - .... - . - - - - - -- . - -- .J-. - - - - - -- -- . - -- - . - . - - .. - -- - - _,._ ___________________________ _ 

lblFlreptaces NumberWood t.25 
- • - -- • - -- •• - •••••• - • - • - -- • - -- .J- •• - - • - - - -- • - -- - • - • - - •••••••• ,._ _____________ _ 

lblFlreplaces NumberWood 48. 75 
- - - - - - - - - - • - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1------ - --------

lblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripl ength 14.70 
.. -· -.. -· .... ..... -. -. -·-. -....... --. -. --- . -.... ...... . -. --- ,._ __________________________ _ 

lblTripsAndVMT , WorkerTripl ength 14.70 
------------·· · ·· · · · --------· .. · · · · · · ····· · ···- · · · ·· · · · ····· -1----------

lblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripl ength 14.70 
- . . . . .. - . - . . . . ... .. . - . - -.. - .. "' ... . - . .. - - . . - ... . - . - .. .. - . .. - -1-------------------- - ------- -

tblTripsAndVMT , WorkerTripl ength , 14.70 
. . . .. ..... . . . . .... . . . . ......... ... .. . ..... . .... . . . . .. ... . ... ,._ ___________________________ _ 

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripl ength 14.70 
. ....... -... ..... .. ..... -... -.... ... .. -... ..... ..... .... .... ,._ _____________ _ 

lblTrlpsAndVMT , WorkerTriplength , 14.70 -. -.. . -... . -.. ... . -. -. --- . --- .. ... --. -. -·- . -.. .. -. -... -.. -. -,._ ___________________________ _ 
lbtVehlcleTrlps ST_TR 7.16 

- - - -- . - -- . - - - . - . - . - - - - - -- . - -- .. .. - - - - - - - -- - - -- .. - - - - - - .. - - - - - - -1-------------
lbtVehlcleTrlps ST_TR 6.39 

- . - - - . - - - - . - . - .. - . - . - - - - - - - - - .;. ... - - . - - - - - . - - - .. - . - ... - - . - - --1---------------
lbtVehicleTrlps : ST_TR : 2.46 

New Value 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

10.00 

10.00 

10.00 

10.00 

10.00 

10.00 

6. 17 

3.87 

1.39 
....... ...... .... .. ........ ........ ......................... -. · ------------·························· 

lbtVehlcleTrlps ST_TR 158.37 79.82 

03-25 
Cont. 

Page 219 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-290 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 3 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

tblVehicleTrips ST TR 8.19 3.75 

·· ··········· · ·· · · · ······· ··· • ·· · ··· · ···· · ···· ·· ···· · · · ·· · · • ··· ····· · ··· · ··· · ···· ·· ·· · ·· -tt,IVehicleTrips ST_ TR 94.36 63.99 
-- ... -- -- ........... -- --... -- ... .. ......... .. ..... --- .... -- -- . +------------------+·· ..... --- .... ---- .... --- . 

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74 

---------------------- ---- ---·- ----·····- ---------···· --- --~-----------------+--------- -·· ·· .. ······· ----
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16 

-.... ----.... ---.... ----.... -.... ---.... ----.... ---.... ----. +-----------------
lblVehlcleTrlps SU_TR 5.86 4.18 

······ ··· ·· · ·· ··· ··· ·· · · ····· "' · ·· ···- -· -- --- ·-·· ·· ··· ····· ·+------·-------+-····· · ·- -···· ·· ·· · ···--·· 
tblVehicleTrips SU_ TR 1 .05 0.69 

--------------- · ------ - -------1------ - ------ - ------------ - --+----------------+-- - --- - - ------ --- --- -- - ---
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27 

- • - ••• - •• - - •••••••••••••••••• ,1 •• • ••• •• ••• • •••• •• • •••••• •• •• ~------------------
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20 

- - • - - - - - - •• - - - - - - - •• - - - - - - - - - 4 - - - - - - - • - - - - - - - - - - - - •• - - - - - - - 4-------------------
tblVehicleTrips SU_ TR 72.16 57.65 

-- - - • -· · - - -- - -·- - • - ----· - - - -- ,I- - -·- - • - --- -· - - - - --- - -- - - · · -. ~------------------+-·. ----·- --- --.. -- --- ... . -
tblVehicleTrips SU_ TR 25.24 6.39 

...... .. ...... ............ ... .. .. ..... .. .. ..... .. ... .... ... . .------------------+······ ··· ····· ····· ·· ··-·· 
tblVehicleTrips WO_ TR 6.59 5.83 

- - - - - ---- - -- - - -- - - - --- - - - - - - - -1 - - - -- - - - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - +----------------+---------- ------- ---------
tblVehicleTrlps WO_ TR 6.65 4.13 

-----------·- · ·-- -- --- ------- -1 ------------ -·---- -- -------- -+-------------+-··- --- ----· --· ------ --- --
tblVehlcleTrips WO_TR 11.03 6.41 

----------------- -- --- ---- -- --1------ ----- ----- ---- ------- --+-------------+---- --- -- ---- ------- ---- --
tblVehlcleTrlps WD_TR 127.15 65.80 

- - - - - - ---. - - - - -- - - - --- - - - - - -- -1- - - - - - - - --- - - - - - -- -- - - - - - -- - - .... --------------- --+--- ---. --- -- ---- --- ------ -
tblVehlcleTrlps WO_ TR 8.17 3.84 

.... . - . . - - ........ -.... -... ... -I •. - -. .. ....... .. .. .. .... - -.. -.., __________________ _ 
tblVehlcleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,1 ••••••••••• • ••• ••• •••••• • ••• • +-------------------
tblVehicleTrips • WO_TR 42.70 9.43 

--. ------ --- ------------ ----- • ------------- ----- -- . -- ----- -------------------+-- ---. ----·------- . ------ -
tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00 

-- -------. -- ---- --. ----- --. -- -1- ---- -------- --. ----. -- --- -- . +---------------+-- ----- -- ----. -- -- ------- -
tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00 

-- -- - - -- - - • - - - - - - - - -- - -- - - - -- 4- - - - - - - - - ----- - - -- ·- . - - - ---- - ----------------+-- ---. --- -·------- . -------
tblWooc:lstoves NumberNoncatalytlc 1 .25 0.00 

- •• - • - -- - •• - - - -- - - • ·-- - - - - • · - 4- - - -- - - • ·-- - - - - - ·- - - • ·- - - - -- - 4---------------------+ - - - . - .. - -- ·- - . -- -- . ·- - - - - . 
tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00 

-·· · ·-· ·- ··· ·· · - ····-·· -· ··• • -I ••· · ·- ··· · ·· · · · · ·· · ······ ·· · ·+-------------+· ·· · ·· · · ·· ·· ·· · · ··· ·· · -- · · 
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveOayYear 25.00 0.00 

- - • - - - - - - •• - - - - - - - • • - - - - - - - - - 4 - - - - - - - • • - - - - - - - • - - - • • - - - - - - - 4-------------------
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00 

- - • - - - - -- •••• - - - • - - ---- - ••••• ,I-.-- - - - - ---- - •••••••••• - - - - - - +------------------+-- -. ------ -....... -.. ----. 
tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00 

·· ········ ·· · · · · ·· · ········•• -I ••···························+------------.... . ........ .. .. . ...... . . ... . 
lb~oodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00 

2.0 Emissions Summary 
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Village Soulh Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Soulh Coast Counly, Winier 

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission) 

Unmitigated Construction 

AOO NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1 0 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.S Ski- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Year lb/day b/day 

2021 ., 4.2621 46.4460 31.4068 0.0635 18.2032 2.0456 202488 9.9670 

--- ·- ··· ··- ., 
2022 ., 4.7966 38.8851 39.6338 0.1 195 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 

---- -- -- ---., 
2023 4.3939 25.8648 37.5031 0.1 162 7.0088 0.7598 7.7685 1.8799 

-------- --- ., 
2024 :: 237 .0656 : 9.5503 14.9372 0.0238 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 

• 1.8820 , 11 .8490 I 0.0000 • 6,154.337 • 6,154.337 • 

-----------,-- --,-----i------,,-------:,-------~-------J • • • • • • _: 7 I 7 I 

: 1.sos2 : s.1421 ! 0.0000 : 12.o.i3os.34 : 12,o~s.34 : 

..----.....----;----.---..... - ---.-----i-- --.-----.-' ------, -------t - - - - - - _, , , 
: a.7142 : 2.5940 l a.0000 : 11 .,~,a-40 : ,, .,a1c,a.4a : 

..-----.-----i- --...---.....--- ------;~------'r---- - --~----- - - • • • • • • • 0 1 I I 

0.4319 0.4621 i 0.0000 : 2,30i.051 : 2,30~.051 : 

1.9472 I 0.0000 I 6,203.018 
, , 6 

1.9482 I 0.0000 I 12,060.60 
I : 13 

0,9617 I 0.0000 I 11,734.44 
: : 97 

0.7164 0.0000 ;" 2,324.962 
: 7 ' , , 

Maximum 237.0656 46.4460 39.6338 0.1 195 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,035.34 12,035.34 1.9482 0.0000 12,000.60 

'° '° 13 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission) 

Mitigated Construction 

ROO NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1 0 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Year l>/day ll/day 

2021 4.2621 46.4460 31.4068 0.0635 18.2032 2.0456 202488 9.9670 

--- -------- ., 

I 1.8820 I 11 .849() Q.{X)(X) O 6,154.33] I 6,154.33] I 

;;--~--_,;.....--~-~--~---;~-~--~: _____ j _______ J.. __ ___ : 7 ' 7 ' 

1.9472 I 0.()()()0 I 6,203.018 
' • 6 

2022 4.7966 38.8851 39.6338 0.1 195 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 .. -----------
: 1.sos2 : s.1421 ! 0.0000 : 12,o..3os .34 : 12,o~s.34 : 

----------------------------- -• .... ------I-------: ••••• ••' I I 

1.9482 • 0.0000 • 12,060.60 
: : 13 

2023 .. 4.3939 25.8648 37.5031 0.1 162 7.0088 0.7598 7.7685 1.8799 : 0.1142 : 2.5940 ! 0.0000 : 11 ,1~0.40 : 11 ,1a1oo.4o : 0.9617 0.0000 : 11,193;.44 

------ --- --.. 
2024 :: 237.0656 : 9.5503 14.9372 0.0238 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 

n---_,;...--_,;---.----.----.---__,;,---..----'r- , 1' o I I 

I Q.4319 I Q.4621 Q.OQOO O 2,307,051 I 2,307,051 I 

: : ; 7 : 7 : 
0.7164 0.0000 • 2,324.962 

' 7 

Maximum 237.0656 46.4460 39.6338 0.1195 18.2032 2.04fi6 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,035.34 12,035.34 1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60 
40 40 13 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhal.St PM10 Fugitive Exha<J61 PM2.5 Bl<rC02 NBlo-C02 Total CO2 CH• N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.S Total 

Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Reduction 
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Vi llage Soulh Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Soulh Coasl Counly, Winier 

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.S PM2.S Total 

Category l:>/day b'day 

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 : 1.5974 : 1.5974 ! 0.0000 ; 18,1~8.59 : 18,1~.59 : 0.4874 0.3300 : 18,~~-11 

• • • • • • • • • • .,.-•---,---_,;----------;---....... --....... ---,,---i------- I-------: -• •••• •i-----.---..;----;.-------,- • • • • • • 
Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0 .0418 0.5292 0.5292 : 0.5292 : 0 .5292 : : 8,35~ .983 : 8,35~.983 : 0.1602 : 0.1532 : 8,40;.638 

• • • M~1ie" • • • .. •.,•-9.-52_3_3.....,_4-5.-99-1-4 ...;•,-1-10- .04- 22_..•, - 0- .46- 81-;-45-.9-5-92-;.-0- .3- 3_73-;;...-46_2_96_5_.._1_2_.2_950-i- 0.3132 ""' 12.6083 ' • 47,917.80 • 47,917.80 • 2.1953 - ~ 47,972.68 
' 05 : 05 : ' 39 

Total 40.7912 67.7872 202.7424 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37 74,422.37 2.8429 0.4832 74,637.44 
87 87 17 

Mitigated Operational 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive ExMust 
PM10 PM10 

Category lb/day 

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 

PM10 
Total 

1.5974 

Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 BK>-- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

b/d..'ly 

: 1.5974 : 1.5974 ! 0.0000 : 18,~8.59 : 18,1:.59 : 0.4874 : 0.3300 : 18,295:.11 

- - - - - - - - - - --··---.----;----------;---....... --....... --_..---'i-------4--------: - - - - - - -~· --~---~- ' ' 
: 0.5292 : 0.5292 i : 8,35~.983 : 8,35~.983 : 0.1602 - 0.1532 1 8,40~.638 Energy ., 0.7660 6.7462 42573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 

- • - M~iie- - - . ,.•·-9.-52_3_3 __,..,_4_5_-99_1_4 _.:_1_10- .o-4-22...,..: - o- .46- B1-;-45-,9-5-92-.-o- .3- 3-73-.-46_2_9-65-.-1-2_2 _950-:,.. o.3132 f 12.6083 1 ;...: 4-7-.9-17-.B-o-..:-47- ,9- 1-7.-ao----: - ,-.1-953-..----.., 47,972.68 
•• : : ' 05 : os : : a9 .. ' ' ' ' 

Total 40.7912 67.78n 202.7424 o.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2sso 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37 74,422.37 2.8429 
87 87 

0.4832 74,637.44 
17 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-294 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 7 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

ROG 

Percent 0.00 
Fleductlon 

3.0 Construction Detail 

Construction Phase 

Phase I 
Number 

Phase Name 

NOx 

0.00 

co S02 Fu!jtive 
PM10 

noo 0.00 noo 

I Phase Type 

Exhaa t PM10 
PM10 Tot■ 

0.00 0.00 

I Start Date I 

Fugitive Exha,at PM2.S Bio-CO2 
PM:2.5 

0.00 

End Date 

PM25 T-

0.00 0.00 noo 

IN um Days I Num Days I 
Week 

1 : Demolition : Demolition :9/1/2021 : 10/12/2021 : s: 

N8io-C02 Total CO2 CH4 

0.00 noo 0.00 

Phase Description 

-------• ----.. -.. ---. --....... --•-----------------------1------------~------------~----+----+-. ------.. ---.. ------.. -. 
2 : Site Preparation : stte Preparation : 10i13/2021 p l/9/2021 : s: 
. ... ...•... . . .. ... ... ... .... ... . •- - --- - - ---- -- - - - - - - - --+-----------~-------------!------<----+ . . .. . . .. . ............ .. . . 

3 : Grading : Grading :11110/2021 p !ll/2022 : s: 
• • • • • • ·•. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • -1-----------------------1-------------I-------------+------<----+· • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

4 •Building Construction •Building Construction 11/12/'2022 : 12/12/2023 : s: soo : 
. . ..... i ....... . .... . . .. ..... . .. i ............................ ; ............... ~----------•--1------<----+ · . . .. . ... . ... .... . . . .... . 

5 :Paving t avlng p 2113/2023 ! 1/30/2024 ! s: 35 : 

6 • • • • • - ~.Ar~hit~ct~r~i C~ti~ • • - - - - - - - :Architectural Coating ;1/31!2024 :3119/2024 s : 35 : - - - - --- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase) : O 

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase) : 112.5 

Acres of Paving: a 

N20 

0.00 

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor : 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor : 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor : 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area : O (Architectural Coating - sqfl) 

OffRoad Equipment 

C02e 

0.00 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-295 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 8 of 35 Date : 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

VIiiage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

Phase Name I Ottroad Equipment Type I Amount Usage Hours I Horse Power I Load Factor 

Oemolitlon ; concrete/Industri al Saws : 1 8.00 : 81: 0.73 
. - - .... - - .. . .. - .. . ... . . . - .. -1------------ -- - -- -- -------+----- - - - -------- -- -- ------ - - -1-------4 .. . . - - - ... - . - . 

Demolitlon •Excavators • 3 8.00 • 1sa: 0.38 
...... -.. ---... -- -- -. -- -. ---i---------------------------~---------------- -- ___________ ,_· -----➔ - • • •• - - •••• - - · 
Demolition : Rubber Tired Dozers : 2 8.00 : 247 : 0.40 
. - - . - . - - - . - . - . - -- . - .. -- - - - . -1---------------------------1----------------- ---- ---------1-------4 •• - • - - - • - • - • - • 

Site Preparation •RubberTlred Dozers • 3 8.00 • 247 : 0.40 
. --. -. -----. -. --.. -.. -- ---.. i----------·--------- ... ------~---------------- -- -- -- ---- ...... • -----➔ •• - • - • - • - ••• - • 

Site Preparation :TractorsA..oaders/Backhoes : 4 a.oo : 97 : 0.37 
. - - . - . - - - . - . - . - - - . - .. -- . - - . -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -------- ---1-------4 .. - . - -- . - . - . - . 

Grading : Excavators : 2 a.oo : 1sa: 0.38 
. - - . - . - - - . - - - . - - - . - .. - - - - - . -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -- ---------1-------+ •• - • - - - • - • - • - • 

Grading :Graders : 1 8.00 : 101: 0.41 
. . - . - . - - - . - . - . - -- -- .. -- - - .. -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -------- ---1-------4 - • - • - • - • - • - • - • 

Grading : Aubberllred Dozers : 1 a.oo : 
. - - . - . - - - . - . - . - - .. - .. -- - - - . -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -- -- ---- ---1--------> •• - • - • - • - • - • - • 

Grading : scrapers : 2 a.oo : 367 : 0.48 
. - - - - .. - - . - . - . - -- -- . - -- - - .. -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -------- ---1------+ ..... -- ... - . - . 

Grading :TractorsA...oaders/Backhoes : 2 8.00 : 97 : 0.37 
. . - .... - - . .. . . - ... - .... . - . . -1-- - - - -- - ----- -- - - -- - -- - -- -+------- --------- -- -- -- - - -- ---1-------<- .. . .. - - ... - . - . 

Building Construction : cranes : 1 7.00 : 231: 0.29 
. - - . - .. - - . - . - . - . - . - .. -- - - - . -1--------------------------+---------------- ---- -- -------1------+ •• - • - -- • - ••• - • 

Building Construction : Forklifts : 3 8.00 : as : 0.20 
. . - . - . - . - . - . - . - . - . - .. -- - - - . -1--------------------------+---------------- -- ---- -------1--------> •• - • - • - • - • - • - • 

Building Construction :Generator Se1s : 1 8.00 : 84 : 0.74 
. - - .... - - . - ... - -- . - .. -- . - . . -1--------------------------+---------------- -- ---- -------t------4 .. . . - - - ... - . - . 

Building Construction •TractorsA...oaders/Backhoes • 3 7.00 • 97 : 0.37 

· • • · • · • • • • • · • · • •• · • · · •• • • • · -i---------------------------~---------------- •••• ·-·-·····f-· -----4 • • • • • • • • • • • - • -
Bullding Construction :Welders : 1 8.00 : 48 : 0.45 
.. - . - . - - - - - . - . - -- . - .. -- - - - . -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -- ---------1-------4 - • - • - - - • - • - - - -

Paving : Pavers : 2 8.00 : 130: 0.42 
. - - . - . - - - - - . - . - -- . - .. -- - - - . -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -------- ---1-------4 •• - • - • - • - • - • - • 

Paving : Paving Equipment : 2 8.00 : 132: 0.36 
. - - . - . - - - - - . - . - -- . - .. -- - - - . -1--------------------------+---------------- -- -- ---------1-------4 - • - • - - - • - • - - - • 

Paving : Ro llers : 2 8.00 : so: 0.38 
- ·· -- -·····- -- ••• -- - - -- - -- --t------------1--------+------+-------+· - - - ---- -- --- --

Architectural Coating : Air Compressors 6.00 : 0.48 

Trips and VMT 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Worker Trip Vendor Trip Haul ing Trip Worker Trip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling 
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Veh icle Class Vehicle Class 

Demolition 61 15.oo : 0.00 458.oo : 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD Mix :HDT Mix :HHDT 
............... -1---------------~----------1- ......... ------- -- -1-----1----------~-------- -+-- --- -------+ .•.... -. -~ ......... . 

Site Preparation : 1: 1s.oo : 0.00 o.oo ; 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mix IHHDT 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • -1--------------+----------1- • • • • • • • • • ------- -- • ----------~-------- -+----- ----- --+ • • • • • • • • -~ • • • • • • • • • • 
Grading : a: 20.00 : 0.00 o.oo : 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mlx :HHOT 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • -1---------------1-----------1- • • • • • • • • • ---------- ----------1--------------1- --- -- --- -~ • • • • • • • • • • 

Build ing Construction : 9: 801.00 : 143.00 O.OO : 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 :LD_Mix :HDT_Mix IHHDT 
. . ............. -1--------------+----------1- ......... ------- -- - ----------~-------- -+----- ----- --+ ...... - . -~ ......... . 

Paving : s: 15.oo : 0.00 o.oo : 10.00 : 6.90 : 20.00 : LD_Mix :HDT_Mlx IHHDT 

Arch itectural Coating : 160.00: 

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction 

3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

AOO NOx co 

Category 

S02 

o.oo : o.oo : 10.00 : 6.90 ; 20.oo ;LD Mix ;HDT Mix ;HHDT 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Ex.Must PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

IJ/day IJ/day 

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 • O 5008 • 0.0000 

.. .. ....... ·ii"'---;,---.;--- ..... --...;,----;.----;---.;---...;,.---: - • _J ........ i------ ..... ---;,.---
Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0386 1.5513 1.5513 1.441 1 1.4411 t 3,74~.944 : 3,74~.944 : 1.0549 

.. t 
Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944 3,747.944 1.0549 

9 9 

C02e 

0.0000 

3,774.317 
4 

3,774.317 
4 
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CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 10 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

Hauling 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 I 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0279] 0.0732 0.0122 I 0.0854 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-o.-0000--.--0-.0-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-0000---.--0-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo---.--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--.--o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - - 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

• • • w~~~~ • • ---•-0.-053- 2-,--0-,0-3-46-.-Q-.396- 3 I 1.11(){)e- I 0,1 141 I 9.500Qe- I 0.1151 0.0303 : 8.8000e· : - 0.0311 -1 • • • • • • 

.. · ooa · · 004 • : 004 : I 110.4707 I 11 0.4707 I 3,3300e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

Total 0.1835 4.1800 1.4144 0.0128 0.3810 0.0137 0.3948 0.1034 0.0131 0.1165 1,380.326 1,380.326 0.0941 
2 2 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

:" 110.5539 

1,382.679 
1 

CO2e 

_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,_ __ ....,_ __ ..,._ __ ....,._a_.ao_ ,_• __ o._0000_....,._a_.ao_ ,_• __ o._500_ • _____ 0_.o_ooo _ _,._ o.5008 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ ..,_ __ ....,__o_.ooo_ o ,-,---~--- 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1 .5513 1.4411 1.4411 ! 0.(X)()() 3,74~.944 : 3,74~.944 : 1.0549 . ' ' 
Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.441 1 1.9419 O.OOCNl 3,747.944 3,747.944 1.0549 

9 9 

I 3,774.317 
' 4 

3,774.317 
4 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.2 Demolition - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 I 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0279] 0.0732 0.0122 I 0.0854 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-o.-0000--.--0-.0-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-0000---.--0-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo---.--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--.--o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • ---•-0.-053- 2-,--0-,0-3-46-.-Q-.396- 3 I 1.11(){)e- I 0,1 141 I 9.500Qe- I 0.1151 0.0303 : 8.8000e· : - 0.0311 -1 • • • • • • 

.. · ooa · · 004 • : 004 : I 
Total 0.1835 4.1800 1.4144 0.0128 0.3810 0.0137 0.3948 0.1034 0.0131 

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

0.1 165 

tl/day 

0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

110.4707 I 11 0.4707 I 3,3300e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

1,380.326 1,380.326 0.0941 
2 2 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

:" 110.5539 

1,382.679 
1 

CO2e 

_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ _,.· · ___ .,_ __ ....,_ __ ..,._ __ ....,._1•_.0663 ___ 0._oooo_....,._'"_-0663 ___ • -_•ao_ , _____ o_.o_ooo _ _,._ 9.9307 _j ______ ..,_ __ ....,__o_.ooo_ o ,-,---~--- 0.0000 

Off-Road •• 

Total 

3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 ! 3,~.656 : 3,6~.656 : 1.1920 . ' ' 
3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11 .8116 3,685.656 3,685.656 1.1920 

9 9 

: 3,71~.457 

3,715.457 
3 
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MAY 2024     RTC-299 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 12 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' ' 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tl/day tl/day 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

' . ' ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--.----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ -;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

-------------·------...... -- 0.1381 0.0363 : 1.0SOOe- :- 0.0374 -1 - -----

: 003 : I Worker 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 : 1.3300e- : 0.1369 : 1.1400e- : 
003 003 ., 

Total 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e- 0.1369 1.1400e- 0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 0.037 4 
003 003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 . .. 
______ J _ - - -- --- ---------

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0,0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 I 0.(X)()() 
" • • ., • 

Total 3,8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11 .8116 0.0000 

132.5649 I 132.5649 I 3,9900e- I 

: : 003 I 

132.5649 132.5649 3.9900e-
003 

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

l>/day 

0.0000 

3,685.656 I 3,685,656 I 

9 : 9 : 
1.1920 

' ' 3,685.656 3,685.656 1.1920 
9 9 

N20 CO2e 

: 0.0000 

: 0.0000 

132.6646 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

-: 3,71f4s·7 

3,715.457 
3 
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx 

Category 

co 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' ' 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tl/day tl/day 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 t 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

' . ' ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--.----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ -;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

-------------·------...... -- 0.1381 0.0363 : 1.0SOOe- :- 0.0374 -1 - -----

: 003 : I Worker 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 : 1.3300e- : 0.1369 : 1.1400e- : 
003 003 ., 

Total 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e- 0.1369 1.1400e- 0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 0.037 4 
003 003 003 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8 .6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 . .. 
______ J _ - - -- --- ---------

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 ' 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 I 
" • 

' • ., 
' • 

Total 4.1 912 <l<l.3998 30,871!5 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 

132.5649 I 132.5649 I 3,9900e- I 

: : 003 I 

132.5649 132.5649 3.9900e-
003 

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

l>/day 

0.0000 

6,007.043 I 6,007,043 I 

4 : 4 : 
1.9428 

' ' 6,007.043 6,007.043 1.9428 
4 4 

N20 CO2e 

: 0.0000 

: 0.0000 

132.6646 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

-:a.~.613 

6,055.613 
4 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-0000-...--0-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--..-o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • ---•-0.-07-09-.--0-,0-4-62-.-0-.52_8_4 I 1.4800e- I 0,1521 I 1.270Qe- I 0.1534 0.0404 : 1.1700e· : - 0.0415 -1 • • • • • • 

•. • 003 • · 003 • : 003 : I 
Total 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e- 0.1521 1.2700e- 0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e- 0.0415 

003 003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

tl/day 

Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

147.2943 I 147,2943 I 4,4300e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

147.2943 147.2943 4.4300e-
003 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

: 0.0000 

147.4051 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 
_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ __ .. ___ .,_ __ ....,. _____ ....,._•_.s_73_3 __ 0._oooo_....,._•_-0_73_3 __ 3._596- 5 ...,._o_.o_ooo_.,._ 3.5965 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ ..,_ __ ....,._o_.ooo_ o ,.,...--~--

30.8785 : 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 t, 0.(X)()Q 6,007.043 • 6,007.043 • 1.9428 -: a.oss.·.s; 3 
I 4 : 4 : 

Off-Road •• 4.1912 46.3998 

I 6 I I 

Total 4.1 912 48.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 O.OOCNl 6,007.043 6,007.043 1.9428 
4 4 

6,055.613 
4 

03-25 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-302 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 15 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.4 Grading - 2021 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-0000-...--0-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--..-o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • ---•-0.-07-09-.--0-,0-4-62-.-0-.52_8_4 I 1.4800e- I 0,1521 I 1.270Qe- I 0.1534 0.0404 : 1.1700e· : - 0.0415 -1 • • • • • • 

•. • 003 • · 003 • : 003 : I 
Total 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e- 0.1521 1.2700e- 0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e- 0.0415 

003 003 003 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

tl/day 

Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

147.2943 I 147,2943 I 4,4300e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

147.2943 147.2943 4.4300e-
003 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

: 0.0000 

147.4051 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 
_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ __ .. ___ .,_ __ ....,. _____ ....,._•_.s_73_3 __ 0._oooo_....,._•_-0_73_3 __ 3._596- 5 ...,._o_.o_ooo_.,._ 3.5965 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ ..,_ __ ....,._o_.ooo_ o ,.,...--~--

29.0415 : Q,0621 1.6349 1 ,6349 1.5041 1.5041 t, 6,01 1.410 16,0 11 ,410 I 1.9442 -: 6,0008•.o;s 
I 5 : 5 : 

Off-Road •• 3.6248 38.8435 

I 6 I I 

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011 .410 6,011 .410 1.9442 
5 5 

6,060.015 
8 

03-25 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-303 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 16 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.4 Grading - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 
' ' . 

- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o --o.-0000-...--0-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--..-o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

• • • w~~~~ • • ---•-0.-066- 5-,--0-,0-. -,.-.-0-."'6- 1 I 1.4300e- I 0,1521 I 1.230Qe- I 0.1534 0.0404 : 1.1300e· : - 0.0415 -1 • • • • • • 

•. • 003 • · 003 • : 003 : I 
Total 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e- 0.1521 1.2300e- 0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e- 0.0415 

003 003 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

tl/day 

Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

142.1207 I 142.1207 I 4,()()()()e- I 

' ' 003 ' 

142.1207 142.1207 4.0000e-
003 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 

: 0.0000 

142..2207 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 
_ ~~~ii~~-~~~ __ .. ___ .,_ __ ....,. _____ ....,._•_·•_73_3 __ 0._0000_....,._•_-•_73_3 __ 3 __ 595- s ...,._o_.o_ooo_.,._ 3.5965 _j _ _ _ _ _ _ ..,_ __ ....,._o_.ooo_ o ,.,...--~--

29.0415 : Q,0621 1.6349 1 ,6349 1.5041 1.5041 t, Q.(X)()Q 6,01 1.410 16,0 11 ,410 I 1.9442 -: 6,0008•.0; 5 
I 5 : 5 : 

Off-Road •• 3.6248 38.8435 

I 6 I I 

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.041 5 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 O.OOCNl 6,011 .410 6,011 .410 1.9442 
5 5 

6,060.015 
8 

03-25 
Cont. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-304 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 17 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) • Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.4 Grading• 2022 

Mitigated Construction Ott-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-- ----- ----
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 r-0: 0000 

----------· 
Worker 0.0665 0.0416 .. --o: 4861 

Total 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 1.7062 15.6156 : 16.3634 . 
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 

1.4300e- • 0.1521 
003 ' 

lb/day 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1.2300e-
003 

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.1534 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0404 I 1,130Qe- I 0.0415 
' 003 ' 

1.4300e- 0.1521 1.2300e- 0. 1534 0.0404 1.1300e- 0.0415 
003 003 003 

SO2 Fu gHive Exhaust PM10 FugHive Exhaust PM2.S 
PM1 0 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

lb/day 

0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 

0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.761 2 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

Bio-CO2 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

: 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

:-142.1207 I 142.1207 I 4,0QOOe- I 

: : : 003 : 
o I I I 

142.1207 142.1207 4.0000e-
003 

NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

lb/day 

1 2.554.333 I 2,554.333 I 0.6120 
: 6 : 6 : 
' ' ' 

2,554.333 2,554.333 0.6120 
6 6 

N20 CO2e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

: 142.2207 

142.2207 

N20 C02e 

: 2,56~.632 

2,569.632 
2 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-305 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 18 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)• Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-----------
Vendor 0.4284 13.1673 r-3.8005 

-- --------· 
Worker 2.6620 1.6677 .. -19.4699 

Total 3.0904 14.8350 23.2704 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 1.7062 15.6156 : 16.3634 . 
Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 

0.0571 6.0932 0.0493 

0.0926 7.0087 0.0749 

SO2 FugHive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0269 0.8050 

0.0269 0.8090 

-

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

0.9412 

6.1425 

7.0836 

PM10 
Total 

0.8050 

0.8090 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.2636 0.0245 

1.6163 0.0454 

1.8799 0.0699 

FugHive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.7612 

0.7612 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.2Ba1 

1.6617 

1.9498 

PM2.S 
Total 

0.7612 

0.7612 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

Bio-CO2 

0.0000 

0.0000 

lb/day 

: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 

I 3,789.075 I 3,789.075 I 0.2381 
' 0 : 0 : 

f s,ss!.935 : s,ss!_sas : o.1so2 

. ' ' 
9,481.010 9,481 .010 0.3984 

4 4 

NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

lb/day 

1 2.554.333 I 2,554.333 I 0.6120 
: 6 : 6 : . ' ' 

2,554.333 2,554.333 0.6120 
8 6 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

I 3,795.028 
: 3 

I 5,695.940 
: 8 

9,490.969 
1 

CO2e 

: 2,56~.632 

2,569.632 
2 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-306 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 19 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)• Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2022 

Mitigated Construction Ott-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

-----------
Vendor 0.4284 13.1673 r-3.8005 

-- --------· 
Worker 2.6620 1.6677 .. -19.4699 

Total 3.0904 14.8350 23.2704 

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

Ofl•Aoad 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 

0.0571 6.0932 0.0493 

0.0926 7.0087 0.0749 

SO2 FugHive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

0.0269 0.6997 

0.0269 0.6997 

-

PM10 
Total 

0.0000 

0.9412 

6.1425 

7.0836 

PM10 
Total 

0.6997 

0.6997 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.2636 0.0245 

1.6163 0.0454 

1.8799 0.0699 

FugHive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

0.6584 

0.6584 

PM2.5 
Total 

0.0000 

0.2Ba1 

1.6617 

1.9498 

PM2.S 
Total 

0.6584 

0.6584 

BiO- CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 

Bio-CO2 

lb/day 

: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 

I 3,789.075 I 3,789.075 I 0.2381 
' 0 : 0 : 

f s,ss!.935 : s,ss!_sas : o.1so2 

. ' ' 
9,481 .010 9,481 .010 0.3984 

4 4 

NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 

lb/day 

I 2.555.209 I 2,555.209 I 0.6079 
: 9 : 9 : . ' ' 

2,555.209 2,555.209 0.6079 
9 9 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

I 3,795.028 
: 3 

I 5,695.940 
: 8 

9,490.969 
1 

CO2e 

• 2,570.406 
: 1 

2,570.406 
1 

03-25 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-307 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 20 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)• Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.5 Bu ilding Construction - 2023 

Uamili9ill!1!1 Coa~ltu!:eli2D Qtl-Sil!l 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bi0-CO2 NBiO- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category lb/day lb/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

----------- -
Vendor 0.3183 9.9726 r-3.3771 0.0343 0.9156 0.0122 0.9277 0.2636 0.0116 0.2752 I 3,671.400 I 3,671.400 I 0.2096 I 3,676.641 

' 7 : 7 : : 7 

-- --------· .. - 1 7.8820 : s.4834.797 : s,4834.797 : 03-25 Worker 2.5029 1.5073 0.0550 6.0932 0.0479 6.1411 1.6163 0.0441 1.6604 0.1442 : 5,486.402 . ' ' Cont. . ' ' 
Total 2.8211 11.4799 21 .2591 0.0893 7.0088 0.0601 7.0688 1.8799 0.0557 1.9356 9,155.198 9,155.198 0.3538 9, 164.043 

1 1 7 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co SO2 FugHive Exhaust PM10 FugHive Exhaust PM2.S Bio-CO2 NBlo· CO2 T otaJ CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category lb/day lb/day 

Ofl•Aoad 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 I 2.555.209 I 2,555.209 I 0.6079 • 2,570.406 
: 9 : 9 : : 1 . ' ' 

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209 2,555.209 0.6079 2,570.406 
9 9 1 

Page 237 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-308 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 21 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 0.0000 I Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' ' . 
- - - v;~~; - - - ,;"-o.-31-83--9-.9-7-26-;-3-.377-1 --0.-0343--.....-0-.9-15_6_,. __ 0.-01_22_;.-0-.9-277-~-0.-2636 _____ 0_.0_1_16~i' - 0.2752 -1 - - - - - -

' ' 

• • • • • • • • • • ---•------~-- I -------1 • • • • • • 
Worker •• 2.5029 1.5073 17.8820 0.0550 6.0932 0.0479 6.1411 1.6163 0.0441 i 1.6604 f 5,483.797 I 5,483.797 I 0.1442 

4 : 4 : 

Total 2.8211 11.4799 21.2591 0.0893 7.0088 0.0601 7.0688 1.8799 0.0 557 1.9356 9,155.198 9,155.1 98 0.3538 
1 1 

3.6 Paving - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

-- -~"~~~~----··_1._032_ ' ___ 1_0._1a_1_, ....,__1•_·56_ 4_2 ..,.__o._022_ • ....,. ____ o._s 1_02_,-o_.s_10_2 ____ .,_o_.4_5_a•_.._ o.4694 _j _____ _ 
0.7140 

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 t 0.0000 I 

• • ' ' Total 1.0327 10.191 7 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 2,207.584 0.7140 
1 1 

N20 

N20 

C02e 

0.0000 

T 3.67f641 

y s,4Bt40·2 

9,164.043 
7 

C02e 

: 0.0000 

2,225.433 
6 

03-25 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-309 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 22 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.6 Paving - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 

' . 
- - - v;~~; - - - •"-0.-0000--..----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ -;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -' 

0.0000 0.0000 
- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

' 
0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 0.0000 : 

-- ------- ----·------...... -- 0.1150 0.0303 : 8.3000e- :- 0.0311-1- -----

: 004 : I 
Worker 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 : 1.0300e- : 0.1141 : 9.0000e- : 

003 004 ., 
102.6928 : 102.6928 : 2. 7000e- : 102.7603 

03-25 003 

Total 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e- 0.1141 9.0000e- 0.1150 0.0303 B.3000e- 0.0311 102.6928 102.6928 2.7000e- 102.7603 Cont. 
003 004 004 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

on-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 . 0.0000 2,20~.584 : 2,20~.584 : 0.7140 : 2,22~.433 .. 
______ J _ - - -- ------------ -

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 ' : 0,0000 
" • • ., • ' ' Total 1.0327 10.191 7 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584 2,207.584 0.7140 2,225.433 

1 1 6 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-310 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 23 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.6 Paving - 2023 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 

' . ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--..----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ -;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -' 
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 0.0000 : 
-------------·------...... -- 0.1150 0.0303 : 8.3000e- :- 0.0311-1- -----

: 004 : I 
Worker 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 : 1.0300e- : 0.1141 : 9.0000e- : 

003 004 ., 
Total 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e- 0.1141 9.0000e- 0.1150 0.0303 B.3000e- 0.0311 

102.6928 : 102.6928 : 2. 7000e- : 102.7603 
03-25 003 

102.6928 102.6928 2.7000e- 102.7603 Cont. 
003 004 004 003 

3.6 Paving - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

on-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.625B 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 . 2,20~.547 : 2,20~.547 : 0.7140 : 2,22~.396 .. 
______ J _ - - -- --- --------- -

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 ' : 0,0000 
" • • ., • ' ' Total 0,9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.431 0 0.4310 2,207.547 2,207.547 0.7140 2,225.396 

2 2 3 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-311 

CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 24 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.6 Paving - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t 0.0000 Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' ' . 
- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--..--0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o ,._____o.-oooo-...--o-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-0000--..--o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

- - - w~~~~ - - ---·-0.-0 .. - . -..--0-.0-2-s,-.-o-.a,-,-4 . 1.ooooe- • 0.1141 • e.aoooe- • o.11so 0.0303 : a.1000e- : - o.oa11 -1 - - - - - -

•. • 003 • · 004 • : 004 : I 99.5045 99.5045 I 2.47()()e- I 

' 003 ' 

Total 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 1.0000e- 0.1141 8.8000e- 0.1150 0.0303 B.1000e- 0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 2.4700e-
003 004 004 003 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total 

Category tl/day 

on-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.625B : 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 

-- --------------------
Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Total 0,9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 

PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

0.4310 

0.0000 

- 0.4310 _j. 0.0000 

0.0000 t 
• • 

l>/day 

2,20~.547 : 2,20~.547 : 0.7140 

0.0000 I 

' ' 0.431 0 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 2,207.547 0.7140 
2 2 

N20 

N20 

CO2e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

99 .5663 

99.5663 

CO2e 

: 0.0000 

2,225.396 
3 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.6 Paving - 2024 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

0.0000 : 0.0000 t Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0000 
' 

0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
' 

0.0000 

' ' . ' ---v;~~; ---•"-0.-0000--..----;--- ,. ___ ,-__ ..._ ___ ...., __ -;----0-.0-000-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -
0.0000 0.0000 

- 0,0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 - 0,0000 : 
-------------·------...... -- 0.1150 0.0303 : 8.1000e- :- 0.0311-1- -----

: 004 : I 
Worker 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 : 1.0000e- : 0.1141 : 8.BOO0e- : 99.5045 99.5045 : 2.4700e- : 

., 
Total 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co 

Category 

003 

1.0000e-
003 

S02 

004 003 

0.1141 8.8000e- 0.1150 0.0303 B.1000e- 0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 2.4700e-
004 004 003 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

tl/day tl/day 

N20 C02e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

99 .5663 

99.5663 

N20 C02e 

-~~~it~ ~~ti~ __ ::_2_36_,._,_,s....,_: ---,--- ,. ___ .,_ ____ o._oooo_...,._o_.oo_ oo ____ ....,__o_.o_ooo_..,_ 0.0000 _j ______ ,----,---0-.000- 0 ----~--- 0.0000 

0.0609 t 281.4481 : 281.4481 : 0.0159 

• 
Off-Road •• 0.1808 12188 1.8101 I 2.9700e• I 

: 003 : 
0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 : 281.8443 

., ' ' ' . ' ' 
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281 .4481 281 .4481 0.0159 281 .8443 

003 

03-25 
Cont. 

Page 242 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT         13170 
MAY 2024     RTC-313 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day tl/day 

Hauling 0.0000 0,0000 0.0QOQ I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 t Q.QOOO Q,IX)()Q I Q,Q()(l(l 

' ' . 
- - • v;~~; • - • •"-0.-0000--..-0-.o-ooo-~-o-.ooo- o ,.___o.-0000-...--0-.ooo- o_,. __ o_-oooo-...--o-.oo- oo-~-o.-oooo--..-o-.o-ooo-~i- 0.0000 -1 - - · - - -

' 
0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 

• • • w~~~~ • • ---•-0.-4734--,--0-2_7_43-.-3-.32_2_0 0.0107 1,217 1 I 9.4300e- I 1 .2266 0.3229 : 8.6800e· : - 0.3315 -1 • • • • • • 

•. · 003 • : 003 : I 1,06~.381 : 1,06~.381 : 0.0264 

Total 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e- 1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e- 0.3315 1,061 .381 1,06 1.381 0.0264 
003 003 8 8 

Mitigated Construction On-Site 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exh..'l.Ust PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

Category tl/day l>/day 

N20 

N20 

C02e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

1,062.041 
0 

1,062.041 
0 

C02e 

-~~~it~ ~~ti~ __ ::_2_36_,._,_,s __ : ---,--- ,. ___ .,_ ____ o._oooo_...,._o_.oo_ oo _______ o_.o_ooo_.,._ 0.0000 _j ______ ..,_ _______ o_.ooo_ o ,..,.. __ ~--- 0.0000 

0.0609 t 0.(X)()() 281.4481 : 281.4481 : 0.0159 

• 
Off-Road :: 0.1808 : 12188 1.810 1 I 2.9700e• I 

: 003 : 
0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 : 281.8443 

., ' ' ' . ' ' 
Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 0.0609 0.0609 0.0809 0.0609 0.OOCNl 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443 

003 
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Mitigated Construction Off-Site 

ROG ND>< co 

category 

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

.. ........... 
Veoo0< 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Vil lage Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Tolal CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

b'day b'day 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0 .0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

...... ... .... ··---~--~--~--~--~------------
Woncer 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2 171 : 9.4:l)()e- : 1.2266 0.3229 : 8.6800e- : 0.3315 

000 000 
1,061.381 • 1,061.381 • 0.0264 

8 I 8 : .. 
Total 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 IU300e- 1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e- 0.3315 1,061 .381 1,061.381 0.0264 

00l 00l • ' 

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile 

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile 

N20 C02e 

: 0.0000 

! 0.0000 

: 1,~ .041 

1,062.041 
0 
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total - 1~ 100 1= 1~ 1- 1- 1~ 1- 1~ Bio- CO2 I NBio-- CO2 I Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I C02e 

Category l>lday t,/day 

Mitigated :: 9.5233 : 45.9914 : 110.0422 : 0.4681 : 45.9592 ! 0.3373 : 46.2965 : 12.2950 : 0.3132 : 12.6083 ! : 47,90¥.80 : 47,9ds7.B0 : 2.1953 : 47,9Js2'68 

• • • • • • • • • • ":. --••••4••••••4••••••4••••••4•••••• I ••••••4•••••• I ••••••4••••••4••••••-! • • • • • • -~••••••4•••••• I •••• ■■..:..■-••••~ • • • • • • 

Unmitigated 9.5233 45.9914 • 110.0422 • 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 122950 0.3132 12.6083 ■ 47,917.60 , 47,917.80 • 2.1953 • 47,972.68 
• ' ' os ' os ' ' 39 .. 

4.2 Trip Summary Information 

I Average Daily Trip Rate I Unmitigated I Mitigated 

Land Use I Weekday I Saturday 1sunday I Annual VMT I Annual VMT 

Total I 8,oso.9s I 8,164.43 I 8,057.31 I 2o,ss2,452 I 20,ss2,452 

4.3 Trip Type Information 
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Vil lage Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coast County, Winter 

I Miles I Trip% I Trip Purpose % 

Land Use I H-W or C-W I H-S or C-C I H-0 or C-NW IH-W or C-W I H-S or C-C I H-0 or C-NW I Primary I Diverted I Pass-by 

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 : 19.20 I 40.60 86 11 3 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •r---------- .... - - ----- - - • - • • • - - - • • • .... ----- ---"T - - - - - - - - ·r - • • - - • • • • - • • • - • - - • • • - - - • • • • • • • • • • - • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Apartments Mid Rise : 14.70 : 5.90 : 8.70 : 40.20 : 19.20 I 40.60 : 86 : 11 : 3 
■ ■ • • • • • • • • • • • • ■ • ■ ■ ■ • • • ■.---- ---- -- - .... --------- .. -. - - -- - - - • .... ---------r·· --- --··r - . - -- -- - - . ... - -- •• - . - --- ... - - - - - - - -- ..... - - --- - - --- - •• 

General Office Building : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 33.00 : 48.00 I 19.00 : 77 : 19 : 4 

•• HighT:nover (Si~ Down •• • F ___ 16.60 ___ : __ 8.40 ___ : _ __ 6.90 ___ : __ 8.50 __ J __ 72.so ___ i ___ 19.00 ___ : ____ 37 ____ _ : ____ 20 ____ : _______ 43 ______ _ 

Hotel ; 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 19.40 : 61.60 : 19.00 : 58 : 38 : 4 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •r----------,..- - ----- - - • - • • • - • • • • • -.----- - ---r - - - • • • - - -r • • • - • • • • • - ·"' • • • - • • • • - - - .. • • • • • • • • • - .. - • • • • - - • • • - - - • • • 

Quality Restaurant : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 12.00 : 69.00 I 19.00 : 38 : 18 : 44 

Regional Shopping Center : 16.60 : 8.40 : 6.90 : 16.30 : 64.70 : 19.00 • 54 : 35 : 11 

4.4 Fleet Mix 
03-25 

Land Use I LOA I LDT1 LDT2 MDV LH01 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCV SBUS MH 

Apartments Low Rise 0.543088: 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 
Cont. : .. -.. -.... -.. .. .... --..•.. -.. --+-------

Apartments Mid Rise : 0.543088 : 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 
.. -. ----.. --... --. ---.. •-. -----.,._ _______ 

General Office Building : 0.543088: 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821 

High Turnover (Sit Down ~ 0.5430881 0.044216 : 0.209971 : 0.116369 ; 0.014033 ; 0.006332; 0.021166 ; 0.0335n ; 0.002613 : 0.001817 ; 0.005285 : 0.000112 ; 0.000821 
Restaurant> ■ • , , , , , 1 , , , , , 

······ ··· ·· ·· ··· ·· · · ···•·· ·· ··· 1 I I I I I I I I I I 1 • •• •••• 
Hotel : 0.543088 : 0.044216 1 0.209971 I 0.1163691 0.014033 1 0.0063321 0.021166 1 0.0335TTI 0.002613 1 0.001817 1 0.005285 1 0.0007121 0.000821 

•• - - -Quality Restaurant. - - --! -0.543088t 0.044216r 0.209971 r 0.116369r 0.014033r 0.006332r O.Q21166r 0.033577r 0.002613r 0.001817r 0.005285r 0.000712r-0.000821 
- . - - -- - - - -- - - - . --- - - - -- •-- - - --- -+----+---+----+---+----+---+----+---+----+- --+----4- - - - - --

Regional Shopping Center : 0.543088 ; 0.044216; 0.209971 : 0.116369 ; 0.014033 ; 0.006332; 0.021166 ; 0.033577; 0.002613 : 0.001817 ; 0.005285 : 0.000712 ; 0.000821 

5.0 Energy Detail 

Historical Energy Use: N 

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy 
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Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast Coun1y, Winter 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total - 1- 100 1= 1~ 1- 1- 1~ 1- 1~ Bio· CO2 I N8io- CO2 I Total CO2 I CH4 I N20 I co2e 

Category lb/day blday 

N~t~~:s :: 0.7660 : 6.7462 : 4.2573 : 0.041B : : 0.5292 : 0 .5292 : : 0.5292 : 0.5292 t : 8 ,3~.983 : 8,35~_983 : 0.1602 : 0.1532 : B,40~.638 

- - - - - - - - - - -:.------4------4------4------4------4------4------4------4------4-------! · - - - - - -:..------4------ 4---- --4------~ - - · · - -0~~~~':'d 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.041B • 0.5292 0 .5292 0 .5292 0.5292 : 8 ,35~.983 : 8,35~.983 : 0.1602 0 .1532 : B,40~.638 

H I I I I 
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Vi llage Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coast County, Winter 

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas 

Unmitigated 

Laid Use 

~rtments Low 
Rise 

Apartrnent9 Mid 
Rise 

General Office 
Building 

igf1 Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant) 

Hotel 

OoaOy 
Restaurant 

Regional 
Shopping Center 

Tot" 

NaturaK3a ROG NOx co 
s Use 

kBT\J/yr 

1119.16 t 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 . . 
35784.3 ~ 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 . 
1283~42 t 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 . 
22759.9 t 0.2455 22314 1.8743 

• . 
4769.72 ~ 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 

5057.75 ~ 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 

251.616 " 2.71008· • 
t 003 : 

0.0247 0.0207 . 
0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 

S02 

I 6.60008• I 

: 004 : 

: 0.0211 : 

' 7.5000&- ' 
: 004 : 

: 0.0134 : 

• 2.8100&· • 
: 003 : 

I 2.98(}()e- I 

: 003 : 

• 1.5000&· • 
' 004 : 

0.0418 

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive EXhaUS1 PM2.5 Bio· CO2 NBio• CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2<> 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

l>lday 

I 6.34006- I 8.34008• I 

: ooa : 003 : 
' ' ' 
: 0.2666 : 0.2666 : 

• 9.5SOO. • 9.56006- • 
: 003 : oro : 
' ' ' 

0.1696 0.1696 

0.0355 0.0355 

0.0377 o.o3n 

• 1.8700e-- • 1.8700e· • 
: 003 ' 003 ' 

0.5292 0.5292 

I 8.34008· I 8.340{)e. 
: 003 : 003 

: 0.2666 : 0.2666 

• 9.5600&• • 9.5600e-
: 003 : 003 

0 .1696 : 0.1696 

0.0355 : 0.0355 

0 .0377 : 0.0377 

• 1.87006• • 1.8700&-
: 003 ' 003 

0.5202 0.5292 

l:>Jday 

131.6662 • 131.6662 • 2.52008· • 2.41008· • 132.4486 
: : 000 : 003 : 

4,209.916 • 4,209.916 • 0.0807 • 0.0772 • 4,234.933 
4 ' 4 ' ' : 9 

150.9911 • 150.9911 • 2.8900&- • 2.77008- • 151.8884 
: : 000 : 003 : 
I I I I 

0.0513 0 .0491 : 2 ,6~.546 

561.1436 : 561 .1436 : 0.0108 0.0103 : 564.4782 

595.0298 : 595.0298 : 0.01 14 0 .0109 : 596.5656 

29.6019 • 29.6019 • 5.7000&• • 5.4000&• • 29.7778 
: ' 004 : 004 : 

' ' ' 
8,355.083 8,355.983 0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638 

2 2 7 
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Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

5.2 Energy by Land Use - Na1uraIGas 

Mitigated 

NaturaJGa ROG NO, co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1 0 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
• u .. 

Land Use kBTU/yr 

Apartment:. Low : 1.11916 t 
Rise , " 

0.0121 0.1031 

··········-:.------" 
Apartn~nts Mid : 35. 7843 t 

Rtse , " 
0.3859 3.2978 

-■---------:.------" 

0.0439 I 6.6000e- I 

: 004 : 

1.4033 : 0.0211 : 

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

b/day 

I 8,3400&-
: 003 

: 0.2666 

8.34008- • 
003 : 

0.2666 : 

I 8,3400e- I 8.34QOe-
: 003 : 003 

: 0 .2666 : 0.2666 

General Office : 1.28342 t 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 • 7.50008- , • 9.5600&- 9.5600&- , • 9.5600e- • 9 .5600e-

• • - ~u~~~ - - - ~- - - • • • •t __ -;.---.---..-• - 004_~:---':.--oo-3_.-_003_-...• __ ~•-00_ 3 -...• 003 

d!::~~~:r::;: 22.7599 t 
' . 0.2455 

Hotel : 4. 76972 t 0.0514 . 
. . ~:;~-n~ . _ ~ ~ ~o~:~5- ~ 0.0545 

5~~i!,ner : 0.251616 t 2.7&J~- : 

' . ' 

2.2314 

0.4676 

0.4959 

0.0247 

1.8743 : 0.0134 

0.3928 • 2.8100e
: 003 

Q. 4165 I 2.9800&• I 

: ()OJ : 

Q.0207 I 1.500Qe- I 

: 004 : 

0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 

6.0 Area Detail 

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area 

0.1696 

0.0355 

o.ron 

I 1.870Qe-
: 003 

0.1696 

0.0355 

0.0377 

1.870Qe- I 

003 : 

0.5202 0.5292 

0 .1696 : 0.1696 

0 .0355 : 0.0355 

0 .0377 : 0.0377 

I 1.8700e- I 1.870Qe-
: 003 : 003 

0.5202 0.5292 

t>/day 

131.6662 I 131 .6662 I 2.52009- I 2.4100e- O 132.4486 
: : 003 : 003 : 
I I I I 

4,209.916 I 4,209.916 I 0.0807 0 0.0772 I 4,234.933 
4 : 4 : : : 9 

I I I I 

150.9911 I 150.9911 I 2.89:JOe• I 2.770Qe- o 151.8884 
: ' 000 : 003 ' 

' ' 
2,677.634 I 2,677.634 I 0.0513 

2 : 2 : 
0.0491 I 2 ,693.546 

: 0 

561.1436 : 561.1436 : 0.0108 0 .0103 : 564.4782 

595.0298 : 595.0298 : 0.011 4 0 .0109 ; 598.5658 

29.6019 I 29.6019 I 5.70Q0e- I 5.40Q0e- I 29.7778 
: : 004 : 004 : 
I I I I 

8.355.983 8,355.003 0.1602 0.1 532 8.405.638 

' ' 7 
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 33 of 35 Dale: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Village Sou1h Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-Sou1h Coas1 Coun1y, Winier 

ROG NO, co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

Category bfday 

PM10 
Total 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
Total 

lb/day 

Mitigated :: 30.5020 : 15.0496 : 88.4430 : 0 .0944 : : 1.5974 : 1.5974 : : 1.5974 : 1.5974 ! 0.0000 : 18,1~8.59 : 18,~.59 : 0.4874 : 0.3300 : 18,29~ .11 

• •••••■■■■■ •• ------~------ I ------I------ I------ ·------ I••-••• I•••••• I•••••• I• •••••• ! ■■■■■■■ ••••••• I•••••• I•••••• I•••••• I ■■■■■■ 
Unmitigated 30.5020 15.0496 , 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 , 1 .5974 0.0000 • 18,148.59 • 18,148.59 • 0.4874 • 0.3300 • 18,259 .11 

■I I I 1 50 1 50 1 I 1 92 

" 

6.2 Area by Subcategory 

Unmitigated 

ROG NO, 

SUbCategory 

co S02 Fugitive Exhaust 
PM10 PM10 

lb/day 

PM10 
Total 

Fugitive Exhaust 
PM2.5 PM2.5 

PM2.5 BJo. CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e 
Total 

ll/day 

_ ~~;;~' ...... _2._26_7_0 ....... ---,---.----..-----,--0-.0000--~o-.oooo-----l ... : ~= -r~~:J ______ -•~ __ ...,__o._oooo_....,.. ___________ ~ _ : -~~-
c~=r ., 24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 l 0.0000 l 0.0000 ! , 0.0000 : : 0.0000 

_ • •. •• • _. _ .,."'---.---+----.----,---....------.----i----',- I ' I I I I I 
Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 , 1.1 400 , 1.1400 ] 0.0000 , 18,000.00 • 18,000.00 , 0.3450 , 0.3300 , 18,106.96 : : : oo : oo :: : so 

• • •••••••••ff••---,---..----.----s---~--~---..---•,-------4•-••••• • • •••••• I I -•---••·•••••• 

: 0.4574 : 0.4574 t ; 148.5950 : 148.5950 : 0.1424 : : 152.1542 
I I ' I I 

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 B2.4430 , 4.3600e· 
: 003 

0.4574 0.4574 

' t I I I I I 

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.()000 18,148.59 18,148.59 0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11 
~ ~ ~ 
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 34 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Vil lage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County. Winter 

6.2 Area by SubCategory 

~ 

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total 

SUbCatego.-y 

A1chitectural 
COElting 

•• 22670 : 

b'day 

0.0000 0.0000 

------ -------··-----.---.---.----.----+----+----+ 
ConsLmer 
Products 

24.1085 : 0.0000 0.0000 

...... . . . .... ·•-----,---,----,---,----..---...... --..... 
Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 

----------.;;.••-----.---.---.----.----+----+----+ 
Landscaping •• 2 4766 Q.9496 82_44JQ I 4.36QOe- I 

: 003 : 
0.4574 0.4574 

Total 30.5020 15.04Q6 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.SSl74 

7.0 Water Detail 

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water 

8.0 Waste Detail 

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste 

9.0 Operational Offroad 

0.0000 0.0000 

0.0000 0.0000 

1.1400 1.1400 

0.4574 0.4574 

1.5Q74 1.5'174 

b'day 

0 .0000 

0 .0000 

0.0000 1 a ,c:.00 : 1 a,c:.00 : 0.3450 

148.5950 : 148.5950 : 0.1424 

0,0000 18,148.59 18,148.59 0.4874 
so so 

N20 

0.3300 

0.3300 

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type 

10.0 Stationary Equipment 

03-25 
Cont. 

C02e 

0.0000 

0.0000 

: 18,:,.96 

: 152.1542 

18,25Q.11 
02 
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CalEEMod Version : CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 35 0135 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM 

Vi llage South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter 

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators 

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day 

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day 

User Defined Equipment 

Equipment Type Nurmer 

11.0 Vegetation 

Hours/Year Horse Power 

Heat Input/Year Boller Rating 

Load Factor 

Fuel Type 

Fuel Type 
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Attachment C 

Local Hire Provision Net Change 
Without Local Hire Provision 

Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 

Amortized (MT CO2e/year) 

With Local Hire Provision 
Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 

Amortized (MT CO2e/year) 

% Decrease in Construction-related GHG Emissions 

3,623 

120.77 

3,024 

100.80 

17% 

.~ 
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Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and 
Litigation Support for the Environment 

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. 
Principal Environmental Chemist 

Education 

SOIL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE 
2656 29 tl1 Street, Suite 201 

Santa Monica, California 90405 
Attn: Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. 

obi I: (3 I 0) 795-2335 
Office : (31 0) 452 -5555 

Fa.x: (31 0) 452-5550 
Email: prosenfeld(ahwa pe.com 

Chemical Fate and Transport & Air Dispersion Modeling 

Risk Assessment & Remediation Specialist 

Ph.D. Soil Chemistry, niversity of Washington, 1999. Dissertation on volatile organic compound filtration. 

M.S. Environmental Science, .C. Berkeley, 1995. Thesis on organic waste economics . 

B.A. Environmental Studies, U.C. Santa Barbara, 1991. Thesis on was tewater treatment. 

Professional Experience 

Dr. Rosenfe ld has over 25 years ' experience conducting environmental investigations and risk assessments for 

evaluating impacts to human hea lth, property, and ecologica l receptors . His experti se focuses on the fate and 

transport of enviromnental contaminants, human health risk, exposure assessment, and ecological restoration. Dr. 

Rosenfeld has evaluated and modeled emiss ions from unconventional oil drilling operati ons, oil sp ills, landfills, 

boilers and incinerators, process stacks, storage tanks , confined animal feeding operations, and many other industrial 

and agricultural sources. His project experience ranges from monitoring and modeling of pollution sources to 

evaluating impacts of po llution on workers at industrial fac ilities and res idents in surrounding communities . 

Dr. Rosenfeld has investigated and des igned remediation programs and risk assessments for contaminated sites 

containing lead, heavy metals, mold, bacteria, particulate matter, petrole um hydrocarbons, chlorinated solvents, 

pesticides, radioactive waste, dioxins and furans , semi- and volatile organic compounds, PCBs, PAHs, perchlorate, 

asbestos , per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFOA/PFOS), unusual polymers, fuel oxygenates (MTBE), among 

other pollutants. Dr. Rosenfeld also has experience evaluating greenhouse gas emissions from various proj ects and is 

an expert on th e assessment of odors from industrial and agricultural sites, as well as the evaluati on of odor nuisance 

impacts and technologies for abatement of odorous emiss ions. As a principa l scienti st at SW APE, Dr. Rosenfe ld 

directs air dispersion modeling and exposure assessments. He has served as an expert witness and testified about 

pollution sources causing nuisance and/or personal injury at dozens of sites and has testified as an expert witness on 

more than ten cases involving exposure to air contaminants from industrial sources. 

Paul E. Rosenfe ld, Ph.D. Page 1 of 10 June 2019 

03-26 

Page 255 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT 13170 
MAY 2024 RTC-326 

Professional History: 

Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SW APE); 2003 to present; Principal and Founding Partner 
CLA School of Pub lic Health; 2007 to 2011 ; Lecturer (Assistant Researcher) 
CLA School of Public Health; 2003 to 2006; Adjunct Professor 
CLA Enviromnental Science and Engineering Program; 2002-2004; Doctoral Intern Coordinator 
CLA Institute of the Enviromnent, 200 1-2002; Research A%ociate 

Komex H2O Science, 200 1 to 2003 ; Senior Remediation Scienti st 
ational Groundwater Association, 2002-2004; Lecturer 

San Diego State Univers ity, I 999-2001; Adjunct Professor 
Anteon Corp., San Diego, 2000-2001; Remediation Project Manager 
Ogden (now Amee), San Diego, 2000-2000; Remediation Proj ect Manager 
Bechtel, San Diego, California, 1999 - 2000; Risk Assessor 
King County, Seattle, 1996 - 1999; Scientist 
James River Corp., Washington, 1995-96; Scienti st 
Big Creek Lumber, Davenport, Californ ia, 1995; Scientist 
Plumas Corp. , California and USFS, Tahoe 1993-1 995; Scientist 
Peace Corps and World Wildlife Fund, St. Kitts, West Indies, 199 1-1993; Scientist 

Publications: 

Remy, L.L. , Clay T. , Byers, V., Rosenfeld P. E. (2019) Hospital, Health, and Community Burden After Oil 
Refmery Fires, Richmond, California 2007 and 20 12. Environmental Health. 18:48 

Simons, R.A., Seo, Y. Rosenfeld, P. , (20 15) Modeling the Effect of Refine ry Emiss ion On Residential Property 
Value. Journal of Real Estate Research. 27(3 ):321-342 

Chen, J. A, Zapata A. R. , Sutherland A. J. , Molmen, D.R. , Chow, 8 . S., Wu, LE., Rosenfeld , P. E., Hesse, R. C. , 
(2012) Sulfur Dioxide and Volati le Organic Compound Exposure To A Community In Texas City Texas Evaluated 
Us ing A.ennod and Empirical Data. American Journal of Environmental Science, 8(6), 622-632. 

Rosenfeld, P.E. & Feng, L. (20 11 ). The Risks of Hazardous Waste. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing. 

Cheremisinoff, .P. , & Rosenfeld, P.E. (20 11 ). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best 
Practices in the Agrochemical Jnduslly, Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing. 

Gonzalez, J. , Feng, L., Sutherl and, A. , Waller, C. , Sok, H. , Hesse, R. , Rosenfeld, P. (20 10). PCBs and 
Dioxins/Furans in Attic Dust Collected Near Fonner PCB Production and Secondary Copper Facilities in Sauget, IL. 
Procedia Environmental &iences. 113- 125. 

Feng, L., Wu, C., Tam, L., Sutherl and, A. J. , Clark, J.J. , Rosenfeld, P.E. (20 10). Dioxin and Furan Blood Lipid and 
Attic Dust Concentrations in Populations Living ear Four Wood Treatment Facilities in the United States. Journal 
of Enviromnental Health. 73(6), 34-46. 

Cheremisinoff, .P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2010). Handbook of Poll11tion Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best 
Practices in the Wood and Paper Industries. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing. 

CheremisinolT, .P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2009). Handbook of Poll11tion Prevention and Cleaner Prod11ction: Best 
Practices in the Petroleum lnd11st1y . Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing. 

Wu, C., Tam, L. , Clark, J. , Rosenfeld, P. (2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in populations living 
near four wood treatment fac ilities in the United States. WIT Transactions on Ecology and the Environment, A ir 
Pollution, 123 ( 17), 319-327. 
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Tam L. K. ., Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008). A Statistica l Analysis Of Attic Dust And Blood Lip id 
Concentrations Of Tetrachloro-p-Dibenzodioxin (TCDD) Toxic ity Equivalency Quotients (TEQ) In Two 
Populations ear Wood Treatment Faci lities. Organohalogen Compounds, 70, 002252-002255. 

Tam L. K .. , Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008). Methods For Collect Samples For Assess ing Dioxins 
And Other Environmental Contaminants In Attic Dust: A Review. Organohalogen Compounds, 70, 000527-
000530. 

Hensley, A. R. A. Scoll, J. J. J. Clark, Rosenfeld, P.E. (2007). Atti c Dust and Human Blood Samples Collected near 
a Fonner Wood Treatment Facility. Environmental Research. 105, 194-197. 

Rosenfeld, P.E., J. J. J. Clark, A. R. Hensley, M. Suffet. (2007). 1l1e Use of an Odor Wheel Class ification fo r 
Evaluation of Human Hea lth Risk Criteria fo r Compost Facilities . Water Science & Technology 55(5), 345-357. 

Rosenfeld, P. E., M. Suffet. (2007). The Anatomy Of Odour Wheels For Odours Of Drinking Water, Wastewater, 
Compost And The Urban Environment. Water Science & Technology 55(5), 335-344. 

Sullivan, P. J. Clark, J.J.J., Agardy, F. J. , Rosenfeld, P. E. (2007). Toxic Legacy, Synthetic Toxins in the Food, 
Water, and Air in American Cities. Bo ton Massachusetts : Elsevier Publishing 

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet I.H. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash. Water Science 
and Technology. 49(9),171-178. 

Rosenfeld P. E., J.J. Clark, I.H. (Mel) Suffet (2004). The Value of An Odor-Quality-Whee] Classification Scheme 
For The Urban Environment. Water Environment Federation ·s Technical Exhibition and Conference (l,VEFTEC) 
2004. New Orleans, October 2-6, 2004. 

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet, l.H. (2004). Understanding Odorants Associated With Compost, Biomass Facilities, 
and the Land Application of Biosolids. Water Science and Technology. 49(9), 193-1 99. 

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet I. H. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Us ing High Carbon Wood Ash, Water Science 
and Technology, 49( 9), 171 -1 78. 

Rosenfeld, P. E. , Grey, M. A., Sellew, P. (2004). Measurement of Bioso lids Odor and Odorant Emissions fro m 
Windrows, Static Pile and Biofi lter. Water Environment Research. 76(4), 310-315. 

Rosenfeld , P.E. , Grey, M and Suffet, M. (2002). Compost Demonstration Proj ect, Sacramento Californ ia sing 
High-Carbon Wood Ash to Contro l Odor at a Green Materials Composting Faci lity. Integrated Waste Management 
Board Public Affai rs Office, Publications Clearinghouse (MS---6), Sacramento, CA Publication #442-02-008. 

Rosenfeld, P.E. , and C.L. Henry. (200 1). Characterization of odor emiss ions from three different biosolids. Water 
Soil and Air Pollution. 127(1-4), 173-1 91. 

Rosenfeld, P. E., and Henry C. L. , (2000). Wood ash contro l of odor emissions from biosolids application. Journal 
of Environmental Quality. 29, 1662-1668. 

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry and D. Bermell. (2001). Wastewater dewatering polymer affect on bioso lids odor 
emissions and microbial a tivity. Water Environment Research. 73(4), 363-367. 

Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. (2001). Activated Carbon and Wood Ash Sorption of Wastewater, Compost, and 
Biosolids Odorants. Water Environment Research, 73, 388-393. 

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Henry C. L., (200 1). High carbon wood ash effect on biosolids microbial acti vity and odor. 
Water Environment Research. 131(1 -4), 247-262. 

Paul E. Rosenfe ld, Ph. D. Page 3 of 10 June 2019 

03-26 
Cont. 

Page 257 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT 13170 
MAY 2024 RTC-328 

Chollack, T. and P. Rosenfeld. (1 998). Compost Amendment Handbook for Landscaping. Prepared for and 
distributed by the City of Redmond, Wash in gt on State. 

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1992). TI1e Mount Liamuiga Crater Trail. Heritage Magazine of St. Kitts, 3(2). 

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1993). High School Biogas Proj ect to Prevent Deforestation On St. Kitts . Biomass Users 
Network, 7(1). 

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1 998). Characterization, Quantification, and Control of Odor Emiss ions From Biosolids 
Application To Forest Soil. Doctoral Thesis. nivcrsity of Washington College of Forest Resources. 

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1994). Potential tili zation of Small Diameter Trees on Sierra County Public Land. Masters 
thes is reprinted by the Sierra County Economic Council. Sierra County, Califo rnia. 

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1991). How to Build a Small Rural Anaerobic Digester & ses OfBiogas In The First And Third 
World. Bachelors Thesis. Uni versity of California. 

Presentations: 

Rosenfeld, P.E., Sutherland, A; Hesse, R.; Zapata, A (October 3-6, 2013). Air dispersion modeling of volatile 
organic emiss ions from multiple natural gas wells in Decatur, TX. 44th Western Regional Meeting, A merican 
Chemical Society. Lecture conducted from Santa Clara, CA. 

Sok, H.L. ; Waller, C.C.; Feng, L. ; Gonzalez, J. ; Sutherland, A. J. ; Wisdom-Stack, T. ; Sahai, R.K. ; Hesse, R.C.; 
Rosenfeld, P.E. (June 20-23, 2010). Atrazine: A Persistent Pest icide 111 Urban Drinking Water. 
Urban Environmental Pollution. Lecture conducted from Boston, MA. 

Feng, L. ; Gonzalez, J. ; Sok, H.L. ; Sutherland, A. J. ; Waller, C.C.; Wisdom-Stack, T. ; Sahai, R.K.; La, M.; Hesse, 
R.C.; Rosenfeld, P.E. (June 20-23, 2010). Bringing Enviromnental Justice to East St. Louis, 
lllinois. Urban Environmental Pollution. Lecture conducted from Boston, MA 

Rosenfeld, P.E. (April 19-23, 2009). Perfluoroctanoic Ac id (PFOA) and Perfluoroactane Sulfonate (PFOS) 
Contamination in Drinking Water From the se of Aqueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at irports in the United 
States. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting, Lecture conducted 
from Tuscon, AZ. 

Rosenfeld, P.E. (April 19-23, 2009). Cost to Filter Atrazine Contamination from Drinking Water in the United 
States" Contamination in Drinking Water From the Use of Aqueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the 
United States. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting. Lecture 
conducted from Tuscon, AZ. 

Wu C., Tam, L. , Clark, J. , Rosenfeld, P. (20-22 July, 2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in 
populations living near four wood treatment facilit ies in the nited States. Brebbia, C.A. and Popov, V., eds., Air 
Pollution XVII: Proceedings of the Seventeenth International Conference on Modeling, Monitoring and 
Management of Air Pollution. Lecture conducted from Tallinn, Estonia. 

Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-1 8, 2007). Moss Point Community Exposure To Contaminants From A Releas ing 
Facility. The 23rd Annual International Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platform lecture conducted from 
Uni vers ity of Massachusetts, Amherst MA 

Rosenfeld, I'. E. (October 15-1 8, 2007). TI1e Repeated Trespass of Tritium-Contaminated Water Into A 
Surrounding Community Form Repeated Waste Spills From A uclear Power Plant. The 23m Annual International 
Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platfonn lecture conducted from Uni vers ity of Massachusetts, Amherst 
MA 
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Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). Somervi lle Community Exposure To Contaminants from Wood Treatment 
Facility Emiss ions. 111e 23m Annual International Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Lecture conducted 
from niversity of Massachusetts, Amherst MA. 

Rosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Production, Chemical Properti es, Toxicology, & Treatment Case Studies of 1,2,3-
Trichloropropane (TCP). The Association for Environmental Health and Sciences (AEHS) Annual Meeting. Lecture 
conducted from San Diego, CA. 

Rosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Blood and Attic Sampling fo r Dioxin/Furan, PAH, and Metal Exposure in Florala, 
Alabama. The AEHS A nnual Meeting. Lecture conducted from San Diego, CA 

Hensley A R. , Scon, A. , Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J. (August 21 - 25, 2006). Dioxin Containing Anic Dust And 
Human Blood Samples Collected ear A Former Wood Treatment Facility. The 26th International Symposium on 
Halogenated Persistent Organic Pollutants - DIOX!N2006. Lecture conducted from Radisson SAS Scandinavia 
Hotel in Oslo orway. 

Hensley A R., Scon, ., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J. ( ovember 4-8, 2006). Dioxin Containing ttic Dust And 
Human Blood Samples Collected Near A Fonner Wood Treatment Facility. A.PHA 134 Annual Meeting & 
Exposition. Lecture conducted from Boston Massachusetts. 

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (October 24-25, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA and Related Chemicals. 
Mealey's C8/PFOA. Science. Risk & Litigation Conference. Lecture conducted from 111e Rittenhouse Hote l, 
Philade lphia, PA. 

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Brominated Flame Retardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human 
Ingestion. Toxicology and Remediation PEMA Emerging Contaminant Conference . Lecture conducted from Hilton 
Hotel, Irvine Californ ia. 

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Fate, Transport, Toxicity, And Persistence of 1,2,3-TCP. PEMA 
Emerging Contaminant Conference. Lecture conducted from Hilton Hotel in Irvine, California. 

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 26-27, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PDBEs. Mealey's Groundwater 
Conference. Lecture conducted fro m Ritz Carlton Hotel, Marina Del Ray, Cali fornia. 

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (June 7-8, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA and Related Chemicals. 
International Society of Environmental Forensics: Focus On Emerging Contaminants . Lecture conducted from 
Sheraton Oceanfront Hotel, Virginia Beach, Virginia . 

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (Jul y 21 -22, 2005). Fate Transport, Persistence and Toxicology of PFOA and Related 
Perfluorochemicals. 2005 National Groundwater Association Ground Water And Environmental Law Conference. 
Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland. 

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (July 21-22, 2005). Brominated Flame Retardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human 
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation. 2005 National Groundwater Association Ground Water and 
Environmental Law Conference. Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Itmer Harbor, Baltimore Maryland. 

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. and Rob Hesse R.G. (May 5-6, 2004). Tert-butyl Alcohol Liabi lity 
and Toxicology, A ational Prob lem and nquantified Liab ility. National Groundwater Association. Environmental 
Law Conference. Lecture conducted from Congress Plaza Hotel, Chicago Illinois. 

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (March 2004). Perchlorate Toxicology. Meeting of the American Groundwater Tmst. 
Lecture conducted from Phoenix Arizona. 

Hagemann, M.F., Paul Rosenfeld , Ph.D. and Rob Hesse (2004). Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. 
Meeting of tribal representatives. Lecture conducted from Parker, AZ. 
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Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (April 7, 2004). A ational Damage Assessment Model For PCE and Dry Cleaners. 
D1ycleaner Symposi11m. California Ground Water Association. Lecture conducted from Radison Hotel, Sacramento, 
California. 

Rosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M., (June 2003) Two stage biofilter for biosolids composting odor control. Seventh 
International In Sit11And On Site Bioremediation Symposium Batte/le Conference Orlando, FL. 

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. (Febmary 20-21 , 2003) Understanding Histori ca l Use, Chemical 
Properti es, Toxicity and Regulatory Guidance of 1,4 Dioxane. National Groundwater Association. Southwest Foc11s 
Conference. Water Supply and Emerging Contaminants .. Lecture conducted from Hyatt Regency Phoenix Arizona. 

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (Febmary 6-7, 2003). nderground Storage Tank Litigation and Remediation. California 
CUPA Fomm. Lecture conducted from Marriott Hotel, Anaheim California. 

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (October 23, 2002) Underground Storage Tank Litigation and Remediation. EPA 
Underground Storage Tank Round/able . Lecture conducted from Sacramento California. 

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet, M. (October 7- 10, 2002). Understanding Odor from Compost, Wastewater and 
Industrial Processes. Sixth Annual Symposi11m On Off Flavors in the Aq11atic Environment. International Water 
Association. Lecture conducted from Barcelona Spain. 

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet, lvI. (October 7- JO, 2002). Using High Carbon Wood Ash to Control Compost Odor. 
Sixth Annual Symposium On Off Flavors in the Aq11atic Environment. International Water Association. Lecture 
conducted from Barcelona Spain. 

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A (September 22-24, 2002). Biocycle Composting For Coastal Sage Restoration. 
Northwest Biosolids Management Association. Lecture conducted from Vancouver Washington .. 

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A (November 11 -14, 2002). Us ing High-Carbon Wood Ash to Control Odor at a 
Green Materials Composting Facility. Soil Science Society Annual Conference. Lecture conducted from 
Indianapolis, Maryland. 

Rosenfeld. P.E. (September 16, 2000). Two stage biofilter fo r biosolids composting odor control. Water 
Environment Federation. Lecture conducted from Anaheim California. 

Rosenfeld. P.E. (October 16, 2000). Wood ash and biofi lter contro l of compost odor. Biofest. Lecture conducted 
from Ocean Shores, California. 

Rosenfeld, P.E. (2000). Bioremediation Us ing Organic Soil Amendments. California Resource Recovery 
Association. Lecture conducted from Sacramento Califo rnia. 

Rosenfeld, P.E. , C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Oat and Grass Seed Gennination and itrogen and Sulfur 
Emiss ions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-As h. Water Environment Federation 12th 
Annual Residuals and Biosolids Management Conference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevue 
Washington. 

Rosenfeld, P.E. , and C. L. Henry. ( 1999). An evaluation of ash incorporation with biosolids for odor reduction. Soil 
Science Society of America. Lecture conducted from Salt Lake City Utah. 

Rosenfeld, P.E. , C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Comparison of Microbial Activity and Odor Emiss ions from 
Three Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soi l. Brown and Caldwell. Lecture conducted from Seattle Washington. 

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry. (1998). Characterization, Quantification, and Control of Odor Emiss ions from 
Biosolids Application To Forest Soil. Biofest. Lecture conducted from Lake Chelan, Washington. 
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Rosenfeld, P.E, C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Oat and Grass Seed Germination and Nitrogen and Sulfur 
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Environment Federation 12th 
Annual Residuals and Biosolids Management Conference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevue 
Washington. 

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Hem-y, R. 8. Harrison, and R. Dills. ( 1997). Comparison of Odor Emissions From TI1ree 
Different Biosolids App lied to Forest Soil. Soil Science Society of America. Lecture conducted from Anaheim 
California. 

Teaching Experience: 

UCL Department of Environmental Health (Summer 2003 through 20010) Taught Environmental Health Science 
100 to students, including undergrad, medical doctors, public health professionals and nurses. Course focused on 
the health effects of environmental contaminants . 

National Ground Water Association, Successful Remediation Technologies. Custom Course in Sante Fe, New 
Mexico. May 21, 2002. Focused on fate and transport of fuel contaminants associated with undergrmmd storage 
tanks. 

National Ground Water Association; Successful Remediation Technologies Course in Chicago Illinois. April 1, 
2002. Focused on fate and transport of contaminants associated with Superfund and RCRA sites. 

California Integrated Waste Management Board, April and May, 2001. Alternative Landfill Caps Seminar in San 
Diego, Ventura, and an Francisco. Focused on both prescriptive and innovat ive landfill cover design. 

UCLA Department of Enviromnental Engineering, Febmary 5, 2002. Seminar on Successful Remediation 
Technologies focusing on Groundwater Remediation. 

Univers ity Of Washington, Soil Science Program, Teaching Ass istant fo r severaJ courses including: Soil Chemistry, 
Organic Soil Amendments, and Soil Stability. 

U.C. Berkeley, Enviromnental Science Program Teaching Ass istant for Environmental Science IO. 

Academic Grnnts Awarded: 

California Integrated Waste Management Board. $41,000 grant awarded to UCLA Institute of the Environment. 
Goal: To investigate effect of high carbon wood ash on vo latile organic emiss ions from compost. 2001. 

Synagro Technologies, Corona Califo rnia: $10,000 grant awarded to San Diego State nivers ity. 
Goal: investigate effect of biosolids for restoration and remediation of degraded coastal sage soils. 2000. 

King County, Department of Research and Technology, Washington State. $100,000 grant awarded to Univers ity of 
Washington: Goal: To investi gate odor emiss ions from biosolids application and the effect of polymers and ash on 
voe emiss ions. 1998. 

Northwest Biosolids lvlanagement Association, Washington State. $20,000 grant awarded to investigate effect of 
polymers and ash on VOC emiss ions from bio olids. 1997. 

James River Corporation, Oregon: $10,000 grant was awarded to investigate the success of genetically engineered 
Poplar trees with resistance to round-up. 1996. 

United State Forest Service, Tahoe National Forest: $15,000 grant was awarded to investigating fire ecology of the 
Tahoe National Forest. 1995. 

Kellogg Foundation, Washington D.C. $500 grant was awarded to construct a large anaerobic digester on St. Kins 
in West Indies. 1993 
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Deposition and/or Trial Testimony: 

In the nited States District Court For T11e Distri ct of ew Jersey 
Duarte et al, Plaintiffs, vs. nited States Meta ls Refining Company el. al. Defendant. 
Case No.: 2: 17-cv-0 I 624-ES-SCM 
Rosenfeld Depos ition. 6-7-2019 

In the nited States District Court ofSouthem District of Texas Galves ton Division 
Mfr Carla Maersk, Plaintiffs, vs. Conti 168., Schiffahrts-GMBH & Co. Bulker KG MS "Conti Perdido" 
Defendant. 
Case No.: 3:1 5-CV-00 106 consolidated with 3:15-CV-00237 
Rosenfeld Depos ition. 5-9-2019 

In 1l1e Superior Court of the State of Cali fomia In And For The County Of Los Angeles - Santa Monica 
Carole-Taddeo-Bates et al. , vs . lfran Khan et al. , Defendants 
Case No.: No. BC615636 
Rosenfeld Depos ition, 1-26-2019 

In 111e Superior Court of the State of Califomia In And For The County Of Los Angele - Santa Monica 
·n1e San Gabrie l Valley Council ofGovemments et al. vs El Adobe Apts. Inc. et al. , Defendants 
Case No.: No. BC646857 
Rosenfe ld Depos ition, 10-6-2018; Trial 3-7-1 9 

In United States District Court For The District of Colorado 
Bells et al. Plaintiff vs . The 3M Company et al. , Defendants 
Case : No l:1 6-cv-02531 -RBJ 
Rosenfeld Deposition, 3-1 5-20 I 8 and 4-3-201 8 

IJ1 11,e District Court Of Regan County, Texas, 112th Judicial District 
Phillip Bales et al. , Plaintiff vs . Dow Agrosciences, LLC, et al. , Defendants 
Cause No 1923 
Rosenfeld Depos ition, 11-1 7-20 17 

In T11e Superior Court of the State ofCalifomia In And For The County Of Contra Costa 
Simons et al. , Plaintiffs vs . Chevron Corporation, et al. , Defendants 
Cause No Cl2-01481 
Rosenfeld Depos iti on, I 1-20-20 17 

In 1l1e Circuit Court Of 1l1e Twentieth Judicial Circuit, St Clair County, Illinois 
Martha Custer et al. , Plaintiff vs. Cerro Flow Product , Inc., Defendants 
Case No.: o. 0i9-L-2295 
Rosenfeld Depos ition, 8-23-2017 

In 1l1e Superior Court of the State of California, For T11e County of Los Angeles 
Wam1 Gilbert and Permy Gi lber, Plaintiff vs . BMW of orth An1erica LLC 
Case No.: LC102019 (c/w BC582 154) 
Rosenfeld Depos ition, 8-16-20 17, Trail 8-28-2018 

In the Northern District Court of Mississ ippi, Greenvi lle Division 
Brenda J. Cooper, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. Meritor Inc., el al. , Defendants 
Case Number: 4:16-cv-52-DMB-JVM 
Rosenfeld Depos ition: July 20 17 
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In TI1e Superior Court of the State of Washington, County of Snohomish 
Michae l Davis and Julie Davis et al. , Plaintiff vs. Cedar Grove Composting Inc., Defendants 
Case o.: No. 13-2-03987-5 
Rosenfe ld Deposition, Febmary 2017 
Trial, March 20 I 7 

In The Superior Court of the State of Californi a, County of Alameda 
Charles Spain., Plaintiff vs. Thenno Fisher Scientific, et al. , Defendants 
Case o.: RG147 1111 5 
Rosenfe ld Deposition, September 2015 

In 111e Iowa District Court In And For Poweshiek County 
Russe ll D. Winburn, et al. , Plaintiffs vs . Doug Hoksbergen, el al. , Defendants 
Case o.: LALA002 187 
Rosenfe ld Deposition, August 20 15 

In TI1e Iowa District Court For Wapello County 
Jerry Dovico, et al. , Plaintiffs vs . Valley View Sine LLC, el al. , Defendants 
Law No,: LALA105 144 - Division A 
Rosenfe ld Deposition, ugust 20 15 

In TI1e Iowa District Court For Wapello County 
Doug Pauls, et al. ,, et al. , Plaintiffs vs . Richard Warren, et al., Defendants 
L~w No, : LALA105 144 - Division A 
Rosenfeld Deposition, ugust 20 15 

ln TI1e Circuit Court of Ohio County, West Virginia 
Robert Andrews, et al. v. Antero, el al. 
Civil Action NO. 14-C-30000 
Rosenfe ld Deposition, June 2015 

In 111e Third Judicial District County of Dona Ana, 1 ew Mexico 
Betty Gonzalez, et al. Plaintiffs vs . Del Oro Dairy, Del Oro Real Estate LLC, Jeny Settles and Deward 
DeRuyter, Defendants 
Rosenfe ld Deposition: July 20 I 5 

In "l11 e Iowa District Court For Muscatine County 
Laurie Freeman et. al. Plaintiffs vs . Grain Process ing Corporation, Defendant 
Case o 4980 
Rosenfeld Deposition: May 20 15 

In the Circuit Court of the 17"' Judicial Circuit, in and For Broward County, Florida 
Walter Hinton, et. al. Plaintiff, vs . City of Fort Lauderdale, Florida, a Municipality, Defendant. 
Case umber C CE07030358 (26) 
Rosenfeld Deposition: December 2014 

In the United States District Court Western District of Oklahoma 
Tonuny McCarty, et al. , Plaintiffs, v. Oklahoma City L'll1dfill, LLC d/b/a Southeast Oklahoma City 
Landfill, et al. Defendants. 
Case o. 5: 12-cv-0 I 152-C 
Rosenfe ld Deposition: July 20 14 
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In the County Court of Dallas County Texas 
Lisa Parr et al, Plaintiff, vs. Arnba et al, Defendant. 
Case umber cc-11-01650-E 
Rosenfeld Deposition: March and September 201 3 
Rosenfe ld Trial: April 2014 

In the Court ofConunon Pleas of Tuscarawas County Ohio 
Jolm Michae l Abicht, et al. , Plaintiffs, vs. Republic Services, lnc. , et al. , Defendants 
Case umber: 2008 CT 10 0741 (Cons. w/ 2009 CV 10 0987) 
Rosenfeld Deposition: October 2012 

In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division 
Kyle Ca1mon, Eugene Donovan, Genaro Ramirez, Carol Sassier, and Harvey Walton, each Individually and 
on behalf of those similarly situated, Plaintiffs, vs. BP Products No1th America, Inc., Defendant. 
Case 3: I 0-cv-00622 
Rosenfe ld Deposition: Febrnary 2012 
Rosenfe ld Trial: April 2013 

In the Circuit Court of Baltimore County Maryland 
Philip E. Cvach, II et al. , Plaintiffs vs. Two Fanns, Inc. cl/b/a Royal Farms, Defendants 
Case umber: 03-C- 12-012487 OT 
Rosenfeld Deposition: September 2013 
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I SWAP E I Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and 
Lttlgatlon Support for the Environment ..._ ____ _, 

Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP 

Education: 

1640 5th St.., Suite 204 Santa 
Santa Monica, California 90401 

Tel: (949) 887-9013 
Email: mhagemann@swape.com 

Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization 

Industrial Stormwater Compliance 

Investigation and Remediation Strategies 

Litigation Support and Testifying Expert 

CEQA Review 

M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984. 

B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982. 

Professional Certifications: 

California Professional Geologist 

California Certified Hydrogeologist 

Qualified SW PPP Developer and Practitioner 

Professional Experience: 

Matt has 25 years of experience in en vironmental policy, assessment and remediation. He spent nine 

years with the U.S. EPA in the RCRA and Superfund p rograms and served as EP A's Senior Science 

Policy Advisor in the Western Regional Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from 

perchlorate and MTBE. While with EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of 

the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base closure. Te led numerous enforcement 

actions under p rovisions of the Resource Conserva tion and Recovery Act (RCRA) while also working 

with permit holders to improve hydrogeologic characterization and water quality monitoring. 

Matt has worked closely with U.S. EPA legal counsel and the technical staff of several states in the 

application and enforcement of RCRA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations. Matt 

has trained the technical staff in the States of California, Hawaii, Nevada, Arizona and the Territory of 

Guam in the conduct of investigations, groundwater fundamentals, and sampling techniques. 

Positions Matt has held include: 

• Founding Partner, Soil/Water/ Air Protection Enterprise (SW APE) (2003 - present); 
• Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 - 2014; 
• Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H2O Science, Inc. (2000 -- 2003); 
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• Executi ve Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 - 2004); 
• Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeolog.ist, U.S. En vironmental Protect.ion Agency (1989-

1998); 
• Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Divis.ion (1998 - 2000); 
• AdjLUKt Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosc.iences (1993 -

1998); 
• Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 - 1995); 
• Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 - 1998); and 
• Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 -1986). 

Senior Re~ulatory and Liti~ation Support Analyst: 

With SW APE, Matt's responsibilities have included: 

• Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of over 100 environmental impact reports 
since 2003 LU1der CEQA that identify significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water 
resources, water quality, air quality, Valley Fever, greenhouse gas emissions, and geologic 
hazards. Make recommendations for additional mitigation measures to lead agencies at the 
local and comity level to include additional characterization of health risks and 
implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from toxins 
and Valley Fever. 

• Storm water analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities. 
• Manager of a project to provide teclmical assistance to a community adjacent to a former 

Naval shipyard under a grant from the U.S. EPA. 
• Teclmical assistance and litiga tion support for vapor intrusion concen1s. 
• Lead analyst and testifying expert .in the review of environmental issues .in license applica tions 

for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission. 
• Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S. 
• Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in 

Southern California drinking water welJs. 
• Manager and designated expert for litigation support LU1der provi sions of Proposition 65 in the 

review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hLU1dreds of gas 
stations throughout Ca lifornia. 

• Exper t witness on two cases involving MTBE litigation. 
• Exper t wih1ess and litiga tion support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a scl1ool. 
• Expert w.imess in litigation at a former plywood plant. 

With Komex H2O Science Inc., Matt's duties .included the following: 

• Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contami nation that was used in te timony 
by the former U.S. EPA Adminis trator and General Counsel. 

• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interacti ve chronology 
of MTBE use, research, and regulation. 

• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronicaJly interactive chronology 
of perchlorate use, research, and regulation. 

• Senior researcher in a study that estimates nati onwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking 
water treatment, results of which were p ublished in newspapers nationwid e and in testimony 
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies. 

• Research to support litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by 
MTBE in Cali fo rni a and New York. 
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• Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production-related contamination in Mississippi. 
• Lead author for a multi-volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los 

Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorottS deadlines. 
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• Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites i.n consultation wi th 
clients and regulators. 

Executive Director: 

As Executive Di.rector with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led effor ts to restore water quality at Orange 

COLmty beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of 

wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Oran ge 

County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection 

of wastewater and control of the discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the 

d evelopment of coLmtywide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the 

discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality, including 

Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense CoLUicil and Orange CoLmty CoastKeeper as well as with business 

institutions including the Orange County Business Council. 

Hyd roi:eoloi:y: 

As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to 

characteri ze and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point 

Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army 

Airfield, and Sacram ento Army Depot. Specific acti vities were as follows: 

• Led effor ts to model groLmdwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of 
m onitoring networks, and assessed cl eanup alternati ves for contaminated sediment, soi], and 
groLmdwater. 

• Initiated a regional program for evaluation of grom1dwater sampling practices and laboratory 
analysis at military bases. 

• Identifi ed emerging issues, wrote teclmical gi1idance, and assisted in policy and regitlation 
development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, .including the Superfw1d 
GroLU1dwater Teclmical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum. 

At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of 

grow1dwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oalrn. He used analytical models and a GIS to 

show zones of vulnerability, and the resLtlts were adopted and published by the State of Hawaii and 

County of Maui. 

As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Grom1dwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provi sions of the 

Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination . Specific activities included 

the following: 

• Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for 
the protection of drinking water. 

• Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities 
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports, 
conducted public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very 
concerned about the impact of designation . 
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• Reviewed a number of Environ.mental Impact Statements for plrumed major developments, 
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water 
trru1s fer. 

Matt served as a hydrogeologist wi th the RCRA Hazardous Waste program. Duties were as fo llows: 

• Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazard ous waste sites to determine compliance 
with Subtitle C requirements. 

• Reviewed and wrote "part B" permits for the disposal of hazardous waste. 
• Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investiga tions of waste sites and led inspections that formed 

the basis for sig.nificru1t enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination wi th U.S. 
EPA legal co1msel. 

• Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor's investigations of waste sites. 

With the National Park Service, Matt directed service-wide investigations of contaminant sources to 

prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks: 

• Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NRDA, and the 
Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants. 

• Conducted watershed-scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and 
Olympic National Park. 

• Identified high-levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a .national park in New Mexico 
and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions 1mder CERCLA. 

• Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a 
nati onal workgroup. 

• Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while 
serving on a national workgroup. 

• Co-authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal 
watercra ft ru1d snowm obiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation
wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks. 

• Contributed to the Federal Multi-Agency Source Water Agreement 1mder the Clean Water 
Action Plru1. 

Policy: 

Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency, Region 9. Activities included the following: 

• Ad vised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the 
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking 
water supplies. 

• Shaped EPA's national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing 
to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in 
Water: Critical Information and Research Needs. 

• Improved the teclulical traiJ.ling of EPA 's scientific and engineering staff. 
• Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region's 300 scientists and engi neers in 

negotiations with the Administrator and se11ior management to better integrate scientific 
pri11ciples into the policy-making process. 

• Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents. 
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Geolo~:y: 

With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for 

timber harvest i11 the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as fo ll ows: 

• Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical 
models to determine slope stability. 

• Coordinated his research with commwuty members who were concerned with natural resource 
protection. 

• Characterized the geology of an aqui fer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the 
ci ty of Medford, Oregon. 

As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later 

listed on the Superfimd NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large ha zard ous waste site in eastern 

Oregon. Duties included the following: 

• Supervised year-long effort for soil and groundwater sampling. 
• Conducted aquifer tests. 
• Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal. 

Teachini:: 

From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the commmuty college and wuversity 

levels: 

• At San Francisco State U11iversity, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in 
en vironmental geology, oceanograph y (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater 
contamination. 

• Served as a committee member for graduate and Lmdergraduate students. 
• Ta ught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin. 

Matt tau ght physical geology (lecture and lab and introductory geology at Golden West College in 

Huntington Beach, Califonu a from 2010 to 2014. 

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations: 

Hagemann, M .F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues Lmder CEQA. Presentation to the I ublic 
En vironmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon. 

Hagemann, M .F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Invited presentation to U.S. 
EPA Region 9, San Franci sco, Califonua. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2005. Use of Electro11ic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and 
Public Participation. Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao. 

Hagemann, M .F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Nevad a and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Grow1d water Trust, Las 
Vegas, NV (served on conference orga11izing committee). 

Hagemann, M .F., 2004. Invited testimony to a Califonua Senate committee hearing on air toxins at 
schools in Southern Califonua, Los Angeles. 
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Brown, A., Farrow, J., Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE 
Releases from UndergrOLmd Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. 
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National GrOLmdwater 
Association. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the Ame1ican Grow1dwater Trust, 
Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee). 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in the Southwestern U.S. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy 
of Sciences, Irvine, CA. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a 
tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a 
meeting of tribal repesentah ves, Parker, AZ. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water 
Supplies. Invited presentation to the Inter-Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant. 
Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination. Invited 
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water. Presentation to a meeting of 
the National Groundwater Association. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Grotmdwater. Presentation to a 
meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. A Chronol gy of MTBE in Grom1dwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address 
Impacts to Groundwater. Presentation to the ammal meeting of the Society of Environmental 
Journalists. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Grow1dwater 
(and Who Will Pay). Presentation to a meeting of the National Grom1dwater Association. 

Hage mann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage 
Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and 
State Undergrow1d Storage Tank Program managers. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2001. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Unpublished 

report. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 2001. Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in GrOLmdwater Used as Drinking Water. 

Unpublished report. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2001. Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Undergrow1d Storage 

Tanks. Unpublished report. 

Hagemann, M.F., and VanMouwerik, M., 1999. Potential W a t e r Quality Concerns Related 

to Snowmobile Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concents Related to Personal Watercraft 

Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Teclmical Report. 

Hagemann, M.F., 1999, Is Dilution the Solution to Pollution in National Parks? The George Wright 

S ciety Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina. 

Hagemann, M.F., 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund 

Groundwater Teclmical Forum Arnmal Meeting, Las Vegas, Neva da. 

Hagemann, M.F., and Gill, M., 1996, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett Field Naval Air 

Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City. 

Hagemann, M.F., Fttkw1aga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Grotmdwater to Antlu·opogenic 

Contaminants on tl1e Island of Matti , Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Ammal Meeting, Maui, 

October 1996. 

Hagemann, M. F., Fttkanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groun dwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu, 

Iawaii. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air 

and Waste Management Association Publication VIP--61. 

Hagemann, M.F., 1994. GrotmdwaterCh arac t eriza ti on and C l e anup a t Closing Military Bases 

in California. Proceedings, California Grotmdwater Resources Association Meeting. 

Hagemann, M.F. and Sabol, M.A., 1993. Role of tl1e U.S. EPA in tl1e High Plains States Grotmdwater 

Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biermial Symposium on tl1e Artificial Recharge of 

Groundwater. 

Hagemann, M.F., 1993. U.S. EPA Policy on tl1e Tecluucal Impracticability of the Cleanup of DNAPL

contami.nated GrOLmdwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Grow1d water: An Ounce of 

Prevention ... Proceedi ngs, Association of Engineering Geologists A1mual Meeting, v. 35. 

Other Experience: 

Selected as subject matter expert for the Cali fo rnia Professional Geologist licensing examination, 2009-

2011. 
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Shawn Smallwood, PhD 
3108 Finch Street 
Davis, CA 95616 

Saima Qureshy, Principal Planner 
City of San Marcos 
1 Civic Center Drive 
San Marcos, California 92069 

RE: Pacific Specific Plan DEIR 

Dear Ms. Qureshy, 

25 March 2023 

I write to comment on the draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and Helix's 
(2023) technical report on biological resources that were prepared in support of the 
proposed Pacific Specific Plan, which I understand would add 539,706 square feet of 
floor space1 in 449 residential units in 3-, 4-, and 5-story buildings2 and 927 parking 
spaces to accommodate an estimated 1,388 new residents on 15.02 acres of a 33.2-acre 
project site located on APN 219-222-01, 219-222-02, 219-222-03, and 219-222-04 
southeast of the intersection of La Mirada Road and South Pacific Street. 

My qualifications for preparing expert comments are the following. I hold a Ph.D. 
degree in Ecology from University of California at Davis, where I also worked as a post
graduate researcher in the Department of Agronomy and Range Sciences. My research 
has been on animal density and distribution, habitat selection, v.~ldlife interactions v,~th 
the anthrosphere, and conservation of rare and endangered species. I authored many 
papers on these and other topics. I served as Chair of the Conservation Affairs 
Committee for The Wildlife Society - Western Section. I am a member of The Wildlife 
Society and Raptor Research Foundation, and I've lectured part-time at California State 
University, Sacramento. I was Associate Editor of ,,~ldlife biology's premier scientific 
journal, The Journal of Wildlife Management, as well as of Biological Conservation, and 
I was on the Editorial Board of Environmental Management. I have performed ~ldlife 
surveys in California for thirty-seven years. My CV is attached. 

SITE VISIT 

On my behalf, Noriko Smallwood, a ~ldlife biologist with a Master's Degree from 
California State University Los Angeles, visited the site of the proposed project for 2.83 
hours from 0T25 to 10:15 hours on 17 March 2023. She walked the site's perimeter, 
stopping to scan for v~ldlife v,~th use of binoculars. Noriko recorded all species of 
vertebrate wildlife she detected, including those whose members flew over the site or 
were seen nearby, off the site. Animals of uncertain species identity were either omitted 
or, if possible, recorded to the Gen us or higher taxonomic level. 

1 1 derived this number of sf from Figure 2.5, because I could not find it reported in the DEIR . 
2 I could not find exact building heights in the DEIR. 
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Conditions were partly cloudy to sunny with 3 mph northeast wind and 45-57° F. The 
site was covered by grassland and patches of coastal sage scrub with scattered trees 
along the border (Photos 1-2). Multiple vernal pools occur on site (Photo 3). 

Photos 1-3. Views of the proj ect site, 17 March 2023. Photos by Noriko Smallwood. 

The breeding season is underway at the project site, as Noriko found n vo nests of Anna's 
hummingbird (Photos 4 and 5). Noriko detected 34 species of vertebrate wildlife at or 
adjacent to the project site, including 5 species with special status (Table 1). Noriko saw 
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red-tailed hawk and Cooper's hawk (Photos 6 and 7), white-crowned sparrows (Photo 
8), Great Basin fence lizard and common side-blotched lizards (Photos 9 and 10), 

California ground squirrels and desert cottontails (Photos 11 and 12), savannah sparrow 
and black phoebe (Photos 13 and 14), house finch and American crows (Photos 15 and 
16), and northern rough-winged swallows and Nuttall's woodpecker (Photos 17 and 18), 
among the other species listed in Table 1. 

Noriko Smallwood certifies that the foregoing and following survey results are true and 
accurately reported. 

~~ 
Noriko Smallwood 

Photos 4 and 5. Anna's 
humming bird nest on the project 
site (top), andjust offofthe 
project site (bottom), 17 March 
2023. Photos by Noriko 
Smallwood. 
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Table 1. Species of wildlife Noriko observed during 2.83 hours of survey on 17 March 
202.'i. 

Common na1ne Species name Status• Notes 
Common side-blotched 
lizard Uta stansburiana eleqans 

Sceloporus occidentalis 
Great Basin fence lizard lonqipes 

Just south of site in 
Red-eared slider Trachenn1s scripta eleqans Non-native canal 
Mallard Anas plati1rln,nchos Flew over 
Eurasian collared-dove Streptopelia decaocto Non-native 
Momning dove Zenaida macroura 
Anna's hummingbird Cahmteanna Two nests 
Western gull Larus occidentalis BCC Flew over 
Double-crested cormorant Nannopterum auritum TWL, CSD2 Flew over 
Coooer's hawk Accipiter cooperii TWL, BOP, CSD1 Circled over site 
Red-tailed hawk Buteo iamaicensis BOP Flew over and circled 
Nuttall's woodoecker Picoides nuttallii BCC Just south of site 
Cassin's kingbird Tt11·anmts vociferans Territorial 
Black phoebe Sm1ornis niqricans 
Say's phoebe Sm1ornis sm1a 
American crow Corvus brachurlnmchos 
Northern rough-winged 
swallow StelqidopteriJx serripennis Foraged over site 
Bushtit Psaltriparus minimus Just south of site 
Ruby-crowned kinglet Requlus calendula 
Northern mockingbird Mimus pohmlottos 
Emopean starling Sturnus vulqaris Non-native 
American robin Turdus miqratorius Just south of site 
House finch Haemorphous mexicanus 
White-crowned sparrow Zonotrichia leucophri1s 
Savannah sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis Just south of site 
Song sparrow Melospiza melodia 
California towhee Me/ozone crissalis 
Common vellowthroat Geothli,pis trichas Just south of site 
Yellow-rumped warbler Setophaqa coronata 
Desert cottontail Si1lvilaqus auduboni Two observed on site 
Botta's pocket gopher Thomoml}s bottae Bw-rows 

Bmrows; dead vole 
California vole Microhts californicus next to site 
California ground squirrel Otospermovhilus beeche11i Two observed on site 

1 Listed as BCC = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Bird of Conservation Concern, TWL = 
Taxa to Watch List (Shuford and Gardali 2008), BOP = Birds of Prey (California Fish 
and Game Code 3503.5), and CSD1 and CSD2 = Group 1 and Group 2 species on County 
of San Diego Sensitive Animal List ( County of San Diego 2010). 
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Photos 6 and 7. Red-tailed hawk (left) and Cooper's hawk (right)flying over the 
project site, 17 March 2023. Photos by Noriko Smallwood. 

Photo 8. White-crowned 
spaITow at the project 
site, 17 March 2023. Photo 
by Noriko Smallwood. 
Helix (2023) detected this 
species, but not red-tailed 
hawk, Cooper's hawk, 
andGreat Basin f ence 
lizard, all of which are 
shown in photos on this 
page at the project site. 

Photos 9 and 10. Great Basin f ence lizard (left) and common side-blotched lizard 
(right) on the project site, 17 March 2023. Photos by Noriko Smallwood. 
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Photo 11. California ground 
squirrel on the project site, 17 

March 2023. Photo by Noriko 
Smallwood. 

Photo 12. Desert cottontail on 
the project site, 17 March 2023. 

Photo by Noriko Smallwood. 

Photos 13 and 14. Savannah sparrow (left), and black phoebe (right) just south of 
the project site, 17 March 2023. Photo by Noriko Smallwood. 
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Photo 15. House finch at the 
project site, 17 March 2023. 

Photo by Noriko Smallwood. 

Photo 16. American crows at the project site, 17 March 2023. Photo by Noriko 
Smallwood. Surprisingly, these large birds, which typically occur in pairs or larger 
number and are quite vocal, were not detected at the project site by Helix (2023) 

during at least 15 survey dates. 
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Photos 17 and 18. Nol'them T'ough-winged swallow on the p1'oject site (left), and 
Nuttall's woodpeckel'just south of the project site (right), 17 March 2023. Photo by 
Noriko Smallwood. Neither of these species were detected by Helix (2023). 

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The first step in analysis of potential project impacts to biological resources is to 
accurately characterize the existing environmental setting, including the biological 
species that use the site, their relative abundances, how they use the site, key ecological 
relationships, and known and ongoing threats to those species with special status. A 
reasonably accurate characterization of the environmental setting can provide the basis 
for determining whether the site holds habitat value to wildlife, as well as a baseline 
against which to analyze potential project impacts. For these reasons, characterization 
of the environmental setting, including the project's site's regional setting, is one of 
CEQA's essential analytical steps (§15125). Methods to achieve this first step typically 
include (1) surveys of the site for biological resources, and (2) reviews of literature, 
databases and local experts for documented occurrences of special-status species. In the 
case of this project, these essential steps remain incomplete and misleading. 

The DEIR appears biased in favor of the project. The following statement exemplifies 
bias by speculating that the degraded condition of the environmental setting would 
worsen into the future, thereby justifying the project (p. 3.3-2) : "Due to the relatively 
high level of continuous anthropogenic disturbances of the project site 
via trash dumping and off-highway vehicle recreation, the potential sensitive plant 
harvesting/ poaching, unsanctioned community gatherings for 4th of July Holiday 
celebration parties and fireworks spectating, as well as the abundance of non-native 
invasive species, it is likely such disturbances would continue in the future and 
substantially result in ongoing degradation of the biological resources on site." The 
DEIR could just as well speculate over how the environmental setting could improve 
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without the project by more strictly controlling site access, by enforcement of litter laws, 
and by applying some effort toward habitat enhancements. Rather than speculating over 
how conditions would worsen without the project, the DEIR ought to simply disclose to 
the public and decision-makers the existing environmental setting. The characterization 
of the existing environmental setting should be based on evidence as well as 
scientifically sound interpretation of evidence. 

Environmental Setting informed by Field Surveys 

To CEQA's primary objective to disclose potential environmental impacts of a proposed 
project, the analysis of potential project impacts benefits from identifying as many as 
reasonably possible the biological species that occur at the project site, and the special
status species that are otherwise likely to occur. It is also important to disclose the 
limitations of the survey effort directed to the project site. Analysts need this 
information to characterize the environmental setting as a basis for opining on, or 
predicting, potential project impacts to biological resources. 

The DEIR prepared for the Pacific Specific Plan inaccurately characterizes the wildlife 
community as part of the existing environmental setting, and it fails to fully disclose and 
to rectify the limitations of the surveys that were implemented to sample the species 
composing the wildlife community. Whereas Helix (2023) acknowledges that its list of 
species detected by surveys incompletely represents the v.rildlife community, Helix does 
nothing to rectify the discrepancy by, for example, estimating the number of species that 
were not detected but which truly occur on the project site. Helix also repeatedly 
determines special-status species are not expected to occur, have no potential to occur, 
or have low likelihood of occurrence based on the species having not been detected 
during Helix's surveys. Given the survey limitation acknowledged by Helix, the cited 
basis for these determinations are inappropriate. Helix's surveys failed to detect many 
species of\-,rildlife, including species with special status. 

According to the Helix (2023:ES-1), surveys were conducted "to document the existing 
biological conditions within the project site, to analyze potential impacts to sensitive 
biological resources." Helix (2023) reports 1 biologist completed a general survey on 24 
July 2018, 2 biologists surveyed on 22 April 2020 to verify the 2018 resources mapping 
and to update and refine it, 1 biologist mapped vernal pools in September 2020, 1 
biologist surveyed on 26 March 2021 to review the existing site conditions, evaluate the 
mapped vernal pools, assess the status of annual plants, and verify the biological 
resources mapped in 2020, and an unreported number of biologists surveyed on 25 
February, 1, 29, 31 March, 6 April, 9, 10, 13 May, 19 July, and 4, 5 August 2022 to assess 
the vernal pools, verify vegetation and site conditions, assess grasslands, document and 
count special-status plants on-site, and to evaluate potential species and habitat 
mitigation (translocation, creation, restoration, enhancement, and preservation) areas 
on-site. For none of these surveys are details reported, such as when the survey started 
and how long it lasted. It is unreported for some of the surveys who performed them. 

Some of the reported survey dates corresponded \-\rith dates later reported for focused 
surveys. Helix (2023:6) reports, "Focused surveys for burrm\ring owl (A thene 
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cunicularia) were conducted by HELIX in 2020 in accordance with current CDFW 
burrowing owl survey guidelines (California Department of Fish and Game [now CDFW] 
2012)." And, "Focused surveys for the coastal California gnatcatcher were conducted by 
HELIX in 2020 in accordance with the Coastal Califomia Gnatcatcher (Polioptila 
californica californica) Presence/Absence Survey Protocol (USFWS 1997) by HELIX 
(HELIX 202oa)." However, Helix (2023) fails to meet most of the reporting standards 
of both survey protocols, and because the reporting standards were mostly unmet, it is 
unkknown whether the Helix biologists were qualified to survey for burrowing owls or 
California gnatcatchers, and it is unknown whether the surveys were consistent with the 
other standards on the conduct of the surveys, such as the minimum time intervals 
ben.veen surveys, survey start times, and specific methods. Contrary to the reporting of 
Helix (2023), the surveys completed by Helix were not in accordance with the available 
survey protocols for burrowing owl and California gnatcatcher, and therefore Helix's 
negative findings cannot support absence determinations nor can they lend much 
support to determinations of low likelihoods of occurrence. 

To their credit, Helix completed more surveys than usual for biological resources on the 
project site. Surveys were completed on at least 15 dates by multiple biologists. 
Unfortunately, I cannot determine how much time the surveys were given, nor how 
much of the site was covered or whether the surveys were performed at times of day 
when wildlife are most active and detectable. Regardless, Helix's (2023) many surveys 
resulted in the detections of only 13 species of vertebrate wildlife. Noriko, working from 
the site's perimeter, detected 28 species on the project site and 34 species including 
those detected just offsite. Depending on whether one decides to include the offsite 
detections,3 Noriko detected 2.2 to 2.6 times the number of species detected by Helix, 
and she did it with one <3-hour survey instead of the 15 or more surveys completed by 
Helix. Helix detected two (15%) species (common raven and lesser goldfinch) that 
Noriko did not, but Noriko detected 22 (65%) species that Helix did not. These 
differences in survey outcome are inexplicable,4 but it gives me no confidence in Helix's 
findings. 

Reconnaissance-level surveys cannot support species' absence determinations, but they 
can be useful for confirming presence of species that were detected, but they can also be 
useful for estimating the number of species that were not detected. One can model the 
pattern in species detections during a survey as a means to estimate the number of 

3 The offsite detections should be included because offsite wildlife ca n readily move on site, and most likely do so 
frequ ently, but also because Helix (2023:3) reports having also surveyed for species in th e "immediately 
surrounding areas." 

4 Poss ible explanations include (1) the deployment of only biologists who are young in their ca reers, (2) very 
cursory survey visits, (3) lack of discipline resulting in lack of focus, or (4) an extreme suite of conditions for 
inclusion of species seen on site, such as a requirement that the animals must have made contact with the 
vegetation or the ground. To help elucidate survey outcomes, Helix should report each survey's fi eld notes along 
with sta rt times and end times, areas covered, exact ly who participated with the survey, and which species were 
detected, how they were det ected, relative abundance and activity. Photo documentation of species seen would 
provide substantial evidence of species detections and accurate species identifications. It would also help to defin e 
the minimum standards for inclusion of species on the co mpendium of species detected at the project site. 
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species that used the site but were undetected during the survey. To support such a 
modeling effort, the observer needs to record the times into the survey when each 
species was first detected. The cumulative number of species' detections increases with 
increasing survey time, but eventually with diminishing returns (Figure 1). Due to 
reporting shortfalls, I was unable to model the pattern of species detections from Helix's 
survey, but I could model Nariko's pattern of species detections at the project site. 

In the case of Noriko' s survey, the pattern in the data predicts that had she spent more 
time on the site, or had she help from additional biologists of her skill-level, she would 
have detected 62 species of vertebrate Vlrildlife on 17 March 2023, which would have 
been nearly twice the number of species than she actually detected (Figure 1). The 
pattern in the data also indicates the site's Vlrildlife species richness exceeds the upper 
bound of the 95% confidence interval estimated from other project sites she and I have 
surveyed in the South Coast Region (Figure 1). The site supports a richer community of 
\\ri.ldlife species than most other sites we have surveyed in the region. 
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circles) and predicted (red 
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Although the above modeling approach is useful for more realistically representing 
species richness at the site at the time of a survey, it cannot represent species richness 
throughout the year or across multiple years because many species are seasonal or even 
multi-annual in their movement patterns and in their occupancy of habitat. 

By use of an analytical bridge, a modeling effort applied to a much larger, more robust 
data set at a research site can predict the number of vertebrate Vlri.ldlife species likely 
making use of the site over the longer term. As part of my research, I completed a much 
larger survey effort across 167 km 2 of annual grasslands of the Altamont Pass Wind 
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Resource Area, where from 2015 through 2019 I performed 7211-hour visual-scan 
surveys, or 721 hours of surveys, at 46 stations. I used binoculars and othenvise the 
methods were the same as the methods I and other consulting biologists use for surveys 
at proposed project sites. At each of the 46 survey stations at my research site, I tallied 
new species detected with each sequential survey at that station, and then related the 
cumulative species detected to the hours (number of surveys, as each survey lasted 1 
hour) used to accumulate my counts of species detected. I used combined quadratic and 
simplex methods of estimation in Statistica to estimate least-squares, best-fit nonlinear 
models of the number of cumulative species detected regressed on hours of survey 
(number of surveys) at the station: /? = 11 

1 c, where/? represented cumulative 
a+b x(Hours) 

species richness detected. The coefficients of determination, r 2 , of the models ranged 
o.88 to 1.00, with a mean of 0.97 (95% CI: 0.96, 0.98); or in other words, the models 
were excellent fits to the data. 

I projected the predictions of each model to many hours of visual-scan surveys among 
the 46 stations to find predicted asymptotes of wildlife species richness. The mean 
model-predicted asymptote of species richness was 57. I also averaged model 
predictions of species richness at each incremental increase of number of surveys, i.e. , 
number of hours (Figure 2). On average I detected 12.1 species over the first 2.83 hours 
of surveys in the Altamont Pass (2.83 hours to match the number of hours Noriko 
surveyed at the project site), which composed 21.2% of the total predicted species 
Noriko would detect with a much larger survey effort. Given the example illustrated in 
Figure 2, the 34 species Noriko detected after 2.83 hours of survey at the project site 
likely represented 21.2% of the species to be detected after many more visual-scan 
surveys over another year or longer. With many more repeat surveys through the year, 
Noriko would likely detect 34/ 0_212 = 160 species of vertebrate wildlife at the site. 
Assuming Nariko's ratio of special-status to non-special-status species was to hold 
through the detections of all 160 predicted species, then continued surveys would 
eventually detect 24 special-status species of vertebrate wildlife. 

Again, however, my prediction of 160 species of vertebrate wildlife, including 24 special
status species, is derived from a visual-scan survey during the daytime, and would not 
detect nocturnal birds and mammals. The true number of species composing the wildlife 
community of the site must be larger. A single reconnaissance-level survey should serve 
only as a starting point toward characterization of a site's wildlife community, but it 
certainly cannot alone inform of the inventory of species that use the site. In the case of 
Helix's (2023) survey, Helix detected 13 wildlife species of the 160 that my empirical 
model predicts, or only 8% of the species composition of the wildlife community. The 
DEIR's impacts analysis is based on a sampling of only 8% of the species of wildlife 
likely to use the site, which is grossly insufficient. Even more deficient, Helix (2023) 
reports nothing about all but one of the species of wildlife they detected, such as where 
they were located, their abundance and what they were doing there. Much more effort is 
needed to accurately characterize the wildlife community as part of the existing 
environmental setting. In the meantime, the DEIR lacks the basis needed for concluding 
that impacts to wildlife would be less than significant, even with mitigation. 

12 

03-31 
Cont. 

Page 287 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT 13170 
MAY 2024 RTC-358 

Figure 2. Mean (95% CI) 
predicted wildlife species 
richness, R, as a nonlinear 
.function of hour-long 
survey increments across 
46 visual-scan survey 
stations across the 
Altamont Pass Wind 
Resource Area, Alameda 
and Contra Costa 
Counties, 2015- 2019. 
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The pw-pose of literature and database review, and of consulting with local experts, is to 
inform the reconnaissance-level survey, to augment it, and to help determine which 
protocol-level detection sw-veys should be implemented. Analysts need this information 
to identify which species are known to have occurred at or near the project site, and to 
identify which other special-status species could conceivably occw· at the site due to 
geographic range overlap and site conditions. This step is important because the 
reconnaissance-level survey is not going to detect all of the species of wildlife that make 
use of the site. This step can identity those species yet to be detected at the site but 
which have been documented to occw- nearby or whose available habitat associations 
are consistent with s ite condition . Some special-status species can be ruled out of 
further analysis, but only if compelling evidence is available in support of such 
determinations. 

Insufficient use was made of the available databases of wildlife species occurrences. As 
examples, no use was made of eBird and iNaturalist. Perhaps fo r this reason, Helix 
(2023) analyzes the occurrence potentials of only 30 special-status species out of the 153 
such species listed in Table 2, or only 19.6% of the species in Table 2. Of these 30 
species, Helix (2023) determines 29 ( 96. 7%) to have low potential, no potential, or to be 
unexpected to occw· at the site. And of these 29 species, 2 have been documented on the 
project site, another 8 have been documented within 1.5 miles and another 5 have been 
documented within 1.5 and 4 miles of the site. Half of the special-status species that 
Helix (2023) determines to have low or no potential to occur have been documented 
within only a few miles of the project site. One of these species - Cooper's hawk - was 
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seen on site by Noriko. Another - burrowing owl - has an occurrence record on site, 
which is also occupied by ground squirrels - a keystone species to burrowing owls. 
There would have to be very compelling reasons for determining that these 29 species 
have no potential to occur at the site. But the reasons reported by Helix (2023) are not 
compelling (see below). 

The 30 special-status species of wildlife in Table 2 that Helix (2023) selected for analysis 
of occurrence potential were so selected as the result of an inappropriate use of the 
California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB). According to Helix (2023:14), "A 
search of CNDDB and USFWS records (two-mile radius from the project site) was used 
to develop a matrix of sensitive animal species that may have the potential to occur on
site due to the presence of suitable habitat (e.g., vegetation communities, soils, 
elevation, geographic range, etc.)." By including only species whose documented 
occurrences within the nearest CNDDB quadrangles, Helix (2023) screens out many 
special-status species from further consideration in their characterization of the v.1ildlife 
community as a component of the baseline environmental setting. CNDDB was not 
designed to support absence determinations or to screen out species from 
characterization of a site's wildlife community. As noted by CNDDB, "The CNDDB is a 
positive sighting database. It does not predict where something may be found. We map 
occurrences only where we have documentation that the species was found at the site. 
There are many areas of the state where no surveys have been conducted and 
therefore there is nothing on the map. That does not mean that there are no special 
status species present." Helix (2023) misuses CNDDB. 

CNDDB relies entirely on volunteer reporting from biologists who were allowed access 
to whatever properties they report from. Many properties have never been surveyed by 
biologists. Many properties have been surveyed, but the survey outcomes never reported 
to CNDDB. Many properties have been surveyed multiple times, but not an survey 
outcomes reported to CNDDB. Furthermore, CNDDB is interested only in the findings 
of special-status species, which means that species more recently assigned special status 
will have been reported many fewer times to CNDDB than were species assigned special 
status since the inception of CN DDB. The lack of many CNDDB records for species 
recently assigned special status had nothing to do with true geographic distributions. 
And because negative findings are not reported to CNDDB, CNDDB cannot provide the 
basis for estimating occurrence likelihoods, either. 

In my assessment based on database reviews and site visits, 153 special-status species of 
wildlife are knuwn to occur near enough to the site to be analyzed for occurrence 
potential (Table 2). Of these, 8 occurred on the site or just off site, and another 41 (27%) 
have been documented within 1.5 miles of the site ('Very close') , another 31 (20%) 
within 1.5 and 4 miles ('Nearby'), and another 69 (45%) within 4 to 30 miles ('In 
region'). More than half (52%) of the species in Table 2 have been reportedly seen within 
4 miles of the project site. The site therefore supports multiple special-status species of 
wildlife and carries a lot of potential for supporting many more special-status species of 
wildlife. On any given day, one or more yet-to-be documented special-status species 
likely make use of the project site, but being there to document that use probably 
requires multiple surveys (see Figures 1 and 2). Sufficient survey effort should be 
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directed to the site to either confirm species in Table 2 use the site or to support absence 
determinations. Reconnaissance-level surveys are not designed to support absence 
determinations for any of the species in Table 2. 

Helix (2023:D-2) determines that western spadefoot is not expected to occur because 
"there are no records of this species occurring on-site, was not detected during focused 
surveys in 2020, and has limited mobility to travel to the site from offsite habitats 
(nearest record of species is over two miles away)." None of these arguments qualify as 
evidence of absence. Lack of occurrence records likely reflects lack of survey effort 
directed to detection of western spadefoot. The focused surveys in 2020 were not 
focused on western spadefoot, so this particular argument is misleading. Limited 
mobility to the site of the nearest occurrence record, 2 miles away, would be irrelevant if 
western spadefoot has been present on site all along. Western spadefoots live deep 
underground throughout most of their lives, coming aboveground for brief periods only 
to breed. The most effective way to detect western spadefoot is to implement protocol
level detection surveys that have been formulated for western spadefoot. 

Helix (2023:D-2) determines that orange-throated whiptail has low occurrence 
potential because "There are no records of this species occurring on-site, the species was 
not detected during biological surveys in 2018,2020, 2021, or 2022 and has limited 
mobility to travel to the site from off-site habitats (nearest record of species is 
approximately 2-miles away)." None of these arguments qualify as evidence of absence. 
The arguments are the same flawed arguments as applied to western spadefoot. That no 
orange-throated whiptails were detected during multiple surveys is unconvincing when 
considering that the same multiple surveys failed to detect Great Basin fence lizard, 
which Noriko detected upon her visit to the site's perimeter. 

The same arguments made for the occurrence potentials determined for western 
spadefoot and orange-throated whiptail are repeated for other special-status species 
analyzed by Helix. In each case, these arguments fail to qualify as evidence of absence. I 
will refrain from repeating myself on this point going forward. 

Helix (2023) does not expect Cooper's hawk on site by because "Suitable woodland and 
stands of trees are not present in the project site. This species may forage in the project 
site, but suitable breeding habitat not present. This species has not been recorded in the 
immediate vicinity of the project site and was not detected during project surveys." 
Nevertheless, Noriko detected Cooper's hawk on site during her first visit. Helix is 
wrong. At minimum, Cooper's hawk forages on the site, but considering the time of year 
Noriko saw a Cooper's hawk on site, Cooper's hawks are likely breeding either within the 
copse of trees that occurs on the site's southeast corner or very nearby. 

Helix (2023) does not expect peregrine falcon for the reasson stated above but also 
because "cliff faces and structures for breeding do not occur on-site." Peregrine falcons 
do not require cliff faces for breeding. But whether they breed on site is irrelevant, 
anyhow, because foraging opportunities are no less important than breeding substrate 
for successful breeding by peregrine falcon or for any other species. The distinction 
Helix asserts between breeding habitat and other types of habitat is false. 
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Table 2. Occurrence likelihoods of special-slal11s bird species at or near the proposed proj ect sile, according lo eBird/ iNaturalisl 
records (!,lips: (leBird.orq. hllps: (lwww.inulurulisl.orn ) and on-sile survey findings, where 'Very close' indimles within 1.5 miles of lhe 
site, "nearby" indicates within 1.5 and 4 miles, and "in region" indicates within 4 and .,o miles, and 'in range' mean5 the sp ecies' 
qeoqraphic ranqe overlaps the site. 

MSHCP Occurrence potential 
Conunon n a 1ne Species nam.e Status• cover 

DEIR Database 
reco rd.~, 

Site visits 
Riverside fa iiy shrimp Strel)tocel)halrt5 woottoni FE Yes Not ex])ected In re_gion 
San 0 iego fa iry shrimp Rranchinecta sandieqonensfa FE,CS01 Yes On site On site 
Vem al pool fai,y shr imp Rranchirwcta lynchi FT In region 
Monarch Dana 11s nlexim>1t5 FC,CB02 Vervclose 
Ouino checkerimol E11vlmclr11as eclillw auino FE,CSD1 In rel!ion 
I Iermes conner L11caena /rennes FE,CSD1 In region 
Cro tch's b1unble bee Bombus crorcliii CCE Nearby 
Western spadefoot Spea hamnw ndii SSC,CSD2 Yes Not exuected Nearby 
Arrovo toad Anaxurus calilom icus FE,SSC Yes In rel!ion 
California red-le1111ed fro2 Rana draulonii FT, SSC, CSD1 Yes In re1!ion 
Western oond turtle Emus marmorala SSC, CSD1 Yes None In re2ion 
San Diego banded gecko Coleon11x variec1alus abbolli SSC, CSD1 In region 
Blainville's horm.-<l lizar<l Phn1nosomu blainvil/ii SSC Nem·by 
Coronado skink Plesliodon skillonicrnus WL,CSD2 Low Nem·by 

illteroorietalis 
Orange-throated whintail Aspidoscelis /11mer11thra WI . Yes I.ow Ve,y close 
(',oasta l whiptail Aspidoscelis tiaris s teineqeri SSC, C'B D2 Ve1y close 
San Diegan legless li,.ard Arrniella stebbinsi SSC Nearby 
Coastal rosy boa Licharwra lr ivirqala CSD2,CSD2 Very close 
California glossy snake Arizona e/egans occidentalis SSC In region 
San Die20 rin2neck snake Diadovhis v1111cta tus similis CSD2,CSD2 Nearbv 
Coast ])atch-uosed snake Salvadora hexalevis vira11/tea SSC, CSD2 In re2ion 
Two-stri])ed gartersnake 1hanmo/Jhis hammondii SSC, CSD1 Nearby 
South coast gmt ersnake Thamnovhis sirlalis ""n. 1 SSC, CSD2 In region 
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Common name Species name 

Red-diamond rattlesnake Crotallls ru ber 
Brant Branta hernicla 
Cackling goose (Aleutian) Brmzta hutchinsii leucopareia 
Redhead A 11th11a mnericcma 
Harkouin <luck Hish·ionicus hish·ionicus 
Western grebe Aec/mzop/zorus occidentalis 
Clark's grebe Aechmophorus clarkii 
Wc1;tcrn yellow-billed Coccyzus mnericcmus 
cuckoo occide11ta/is 
Black swift C,mselo ides niaer 
Vaux's swift Chaetura vawd 
Costa's hummingbird Caltmte costae 
Rufous humminJ?:bird Selasp/wrus r11{11s 
Allen's hummingbird Selasvlwrus sas ilt 
Snowy ulover Charadrius nivosus 
Western snowy plover Charadrius nivosus nivosus 
Whimbrel Numenitts phaeopus 
Long-billed curlew N 11me11i11s americarrns 
Marbled godwit Li111osa fedoa 
Red knot (Pacific) Calid1·is car111t11s 
Short-billed dowitcher Lim11odro11111s arise11s 
Willet TI·i11aa semivalmata 
Laughing gull Le11covhae11s atricilla 
Heennanu's gull Lllrus heer111armi 
Western gull Larus occidentalis 
California e:ull Larus ealifomicus 
California least tern Stemula antillarum brow11i 
Gull-billed tern Gelochelido11 nilotica 

MSHCP 
Status• cover 

SSC, CSD2 
SSC2 
WL 
SSC2 CSD2 
SSC2 
BCC CSD1 
BCC 
FT,CE, BCC,CSD1 

SSC::i, BCC CSD2 
SSC2 BCC 
BCC 
BCC 
BCC 
BCC 
FT SSC, BCC Yes 
BCC 
BCC WL CSD2 
BCC 
BCC 
BCC 
BCC 
Wl. CSD2 
BCC 
BCC 
BCC WL CSD2 
FE CE FP CSD1 Yes 
BCC SSC3 
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Occurrence potential 

DEIR Database 
records, 

Site visits 
Verv close 
Tn region 
In region 

Vcrv d osc 
In region 
Very close 
Very close 
Tn region 

Ju reJ?:iou 
Vervclose 
Very close 
Verv close 
Very close 
Ju region 

None In range 
Nearby 
Nearbv 
Nearbv 

In reJ?;iou 
In region 
In region 
ln ree:ion 
In reJ?;ion 
On s ite 

Vervclose 
Not exoected Inree:ion 

ln reJ?;ion 
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Common name Species name 

Caspian tern Hydmvrocm e casvia 
Black tern Chlidonias niaer 
Elegant tern Tlmlusseus ele(Ja111; 
Black skimmer Rimchops nic1er 
Common loon Gav ia immer 
Brandt's cormorant Urile penicillatiL~ 
Double-crested cormorant Plmlacrocorcu: auritus 
American white pcli<:a n Pelaccmus en1throrlumciws 
California brown pelican Pelecanus occidentalis 

califomicus 
Least bittern Jxobruchus eJ..i/is 
Green heron Butorides striatus 
White-faced ibis P/eqadis chihi 
Turkey vulture Cathartes aura 
Osorey Pa11dio11 haliaetus 
White-tailed kite Elanus /uecm·us 
Golden eagle Aquila chn1saetos 
Northern harrier Circus cua11e11s 
Sham-shinned hawk Acciviter striatus 
Cooper's hawk Accipiter coope1·ii 
Bald eagle Haliaeetus /e11cocevhal11s 
Red-shouldered hawk Bu teo li11eatus 
Swainson's hawk B11teo swai11s011i 
Red-ta iled hawk B11teo jama ice11sis 
Ferruginous hawk B11teo reaalis 
Rough-levved hawk B11teo laaomts 
Barn owl Tuto alba 
Western screech-owl M eqascops ke1111icotti 

MSHCP 
Status• cover 

BCC 
SSC2 BCC CSD2 
BCC WL CSD1 Yes 
BCC SSC1 CSD1 
SSC CSD2 
BCC 
WL, CSD2 
SSC1 BCC CSD2 
FP,CSD2 Yes 

SSC2 CSD2 
CSD2 
WL, CSD1 Yes 
BOP CSD1 
WLBOP CSD1 Yes 
CFP WL, BOP CSD1 
BGEPA,CFP BOP,CSD1 Yes 
BCC SSC1 BOP CSD1 
WLBOP CSD1 
WL, BOP, CSD1 Yes 
BGEPA BCC CFP CSD1 
BOP CSD1 
CT BOP CSD1 
BOP 
WL. BOP CSD1 
BOP 
BOP CSD2 
BCC BOP 
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Occurrence potential 

DEIR Database 
records, 

Site visits 
Verv close 
Tn region 

Not cxpcd ccl In region 
In region 
In region 
In region 
On s ite 

Very d os<: 
Not cxpcd ccl N<:arby 

Vervclose 
Nearby 

Not expected Verv close 
Very close 

Not exoected Verv close 
Very close 

Nearby 
Vervclose 
Very close 

Not expected On site 
In region 
Verv close 

Nearby 
On s ite 

Verv close 
In region 
Verv close 

Nearby 
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Common name Species name 

Great horned owl Bubo vil'Clinianus 
Burrowinl! owl Athene cuniculal'ia 
Long-cared owl Asio Otis 
Short-cared owl Asia flmnmeus 
Lewis's wou<locckcr Melanel'Pes lewis 
Nuttall 's woodpecker Picoides nuttallii 
American kestrel Falco sparvel'ius 
Merlin Falco columbarius 
Peregrine falcon Falco pe1"eC1ri1111s 
Prairie fa lcon Falco mexicanus 
Olive-sided flycatcher Contopus cooperi 
Wi llow flycatcher Empicloncu'. tmilii 
Southwestern willow Empidonu., tmillii extimus 
flycatcher 
Vermilion flycatcher P11l'ocep/wl11s rubirws 
Least Bell's vireo Vil'eo bellii pusi/111s 
Loggerhead shrike Lanius Ludovicianus 
Oak titmouse Baeo/ophus irwrrwtus 
California horned lark El'emophi/a alPestris actia 
Bank swallow Ripar·ia l'ipal'ia 
Purple martin Pr·oQrie subis 
Wrentit Clwmaea fasciata 
California l!Irntcatcher Pol iopti/a c. californica 
Western bluebird Sialia mexicana 
Clark's marsh wrenJ Cistothorus palustris clarkae 
Coastal cach1s wren Campylorhynchus 

brwrneicapil/11s sandieQe11sis 
California thrasher Toxostoma redivivum 

MSHCP 
Status• cover 

BOP 
BCC SSC2 BOP CSD1 
BCC SSC3 CSD1 
BCC SSC1 BOP CSD2 
BCC CSD1 
BCC 
BOP 
WL. BOP CSD2 
CFP BCC BOP CSD1 Yes 
BCC WL BOP CSD1 
BCC, SSC2 CSD2 
CE BCC 
FE,CE, CSD1 Yes 

SSC2 CSD1 
FE, CE, CSD1 Yes 
BCC, SSC2, CSD1 
BCC 
WLCSD2 
CT,CSD1 
SSC2 CSD1 
BCC 
CT SSC CSD1 Yes 
CSD2 Yes 
SSC2 
SSC1, BCC, CSD1 Yes 

BCC 

19 

Occurrence potential 

DEIR Database 
records, 

Site visits 
Vervclose 

Low On site 
In region 
In region 
Ncarbv 

Just off site 
On site 
Nearby 

Not expected Vcrvdosc 
In region 
Very close 

Nearby 
Not expected In range 

Nearby 
Not expected In region 

Nearby 
Vervclose 

Nearby 
Ve1yclose 

Nearbv 
Vervclose 

Low Very close 
Not expected Very close 

Vervclose 
None In region 

Verv close 
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Common name Species name 

Cassin' s fin ch Haemorlw 11s cass inii 
Lawrence's e:oldfinch Sninus Lawrencei 
Grasshopper sparrow Ammodrcmms savamim·um 
Black-chinned sparrow Spizella ah·oc111Laris 
Brewer's sparrow Spizella breweri 
Bell's span-ow Amphispb.a b. l>elli 
Oregon vesper sparrow Pooecetes c/ramineus affi_nis 
Bcldi.ng's savannah Passerculus sandwichensis 
sparrow 2 beldinai 
Large-billed savannah Passe1·cu/11s sandw ichensis 
sparrow 2 rostmtus 
Southern Califo rnia Aimophila r11.ficeps canescens 
rufous-crowued SPaJTOW 

Yellow-hreasted chat l cteria vir ens 
Yellow-headed hlackbird Xanthocepha/11.~ 

xanthocephallls 
Bullock's oriole Jcterus b11/lockii 
Tricolored blackbird Aaelai11s tricolor 
Lucv's warbler Leioth luois luciae 
Virginia's warhler Leiothl_11pis virqiniae 
Yellow warbler Dendroica petec/ria 
Hepatic tauae:er Piranaa f/ava 
Summer tauae:er Pirarwa 1·ubra 
Californ ia leaf-nosed bat Macrotus califomicus 
Pallid bat Antrozo11s pal/id11s 
Mexican long-tongued bat Choer onucteris mexica rw 
Townsend's big-eared bat Corunorhin11s townsendii 
Canyon bat Pamsh·el/11s liesperus 

MSHCP 
Status• cover 

BCC 
BCC 
SSC2 CSD1 
BCC 
BCC 
WL, BCC CSD1 Yes 
SSC2 BCC 
CE,BCC,CSD1 Yes 

Yes 
SSC2 CSD2 
WL, CSD1 Yes 

SSC3,CSD1 Yes 
SSC3 

BCC 
CT BCC SSC1 CSD1 
SSC'.=!, BCC, CSD1 
WL, BCC 
BCC SSC2 CSD2 
WL 
SSC1 CS D2 
WBWG:H, CSD2 
SSC WBWG:H CSD2 
SSC WBWG:M CSD2 
SSC WBWG: H CSD2 
WBWG:L 
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Occurrence potential 

DEIR Database 
records, 

Site visits 
In region 
Nearhy 
Nearby 
Nearby 
Nearby 

Not expected Nearhy 
Nearhy 

None Tn region 

None Ju region 

Not expected Very close 

Not expected Very close 
Very close 

Very close 
Very close 
In ree:ion 
In region 
Nearby 
lu ree:iou 
Nearbv 

In region 
In rel!:ion 
ln region 

Not exnected lu region 
Vc1yclose 
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Common name Species name 

Big brown bat Evisticus fuscus 
Silver-haired hat Lasiom,cteris 11octivcwa11s 
Spotted bat Euclerma mae11/ah1111 
Western red bat Lasiurus blossevillii 
Big brown bat E visticus fuscus 
Hoary hat Lasiurus cinereus 
Western yellow hat Lasiur us xa11thi1111s 
We1;tern small-footed Myot is eililabrum 
myotis 
Miller's mvotis Mt1otis evotis 
Little bro\rn mvotis Muotis /11ciftw11s 
Fringed myotis M tJot i.~ thi1sanodes 
Long-legged mvotis Muotis volans 
Yuma mvotis Mt1otis 11111rwner1sis 
California mvotis Muotis califomicus 
Western mastiff bat Ewnops pel"otis 
Pocketed free-tailed hat N 11cti1101110/)S femOl'OSaccus 
Big free-tailed bat N uctirwmovs macl'otis 
Mexican free-tailed bat Tada rida brasi/iensis 
Sau Diego black-ta iled Lepus ca lifomicus bennettii 
jackrabbit 
Stephens' kangaroo ra t Divoc/011111s stevhensi 
Northwestern San Diego Clwetodipus fa/lax Jal/ax 
pocket mouse 
Dulzura pocket mouse Chaetoclipus califomicus 

femora lis 
Pallid San Diego pocket Clwetodipus fa/lax pallid us 
mouse 

MSHCP 
Status• cover 

WBWG:L 
WBWG:M 
SSC WBWG:H CSD2 
SSC WBWG:H 
WBWG:L 
WBWG:M 
SSC WBWG: H 
WBWG:M 

WBWG: M 
WBWG:M 
WBWG:H, CSD2 
WBWG:H CSD2 
WBWG:LM CSD2 
WBWG:L 
SSC WBWG: H, CSD2 
SSC, WBWG: M 
SSC WBWG:MH 
WBWG:M 
SSC, CSD2 Yes 

FE,CT CSD1 Yes 
SSC, CSD2 Yes 

SSC, CSD2 

SSC, CSD2 

21 

Occurrence potential 

DEIR Database 
records, 

Site visits 
In region 
Tn region 
In region 
In region 
In region 
In region 
Tn region 
Tn region 

Ju region 
In region 
Tn region 
ln region 
lu region 
In region 
Ju region 
Tu region 
lu region 
ln region 

Not expected In region 

Not expected In region 
Low Nearby 

Tn range 

ln range 
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MSHCP Occurrence potential 
Common name Species name Status• cover 

DEIR Database 
records, 

Site visits 
Los Angeles pocket mouse Perognat/111s longimembris SSC, CSD2 In region 

/Jrevinasus 
San Diego desert wood rat Neotoma lenicia intenneciia SSC CSD2 Tn region 
American badger Taxiclea tm.'ILS SSC, CSD2 Yes Not expcd:cd Tn region 

1 Listed as FT or FE = federa l threatened or endangered, FC = federal candidate for listing, BCC = V .S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Bird of Conservation Concern, CT 01· CE= Califo rnia threatened or endangered, CCT or CCE = Candida te 
California threatened or endangered, CFP = California Fully Protected (California Fish and Game Code 3511), SSC= 
California Species of Special Concern (not threatened with extinction, but ra re, very restricted in range, declining 
throughout range, peripheral portion of species' range, associated ,~ith habitat that is declining in extent) , SSC1, SSC2 and 
SSC3 = Califo rnia Bird Species of Specia l Concern priorities 1, 2 and 3, respectively (Shuford and Gardali 2008), WL = 
Taxa to Watch List (Shuford and Gardali 2008), and BOP = Birds of Prey (CFG Code 3503.5), and WBWG = Western Bat 
Working Group with priority rankings, of low (L), moderate (M), and high (H), CSD1 and CSD2 = Group 1 and Group 2 
species on County of San Diego Sensitive Animal List (County of San Diego 2010). 
2 Uncertain of subspecies, hut either resident Belding's or wintering large-billed savannah sparrows. 
3 Reported simply as marsh wren, but marsh wrens in this area should be Clark's marsh wren. 
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Helix (2023) does not expect osprey on th esite because "Suitable bodies of water not 
present in the project site." I have recorded many osprey far from any bodies of water. 
Helix (2023) contrives a false argument. 

Large-billed savannah sparrows are reported to have no potentioal for occurrence 
because "Suitable shoreline habitats not present in the project site." Large-billed 
savannah sparrows of the Genus Rostatus often winter in the south coastal region. 
Nothing is known of their needs for stopover habitat between their breeding sites and 
their wintering sites, so Helix's premise for their determination is weak and quite 
possibly wrong. 

In summary, the des1.1:op review completed by Helix (2023) is flawed in multiple 
substantial ways that lead to an inaccurate characterization of the existing 
environmental setting. This inaccurate setting is therefore an inaccurate baseline from 
·which Helix and the DEIR analyzes potential impacts to wildlife. The DEIR should be 
withdrawn so that an appropriate characterization of the environmental setting can be 
prepared in support of a revised DEIR. 

POTENTIAL BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS 

An impacts analysis should consider whether and how a proposed project would affect 
members of a species, larger demographic units of the species, the whole of a species, 
and ecological communities. In the following I analyze several types of impacts likely to 
result from the project, a few of which are not analyzed in the DEIR. 

VERNAL POOLS 

The DEIR reports there are 20 (0-44 acres) vernal pools on the project site (DEIR Figure 
3.3-2 depicts at least 36 vernal pools), and it very basically describes the hydrologic 
mechanics of vernal pools. A total area of 0-44 acres of vernal pools might not appear 
large relative to the project area, but this reporting is a bit misleading because a vernal 
pool complex is more than the areas of inundation. The DEIR only mentions mima 
mound once (Table 3.3-2), and that was as a habitat feature of San Diego button-celery 
(E1yngium aristulatum var. parishii). Mirna mounds compose a prominent feature of 
the site, are intricately interlinked with vernal pools, and have been destroyed just about 
everywhere in the region but for this project site. The City of San Marcos possesses an 
ecological jewel in the mima mounds/vernal pool complex on the project site, which I 
will further characterize below. 

As precipitation-filled seasonal wetlands that dry out over the nongrowing season, 
vernal pools are nearly self-contained systems (Keeley and Zedler 1996). Soil formation 
in vernal pools is highly localized, driven principally by organic matter accumulation, 
mineral weathering and clay formation (Hobson and Dahlgren 1996). The flora and 
fauna that inhabit California's vernal pools, and even the morphologies of plant species, 
also depend largely on pool depth and surface area (Platenkemp 1996). Plant 
morphology further depends on the degree to which plant species are reliant on vernal 
pools (Spencer and Reiseberg 1996). And western spadefoot fitness depends on duration 
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of vernal pool inundation (Morey 1996). Therefore, very small changes in either vernal 
pool morphology or conditions in neighboring uplands can profoundly affect species 
com position and functionality of vernal pools. Additionally, considering the unique 
conditions that over the long term generated existing vernal pools, it stands to reason 
that each vernal pool is unique and irreplaceable. 

Although vernal pools in California share many species of plants and animals with other 
wetlands, they are unique in their extensive flora and fauna that are endemic to vernal 
pools (Keeley and Zedler 1996). Unfortunately, an estimated 15% to 33% of crustacean 
species that were endemic to California's vernal pools had already been lost to 
extinctions resulting from an estimated 50% to 85% loss of California's vernal pools as 
of 25 years ago (King 1996). Degradation of remaining vernal pools has also taken 
devastating tolls on wildlife associated ,,vith vernal pools. 

Vernal pools along with their neighboring uplands required hundreds or thousands of 
years of natural development. Vernal pools are often linked morphologically to adjacent 
uplands by long-term habitation by insect pollinators and fossorial (subterranean) 
mammals, which together contribute to plant morphologies and species composition in 
and around vernal pools, as well as raised soils (including mima mounds) intervening 
vernal pool soils (Photo 19). 

Photo 19. Mima mounds within a vernal pool complex in the Sacramento Valley 
(Photo by K. S. Smallwood, 23 February 2020) Note that the pools in the photo are not 
yet inundated, and the .flowering plants around them have yet to bloom. 
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Many of the flowering plants have evolved with bee pollinators in the Family 
Andrenidae (Thorp and Leong 1996). These species of bee construct their nests in the 
adjacent grassland uplands, thereby directly linking the uplands and vernal pools by 
thousands of years of natural selection for the plant-pollinator symbioses we see today. 
The specific plants pollinated by these upland-nesting bees also deposit much of the 
detritus to the vernal pool beds. Detritus is the primary source of ferrolysis, a soil 
formation process, and other types of mineral weathering upon which most trophic 
interactions (relationships across species at different levels of the food web) are based in 
vernal pool environments (Hobson and Dahlgren 1996). 

Long-term burrowing activity by Botta's pocket gophers (Thomomys bottae) and 
California ground squirrels (Otospermophilus beechey0 provide bee pollinators of 
flowering plants with substrate in and around vernal pools. This substrate is the 
interface between earth and atmosphere within and upon which organisms may live. 
Long-term burrowing activity raises ground elevations between vernal pools. Sometimes 
these raised soils are distinctly mounded, otherwise characterized as 'mima mounds' 
(Photo 19). This raised soil not only provides animal species with inundation-free 
substrate for breeding and refugia, but also drains precipitation into the vernal pools. 

For five years, I mapped the spatial distributions of Botta's pocket gopher and California 
ground squirrel burrow systems across a large vernal pool complex on the Dixon 
National Radio Transmission Facility in Solano County. For four years, I mapped 
burrow systems of these species across a large vernal pool complex in Sacramento 
County. I also mapped their distributions across various additional vernal pool 
complexes elsewhere, including in Fresno County. Pocket gophers construct tunnels to 
access the flowering plants along the shorelines of vernal pools, resulting in distinctive 
rings of soil mounds amid the flowering plants of vernal pools. In the raised soils and 
mima mounds between the pools, mammalian carnivores excavate ground squirrel 
burrows as den sites (Photo 20), and grassland birds hide nests within vegetation (Photo 
21). Based on the patterns I have mapped and that I have observed while mapping and 
performing visual scans for wildlife, the long-term interactions between seasonal pool 
inundation/ dry-down and fossorial mammals have shaped complex, inter-dependent 
vernal pool complexes that benefit many species of wildlife, a large proportion of which 
are now listed as having special-status due to numerical declines and range 
contractions. 

Anlid vernal pools and the fossorial mammal burrows around vernal pools, I have 
documented alligator lizards, gopher snakes, racers, California kingsnakes, California 
voles, deer mice, western harvest mice, cinnamon teal, green-winged teal, Anlerican 
avocets, black-necked stilts, killdeer, long-billed dowitchers, Swainson's hawks, white
tailed kites, northern harriers, An1erican kestrels (including a kestrel I witnessed 
successfully capture an animal on a mima mound in Photo 23), prairie falcons, 
burrowing owls, western kingbirds, loggerhead shrikes, mourning doves, and western 
meadowlarks among many other species. Table 3 includes my current list of special
status vertebrate species ·with potential to occur at the project site and also known to use 
or rely upon California's vernal pools. This long list is sure to grow longer as ecologists 
spend more time studying wildlife in vernal pool environments. 
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Photo 21. Westem meadowlark 
eggs in upland grassland adjacent 
to vernal pools in Sacramento 
County, Califomia, 11 June 2 002. 

Photo by K. S. Smallwood. 

Photo 20. A species of mammalian 
Carnivora excavated a ground 
squirrel burrow f or a den site 
between vernal pools, 17 May 1999. 
Photo by K. S. Smallwood. 

Considering all of the above - that vernal pool ecosystems are complex and require 
many years to develop into what we see today, and that they are intimately tied to 
upland conditions and upland species - it is essential that assessments of the status and 
trends of vernal pools at the project site include monitoring efforts that are larger in 
scope than for making presence/ absence determinations of special-status branchiopod 
species. Monitoring of vernal pool geochemistry is also needed, along with composition 
and cover of both hydrophytic and upland plant species, spatial distributions of fossorial 
mammal species and symbiotic species of terrestrial arthropod and avian species. In the 
absence of these other types of information, the reasons for any change in status of 
branchiopod species must be speculated rather than inferred. Sound scientific inference 
is essential for making sound management decisions to conserve vernal pools and their 
associated flora and fauna at the project site. 
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T, bl a e2. P t t· LI o en ia • tQ l OCCUl"rlll specwso ver e ira e w1 l e S czes 'Id/if; ;pe • d t dt acumen e o ma k ,f e use o verna In, I oo com exes. 
Species Scientific name Status" Use ofvcrnaJ pools b 

Western spadcfoot Spea hmnnw ndi SSC Breeding b 

Aleutian cackling goose Brunta hutchinsonii leucopareia TWL Resting, foraging c 

Whitc-fac-cd ibis Pleaadis chihi TWL Foraging d 

Long-billed curlew N umenius americamts TWL, BCC Foraging c, d 

Whimhrel Numeniu.s p/zaeopu.~ BCC Foraging c, d 

Black tern Chlidonias nfrter SSC2 Flvovcr d 

Turkcv vulture Cathartes aura BOP Use of mi.ma mou nds/shoreline , , d 

Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocevhalus BGEPA, BCC,CE CFP,BOP Use of minm mounds / shoreline c 

Golden eagle Aquila chn1saetos BG EPA BCC, CFP BOP Use of mima mounds/shoreline c 

Ferruginous hawk Buteo r eaalis BCC, TWL. BOP Use of mima mounds/shoreline c, d 

Red-tailed hawk B11teo iamaieensis BOP Use of mi.ma mou nds / shoreline c, d 

Rough-le2:t?ed hawk Buteo /aqop11s BOP Foraging' 
Red-shouldered hawk B11teo lineatus BOP Present d 

Swainson's hawk B11teo swainsoni CT BCC BOP Foraging c, d and nesting nearhv d 

Northern harrier Circ11s cucmeus SSC'!, BOP Fora1!int? c.d and hreeding d 

White-tailed kite Elcm11s le11c11rus CFP TWL, BOP Foraging , , d 

American kestrel Falco sparverius BOP Foraging c, d 

Merlin Falco colum/X1rius BOP TWL Foraging c 

Prairie fa lcon Falco mexicanus BOP, TWL Foraging c,d 

Peregrine fa lcon Falco pereqrin11s CE, CFP, BCC BOP Foraging c, d 

Burrowing owl Athene c11nicularia BCC, SSC2, BOP Nest in mima mounds c.d 

Great-horned owl B11bo vin,iniun11s BOP Roosting in willow ucarbv d 

Short-eared owl Asia tlammeus BOP Grasslands near vernal oools c 

Barn owl Tutoalha BOP Roosting in willow nearhy d 

Horned la rk Eremonhila alpestris TWL Nest at pool edge c 

Loggerhead shrike Lanius /11dovicia1111s BCC, SSC2 Perching nearby c and breeding " 
Grasshoooer soarrow Ammodramus savannar11111 SSC2 Adiacent to oools c 
Tricolored hlackhi rd Aqe/aius t r icolor CT,BCC Forages on dry pool beds c 

• listed as BGEPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protectmn Act; BCC = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Bird Species of 
Conservation Concern; CT & CE = California threatened and cndangcrc'!.I ; CFP = California Fully Protected (California 
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Fish and Game Code 3511); BOP= Birds of Prey (FGC 3503.5); and SSC2 and SSC3 = California Bird Species of Special 
Concern priorities 2 and 3, respectively, TWL = Taxa to Watch List (Shuford and Gardali 2008). 
b Morey (1996) 
c Silveira (1996) 
<l My own observations. 
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HABITAT LOSS 

The DEIR fails to analyze the site's capacity to support wildlife. The project area has 
undergone severe habitat fragmentation, which is a process widely believed to pose the 
greatest threat to wildlife conservation (Smallwood 2015). The project would contribute 
further to habitat fragmentation in an environmental setting in which wildlife would be 
devastated by the loss of one of the region's last patches of naturally-covered open 
space. Habitat fragmentation and habitat loss have been recognized as the most likely 
leading causes of a documented 29% decline in overall bird abundance across North 
America over the last 48 years (Rosenberg et al. 2019). Habitat loss not only results in 
the immediate numerical decline of wildlife, but it also results in permanent loss of 
productive capacity. All this said, the very late stage of habitat fragmentation 
represented at the project site warrants concern, but the DEIR expresses no concern 
over the project's contribution to habitat fragmentation. The DEIR instead uses the 
existing advanced level of habitat fragmentation as its basis for speculating that multiple 
special-status species have low occurrence potentials; that is, the DEIR (and Helix 
2023) repeatedly points out that the project site is surrounded by development. 

In the case of birds, two methods exist for estimating the loss of productive capacity that 
would be caused by the project. One method would involve surveys to count the number 
of bird nests and chicks produced. Such counts would need to be made in the nesting 
season, but no effort was directed to find and record all of the bird nests on site - an 
effort that would be extraordinarily difficult due to the size of the project area, the 
numbers of birds likely to nest there, and the skill of birds at hiding their nests. The 
alternative method is to estimate productive capacity based on what is known of total 
nest density measured elsewhere. Two study sites in grassland-wetland-woodland 
complexes had total bird nesting densities of 32.8 and 35.8 nests per acre (Young 1948, 
Yahner 1982) for an average 34.3 nests per acre. Assuming the 15.02-acre project 
footprint supports about 80% of the total nesting density of the above-referenced study 
sites, one can predict a loss of 412 bird nests. 

The loss of 412 nest sites would qualify as a significant project impact to birds that has 
not been quantitatively addressed in the DEIR. But the impact does not end with the 
immediate loss of nest sites as nest substrate is removed and foraging grounds graded in 
preparation for impervious surfaces. The reproductive capacity of the site would be lost. 
The average number of fledglings per nest in Young's (1948) study was 2.9. Assuming 
Young's (1948) study site typifies bird productivity, the project would prevent the 
production of 1,195 fledglings per year. Assuming an average bird generation time of 5 
years, the lost capacity of both breeders and annual fledgling production can be 
estimated from an equation in Smallwood (2022): {(nests/year x chicks/ nest x number 
of years) + (2 adults/ nest x nests/ year) x (number of years 7 years/ generation)} 7 

(number of years) = 1,360 birds per year denied to California. The DEIR proposes no 
mitigation for this impact. The DEIR needs to be revised to appropriately analyze the 
project's impacts to wildlife caused by habitat loss and habitat fragmentation. 

The capacity of the project site to support species other than birds also needs to be 
estimated. In their 12 July 2022 letter on the Notice of Preparation (NOP), CDFW 

29 

03-34 

Page 304 of 330 in Comment Letter 03 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT 13170 
MAY 2024 RTC-375 

"considers the Project site to be of high biological value and conservation priority." The 
US Fish and Wildlife Service came to the same conclusion in their 12 July 2O22 letter on 
the NOP. I concur with CDFW and USFWS. The present degree of habitat fragmentation 
heightens rather than detracts from the conservation value of the project site, which 
supports one of the last and certainly the largest complex of vernal pools and mima 
mounds in the region. 

CDFW 0etter of 12 July 2022) recommended a 25% project alternative, and that if the 
project goes forward, development should be constrained to the southern aspect of the 
project area to minimize impacts to vernal pools and thread-leaved brodiaea. I concur 
with CDFW's recommendaton. Unfortunately, and against CDFWs recommendation, 
the proposed project ·would mostly go the northern aspect of the project area, and would 
take both vernal pools and thread-leaved brodiaea. The proposed project footprint 
would take 22 (61%) of the 36 vernal pools depected on DEIR Figure 3.3-2, as well as 9 
(69%) of 13 depressions, most of the Orcutt's brodiaea, nearly all of the graaceful 
tarplant, and all fo the Diegan coastal sage scrub. The productive capacity of the site 
would be greatly diminished by the project. The DEIR needs to be revised to analyze and 
disclose this impact. 

WILDLIFE MOVEMENT 

One of CEQA's principal concerns regarding potential project impacts is whether a 
proposed project would interfere with wildlife movement in the region. According to the 
DEIR (2023:3.3-12) , "Given the barrier posed by surrounding development, the site is 
not expected to serve as a regional wildlife corridor or substantial habitat linkage that 
would be used by large mammals, riparian birds, or migratory birds. " And, "given the 
project site location immediately adjacent to and surrounded by existing roadways and 
development with in an urban setting, the project site is not considered to serve as a 
wildlife corridor or habitat linkage, either locally or regionally." And at page 3.3-13, the 
DEIR concludes, "Development on the project site would not interfere with wildlife 
movement .. The project site ... is entirely bounded by existing development, is not 
contiguous with native habitats, and is outside of areas where wildlife movement 
opportunities do occur (along undeveloped open space habitat corridors) ." And, "Based 
on the analysis above, development on the project site would not interfere or impede 
with wildlife movement, corridors ... No impacts would occur." These arguments imply 
that wildlife cannot move without direct terrestrial linkage to other patches of terrestrial 
habitat. Birds, bats and many arthropods have wings, meaning the aerosphere is part of 
their habitat linking the project site to other patches of terrestrial habitat. Wildlife that 
use the site got there by exploiting their own modes of movement. For example, the 
Cooper's hawk Noriko observed foraging over the project site did not get there by 
walking. The red-tailed hawk that Noriko saw repeatedly fly back and forth between the 
project site and its presumed nest site was connected to the project site by one of the 
most frequently used travel mediums worldwide - the aerosphere. By flight was how 
most of the animals seen at the site actually arrived to the site. 

The DEIR implies the premise that interference with wildlife movement in the region 
can result only from the project's disruption of the function of a wildlife movement 
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corridor. This premise represents a false CEQA standard, and is therefore inappropriate 
to the analysis. The primary phrase of the CEQA standard goes to wildlife movement 
regardless of whether the movement is channeled by a corridor. A site such as the 
proposed project site is critically important for wildlife movement because it composes 
an increasingly diminishing area of open space within a growing expanse of 
anthropogenic uses, forcing more species of vol ant wildlife to use the site for stopover 
and staging during migration, dispersal, and home range patrol (Warnock 2010, Taylor 
et al. 2011, Runge et al. 2014) . The project would cut wildlife off from one of the last 
remaining stopover and staging opportunities in the project area, forcing volant wildlife 
to travel even farther between remaining stopover sites. This impact would be 
sign ificant, and as the project is currently proposed, it would be unmitigated. 

BIRD-WINDOW COLLISIONS 

Considering the project would add 449 residential units in 3 to 5-story buildings, along 
with glass v.rindows on the building's facades, the DEIR neglects a large portion of 
habitat that is essential to many species. To understand this part of their habitat, one 
must consider the definition of habitat, which is a species' use of the environment (Hall 
et al. 1997, Morrison et al. 1998, Smallwood 2002). The gaseous atmosphere, or 
aerosphere, is a principal medium oflife to volant animals such as birds (Davy et al. 
2017, Diehl et al. 2017). The aerosphere is where birds and bats and other volant 
animals with wings migrate, disperse, forage, perform courtship and where some of 
them mate. Birds are some of the many types of animals that evolved wings as a 
morphological adaptation to thrive by moving through the medium of the aerosphere. 
The aerosphere is habitat. Indeed, an entire discipline of ecology has emerged to study 
this essential aspect of habitat - the discipline of aeroecology (Kunz et al. 2008). 

Compared to other residential projects I have seen proposed in recent years, the 
residential structures of the Pacific Specific Plan would pose lower risk of bird-window 
collision mortality. This is because there would be less glass on the facades of the 
buildings. Nevertheless, renderings of the buildings in the DEIR depict both tranparent 
and reflective glass, as well as trees planted at distances from windows that would 
enable birds to achieve lethal speeds in flights from the trees to the windows. 

Many special-status species of birds have been recorded at or near the aerosphere of the 
project site. My database review and the site visits indicate there are 98 special-status 
species of birds with potential to use the site's aerosphere (Table 2). Of these, 7 have 
been recorded on or over or next to the project site, another 35 within 1.5 miles of the 
site ('Very close'), another 23 within 1.5 and 4 miles ('Nearby'), and another 31 within 4 
to 30 miles ('In region '). The birds reported with in a11 these distance domains from the 
project site can quickly fly those distances, so they would all be within short flights of 
the proposed project's windows. 

Window collisions are often characterized as the second or third largest source or 
human-caused bird mortality. The numbers behind these characterizations are often 
attributed to Klem's (1990) and Dunn's (1993) estimates of about 100 million to 1 billion 
bird fatalities in the USA, or more recently by Loss et al. 's (2014) estimate of 365-988 
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million bird fatalities in the USA or Calvert et al. 's (2013) and Machtans et al. 's (2013) 
estimates of 22-4 million and 25 million bird fatalities in Canada, respectively. The 
proposed project would impose windows in the airspace normally used by birds. 

Glass-fac;ades of buildings intercept and kill many birds, but these fac;ades are 
differentially hazardous to birds based on spatial extent, contiguity, orientation, and 
other factors. At Washington State University, Johnson and Hudson (1976) found 266 
bird fatalities of 41 species within 73 months of monitoring of a three-story glass 
walkway (no fatality adjustments attempted). Prior to marking the windows to warn 
birds of the collision hazard, the collision rate was 84.7 per year. At that rate, and not 
attempting to adjust the fatality estimate for the proportion of fatalities not found, 4,659 
birds were likely killed over the 55 years since the start of their study. Accounting for the 
proportion of fatalities not found, the number of birds killed by this walkway over the 
last 55 years would have been about 14,535. And this is just for one 3-story, glass-sided 
·walkway between two college campus buildings. 

Klem's (1990) estimate was based on speculation that 1 to 10 birds are killed per 
building per year, and this speculated range was extended to the number of buildings 
estimated by the US Census Bureau in 1986. Klem's speculation was supported by 
fatality monitoring at only two houses, one in Illinois and the other in New York. Also, 
the basis of his fatality rate extension has changed greatly since 1986. Whereas his 
estimate served the need to alert the public of the possible magnitude of the bird
window collision issue, it was highly uncertain at the time and undoubtedly outdated 
more than three decades hence. Indeed, by 2010 Klem (2010) characterized the upper 
end of his estimated range - 1 billion bird fatalities - as conservative. Furthermore, the 
estimate lumped species together as if all birds are the same and the loss of all birds to 
windows has the same level of impact. 

By the time Loss et al. (2014) performed their effort to estimate annual USA bird
window fatalities, many more fatality monitoring studies had been reported or were 
underway. Loss et al. (2014) incorporated many more fatality rates based on scientific 
monitoring, and they were more careful about which fatality rates to include. However, 
they included estimates based on fatality monitoring by homeowners, which in one 
study were found to detect only 38% of the available window fatalities (Bracey et al. 
2016). Loss et al. (2014) excluded all fatality records lacking a dead bird in hand, such as 
injured birds or feather or blood spots on windows. Loss et al. 's (2014) fatality metric 
was the number of fatalities per building (where in this context a building can include a 
house, low-rise, or high-rise structure), but they assumed that this metric was based on 
·window collisions. Because most of the bird-window collision studies were limited to 
migration seasons, Loss et al. (2014) developed an admittedly assumption-laden 
correction factor for making annual estimates. Also, only 2 of the studies included 
adjustments for carcass persistence and searcher detection error, and it was unclear how 
and to what degree fatality rates were adjusted for these factors. Although Loss et al. 
(2014) attempted to account for some biases as well as for large sources of uncertainty 
mostly resulting from an opportunistic rather than systematic sampling data source, 
their estimated annual fatality rate across the USA was highly uncertain and vulnerable 
to multiple biases, most of which would have resulted in fatality estimates biased low. 
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In my review of bird-window collision monitoring, I found that the search radius 
around homes and buildings was very narrow, usually 2 meters. Based on my experience 
with bird collisions in other contexts, I would expect that a large portion of bird-window 
collision victims would end up farther than 2 m from the windows, especially when the 
windows are higher up on tall buildings. In my experience, searcher detection rates tend 
to be low for small birds deposited on ground with vegetation cover or woodchips or 
other types of organic matter. Also, vertebrate scavengers entrain on anthropogenic 
sources of mortality and quickly remove many of the carcasses, thereby preventing the 
fatality searcher from detecting these fatalities. Adjusting fatality rates for these factors 
- search radius bias, searcher detection error, and carcass persistence rates - would 
greatly increase nationwide estimates of bird-window collision fatalities. 

Buildings can intercept many nocturnal migrants as well as birds flying in daylight. As 
mentioned above, Johnson and Hudson (1976) found 266 bird fatalities of 41 species 
·within 73 months of monitoring of a four-story glass walkway at Washington State 
University (no adjustments attempted for undetected fatalities). Somerlot (2003) found 
21 bird fatalities among 13 buildings on a university campus within only 61 days. 
Monitoring twice per week, Hager at al. (2008) fow1d 215 bird fatalities of 48 species, or 
55 birds/building/ year, and at another site they found 142 bird fatalities of 37 species 
for 24 birds/building/year. Gelb and Delacretaz (2009) recorded 5,400 bird fatalities 
under buildings in New York City, based on a decade of monitoring only during 
migration periods, and some of the high-rises were associated with hundreds of 
fatalities each. Klem et al. (2009) monitored 73 building fa\!<ldes in New York City 
during 114 days of two migratory periods, tallying 549 collision victims, nearly 5 birds 
per day. Borden et al. (2010) surveyed a 1.8 km route 3 times per week during 12-month 
period and found 271 bird fatalities of 50 species. Parkins et al. (2015) found 35 bird 
fatalities of 16 species within only 45 days of monitoring under 4 building fa\!<ldes. From 
24 days of survey over a 48-day span, Porter and Huang (2015) found 47 fatalities under 
8 buildings on a university campus. Sabo et al. (2016) found 27 bird fatalities over 61 
days of searches under 31 windows. In San Francisco, Kahle et al. (2016) found 355 
collision victims within 1,762 days under a 5-story building. Ocampo-Pefiuela et al. 
(2016) searched the perimeters of 6 buildings on a university campus, finding 86 
fatalities after 63 days of surveys. One of these buildings produced 61 of the 86 fatalities, 
and another building with collision-deterrent glass caused only 2 of the fatalities, 
thereby indicating a wide range in impacts likely influenced by various factors. There is 
ample evidence available to support my prediction that the proposed project would 
result in many collision fatalities of birds. 

Project Impact Prediction 

By the time of these comments, I had reviewed and processed results of bird collision 
monitoring at 213 buildings and fa\!<ldes for which bird collisions per m 2 of glass per 
year could be calculated and averaged (Johnson and Hudson 1976, O'Connell 2001, 
Somerlot 2003, Hager et al. 2008, Borden et al. 2010, Hager et al. 2013, Porter and 
Huang 2015, Parkins et al. 2015, Kahle et al. 2016, Ocampo-Pefiuela et al. 2016, Sabo et 
al. 2016, Barton et al. 2017, Gomez-Moreno et al. 2018, Schneider et al. 2018, Loss et al. 
2019, Brown et al. 2020, City of Portland Bureau of Environmental Services and 
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Portland Audubon 2020, Riding et al. 2020). These study results averaged 0.073 bird 
deaths per m2 of glass per year (95% CI: 0.042-0.102). This average provides a robust 
basis for predicting fatality rates at proposed new projects. 

The DEIR does not directly disclose the extent of glass windows on the proposed new 
buildings. Fortunately, I have maintained a database of the extent of glass windows 
relative to the extents of floor space among other projects for which I have prepared 
expert testimony. Total floorspace of the project would be 157,368 sf of Rowhomes, 
155,952 sf of Villas, 179,408 sf of Apartments, and 46,978 sf of Affordable. However, 
because the size and number of windows looked about the same among Rowhomes, 
Villas and Apartments, and because, even though v.rindows appear larger and more 
numerous on buildings of Affordable housing, the floor space of Affordable would 
comprise only 8. 7°/4 pf the project's residential floorspace, I assumed an equal ratio of 
window to floor space for the entire 539,706 sf project. For 24 recently proposed 
California residential projects (excluding mixed use), the ratio of m2 oh,rindows to ft: 2 of 
floor space was 0.0173 (95% CI: 0.0088-0.0258), which applied to the floor space of the 
new proposed project would predict a total glass window area of 9,353 m2 (95% CI: 
4,770-13,936 m2 ). Judging from the DEIR's rendering of the buildings, 1 estimate the 
extent ofv\rindows would be lower than the mean, so assumiing the mid-point between 
the mean and the lower bound of the 95% CI, it would be about 7,062 m2 . Applying the 
mean fatality rate (above) to my estimate of 7,062 m2 of glass v.rindows in the project, I 
predict annual bird deaths of 516 (95% CI: 306- 726). 

The vast majority ofbird-v.rindow collision deaths would be of birds protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and under the California Migratory Bird Protection Act, thus 
causing significant unmitigated impacts. Given the predicted level of bird-window 
collision mortality, and the lack of any proposed mitigation, it is my opinion that the 
proposed project would result in potentially significant adverse biological impacts. The 
DEIR should be revised to appropriately analyze the impact of bird-glass co1lisions that 
might be caused by the project. 

TRAFFIC IMPACTS TO WILDLIFE 

The DEIR neglects to address one of the project's most obvious, substantial impacts to 
wildlife, and that is v.rildlife mortality and injuries caused by project-generated traffic. 
Project-generated traffic would endanger v\rildlife that must, for various reasons, cross 
roads used by the project's traffic (Photos 22-24), including along roads far from the 
project footprint. Vehicle collisions have accounted for the deaths of many thousands of 
amphibian, reptile, mammal, bird, and arthropod fauna, and the impacts have often 
been found to be significant at the population level (Forman et al. 2003). Across North 
America traffic impacts have taken devastating tolls on wildlife (Forman et al. 2003). In 
Canada, 3,562 birds were estimated killed per 100 km of road per year (Bishop and 
Brogan 2013), and the US estimate of avian mortality on roads is 2,200 to 8,405 deaths 
per 100 km per year, or 89 million to 340 million total per year (Loss et al. 2014). Local 
impacts can be more intense than nationally. 
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Photo 22. A Gambel's quail dashes 
across a road on 3 April 2021. Such road 
crossings are usually successful, but too 
often prove fatal to the animal. Photo by 
Noriko Smallwood. 

Photo 24. Mouming dove killed by 

Photo 23. Great-tailed grackle walks 
onto a rural road in Imperial County, 4 
February 2022. 

vehicle on a Califomia road. Photo by Noriko Smallwood, 21 June 2020. 

Photo 25. Raccoon killed on Road 31 just east of 
Highway 505 in Solano County. Photo taken on 
10 November 2018. 
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The nearest study of traffic-caused wildlife mortality was performed along a 2.5-mile 
stretch of Vasco Road in Contra Costa County, California. Fatality searches in this study 
found 1,275 carcasses of 49 species of mammals, birds, amphibians and reptiles over 15 
months of searches (Mendelsohn et al. 2009). This fatality number needs to be adjusted 
for the proportion of fatalities that were not found due to scavenger removal and 
searcher error. This adjustment is typically made by placing carcasses for searchers to 
find (or not find) during their routine periodic fatality searches. This step was not taken 
at Vasco Road (Mendelsohn et al. 2009), but it was taken as part of another study next 
to Vasco Road (Brown et al. 2016). Brown et al. 's (2016) adjustment factors for carcass 
persistence resembled those of Santos et al. (2011). Also applying searcher detection 
rates from Brown et al. (2016), the adjusted total number of fatalities was estimated at 
12,187 animals killed by traffic on the road. This fatality number over 1.25 years and 2.5 
miles of road translates to 3,900 wild animals per mile per year. In terms comparable to 
the national estimates, the estimates from the Mendelsohn et al. (2009) study would 
translate to 243,740 animals killed per 100 km of road per year, or 29 times that of Loss 
et al.'s (2014) upper bound estimate and 68 times the Canadian estimate. An analysis is 
needed of whether increased traffic generated by the project site would similarly result 
in local impacts on wildlife. 

For ·wildlife vulnerable to front-end collisions and crushing under tires, road mortality 
can be predicted from the study of Mendelsohn et al. (2009) as a basis, although it 
would be helpful to have the availability of more studies like that of Mendelsohn et al. 
(2009) at additional locations. My analysis of the Mendelsohn et al. (2009) data 
resulted in an estimated 3,900 animals killed per mile along a county road in Contra 
Costa County. Two percent of the estimated number of fatalities were birds, and the 
balance was composed of 34% mammals (many mice and pocket mice, but also ground 
squirrels, desert cottontails, striped skunks, American badgers, raccoons, and others), 
52.3% amphibians Qarge numbers of California tiger salamanders and California red
legged frogs, but also Sierran treefrogs, western toads, arboreal salamanders, slender 
salamanders and others), and 11.7°,,6 reptiles (many western fence lizards, but also 
skinks, alligator lizards, and snakes of various species). Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is 
useful for predicting wildlife mortality because I was able to quantify miles traveled 
along the studied reach of Vasco Road during the time period of the Mendelsohn et al. 
(2009), hence enabling a rate of fatalities per VMT that can be projected to other sites, 
assuming similar collision fatality rates. 

Predicting project-generated traffic impacts to wildlife 

The DEIR predicts an annual VMT of 7,692,187. During the Mendelsohn et al. (2009) 
study, 19,500 cars traveled Vasco Road daily, so the vehicle miles that contributed to my 
estimate of non-volant fatalities ·was 19,500 cars and trucks x 2.5 miles x 365 days/year 
x 1.25 years = 22,242,187.5 vehicle miles per 12,187 wildlife fatalities, or 1,825 vehicle 
miles per fatality. This rate is likely higher than would occur in the project area, because 
the project area is more urbanized than was the study area of Mendelsohn et al. (2009). 
Even assuming the fatality rate in the project area would be a quarter of that of the 
Mendelsohn et al. (2009) study, dividing annual VMT by 7,300 vehicle miles per fatality 
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would predict 1,054 vertebrate wildlife fatalities per year, which would easily qualify as a 
significant, unmitigated impact of the project. 

Based on my indicator-level analysis, the project-generated traffic would cause 
substantial, significant impacts to wildlife. The DEIR does not address this potential 
impact, let alone propose to mitigate it. Mitigation measures to improve wildlife safety 
along roads are available and are feasible, and they need exploration for their suitability 
with the proposed project. Given the predicted level of project-generated traffic-caused 
mortality, and the lack of any proposed mitigation, it is my opinion that the proposed 
project would result in potentially significant adverse biological impacts. The DEIR 
needs to be revised to appropriately analyze the impact of wildlife-automobile collisions 
resulting from project-generated traffic. 

DOGS 

The project would add 1,388 residents, many of whom would own dogs. Many of the dog 
owners in the project would treat the on-site habitat preservation as a de facto dog park. 
They would do so even if signage warns them not to, just as dog owners frequently run 
their dogs off-leash despite the signage against doing so in open spaces where I live and 
at places that I visit. The DEIR fails to analyze potential impacts to wildlife that could 
result from off-leash dogs. Dogs disturb and displace wildlife (Hennings 2016), and 
where dogs are frequently exercised, parasites accumulate. In one study of dog parks in 
Portugal (Ferreira et al. 2017), at least 7 different types of parasites were found in fecal 
and soil samples, and "the soil of all the parks was contaminated with hookworm eggs." 
The parasite loading of the on-site habitat preserve could spill-over to downstream to 
marine mammals at California's coast. The DEIR needs to be revised to appropriately 
analyze the potential impacts to wildlife caused by the dog use of the habitat preserve. 

HOUSE CATS 

The DEIR does not address the potential impacts of free-ranging house cats to wildlife. 
House cats serve as one of the largest sources of avian mortality in North America 
(Dauphine and Cooper 2009, Blancher 2013, Loss et al. 2013, Loyd et al. 2017). Loss et 
al. (2013) estimated 139 million cats in the USA in 2013 (range 114 to 164 million), 
which kiJled an estimated 16.95 billion vertebrate wildlife annually (range 7.6 to 26.3 
billion). In 2012 there were 0-44 house cats per human, and 122 vertebrate animals were 
killed per cat. Free-ranging house cats killed disproportionately larger numbers of 
vertebrate wildlife. The DEIR predicts 1,388 residents. Assuming that 58% of these new 
residents would live in the Rowhomes and Villas (based on proportion of floor space in 
the project), then 806 residents would be most likely to keep house cats. The above rates 
of cat ownership applied to 806 new residents would predict 355 new cats, which 
would kill 43,266 members of vertebrate wildlife per year. Even if there are 
only half this many house cats, the annual death toll to wildlife would be predicted at 
21,633, which would easily qualify as an unmitigated significant impact to wildlife. 
Many of the wildlife fatalities caused by house cats would be in preserved open space of 
the project site. 
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House cats also contribute to downstream loading of Toxoplasma gondii. According to a 
UC Davis ·wildlife health research program, "Toxoplasma gondii is a parasite that can 
infect virtually all wann-blooded animals, but the only known definitive hosts are cats 
- domesticated and feral house cats included. Cats catch the parasite through hunting 
rodents and birds and they offload it into the environment through their feces ... and 
... rain that falls on cement creates more runoff than rain that falls on natural earth, 
which contributes to increased runoff that can can·y f ecal pathogens to the sea" 
(http://www.evotis.org/ toxoplasma-gondii- sea-otters/) . 

If the project goes forward, it would be prudent to consider constraints on house cat 
ownership such as requiring cats to remain indoors. Another option would be to explore 
alternative project sites where free ranging cats would cause fewer wildlife fatalities due 
to lesser adjacency to open spaces. And another would be to fund the City to manage 
free-ranging house cats to check their number. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The US Fish and Wildlife Service letter of 12 July 2022 on the NOP states, "The project 
site includes the largest remaining verna pool complex in the City that supports the 
federally endangered San Diego fairy shrimp, federally endangered San Diego button 
celery, and federally threatened spreading navarretia. The project site also includes the 
largest remaining unconserved native grassland in the City that supports one of the 
largest known populations of the federally threatened thread-leaved brodiaea and 
regionally sensitive Orcutt's brodiaea." CDFWs letter of 12 July 2022 on the NOP states, 
"The project site includes the largest remaining vernal pool complex in the City that 
supports the San Diego fairy shrimp, San Diego button celery, and spreading navarretia. 
The project site also includes the largest remaining non-conserved native grassland in 
the City and supports one of the largest known populations of the state endangered 
thread-leaved brodiaea, as well as the non-listed but still sensitive Orcutt's brodiaea." 
These statements include the term "largest" and "largest remaining" with respect to 
multiple highly sensitive resources, all of which are one or a few projects away from 
regional extirpation as a result of cumulative impacts. It is at this stage, where the last 
and the largest of the remaining vernal pool complexes and the largest remaining 
populations of special-status species are at stake, that a project's contribution to 
cumulative impacts is most significant. 

Habitat fragmentation is a process that degrades populations of biological species to 
degrees that exceed the degradation that would have happened following the loss of the 
same area of habitat but from what was a large contiguous expanse of habitat. As habitat 
fragmentation leaves patches of habitat that are increasingly smaller and more distant 
from each other, those animal species able to persist on the fragmented landscape do so 
by visiting each of the remaining habitat fragments. The Cooper's hawk Noriko saw on 
the project site undoubtedly relies on additional habitat patches in the area, even if the 
project site comprises the hawk's largest and most valuable remaining habitat patch. 
The same is true of the red-tailed hawk Noriko observed and many other species that 
occur there. But if the Cooper's hawk, the red-tailed hawk and the many other species 
lose this habitat fragment, it is likely that they will be unable to survive. Some individual 
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animals might move off to some other place where they can survive, but in each case, 
doing so would come at the cost of members of the same species at those other places. 
The loss of this habitat fragment would result in a significant decline in the numerical 
and productive capacities of all the species that rely on it. The quantitative reductions 
would be significant for multiple species, but there would also be qualitatively 
significant effects. This is because there is a qualitative difference between any positive 
number and zero. Zero is extirpation. And extirpation would be a significant loss to 
Californians, who whether they appreciate it or not, would be harmed by certain species 
of wildlife never again to be seen near where they live and work. These quantitative and 
qualitative effects would be the project's contribution to cumulative impacts only 
because the City of San Marcos has allowed many projects to take habitat without 
setting aside ecological preserves of sufficient number, extent and proximity. 

The DEIR (p 3.19-9) reveals a fundamental planning shortfall with its admission, "Like 
the proposed project, it is presumed that all reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects 
would be required to conform to existing regulations with respect to avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation of impacts to sensitive habitat, achieving no-net-loss of 
wetlands and like/ kind replacement for impacts to sensitive habitat that cannot be 
avoided." This fallacious assumption is based on the false premises that (1) regulations 
determine mitigation measures, and (2) no-net-loss of wetlands is achieved after each 
project. Most of the formulation of mitigation measures is left to the project applicant 
and the project permitting agency, sometimes influenced by input from regulatory 
agencies. As for the premise of no-net-loss achieved project after project, the vernal pool 
complex of the Pacific Specific Plan site would not be the largest remaining in the region 
had the premise been accurate. If the premise was accurate, the list of special-status 
species of wildlife in the region would not be 153 species long, which is likely the longest 
such list I have seen among the hundreds of project sites I have reviewed in California. 
And without a monitoring program, the DEIR's premise lacks foundation. 

The DEIR (p. 3.19-8) explains that "Similar to the proposed project, cumulative projects 
would be required to mitigate impacts by avoiding the grading or clearing of suitable 
habitat for sensitive wildlife during breeding season, or by conducting pre-construction 
surveys to avoid sensitive species if construction would occur during breeding season." 
But this statement is misleading, because the mere avoidance of grading during the 
breeding season never prevented the decline of numerical and productive capacity of 
birds in the region. Each project that was constructed, regardless of whether it timed 
grading outside the breeding season, took habitat permanently, eventually leaving the 
situation in which the project-at-issue finds itself - the last remaining and largest patch 
of vernal pools and of habitat of multiple special-status species in the region. In other 
words, this mitigation measure was never effective, nor would it prove effective in the 
case of this project. There has never been any substantial evidence in the record of any 
project I have examined as an expert that timing construction grading outside the 
breeding season would effectively mitigate the takings of habitat needed by birds to 
successfully breed. No evidence is of this efficacy is cited in this DEIR. 

The DEIR (p. 3.19-8) then asserts the following: "through the implementation of 
required mitigation, impacts to present and potentially present sensitive wildlife species 
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would be reduced to a level below significance for the proposed project and for 
cumulative projects. Therefore, cumulative impacts with regard to special-status wildlife 
species would not be cumulatively considerable." Again, where is the evidence that this 
assertion is true? As far as I can determine, the City has no regional monitoring program 
of wildlife, plants or other biological resources to assess the efficacy of the City's 
mitigation measures. That is, there is no monitoring for cumulative effects nor for 
mitigation efficacy at the regional level. There is no basis to trust the City's assertion. 

Another problem with the City's assertion is its implication that a given project impact is 
cumulatively considerable only ·when it has not been fully mitigated. In essence, the 
DEIR implies that cumulative impacts are really residual impacts left over by 
inadequate mitigation at the project level. As an example, the DEIR (p. 3.19-9) claims 
that "MM-BIO-Sb ... would compensate for impacts to jurisdictional resources, such 
that impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance." This notion of residual 
impacts being the source of cumulative impacts is inconsistent with CEQA's definition of 
cumulative effects. Individually mitigated projects do not negate the significance of 
cumulative impacts (see earlier comments). If they did, then CEQA would not require a 
cumulative effects analysis. To summarize, the DEIR effectively provides no cumulative 
effects analysis. 

Lastly, the DEIR (p. 3.19-9) claims "Cumulative projects would also be required to 
comply with relevant MHCP and Natural Community Conservation Plan policies; 
therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant." According to CEQA 
Guideline 15064(h)(3), "When relying on a plan, regulation or program, the lead agency 
should explain how implementing the particular requirements in the plan, regulation or 
program ensure that the project's incremental contribution to the cumulative effect is 
not cumulatively considerable." The DEIR provides no explanation of how the project's 
compliance with the MHCP would ensure the project's contributions to cumulative 
impacts to special-status species of wildlife or to wetlands would be satisfactorily 
mitigated. 

Detailing how the MHCP would ensure cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant is especially important in the case of this project. This is the case because 
most of the vernal pools and most of the region's wildlife habitat have already been 
destroyed, and because I predict the project would deny California another 1,360 birds 
per year, and would cause annual mortality of 516 (95% CI: 306- 726) birds due to bird
window collisions and 1,054 vertebrate animals due to project-generated automobile 
traffic, and 43,266 vertebrate animals due to predation by free-ranging house cats. 
These predicted impacts, along with the project's interference with wildlife movement 
and the intrusive effects of dogs, would contribute cumulatively to impacts caused by 
past, present and foreseeable future projects and in ways that the MHCP likely did not 
plan for. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

MM-BI0-1 Rare Plant Transplant Plan 

According to the DEIR, "San Diego button-celery, Orcutt's brodiaea, and thread-leaved 
brodiaea shall be translocated and/ or replanted through propagation into existing 
suitable habitat in the on-site open space preserve near existing populations of these 
species and according to the conceptual mitigation plan for the project ... " However, the 
term habitat suitability is redundant and begs the question of what is unsuitable habitat 
(Hall et al., 1997, Krausman 2016). Because habitat is defined as "the resources and 
conditions present in an area that produce occupancy - including survival and 
reproduction - by a given organism" (Hall et al. 1997), or "that part of the environment 
where the species lives" (Smallwood 2015), it is presumptuous to propose transplanting 
the plants at issue from where they live to where they do not. If those portions of the on
site preserve qualified as habitat of San Diego button-celery, Orcutt's brodiaea, and 
thread-leaved brodiaea, then members of these species would live there already. If the 
City believes that particular factors currently inhibit these plant species from living 
elsewhere on the project site, and that these limiting factors can be rectified, then these 
factors need to be identified in a revised DEIR. Otherwise, the City proposes fantastical 
mitigation that lacks substantial evidence in support of its efficacy, and which at the 
same time would likely cause harm to existing biological resources in the transplant 
receiving areas. 

Transplantations have a long history of failures. For this reason, guidelines have been 
prepared. The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) prepared mitigation guidelines for 
projects posing threats to special-status species of plants (CNPS 1998). Here I 
summarize the CNPS guidelines as well as CDFWs (1997) expectations for mitigation. I 
recommend that a new EIR be prepared to more carefully consider the use of 
translocation as a mitigation measure. 

CNPS (1998) advocates only for mitigation involving avoidance of impacts. To avoid 
impacts, CNPS recommends pre-project planning and design, reconfiguring an existing 
project, or adopting the no-project alternative, in addition to site protection such as 
fencing and transfer of development rights in easements or fee title. 

When lead agencies decide to minimize, rectify, reduce or compensate impacts, CNPS 
(1998) recommends certain standards. For example, mitigation measures should be 
developed on a site-specific basis, and should involve consultation with the appropriate 
regulatory agencies. Additional research should be conducted to determine which 
mitigation measures are appropriate for the specific life history and ecological 
relationships of rare plant species occurring at a particular site. CNPS (1998) regards 
habitat restoration and off-site introduction or translocation as unproven and usually 
unsuccessful. Genetic contamination of an otherwise unaffected population is 
intolerable. 

When lead agencies allow reduct ion of impacts, CNPS's (1998) guidelines maintain that 
the project size should be reduced, the project sited in the least environmentally 
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sensitive area and surrounded by buffer zones permanently protected in conservation 
easements. CNPS also insists that efforts be made to salvage portions of the population 
that will be lost. 

When restoration is pursued, CNPS (1998) recommends that it be directed to mitigate 
impacts of projects approved prior to environmental regulations. It must be tailored to 
the project site based on the assembly of local species and habitats. The goals of the 
restoration project and the courses of action intended to achieve those goals need to 
precede implementation. Pre-impact site conditions should be determined, and the 
restoration plan should consider land contours, soil types, erosion patterns, and pre
impact hydrologic conditions. Study of the targeted species should be thorough so as to 
identify their total distribution, habitat descriptions of occupied site and symbiotic 
relationships with other species. The plan should consider propagation techniques, re
introduction strategy, invasive species controls, site protection, public access and other 
factors. Finally, a monitoring program should be sufficiently rigorous to assess 
restoration success, and to augment the knowledge base relevant to related restoration 
efforts. 

When lead agencies authorize reductions of impacts over time, the CNPS (1998) 
recommends limiting public access to protected habitat areas through fencing or other 
means, and that the species and habitat conditions are monitored to detect intrusion 
and subsequent impacts caused by construction and operation activities. Public 
education should be implemented regarding the values of these areas. 

When off-site compensation is pursued, off-site populations should be protected 
permanently through conservation easement or mitigation banking. The area of a 
conservation easement must be sufficiently large to support a biologically secure, 
reproducing population within a buffer zone in perpetuity. The surrounding land uses 
must be considered, as well as expected future land uses. The design of the site 
boundary and management plan must be scientifically based, utilizing information from 
baseline studies and natural history data for each species. The contract should specify 
the rights of the grantee, the grantors rights and uses, and restrictions of undesirable 
activities, and it should include language that binds the terms and conditions of the 
contract in perpetuity, regardless of fee title transfers. The contract should protect the 
site from land use change, introduction of exotic species and public access, and it should 
protect the right of the grantee to enforce compliance with the terms of the easement. 

Also, the mitigation exchange ratio should exceed 1:1 for most species, thereby 
accounting for an inevitable net loss of individuals and habitat area. Where needed, off
site compensation areas should be enhanced by reducing impacts caused by on-going 
activities such as over-grazing by livestock or dumping of hazardous materials or trash. 
Translocations should be preceded by detailed inventories of species occurring at the 
receiving site, accompanied by a feasibility assessment regarding persistence and 
avoidance of genetic contamination. These should also occur at the appropriate time of 
year, following proper handling and propagation methods in consultation with the 
regulatory agencies. Furthermore, all translocations should be completed and shown to 
be successful prior to the initiation of project activities. 
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CNPS (1998) and CDFW (1997) insist that the mitigation design, implementation 
measures, and reporting methods be clearly documented, along ·with whom or which 
agencies are responsible for achieving clearly defined success criteria. Assurances must 
be provided in writing that certain performance criteria of the mitigation plan will be 
realized, and guaranteed by a negotiable performance security large enough to complete 
the mitigation and to pursue alternative mitigation measures should the 
implementation be incomplete or the objectives fail to be achieved. Five years of 
monitoring the success of the mitigation should be the minimum time period before 
returning the performance security. 

I must add that the security deposit should greatly exceed 120% of the estimated cost of 
the transplants. Given the history of poor success of transplantations, the likelihood is 
high that the transplantations would fail. Failures should trigger contingency plans, 
which need to be funded. A likely contingency plan, due to its practicality, would be 
additional compensatory mitigation. The security deposit should therefore be large 
enough to cover the cost of additional compensatory mitigation should some portion of, 
or all of, the transplants fail. 

MM-BI0-2 Vernal Pools Mitigation Plan 

According to the DEIR, "the project Applicant shall submit a Vernal Pool Mitigation 
Plan (VPMP) to the City and resource agencies, describing the creation, re
establishment, and/ or restoration, as well as maintenance and monitoring (5 years) of 
vernal pools in the mitigation plan. Vernal pool mitigation shall occur on-site within 
appropriate suitable habitat in the on-site open space preserve, according to the 
conceptual mitigation plan for the project." To create vernal pools where they do not 
currently exist would require the destruction of the complex of soil, plants, and wildlife 
at the creation sites. 

Understanding the structure of vernal pool ecosystems is critical to understanding the 
impacts of the project on vernal pools and their associated habitats. Damage or loss of 
vernal pools and their neighboring uplands cannot be rectified by typical water quality 
mitigation measures, and they cannot be restored simply through grading and seeding. 
Even though most of California's vernal pools have already been destroyed, ecologists 
are still at the front-end of understanding vernal pool ecology. The prudent thing is to 
leave vernal pools undisturbed. Compensatory mitigation is commonly required by U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and other regulatory agencies where vernal pools 
will be adversely affected or destroyed by a project, but compensatory mitigation has 
limited efficacy (33 CFR Part 332 - USACE Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of 
Aquatic Resourcess). 

5 See also lJSFWS (1998), DeWeese, Vernal Pool Construction Monitoring Methods and Habitat 
Replacement Evaluation, available at https: //vernalpools.ucrnerced.edu /sites/ 
vcrnalpools.ucmcrccd.cdu/filcs / pagc/documenlsh.4 vernal pool conslruclion moniloring 
methods and habitat replacement values bv june m. de weese.pdf Oast visited 
3/23/2023). 
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MM-BI0-3 Listed Species Conservation Measures 

According to the DEIR, "Prior to issuance of any land disturbance, clearing, grubbing, or 
grading permits for the project site, the project Applicant shall demonstrate to the City 
that consultation with USFWS for adverse effects to San Diego Fairy shrimp, thread 
leaved brodiaea, and San Diego button celery has occurred in accordance with Section 7 
or Section 10 of the federal ESA, as applicable." However, considering the situation in 
which these species are characterized by USFWS and CDFW in their 12 July 2022 letters 
to the City regarding the NOP, the DEIR should be withdrawn and revised with 
descriptions of viable mitigat ion options for these species. I suspect that there are no 
viable options or very limited options. If my suspicion is justified, then the DEIR needs 
to divulge that takings of these species at the project site are unmitigable and would 
cause irreparable impacts. 

MM-BI0-4 Avoidance of Nesting Birds and Raptors 

Preconstruction surveys should be performed for nesting birds, but not without first 
having completed detection surveys to inform both an EIR and the preconstruction 
surveys. Preconstruction surveys are only intended as last-minute, one-time salvage and 
rescue operations targeting readily detectable nests or individuals before they are 
crushed under heavy construction machinery. Because most special-status species are 
rare and cryptic, and because most bird species are expert at hiding their nests lest they 
get predated, most of their nests will not be detected by preconstruction surveys v.rithout 
prior support of detection surveys. Locating all of the nests on site would require more 
effort than is committed during preconstruction surveys. 

Protocol-level detection surveys are needed to inform preconstruction take-avoidance 
surveys by mapping out where biologists performing preconstruction surveys are most 
likely to find animals or their breeding sites. Detection surveys are needed to assess 
impacts and to inform the formulation of appropriate mitigation measures, because 
preconstruction surveys are not intended for these roles either. 

Regardless of whether construction timing avoids the nesting season or preconstruction 
surveys are completed, this measure would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant 
levels because the project would destroy the productive capacity of the birds that breed 
on the project site. 

MM-BI0-5 Construction Work Limits Fencing 

A construction fence would contain the damage that would be caused by construction 
grading. However, it would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels because 
the project would destroy the productive capacity of the birds that breed on the project 
site. 
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MM-BIO-6 Biological Construction Monitoring 

I concur that this measure should be implemented if the project goes forward, but I 
must point out that it would not avoid impacts to wildlife as claimed in the DEIR. If the 
project goes forward, the biological monitor should have the authority to rectify 
situations that pose threats to wildlife. The events associated with construction 
monitoring, such as efforts to avoid impacts and findings of dead and injured wildlife, 
need to be swnmarized in a report that is subsequently made available to the public. 

MM-BIO-7a Compensatory Mitigation for Impacts to Sensitive Natural 
Communities and MM-BIO-7b Compensatory Mitigation for Permanent 
Impacts to Sensitive Natural Communities and MM-BIO-Sb Compensatory 
Mitigation for Impacts to Jurisdictional Resources 

The mitigation ratios that are proposed are based on acreages, thereby failing to 
mitigate the project's impact to the number of vernal pools that would be lost. On a 
acreage basis, the project would take 34 % of the vernal pools, whereas on the basis of 
the number of vernal pools, the project would take 61% of the vernal pools. The 
mitigation approach adopted in the DEIR assumes that larger vernal pools are more 
valuable than smaller vernal pools, but the DEIR cites no evidence that value grades 
·with vernal pool size. 

Nor does the proposed mitigation offset impacts of degradation of the vernal pools that 
would be left on the project site. The remaining vernal pools would be vulnerable to 
even more intrusion from people and dogs and cats and more accumulation of litter with 
the addition of 1,399 new residents to the site. 

The typical mitigation ratios should not apply to this project, which comes at the tail end 
of a process of habitat fragmentation that has left the project site the largest remaining 
vernal pool complex and the largest remaining patch of wildlife habitat in the region. 
The loss of habitat on this site would cause more severe impacts to wildlife and plants 
and vernal pools than had the losses of habitat caused by previous projects in the area. 
Some of the potential project impacts, to be frank, are unmitigable. 

MM-BIO-Sa Regulatory Permitting 

Obtaining regulatory permits is not a mitigation measure, as a permit in and of itself 
provides no substantial benefit to biological resources. In fact, a permit is permission 
from a regulatory agency to proceed with the destruction of whichever resources are at 
stake. It is misleading to claim this necessary step as a mitigation measure. This 
measure should be removed from the current DEIR, and it should not appear in a 
recirculated DEIR. 

RECOMMENDED MEASURES 

Protocol-level Detection Surveys in Support of Mitigation: If the project goes 
forward, protocol-level detection surveys that achieve minimum standards of the 
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available guidelines need to be completed for multiple species including western 
spadefoot, burrowing owl, California gnatcatcher, and a suite of special-status species of 
bats. These surveys are needed to (1) support negative findings of species when 
appropriate, (2) inform preconstruction surveys to improve their efficacy, (3) estimate 
project impacts, and (4) inform compensatory mitigation and other forms of mitigation. 
Detection survey protocols and guidelines are available from resource agencies. 
Otherwise, professional standards can be learned from the scientific literature and 
species' experts. 

Pest Control: The project should commit to no use of rodenticides and avicides. It 
should commit to no placement of poison bait stations outside the building. 

House Cats: If the project goes forward, residents should not be allowed to let their 
cats range free, nor should feeding offeral cats be pennitted. A fund should be 
established for long-term management of house cats in the project. Management could 
include public education about the environmental effects of outdoor and free-ranging 
cats. It could also include a program to spade and neuter cats, especially free-ranging 
cats. It could also involve some removals of feral cats. 

Guidelines on Building Design to Minimize Bird-Window Collisions: If the 
project goes forward, it should at a minimum adhere to available Bird-Safe Guidelines, 
such as those prepared by American Bird Conservancy and New York and San 
Francisco. The American Bird Conservancy (ABC) produced an excellent set of 
guidelines recommending actions to: (1) Minimize use of glass; (2) Placing glass behind 
some type of screening (grilles, shutters, exterior shades); (3) Using glass with inherent 
properties to reduce collisions, such as patterns, window films, decals or tape; and (4) 
Turning off lights during migration seasons (Sheppard and Phillips 2015). The City of 
San Francisco (San Francisco Planning Department 2011) also has a set of building 
design guidelines, based on the excellent guidelines produced by the New York City 
Audubon Society (Orff et al. 2007). The ABC document and both the New York and San 
Francisco documents provide excellent alerting of potential bird-collision hazards as 
well as many visual examples. The San Francisco Planning Department's (2011) building 
design guidelines are more comprehensive than those of New York City, but they could 
have gone further. For example, the San Francisco guidelines probably should have also 
covered scientific monitoring of impacts as well as compensatory mitigation for impacts 
that could not be avoided, minimized or reduced. 

New research results inform of the efficacy of marking windows. Whereas Klem (1990) 
found no deterrent effect from decals on windows, Johnson and Hudson (1976) reported 
a fatality reduction of about 69% after placing decals on windows. In an experiment of 
opportunity, Ocampo-Peiiuela et al. (2016) found only 2 of 86 fatalities at one of 6 
buildings - the only building with windows treated with a bird deterrent film. At the 
building with fritted glass, bird collisions were 82% lower than at other buildings v.rith 
untreated windows. Kahle et al. (2016) added external window shades to some 
windowed fa9<1des to reduce fatalities 82% and 95%. Brown et al. (2020) reported an 
84% lower collision probability among fritted glass windows and windows treated with 
ORNILUX R UV. City of Portland Bureau of Environmental Services and Portland 
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Audubon (2020) reduced bird collision fatalities 94% by affixing marked Solyx window 
film to existing glass panels of Portland's Columbia Building. Many external and 
internal glass markers have been tested experimentally, some showing no effect and 
some showing strong deterrent effects (Klem 1989, 1990, 2009, 2011; Klem and Saenger 
2013; Rossler et al. 2015) . 

Monitoring and the use of compensatory mitigation should be incorporated at any new 
building project because the measures recommended in the available guidelines remain 
of uncertain efficacy, and even if these measures are effective, they will not reduce 
collision fatalities to zero. The only way to assess mitigation efficacy and to quantify 
post-construction fatalities is to monitor the project for fatalities. 

Road Mortality: Compensatory mitigation is needed for the increased wildlife 
mortality that would be caused by bird-window collisions and the project-generated 
road traffic in the region. I suggest that this mitigation can be directed toward funding 
research to identify fatality patterns and effective impact reduction measures such as 
reduced speed limits and wildlife under-crossings or overcrossings of particularly 
dangerous road segments. Compensatory mitigation can also be provided in the form of 
donations to wildlife rehabilitation facilities (see below). 

Fund Wildlife Rehabilitation Facilities: Compensatory mitigation ought also to 
include funding contributions to wildlife rehabilitation facilities to cover the costs of 
injured animals that will be delivered to these facilities for care. Many animals would 
likely be injured by free-ranging house cats and by collisions with windows and 
automobiles. 

Landscaping: If the project goes forward, California native plant landscaping (i.e. , 
chaparral, grassland, and locally appropriate scrub plants) should be considered to be 
used as opposed to landscaping with lawn and exotic shrubs. Native plants offer more 
structure, cover, food resources, and nesting substrate for wildlife than landscaping with 
lawn. Native plant landscaping has been shown to increase the abundance of arthropods 
which act as importance sources of food for wildlife and are crucial for pollination and 
plant reproduction (Narango et al. 2017, Adams et al. 2020, Smallwood and Wood 
2022.). Further, many endangered and threated insects require native host plants for 
reproduction and migration, e.g., monarch butterfly. Around the world, landscaping 
with native plants over exotic plants increases the abundance and diversity of birds, and 
is particularly valuable to native birds (Lerman and Warren 2011, Burghardt et al. 2008, 

Berthon et al. 2021, Smallwood and Wood 2022) . Landscaping ~,~th native plants is a 
way to maintain or to bring back some of the natural habitat and lessen the footprint of 
urbanization by acting as interconnected patches of habitat for wildlife (Goddard et al. 
2009, Tallamy 2020) . Lastly, not only does native plant landscaping benefit wildlife, it 
requires less water and maintenance than traditional landscaping with lawn and hedges. 
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Thank you for your attention, 

,/1....,../.JLJ 

Shawn Smallwood, Ph.D. 
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Response to Comment Letter O3 

Organization 

Southwest Mountain States Regional Council of Carpenters 

April 17, 2023 

O3-1 The comment provides an introduction to comments that follow. The commenter requests to be notified 

of any notices referring to or related to the project. The comment is noted, and the commenter will be 

added to the notification list for the project. The comment does not raise any specific issues related to 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR, thus no further response is required. 

O3- 2 The comment states that the City should require that the project be built using local workers. The 

comment expresses the opinion of the commenter on economic, social, or political issues, and does 

not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue. 

O3-3 The comment states that the potential benefits of hiring local workers may include reducing length 

of trips, GHG emissions, economic benefits, and air pollutant reductions. The comment does not 

raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Thus, no further response is required 

or provided. 

O3-4 The comment states that locating jobs closer to a residential area can lead to people being more likely 

to take transit, walk, or bike, and reduces VMT. The comment further states that local hire and 

workforce policies as a condition of approval for development permits are critical to VMT reductions. 

The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Thus, no 

further response is required or provided. 

O3- 5 The comment includes information about the Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act of 2022 and 

affordability and labor requirements. The comment further expresses the opinion of the commenter 

that the City should consider utilizing local workforce to mitigate GHG emission, air quality, and 

transportation impacts. As discussed in the DEIR, all project impacts have been reduced to less than 

significant levels and no further mitigation is required. To the extent that the comment expresses the 

opinion of the commenter on economic, social, or political issues, no further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue. 

O3-6 The comment states that the City should impose training requirements to prevent the spread of 

Covid -19 and other infectious diseases. The comment further states that construction sites have been 

identified as being sources of community spread and then lists recommendations for safe construction 

site work practices.  

Public Resources Code section 21083(b)(3) and CEQA Guidelines section15065(a)(4) provide that a 

project may have a significant effect on the environment if the project will cause substantial adverse 

effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. COVID-19 is not an environmental effect of the 

project – it is already present in the population and unrelated to the proposed development. CEQA 

generally does not require analysis of an impact caused by the existing environment on the project. As 

such, no analysis is required. Public health in connection with COVID-19 is addressed by workplace 

health and safety laws other than CEQA. This comment does not require any revisions to the EIR. 
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O3-7 The comment states the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Carpenters International Training Fund 

and the Southwest Mountain State Carpenters have developed training programs. The comment further 

states that the City should require COVID-19 training before construction activities begin. The comment 

does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response to 

Comment O3-6. 

O3-8 The comment acts as an introduction to comments to follow. The comment provides background 

information concerning EIRs and CEQA, including requirements regarding EIR recirculation. The 

comment does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, as 

supported by the DEIR and these Responses to Comments, EIR recirculation is not warranted as no 

new significant environmental impacts are identified. Under CEQA, a lead agency is required to 

recirculate an EIR, or portions of an EIR, when significant new information is added to the EIR after 

notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review, but before certification. As used in 

section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the term “information” can include changes in the 

project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New information added 

to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of meaningful 

opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project, or a feasible 

way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's 

proponent has declined to implement. As part of the Final EIR, a “Reduced Development Footprint 

Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact Minimization” alternative and a “Reduced Pacific Specific Plan Project 

Alternative” have been included under project alternatives considered. However, recirculation is not 

required simply because new information is added to an EIR. 

In response to comments received from USFWS, the FEIR considers a variation on the Reduced 

Development Footprint Alternative evaluated in the Draft EIR. Under the “Reduced Development Footprint 

Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact Minimization”, development would occur only within a reduced 

development footprint in the southern portion of the Project site, resulting in the development of only 229 

multi-family homes. The “Reduced Development Footprint Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact Minimization” 

is designed to avoid most vernal pools across the site and achieve a 30% maximum building footprint on 

the site. However, while impacts to vernal pools would be reduced, this Alternative would cause a more 

severe significant impact to the federally listed threatened thread-leaved brodiaea. It would also reduce 

the scope and mix of housing compared to the Project. The City can consider this additional alternative 

and certify the EIR without recirculating for additional public review. This is because once a draft EIR has 

been circulated for public review, CEQA does not require any additional public review of the document 

before the lead agency may certify the EIR except in circumstances requiring recirculation. Recirculation 

is only required where “significant new information” is added to an EIR after the draft EIR has been 

circulated for public review. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21092.1; Guidelines, § 15088.5, subd. (a).) Where 

information added to a Final EIR consists of a new suggested project alternative or mitigation measure, 

recirculation is only required where all the following criteria are met it Is feasible, it is considerably 

different from the alternatives or mitigation measures already evaluated in the EIR, it would clearly lessen 

the Project’s significant impacts, and it is not adopted. (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of 

the Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112; South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada 

(2013) 221 Cal.App.4th 316, 330.) Recirculation is not required for consideration of the “Reduced 

Development Footprint Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact Minimization” as the alternative is a variation 

upon, and not considerably different from, the Reduced Development Footprint Alternative evaluated in 

the Draft EIR. Accordingly, because this alternative is not considerably different from the Reduced 
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Development Footprint Alternative, recirculation is not required for City consideration of this “Reduced 

Development Footprint Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact Minimization”. (North Coast Rivers Alliance v. 

Marin Municipal Water Dist. Bd. Of Directors (2013) 216 Cal.App.4th 614, 654 [new alternative did not 

trigger recirculation because it was not considerably different from alternatives already evaluated and 

was not feasible.]) The City will consider the feasibility and desirability of this, and other alternatives 

evaluated in the EIR after receiving public comment to the DEIR and prior to making its ultimate decision 

on the Project. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081(a)(3).) 

Furthermore, the Project Applicant has prepared two additional alternatives in response to comments 

received from CDFW/USFWS during the public comment period. The “Reduced Pacific Specific Plan 

Project Alternative” included in Chapter 4 of the Final EIR is intended to reduce impacts to biological 

resources including vernal pools, native grassland, Diegan coastal sage scrub, mixed grassland, and 

non-native grassland. The reduction in the scale of development would result in similar (or slightly 

reduced) effects on all other environmental resource areas analyzed in the EIR. Recirculation is not 

required for incorporation of this alternative in the Final EIR in response to agency comments, as 

described above. That is because the “Reduced Pacific Specific Plan Project Alternative” would reduce 

the severity of some environmental impacts. 

O3-9 This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to consider a reasonable range of alternatives. The comment 

states there is no explanation as to why an even more reduced alternative was not considered.  

In response, please see Responses to Comments A2-4, A3-4, and O3-8.  

Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR considered but rejected two alternatives (an alternative location and 

mitigation bank alternative) and analyzed three alternatives including the No Project Alternative, 

Existing Land Use Designation Alternative, and the Reduced Development Footprint Alternative. The 

range of alternatives evaluated in an EIR is governed by the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to 

set forth alternatives adequate to permit a reasoned choice by decision makers and limited to 

alternatives that “would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” An 

EIR need not consider an alternative whose effects cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose 

implementation is remote and speculative (Section 15126.6[a] of the CEQA Guidelines).  

The Reduced Development Footprint Alternative was developed in response to comments from the 

Wildlife Agencies and would reduce the development footprint at the site to just 25% of the site, from 

15.28 acres to 8.3 acres, and would reduce the number of residential units developed from 449 to 

321 units. This alternative would be constructed to avoid all vernal pools and wetlands mapped across 

the site, including pools/basins found not to support vernal pool branchiopods (fairy shrimp). However, 

it would impact thread-leafed brodiaea to a greater extent compared to the project.  

As part of the Final EIR, two additional project alternatives were included to address USFWS and CDFW 

comments. The “Reduced Development Footprint Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact Minimization”, 

considers a variation on the Reduced Development Footprint Alternative evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

Under the “Reduced Development Footprint Alternative – Vernal Pool Impact Minimization”, 

development would occur only within a reduced development footprint in the southern portion of the 

Project site, resulting in the development of only 229 multi-family homes. The reduced development 

consists of 229 residential units, including a mix of rowhomes and villas on approximately 9.7 acres of 

the 33.2-acre project site. The remaining approximately 23.5 acres of the 33.2-acre project site would 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT 13170 
MAY 2024 RTC-404 

be preserved and restored as open space and habitat area. This alternative would not include any 

affordable housing units. This alternative would reduce project impacts to vernal pools but cause a 

more severe significant impact to the federally listed threatened thread-leaved brodiaea. 

Additionally, in response to comments received from USFWS and CDFW on the Draft EIR, the “Reduced 

Pacific Specific Plan Project Alternative” analyzed in the Final EIR considers a variation on the proposed 

project layout. The “Reduced Pacific Specific Plan Project Alternative” consists of 299 residential units, 

including a mix of rowhomes, villas, and affordable units on approximately 13.3 acres of the 33.2-acre 

project site. Forty-five (45) of the 299 total units (15% of the total) would be designated as deed-

restricted affordable units (alternatively, the project reserves the option to contribute to the affordable 

housing fund by paying the in-lieu fee). The remaining approximately 19.9 acres of the 33.2-acre project 

site would be preserved and restored as open space and habitat area. 

These two alternatives considered as part of the Final EIR would not meet all project objectives as they 

would provide a reduced number of housing units on the infill site and would not assist the City to 

implement its housing goals and efficiently promote infill development to the same degree as the proposed 

Project. It should be also noted that any development proposed for the site would result in biological 

impacts and require mitigation, such that a smaller alternative would not avoid identified impacts.  

O3-10 The comment acts as an introduction to comments to follow about the project’s compliance with 

electric vehicle (EV) parking charging stations and solar system installation.  

As discussed in the DEIR, the project’s GHG impacts would be less than significant such that no 

mitigation is required. Refer to EIR Section 3.7.4.  

Notwithstanding, note that the Project will be required to comply with the version of Title 24 that is 

current upon issuance of building permits. Title 24 presently establishes building standards that 

include rooftop solar generation and electric-vehicle ready requirements. The EIR, Section 3.7, 

Greenhouse Gas, identifies that EV charging stations would be provided for a minimum 5% of the 

project’s parking spaces or as required by CalGreen, whichever is greater. Solar PV would be required 

to comply with Title 24. The EIR, Section 3.7.2, Regulatory Setting, describes Title 24 standards and 

that they would apply to the project.  

O3-11 The comment states that although the DEIR notes that the project would include a total of 927 parking 

spaces and would equip a minimum of 5% of spaces with “EV charging stations”, it fails to specify 

whether such stations would be equipped with level 2 EV supply equipment (EVSE), as required by 

Section 4.106.4.2 of the 2022 Green Building Code. 

In response, there are two different residential unit types in this project, townhouses with private 

garages and multi-family flats with common garages and open parking spaces. In the current 2022 CA 

building code, townhouses with private garages have different EV requirements per CBC 4.106.4.1. 

Each two-car garage is required to have its own 40-amp 208/240-volt circuit. Level 2 operates on 

208/240 volt. There are 418 private garage spaces proposed in this project. Currently, per CalGreen 

Code requirements, it is estimated that 5% of the total number of parking spaces shall be equipped 

with Level 2 EVSE. All garage and parking spaces will be required by law to meet the current building 

codes in existence when construction begins. 
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Further, the project’s Specific Plan (Appendix M to the EIR) Section 3.3.2. E, requires compliance with 

CalGreen and/or the CAP whichever is stricter:  

E. Electric Vehicle Parking and Charging 

The following standards implement the project’s Specific Plan Objectives #3 and #4 and 

Measure T-2 of the Climate Action Plan to support and promote the use of electric vehicles: 

1. A minimum of five percent (5%) of the guest parking spaces required shall be equipped 

with EV charging stations or as otherwise required by CalGreen, whichever is more 

stringent. Calculations for the required number of spaces shall be rounded up to the 

nearest whole number. 

2. Garages shall be equipped with electric vehicle charging infrastructure in accordance 

with CalGreen. 

3. Charging stations/spaces shall not interfere with on-site parking or pedestrian 

circulation. 

4. Charging stations/spaces shall be maintained in functioning order in all respects. 

5. Final EV stall locations will be determined at submittal of building plans. 

6. EV charging station calculations shall apply to both garage/covered parking as well as 

uncovered and/or guest parking. 

Neither the EIR nor entitlement approval would allow a project to deviate from current building codes 

when a project begins construction. The project would perform to code minimum compliance.  

O3-12 The comment states that the DEIR fails to specify whether the project would designate 10% of their 

parking spaces as EV capable and equip 25% of the parking spaces with low power level 2 EV charging 

receptable as required. As outlined in the previous Response to Comment O3-11, the project is required 

to conform to the current building codes when construction begins. 

O3-13 The comment states that the DEIR fails to specify whether the project would be compliant with Section 

140.10 of the 2022 Energy Efficiency Standards, identifying the minimum installation of photovoltaic 

and battery systems. In response, the project is required to conform to the current building codes when 

construction begins. As outlined in Chapter 2 Project Description, and Section 3.5 Energy of the Draft 

EIR, in accordance with current Building Code, all buildings would be equipped with photovoltaic panels 

to provide solar energy to the homes. In addition, proposed homes would include energy conservation 

features such as spray foam insulation, thermal breaks, low-e windows, advanced thermostats, energy 

star appliances, and sealed insulated ducts. Proposed homes would be Energy Star Certified to meet 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency standards. 

O3-14  The comment acts as a conclusion to comments about the project’s electric vehicle (EV) and solar PV 

systems. Refer to Comments O3-10 through O3-13. The comment does not raise any specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; no further response is required. 

O3-15 This comment describes requirements under CEQA and states the Draft EIR’s Biological Resource 

findings and analysis are insufficient. This comment is an introductory comment to comments that 
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follow. The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; no 

further response is required. 

O3-16 This comment states that the DEIR’s characterization of the existing environmental setting as one 

with a “high level of anthropogenic disturbances” is not supported by substantial evidence, rendering 

it speculative.  

The commenter is referred to the EIR, Section 3.3.1, Existing Conditions, and Section 3.1 of the 

Biological Technical Report (Appendix C to this EIR), which describes the evidence of the anthropogenic 

disturbances onsite, supported by both aerial imagery evaluation and field surveys over the course of 

many years (1978 to present). 

O3-17 The comment states that the biological analysis is insufficient because surveys conducted fail to comply 

with standard reporting standards and protocols. The comment states the surveys failed to identify who 

performed the surveys, failed to note when the surveys began and how long they lasted, and failed to 

comply with the latest survey protocols for burrowing owl and California gnatcatcher. The comment 

states that the surveys must be reconducted to be protocol- and standard-compliant.  

In response, Section 2.2 of the Biological Technical Report (Appendix C to the EIR) provides names of 

the surveys as well as dates surveys were conducted. The surveys for burrowing owl and California 

gnatcatcher were conducted per the currently accepted protocols, which are discussed in Section 2.2.3 

of the report. Thus, no revision to the EIR is needed. 

O3-18 The comment states that the DEIR surveys also fail to detect a number of species of wildlife identified 

in a “single limited survey conducted by Smallwood’s associate,” including species with special status. 

The comment states that the biological surveys made insufficient use of available databases of wildlife 

species occurrence, resulting in significant contradictions between the surveys and databases.  

In response, based on the field surveys conducted for the site since 2018, the biological resources 

found on the site are accurately reflected in the DEIR. The site is entirely surrounded by development. 

The several species mentioned in the comment are birds that may fly over the site, but not use the site. 

Double-crested cormorant occurs in open water habitats, which does not occur on-site. Flyovers of this 

species may occur, same goes for seagull or other flying birds (cooper's hawk, burrowing, owl, California 

gnatcatcher, ravens, etc.), but that does not indicate that such species utilize the site. Refer to 

Responses to Comments O3-19 and O3-20 for specific responses to Smallwood’s “limited survey.” 

O3-19 The comment states the DEIR also fails to adequately analyze a number of important potential 

biological impacts. Specifically, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze the status and trends of vernal 

pools at the Project site (Exhibit D at 23-26), the Project site’s capacity to support wildlife and the 

Project’s contribution to habitat fragmentation (id. at 29-30), the Project’s interference with wildlife 

movement in the region (id. at 30-31), the Project’s collision bird fatality rate (id. at 31-34), the Project’s 

traffic impacts to wildlife (id. at 34-38), and the Project’s cumulative impacts (id. at 38-40). Thus, the 

DEIR must be revised to thoroughly analyze such impacts. In response, Section 3.1 Biological Technical 

Report (Appendix C to the EIR) discusses the status and degrading trend of the biological resources on-

site. Furthermore, Section 3.8 of the report discusses wildlife use and movements of the site. Because 

of the surrounding development the project is not considered a steppingstone or used as a regional 

corridor for wildlife movement; thus, development of the site would not adversely result in habitat 
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fragmentation. The project proposes contiguous development that would not create fragmented 

habitats on-site. Bird collision mortality is not expected because the project proposes residential 

development at a site that is surrounded by existing development. Additional response information on 

potential traffic impacts to wildlife and cumulative impacts are provided following the specific 

comments referred to above and seen below under comments O3-38, O3-39, and O3-42. 

O3-20 The comment states that the DEIR fails to implement all feasible mitigation measures or explain why 

such mitigation is infeasible. For example, the DEIR fails to include measures specifying that the Project 

should be built with a design which minimizes bird collisions, that the Project should avoid using certain 

rodenticides, avicides, and poison bait stations, and that the Project will provide compensation for road 

mortality and includes an exhibit (Exhibit D at 46-47). Lastly, the comment states the DEIR mitigation 

measures must be revised to include all feasible mitigation. In response, the mitigation measures of 

the DEIR were generated based on significant impacts anticipated by the project. There is no indication 

that the project proposal to develop residential housing would result in a significant impact to bird 

collisions. There are no sensitive small mammals on or expected to occur at the project site; no impacts 

would occur. Thus, a requirement to use certain rodenticides and poison bait stations is not applicable. 

The use of avicides is also not proposed or expected; thus, not applicable to the project. Regarding 

road mortality, the site is currently surrounded on all four sides by existing roads and does not propose 

additional roads. Due to the lack of adjacent native habitats and lack of wildlife movement on the site, 

wildlife road mortality is not expected; thus, corresponding mitigation is not required.  

O3-21 The comment states that the City should consider implementing local workforce policies to benefit the 

local economy, and mitigate greenhouse gas, air quality, and transportation impacts. This comment is 

noted and forwarded to the City’s decision-makers for their consideration; however, the comment does 

not raise any specific issues concerning the adequacy of the EIR, and no further response is required. 

O3-22 The comment from Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) is an exhibit (Exhibit A) to comment 

letter O3 and explains the significance of worker trips in relation to greenhouse gas emissions using 

CalEEMod. This comment serves as a general advisory document and does not raise any specific issues 

concerning the adequacy of the EIR. It is further noted that the comment is outdated and does not use 

current emissions factors or accepted protocols to quantify GHG emissions related to worker trips.  

O3-23 The comment describes default worker trip length and trips and calculations provides an explanation 

on how urban worker trip lengths tend to be shorter. The comment does not raise any specific issues 

concerning the adequacy of the EIR. No further response is required. 

O3-24 The comment alleges to provide an example to demonstrate how local hire provisions reduce 

construction-related worker trip lengths and could reduce greenhouse gas emissions associated with 

construction worker trips. The comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

O3-25 This comment includes a disclaimer for the technical preparer, SWAPE, and explains that the exhibit 

may contain informational gaps, inconsistencies, or otherwise be incomplete due to the unavailability 

or uncertainty of information obtained or provided by third parties. This comment also includes three 

attachments (Attachment A, CalEEMod default rural and urban worker trip lengths by air basin; 

Attachment B, Evaluation of local hire; and Attachment C, GHG emission estimations based on local 
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hire). The comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

O3-26 This comment from Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) is an exhibit (Exhibit B) to comment 

letter O3. This document was prepared by Dr. Paul Rosenfeld and provides his education, professional 

experience, and references. The comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

O3-27 This comment from Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) is an exhibit (Exhibit C) to comment 

letter O3. This document was prepared by Matthew F. Hagemann and provides his education, 

professional experience, and references. The comment does not raise any specific environmental 

issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

O3-28 This comment from Dr. Shawn Smallwood is an exhibit (Exhibit D) to comment letter O3. This document 

was prepared by Dr. Smallwood and provides introductory statements on the project location, the 

Biological Technical Report, and his qualifications and professional experience. This comment is an 

introductory to comments that follow. The comment does not raise any specific environmental issues 

related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

O3-29 This comment provides introductory remarks states that Noriko Smallwood walked the perimeter of the 

Project site for 2.83 hours on the morning of March 17, 2023. The comment states that Ms. Smallwood 

recorded wildlife on and off the site, including animals whose identity was uncertain. The comment 

provides several photographs and a table of species the commenter states were observed on and off-

site or by fly-over, including common and non-native species. The comment does not raise any specific 

environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. The 

commenter is referred to Appendix C of the EIR, Biological Resources Memorandum, which addresses 

Animal Species Observed or Detected onsite at its Appendix B, as well as Special Status Animal Species 

Observed or with Potential to Occur at its Appendix D. 

O3-30 This comment discusses the commenter’s opinion on how to characterize existing environmental 

setting for a site. The comment states that methods typically include (1) surveys of the site for biological 

resources, and (2) reviews of literature, databases, and local specialists for documented occurrences 

of special-status species. The comment states that, “In the case of this project, these essential steps 

remain incomplete and misleading”. The comment also states that the DEIR “appears biased in favor 

of the project” by speculating that the degraded condition of the environmental setting would worsen 

into the future.”  

In response, Section 2.1 and 2.2 of the Biological Technical Report, EIR Appendix C, provides a 

discussion of the project literature reviews, database reviews, and Project site surveys undertaken by 

the biologists at Helix to accurately characterize the existing setting for biological purposes. This is 

consistent with the comment. With regards to the comment about ongoing degradation of the site being 

“speculative” or demonstrating bias, Section 3.1 of the Biological Technical Report provides evidence 

of the historic and continued degradation of the site, as shown by online satellite imagery and field 

observations at the site between 2018 and 2022. Thus, the discussion of the ongoing trend of 

disturbance at the site is accurate, and the statement that ongoing disturbance would likely continue 

in the future is not speculative but reasonably foreseeable based on historic trends and evidence in 

the Biological Technical Report.  
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O3-31 First, the comment states that the DEIR prepared for the Pacific Specific Plan inaccurately characterizes 

the wildlife community as part of the existing environmental setting, and it fails to fully disclose and to 

rectify the limitations of the surveys that were implemented to sample the species composing the 

wildlife community. The comment states that the number of species that were not detected but which 

“truly occur on the project site” was not estimated. The comment states that Helix also repeatedly 

determines special-status species are not expected to occur, have no potential to occur, or have low 

likelihood of occurrence based on the species having not been detected during Helix’s surveys; and 

that Helix’s surveys failed to detect many species of wildlife, including species with special status.  

In response, it is acknowledged that biologists are unlikely to observe all species that occur on a site 

through site surveys alone. Survey limitations are discussed in Section 2.3 of the Biological Technical 

Report (refer to EIR Appendix C). To address these limitations, the Biological Technical Report follows 

accepted practice to evaluate the potential for species to occur onsite by undertaking site surveys and 

creating a list of species not observed but considered to have potential to occur based on onsite 

resources; habitat types and vegetation communities; historic observations, species extents, 

geographic range, population sizes, and distribution, etc. Consistent with the applicable CEQA 

significance criteria, the focus of the analysis is on special status species – rather than common or 

non-native species – known to occur onsite or recorded in close proximity (usually less than 5-miles for 

sites surrounded by development) of the site. For the Project, a list of Special Status Animal Species 

Observed or with Potential to Occur at the site was generated and a discussion of additional species 

not observed but with potential to occur is presented in Section 3.6.3 of the Biological Technical Report. 

Refer to EIR Appendix C, Biotechnical Report, and its Appendix D, Special Status Animal Species 

Observed or with Potential to Occur. 

Second, the comment states that the Biological Technical Report did not include survey details, such 

as when the survey started, how long it lasted, or who performed them, and the report fails to meet 

most of the reporting standards of both survey protocols. The comment states that it is unknown 

whether the Helix biologists were qualified to survey for burrowing owls or California gnatcatchers, and 

it is unknown whether the surveys were consistent with the other standards on the conduct of the 

surveys, such as the minimum time intervals between surveys, survey start times, and specific 

methods. The comment states that the surveys completed by Helix were not in accordance with the 

available survey protocols for burrowing owl and California gnatcatcher, and therefore Helix’s negative 

findings cannot support absence determinations, nor can they lend much support to determinations of 

low likelihoods of occurrence.  

In response, Section 2.2, Biological Surveys, of the Biological Technical Report provides information 

regarding when site visits were conducted, where the surveys were conducted (onsite plus certain 

offsite areas), and what protocols were followed. Additional information sought by the commenter is 

outlined in Table 1a, which will be appended to Appendix C, Biological Technical Report, in the Final 

EIR (Appendix E to the Biological Technical Report). Table 1a provides further details on when each 

survey started/ended, how long it lasted, and who performed each survey. The survey protocols that 

Helix biologists followed are outlined in Section 2.2, Biological Surveys, of the Biological Technical 

Report. More specifically, protocols and guidelines followed for focused Species Surveys, including for 

burrowing owl, coastal California gnatcatcher, and San Diego fairy shrimp are detailed and referenced 

in Section 2.2.3 of the Biological Technical Report. For the commenter’s information, these 
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protocols/guidelines are available online with the links provided in the References Section of the 

Biological Technical Report (EIR Appendix C).  

The survey reports for burrowing owl, California gnatcatcher, and Fairy Shrimp are also being provided 

as Appendix G to the Biological Technical Report, Appendix C to the Final EIR. As shown, contrary to the 

comment, qualified biologists conducted the species surveys pursuant to CDFW and USFWS- 

established protocols/guidelines. The EIR’s determination that burrowing owl and coastal California 

gnatcatcher have a low likelihood of occurring onsite are well supported by the results of these surveys. 

The EIR did not rely on the surveys alone but also evaluated the species’ potential to occur onsite based 

on population extent and/or distribution, historic observations, suitable habitat (e.g., site conditions, 

vegetation communities, soils, elevation) and related factors considered in the EIR and Biological 

Technical Report. (Refer to Appendix C, Section 2.2 and 3.6.) For instance, burrowing owl was not 

observed and has not been detected onsite for over 30 years, since 1991, which, together with negative 

survey results, supports its low potential to occur onsite. For gnatcatcher, in addition to negative survey 

results, habitat onsite for gnatcatcher (coastal sage scrub) is marginal/limited, and there is no suitable 

habitat immediately surrounding or contiguous to the site. Thus, its potential to occur onsite was also 

deemed low (refer to Appendix D of EIR, Appendix C, Biological Technical Report and EIR Section 3.3).  

Third, the comment states that despite Helix completing more surveys than usual on at least 15 days 

by multiple biologists, the commenter’s “empirical model” prediction and single survey by Ms. Noriko 

Smallwood suggests that significantly more vertebrate species should have been detected or otherwise 

occur onsite. The comment also states that off-site detections should be included in survey results 

because offsite wildlife can readily move on site, and most likely do so frequently, but also because 

Helix (2023:3) reports having also surveyed for species in the “immediately surrounding areas.” The 

comment states that Helix’s reports do not contain information about wildlife detected, their location, 

abundance, and what they were doing. The comment states that the DEIR lacks the basis needed for 

concluding that impacts to wildlife would be less than significant, even with mitigation.  

In response, as discussed above, it is acknowledged that biologists are unlikely to observe all species 

that occur on a site through site surveys alone. Thus, the Biological Technical Report follows accepted 

practice to evaluate the potential for species to occur onsite by undertaking site surveys and creating 

a list of species not observed by considered to have potential to occur based on onsite resources; 

habitat types and vegetation communities; historic observations, species extents, geographic range, 

population sizes, and distribution, etc.  

The comment’s suggestion that the survey limitations should be rectified by instead estimating the 

number of additional species using the commenter’s model is not an accepted practice or appropriate 

methodology for several reasons. The commenter’s model likely greatly overstates the number of 

species that may occur on the site as it does not account for site resources; habitat types and 

vegetation communities (including soils, elevations, plants, etc.); historic observations, species extents, 

geographic range, population sizes, and distribution; urbanization; and other limitations to site use by 

wildlife. The commenter’s extrapolation of site-specific modeling that worked at one rural location in 

Northern California (the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area) cannot accurately be extrapolated for use 

elsewhere in the context of biological resources because the potential for species to occur is species 

and habitat specific. 
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In response to the comment that the biological survey did not detect certain wildlife species, identified 

by Ms. Noriko Smallwood, the comment is misleading and does not accurately characterize the site. 

More than 1/3 of Ms. Smallwood’s observations were avian “flyovers” of the site or species detected 

off-site. Merely because a bird flew over the site does not suggest the site is utilized or inhabited by 

that species. Flyovers, unless observed the bird is observed hunting, foraging, perching, or preening, 

are generally not included in the list of avian species that inhabit a site.  

Similarly, the off-site observations are misleading. Biological surveys are generally limited to the subject 

project site (i.e., property) only and what can be seen from the site or public property because 

permission to access, survey, and formally document resources on adjacent properties under separate 

ownership is generally not available. Furthermore, surveying and incorporating results or findings from 

adjacent properties with resources, habitats, and species that are not on the subject project site can 

be misleading and give false representation of the study site and project site analysis; thus, such is 

typically considered inappropriate. In general, the information on species provided in the comment and 

referenced table is misleading. However, it is notable that no additional special status species were 

observed inhabiting the Project site compared to what was evaluated in the EIR.  

In any event, the EIR proposes mitigation to reduce potential impacts to nesting birds and raptors 

should they use the site. MM-BIO-4 provides for nest avoidance by requiring that construction occur 

outside of the breeding season and, if the breeding season cannot be avoided, but setbacks from next 

locations of 300 feet for passerine birds and 500 feet for raptors.  

O3-32 First, this comment states that insufficient use was made of the available databases of wildlife species 

occurrences, and that no use was made of eBird and iNaturalist. Additionally, the comment states that 

Helix selected 30 special-status species of wildlife for their potential to occur at the site, and states 

that the commenter’s assessment would include 153 species located “near enough to the site to be 

analyzed for occurrence potential.” The comment states that this demonstrates inappropriate and 

misuse of the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) to estimate occurrence likelihood. The 

comment provides a table, Table 2, of these 153 species and states that sufficient survey effort should 

be directed to the site to either confirm species in Table 2 use the site or to support absence 

determinations. The comment states, “Reconnaissance level surveys are not designed to support 

absence determinations for any of the species in Table 2.”  

In response, State and Federal databases (i.e., USFWS, CDFW, etc.) serve as the primary sources of 

reliable data references for biological studies because they are species and sub-species specific, 

credible, and vetted by specialists, and provide site- and observation-specific location information. 

Public websites such as eBird and iNaturalist may be referred to as secondary resources. However, the 

information on these sites may not be credible as they are citizen-science projects. They are not 

considered by the City to be credible as a primary resource. Any member of the public can record an 

unverified observation, which may or may not be accurate. These observations from non-professional 

contributors may therefore be unreliable as to species and locational information. Further, even if 

accurate, the records provide general information, often not to the sub-species level, and depending 

on the species sensitivity do not provide site-specific or observation location information. eBird and 

iNaturalist usually provide general information on a regional scale dataset map, whereas the State and 

Federal databases provide site-specific observation information that can be very useful when analyzing 

a specific property.  
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The identification of special status species with the potential to occur at the Project site was selected 

using the comprehensive list generated by CNDDB and USFWS database queries and utilizing a 2-

mile search radius from the Project site. This evaluation process is industry-standard common 

practice used by professional biologists in determining the distribution of special-status species in 

the vicinity of an urban project site as part of CEQA review. The use of the CNDDB and USFWS 

database queries and 2-mile radius are appropriate in this area of San Diego County, because it has 

been surveyed and studied extensively.  

The commenter’s statement that the commenter identified 153 special-status wildlife via eBird, 

iNaturalist, other databases as occurring up to 30-miles away is misleading and irrelevant to the 

species that may occur on the Project site. Just because a species has been reported as occurring “in 

region” does not mean that they have a potential for presence at the Project site, which would depend 

on whether suitable habitat is present. Using credible databases, reasonable distances, onsite habitat 

types and elevations, and various database tools, the biologists at Helix focused the Project analysis to 

those species with the reasonable potential to occur onsite. This is standard technique purposely used 

to screen out species unlikely to occur in the target survey study area.  

To the extent the comment requests that surveys of the site be implemented to confirm presence or 

support absence determinations for the 153 species presented in Table 2 of the comment letter, no 

further detailed surveys for sensitive biological resources were considered necessary by the City’s 

independent biological consultant in completing the CEQA review of the proposed Project. Helix 

conducted surveys at the site between 2018 and 2023, including focused surveys for special-status 

wildlife, where appropriate. Where focused survey protocols are not available or where specific habitat 

preferences are identified by other surveys, reconnaissance surveys are adequate to support absence 

determination. One example, coastal cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus sandiegensis) 

was determined to be absent due to the lack of suitable cactus habitat. Where information generated 

by credible database reviews and during reconnaissance efforts at the site identified no possibility of 

species’ occurrence, it was determined there was no need to conduct focused surveys or other 

additional analysis. There is no requirement or reasonable need to undertake the exhaustive survey 

effort suggested by the comment. This approach and technique to evaluate species presence/absence 

applies to the species listed throughout the commenter’s Table 2. 

Second, the comment questions the determination that western spadefoot toad is not expected to 

occur at the Project site, asserting protocol-level surveys are needed to confirm absence of the species.  

In response, focused surveys for vernal pool branchiopods (i.e., fairy shrimp) were conducted at the 

site which include rigorous investigations of ponded areas. These ponded areas would be the only 

suitable breeding habitat for western spadefoot toad or other toads and frog species. Throughout the 

surveys, no evidence of frogs or toads occurring onsite were encountered, including no detection of 

frogs, toads, or egg masses. In addition, the nearest occurrence record of spadefoot toad is over 2-

miles away. Because the site is entirely surrounded by development due to its location in an urbanized 

infill area, it is highly unlikely that spadefoot toad could travel to the site. (Biological Technical Report, 

Appendix D, Special Status Animal Species Observed or with Potential to Occur for the Pacific 

Development.) Given this evidence, the biologists at Helix determined that western spadefoot toad is 

not expected to occur at the project site. By contrast, the commenter provides no evidence that western 

spadefoot toad may occur onsite. Further surveys are therefore unlikely to yield helpful information and 

are not required or appropriate. 
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Third, the comment states that the determination of low potential for orange-throated whiptail 

occurrence is flawed. Citing the Biological Technical Report, the comment states that the fact that there 

are “ ‘no records of this species occurring onsite,’” that the species was not detected “ ‘during biological 

surveys in 2018, 2020, 2021, or 2022,’” and that the species “ ‘has limited mobility to travel to the 

site from offsite habitats (nearest record of the species is approximately 2-miles away)’” is not evidence 

of its absence onsite. The comment states that the arguments provided for other special-status species 

are also flawed. 

In response, the determination that orange-throated whiptail has a low potential to occur on-site is 

appropriately based on facts, evidence, and the opinion of the biologists at Helix. This evidence includes 

that there are no records in credible databases of orange-throated whiptail occurring on the Project 

site; no field observations of the species occurred onsite in biological surveys conducted over a 4-year 

span; there is no on-site habitat suitable for orange throated whiptail; there is no proximity and 

connectivity to suitable habitat for orange throated whiptail; and the nearest recorded occurrence of 

the species was more than 2 miles away. The species has limited mobility to travel to the Project site 

from off-site habitats 2-miles away in this urbanized infill area. (Biological Technical Report, Appendix 

D, Special Status Animal Species Observed or with Potential to Occur for the Pacific Development.) 

Thus, substantial evidence supports the EIR’s finding that orange-throated whiptail has a low potential 

to occur on the Project site. 

By contrast, the commenter provides no evidence that orange-throated whiptail has a greater potential 

to occur onsite or has been observed onsite. Further surveys are therefore unlikely to yield helpful 

information and are not required or appropriate. 

The comment also states that the Biological Technical Report is in error in stating that Cooper’s hawk 

is not expected on-site but may forage on-site. The comment states, “At minimum, Cooper’s hawk 

forages on the site, but considering the time of year Noriko saw a Cooper’s hawk on site, Cooper’s 

hawks are likely breeding either within the trees that occur on the site’s southeast corner or 

very nearby.” 

In response, the finding that the Cooper’s hawk is not expected to occur onsite is well supported in 

the Biological Technical Report. As explained in the Biological Technical Report, Cooper’s hawk 

occurs in “oak groves, mature riparian woodlands, and eucalyptus stands or other mature forests” 

and is a “[r]elatively common bird in urban San Diego County.” Cooper’s hawk is not expected to 

occur onsite as:  

Suitable woodland and stands of trees are not present in the project site. This species may 

forage in the project site, but suitable breeding habitat not present. This species has not 

been recorded in the immediate vicinity of the project site and was not detected during 

project surveys.  

(Biological Technical Report, Appendix D, Special Status Animal Species Observed or with Potential to 

Occur for the Pacific Development.) 

Thus, although that species may forage at the Project site, Cooper’s hawk is not expected to 

occur/remain on site. It is possible that Cooper’s hawk may be nesting nearby the site, potentially along 

the riparian corridor of San Marcos Creek where riparian forest/woodlands occur. However, it is unlikely 
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that Cooper’s hawk nests or may nest at the Project site. This is because Cooper’s hawk is more 

territorial and susceptible to human presence than many urbanized raptor species. Based on Helix’s 

experience, nesting of this species usually occurs within dense tree canopy cover and in a tree located 

away from continuous human activity. Given the low density and open structure of the eucalyptus trees 

on-site, itis unlikely Cooper’s hawk would nest at the Project site. Further, a raptor nest would be easily 

visible at the site; however, no such nests have been identified present in the trees on-site. 

Fifth, concerning the Biological Technical Report’s finding that peregrine falcon is not expected to occur 

onsite, the comment states that that Peregrine falcons do not require cliff faces for breeding and that 

the distinction between breeding habitat and other types of habitat presented in the Biological 

Technical Report is false because “foraging opportunities are no less important than breeding substrate 

for successful breeding by peregrine falcon or for any other species.” 

In response, for Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), the Biological Technical Report explained 

that “Few nest sites are known anecdotally for southern California mostly at coastal estuaries and 

inland oases.” Peregrine, “[i]nhabits a large variety of open habitats including marshes, grasslands, 

coastlines, and woodlands” and “[t]ypically nest[s] on cliff faces in remote rugged sites where adequate 

food is available nearby.” However, “the species can also be found in urbanized areas nesting on man-

made structures.” (Biological Technical Report, Appendix D, Special Status Animal Species Observed 

or with Potential to Occur for the Pacific Development.) 

With respect to the Project site, the Peregrine would not be expected because:  

Suitable grasslands [are] present in the project site but [are] relatively small for foraging 

given the site is entirely isolated and surrounded by development. Also, cliff faces and 

structures for breeding do not occur on-site. There are no records of this species occurring 

on-site, the species was not detected during biological surveys in 2018, 2020, 2021, or 

2022; the nearest record of species is approximately 27-miles away. 

(Biological Technical Report, Appendix D, Special Status Animal Species Observed or with Potential to 

Occur for the Pacific Development.) 

Thus, contrary to the comment, the Biological Technical Report does not assert that Peregrine requires 

cliff faces for breeding but acknowledges they “typically” nest on cliff faces in remote rugged sites but 

may also “be found in urbanized areas nesting on manmade structures.” 

Further, contrary to the comment, the determination that Peregrine is unlikely to occur onsite is not 

premised solely upon the absence of breeding habitat/cliff faces. Rather, the Biological Technical 

Report describes that few Peregrine nest sites are known in Southern California; that there are no man-

made structures or cliff faces providing for onsite nesting; that the site is small for foraging, isolated, 

and surrounded by development; that there are no records of species occurrence onsite; that Peregrine 

was not detected onsite in 4 years’ worth of surveys; and that the nearest detection records are distant 

at 27-miles away.  

The finding that Peregrine is not likely to occur onsite is thus supported by substantial evidence in the 

Biological Technical Report. The commenter provides no substantial evidence to the contrary showing 

that Peregrine Falcon has a greater potential to occur onsite.  
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Sixth, the comment provides a table listing the occurrence “likelihoods” for certain species to occur 

onsite based on the commenters asserted review of eBird and iNaturalist records.  

In response, as detailed above, these websites are not considered by the City to be credible for the 

purpose of acting as a primary source of information. Any member of the public can record an 

observation, which observation may be wrong, not species or sub-species specific, and/or not location 

specific. Using credible databases (CNDDB and USFWS) and reasonable distance, habitat types, 

elevations, and similar database tools, the Applicant’s biologists at Helix focused the Project analysis 

to identify which species have confirmed occurrences nearby the site. This record review was just part 

of the analysis that occurred to determine whether a species is likely to occur at the site. Refer to 

Biological Technical Report, Appendix D, Special Status Animal Species Observed or with Potential to 

Occur for the Pacific Development. 

Seventh, concerning the Biological Technical Report’s finding that osprey is not expected to occur 

onsite, the comment states this is a “false argument” because the commenter has “recorded osprey 

far from any bodies of water.” 

In response, the commenter cites no fact, evidence, or other support for the comment. The comment 

is also unclear as to how distant the commenter considers to be “far” from bodies of water. Further, 

the commenter provides no substantial evidence showing that osprey has a greater potential to occur 

on the Project site than disclosed in the EIR.  

As explained in the Biological Technical Report, osprey is widely seen on the coast, with only “rare 

transients” observed in the interior portions of southern California (i.e., where the Project site is 

located). Ospreys are generally “[r]estricted to large water bodies such as rivers, lakes, and reservoirs 

supporting fish with suitable nesting habitat such as rocky pinnacles or large trees and snags.” 

“Suitable bodies of water are not present in the project site.” 

Because birds fly, disperse, and migrate, they are quite often observed during these movement periods. 

Thus, the Biological Technical Report acknowledges that osprey could fly over the site: “[t]he species 

could potentially disperse across the project site, but suitable habitat for residence or breeding does 

not occur.” This does not mean they are expected onsite. (Biological Technical Report, Appendix D, 

Special Status Animal Species Observed or with Potential to Occur for the Pacific Development.)  

In sum, the Applicant’s biologist conclusion that osprey is not expected at the site was supported by 

fact and evidence, and the EIR adequately disclosed the potential for osprey to disperse across the 

site. No revision in the analysis is warranted by the comment. 

Eighth, the comment states that the determination that large-billed savannah sparrow have no 

potential to occur onsite because “[s]uitable shoreline habitats [are] not present in the project site” is 

weak and possibly wrong as there is nothing known about stopover habitat between breeding and 

wintering sites. 

In response, the Biological Technical Report bases the determination that large-billed savannah 

sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis rostratus) is not present at the Project site, based on several 

published references, one of which is the San Diego Bird Atlas. The San Diego Bird Atlas states that 

although savannah sparrow winters and migrates in several habitats in San Diego County, the large-
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billed subspecies is strictly a coastal species tied to jetties, beaches, and salt marshes. Thus, because 

“suitable shoreline habitats are not present in the project site,” there is no potential for this species to 

occur at the Project site. (Biological Technical Report, Appendix D, Special Status Animal Species 

Observed or with Potential to Occur for the Pacific Development.)  

Finally, the comment states that that “the desktop review completed by Helix (2023) is flawed in 

multiple substantial ways that lead to an inaccurate characterization of the existing environmental 

setting.” The City acknowledges the comment and notes it provides concluding remarks to the prior 

comments that do not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. For that reason, the City provides no further response to this comment. 

O3-33 The comment first provides an introduction to further comments below and states that the commenter 

analyzes several impacts “likely to result from the project, a few of which are not analyzed in the DEIR.”  

The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to comments that follow. Please refer to the 

responses below. This comment is included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 

decision-makers prior to a final decision on the project. No further response is required. 

The comment then recites information in the Draft EIR related to vernal pools. The comment restates 

some information contained in the Draft EIR, which does not raise an environmental issue within the 

meaning of CEQA. To the extent the commenter suggests that vernal pool complexes or mima mounds 

were not fully considered in the EIR, the commenter is referred to the EIR, Section 3.3.1, Existing 

Conditions, under the “Vernal Pools (44000)” subheading. This section discusses vernal pool 

characteristics, including mima mounds, low depressions, soils, and indicator species, both in a general 

sense and as were observed on the Project site under existing conditions.  

The comment provides general information describing vernal pool ecology and provides photographs 

from vernal pools in Sacramento. The comment states that “assessments of the status and trends of 

vernal pools at the project site include monitoring efforts that are larger in scope than for making 

presence/absence determinations of special-status branchiopod species” and that “ [m]onitoring of 

vernal pool geochemistry is also needed, along with composition and cover of both hydrophytic and 

upland plant species, spatial distributions of fossorial mammal species and symbiotic species of 

terrestrial arthropod and avian species.” The comment then provides a list of species that the 

commenter asserts have the “potential to occur at the project site and [are] also known to use or rely 

on California’s vernal pools.”  

In response, the comments providing information and photographs concerning vernal pool ecology and 

species that may make use of vernal pool complexes do not raise specific environmental issues related 

to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For the vernal pools at the Project site, credible databases (CDFW 

CNDDB, CalFlora, and USFWS) and reasonable distance, habitat types, elevations, and similar 

database tools, were employed to focus review of species with the potential to occur onsite. The EIR 

and Biological Technical Report then considered the likelihood of each species occurring onsite in the 

Biological Technical Report, Appendix D, Special Status Animal Species Observed or with Potential to 

Occur for the Pacific Development.  

The commenter’s “Table 2” identifies species the commenter asserts may make use of vernal pool 

complexes based on two 1996 publications related to western spadefoot toad in coastal central 
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California, Riverside, and San Luis Obispo (Morey) and avian species (Silveira), as well as the 

commenter’s own observations. The commenter provides no evidence of these species occurring at 

the Project site or area or occurring in the last 27 years. Further, most of the species are identified as 

using vernal pool complexes for foraging, flyovers, or resting, not as habitat for breeding, nesting, or 

other needs. 

Further, some of the species listed in the commenter’s “Table 2” were considered in the EIR, including 

western spadefoot toad, white-faced ibis, and burrowing owl. See also Response to Comment O3-32 

above, related to western spadefoot toad and Peregrine falcon. 

The commenter’s opinions on what adequate monitoring and other efforts are necessary to evaluate 

trends of vernal pools are noted. Given the observations on-site and trends observed via satellite 

imagery, the DEIR’s conclusion that the vernal pools on-site are degrading presents an accurate 

evaluation of existing onsite conditions. Refer to Responses to Comments O3-16 and O3-30. In regard 

to the commenter’s statements regarding the management of vernal pools and their associated flora 

and fauna at the site, the Project will permanently preserve and enhance the habitat functions over 

17.94 acres of the Project site. Vernal pools would be preserved, enhanced, restored, created, and 

permanently protected through the various mitigation measures including Mitigation Measures, MM-

BIO-2 Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan, MM-BIO-5, Construction Work Limits Fencing, MM-BIO-6, Biological 

Construction Monitoring, MM-BIO-7a through 7b, Compensatory Mitigation, MM-BIO-8a, Regulatory 

Permitting, and MM-BIO-8b, Compensatory Mitigation for Impacts to Jurisdictional Resources. See also, 

Responses to Comments A2-5, A3-8 through A3-12, and O2-20. Permanent management of the 

preserve area will include monitoring, management, and adaptive management to ensure the success 

of the vernal pools and species. See MM-BIO-7a through 7b.  

O3-34 First, the comment states that DEIR fails to analyze the site’s capacity to support wildlife. The comment 

states that the project would contribute further to habitat fragmentation by “the loss of one of the 

region’s last patches of naturally covered open space.” The comment states that the “DEIR expresses 

no concern over the project’s contribution to habitat fragmentation,” “uses the existing advanced level 

of habitat fragmentation as its basis for speculating that multiple special-status species have low 

occurrence potentials,” and “repeatedly points out that the project site is surrounded by development.” 

In response, the comment restates information in the Draft EIR concerning the fact that the project site 

is an infill development largely surrounded by development. Based on the location in an urbanized 

area, low diversity of habitats, and the low plant cover on-site, the site’s capacity to support wildlife is 

considered limited.  

The commenter’s statement about the site being one of the last- patches of naturally covered open 

space in the region is incorrect. There are much larger and more expansive open space areas in the 

City and unincorporated north County San Diego within 5-miles and beyond, which are also contiguous 

with other naturally covered habitats. See, for example, Draft EIR Figure 2-7, Cumulative Project Map, 

and the City’s General Plan, Figure 4-2, Wildlife Corridor and Linkage, and Figure 4-3, Open Space 

Areas, which are incorporated herein by reference. (available at https://www.san-marcos.net/home/ 

showpublisheddocument/8478/636597348039500000)  

The surrounding development condition at the site is a major factor in the evaluation of the site’s ability 

to support wildlife. Given the limited number of wildlife species observed on the site and as discussed 
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in Section 3.1 (Wildlife Corridors/Core Wildlife Areas) of the DEIR, the site is not expected to serve as 

a habitat linkage for terrestrial mammals or riparian migratory birds. The site supports limited habitat 

for some birds, reptiles, small mammals, and vernal pool invertebrates.  

The site is currently isolated and presents a fragmented habitat under existing conditions. Development 

of the site would not increase fragmentation, where the site is currently surrounded by existing 

roadways and development in an urban setting. Further, the project proposes to conserve and 

rehabilitate over half (approximately 54%) of the naturally covered areas of the site which would retain 

habitats for birds, reptiles, small mammals, and vernal pool invertebrates.  

Second, the comment states that no effort was directed to find and record all of the bird nests on site 

– an effort that would be extraordinarily difficult due to the size of the project area, the numbers of 

birds likely to nest there, and the skill of birds at hiding their nests. The comment cites a 1948 (Young) 

and 1982 (Yahner) study of sites in “grassland-wetland-woodland” complexes and states that, 

assuming the 15.02-acre project footprint supports about 80% of the total nesting density of the above-

referenced study sites, one can predict a loss of 412 bird nests. The comment states that the loss of 

412 nest sites would qualify as a significant project impact to birds that has not been quantitatively 

addressed in the DEIR. The comment also states that the project would prevent the production of 1,195 

fledglings per year and 1,360 birds per year based on productivity in Young’s (1948) study site. The 

comment states that the DEIR needs to be revised to appropriately analyze the project’s impacts to 

wildlife caused by habitat loss and habitat fragmentation. 

In response, over the course of the field reconnaissance surveys conducted at the site in 2018, 2020, 

2021, and 2022, biologists observed trees, structures, shrubs, and other vegetation for nesting activity 

by bird species. The focus of field surveys was on the potential presence of nesting by special-status 

species, not more common bird species. No nests of special-status species were observed onsite.  

Despite not observing nests onsite, the Draft EIR evaluated impacts to nesting birds and found that the 

Project has the potential to result in impacts to nesting birds if construction were to occur during the 

nesting season. The Draft EIR proposed mitigation to reduce such impacts below significance 

consistent with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code. Specifically, the Draft 

EIR states: 

The project site contains trees, shrubs, and other vegetation that provide suitable nesting 

habitat for common birds, including raptors, protected under the MBTA and CFGC. 

Construction of the proposed project includes vegetation clearing, which could result in 

direct impacts to nesting birds if the removal or trimming of vegetation occurs during the 

bird nesting season (January 15 through September 15). Such impacts to nesting birds 

would be in violation of the MBTA and CFGC and would be significant, especially if the 

activities would impact the nesting of candidate, sensitive, or special status species. 

Additionally, construction activities could result in indirect impacts through disturbance to 

nesting from noise, dust, and physical presence, such that the disturbance results in nest 

abandonment or nest failure. These indirect impacts would also be considered significant. 

Implementation of mitigation measure MM-BIO-4 would require preconstruction surveys 

prior to impacts and construction fencing and biological monitoring measures MM-BIO-5 

and MM-BIO-6 would reduce potentially significant impacts on nesting birds, including 

raptors, to less-than-significant levels. (Draft EIR, p. 3.3-25.) 
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MM-BIO-4 requires that: 

[A]ny project construction activities requiring the removal and/or trimming of vegetation 

suitable for nesting birds (including clearing, grubbing, trenching, grading, or any land 

disturbances) shall occur outside of the breeding season for general birds, including 

raptors (January 15 to September 15). The City may waive this condition, provided that the 

following additional avoidance measures are taken. If the construction activities cannot 

avoid the bird breeding season, a qualified biologist shall be retained to conduct a pre-

construction nesting bird survey within 7 days prior to the activities to confirm the presence 

or absence of active bird nests. If no active bird nests are found by the qualified biologist, 

then the activities shall proceed with the reassurance that no violation to the MBTA and 

CFGC would occur. If an active bird nest is found by the qualified biologist, then vegetation 

removal and/or trimming activities at the nest location and within 300 feet for passerine 

birds and 500 feet for raptors shall not be allowed to occur until the qualified biologist has 

determined that the nest is no longer active. Buffers may be reduced only at the discretion 

of the qualified biologist, depending on the bird species and construction/vegetation 

removal activities required in the vicinity of the active nest. 

MM-BIO-5 and MM-BIO-6 provide for construction work limits, fencing and biological construction 

monitoring, which would appropriately delineate the construction boundaries and provide for retention 

of a qualified biologist to ensure avoidance of sensitive biological resources (including nests) 

throughout Project construction. 

Further, the Project proposes to conserve and rehabilitate over half (approximately 54%) of the naturally 

covered areas of the site, which would retain habitats (including any nesting areas) for birds. Thus, the 

potential for the Project to impact nesting birds has been appropriately evaluated and mitigated in the 

EIR. A focal nesting bird inventory survey is not typical for preparing biological technical studies at this 

stage of the CEQA process. The quantitative analysis requested by the commenter is unlikely to provide 

additional or helpful information needed to evaluate or mitigate for Project impacts. 

The commenter’s argument to the contrary extrapolates from studies that have no relation to the 

Project site. Based on the limited and low density of plant cover to support nests, as well as the 

relatively low number of birds observed within habitat on-site during the various field surveys of the 

site, the likelihood the site would support 412 bird nests per year is unlikely, speculative, and 

unsupported by substantial evidence. The Young (1948) survey cited by the commenter considered 

nesting birds at a single park with a pond in Madison, Wisconsin over 76 years ago. (See, 

https://sora.unm.edu/sites/default/files/journals/wilson/v061n01/p0036-p0047.pdf) The plant 

communities and bird species were significantly different than those occurring in the Project area.  

Similarly, the Yahner (1982) survey looked at avian nest densities at seven farmstead shelterbelts (i.e., 

plantings of rows of shrubs and trees) at the University of Minnesota’s Rosemount Agricultural 

Experiment Station in Dakota Co., Minnesota. (See, https://sora.unm.edu/sites/default/files/ 

journals/wilson/v094n02/p0156-p0175.pdf). These surveys’ limited observations in tree-heavy areas 

of the Midwest cannot reasonably be extrapolated to this site in an infill area of San Marcos, California. 

The habitat is not comparable to the grassland that dominates the Project site. 
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Further, the mathematical analysis used by the commenter to extrapolate bird nests and reproductive 

success for a particular site is misleading and inaccurate. Speculation of future impacts based on an 

unknown number of bird nests based on habitat removal, based on outdated or inapplicable surveys, 

is inappropriate, and such speculation is typically not part of an effective project impact analysis 

under CEQA. 

Third, the comment states that similar to birds, the DEIR should also estimate the site’s capacity to 

support other species. The comment states that CDFW recommended a 25% project alternative, and, 

if the project goes forward development should be constrained to the southern aspect of the Project 

area. The comment states that the proposed project footprint would take 22 (61%) of the 36 vernal 

pools depicted on DEIR Figure 3.3-2, as well as 9 (69%) of 13 depressions, “most of the Orcutt’s 

brodiaea, nearly all of the graceful tarplant, and all of (sic) the Diegan coastal sage scrub.” The 

comment states that the DEIR needs to be revised to analyze and disclose this impact. 

In response, related to wildlife and vegetation species, the Draft EIR evaluated the existing condition of 

the site based on desktop data review accompanied with field surveys, including focused surveys, where 

considered appropriate based on reconnaissance efforts, are standard practice for documenting and 

evaluating species abundance for a given site. Refer to Section 3.3.1, Existing Conditions, of the EIR. 

The EIR also qualitatively considered the effect to biological resources that would occur if the Project 

was not developed in the analysis of the “No Project Alternative,” Section 4.4.3 of the EIR. The EIR 

considered a 25% Alternative in the analysis of the “Reduced Development Footprint Alternative,” in 

Section 4.4.5 of the EIR. Refer also to Response to Comment A2-4 and A3-4, addressing an additional 

reduced footprint alternative analyzed in the Final EIR, located solely in the southern 29% of the site. 

The EIR fully evaluated and disclosed potential impacts to vernal pools, brodiaea, graceful tarplant, and 

Diegan coastal sage scrub. Refer to Section 3.3.1, describing existing conditions and Section 3.3.5, 

evaluating project impacts. The comment does not identify any specific issues with the EIR analysis. 

Accordingly, no further response is provided. 

Regarding impacts and the site’s productive capacity, this analysis is speculative and based on 

assumptions of a future conceptual site condition rather than analysis and observed evidence of the 

existing condition. The proposed impacts to biological resources existing on-site are already presented 

in Section 3.3.5 (Project Impact Analysis) of the DEIR as well as DEIR Appendix C, Biological 

Technical Report.  

O3-35 This comment discusses wildlife movement at the site and states that the EIR assumes wildlife could 

only travel to the site by direct terrestrial linkage. The comment states the project would cut wildlife off 

from one of the last remaining stopover and staging opportunities in the project area, forcing volant 

(flying) wildlife to travel even farther between remaining stopover sites. The comment states this impact 

would be significant and unmitigated. 

The comment is incorrect that the EIR did not consider use of the site by flying (bird, bat, arthopod) 

species. Please see refer to Response to Comment O3-34 for additional information. Refer also to the 

Draft EIR, p. 3.3-12, which explains that: 

The project site is not identified as a preserve, nor are there preserve lands located within 

2,000 feet of project site. The project site is not contiguous with any undeveloped land. 
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Given the barrier posed by surrounding development, the site is not expected to serve as 

a regional wildlife corridor or substantial habitat linkage that would be used by large 

mammals, riparian birds, or migratory birds.  

Figure 4-2 of the City of San Marcos General Plan further demonstrates that no wildlife corridors or 

linkages are located on or near the site. In any event, flying species could continue to use the preserved 

portion of the site as a stopover between offsite habitat areas. 

O3-36 This comment states that the DEIR neglects to include a large portion of habitat at the site that is 

essential to many species: the aerosphere. The comment states that “Compared to other residential 

projects I have seen proposed in recent years, the residential structures of the Pacific Specific Plan 

would pose lower risk of bird-window collision mortality” “because there would be less glass on the 

facades of the buildings.” The comment provides a summary of various example studies of bird 

collisions, states that windows and glass-façade buildings “kill many birds” and states the commenter’s 

opinion that the proposed project would still result in many collision fatalities of birds.  

In response, the comment provides background information concerning bird fatalities, but, as the 

comment notes, the Project would be designed in a manner that would not result in substantial bird 

fatalities from collisions. Specifically, the Project would be designed to minimize glare, reflective materials, 

and finishes, as discussed in the EIR’s Aesthetics chapter, Section 3.1.4, under Threshold No. 4: 

The project developer would be required by the City’s Municipal Code Section 20.300.080, 

Light and Glare Standards, to minimize use of reflective building materials and finishes, as 

well as reflective lighting structures and metallic surfaces to the extent feasible to impede 

any potential-generated glare. As shown in the project renderings (Figures 2-6a through 2-

6d in Chapter 2 of this EIR), the proposed development would incorporate materials and 

finishes that would minimize the potential for glare, including set back windows, window 

awnings, and neutral colors for building facades.  

The comment does not evidence that the Project will result in a significant impact pursuant to the 

applicable thresholds of significance. Further, the studies cited by the commenter show variable fatality 

results, from 1-2 birds/building/year to more than 84 birds/building/year, occurring in numerous 

locations across the US (Washington State, New York, San Francisco, Illinois, Oregon, etc.). The 

comment provides no evidence that the Project would cause a significant number of bird fatalities in 

this infill area of San Marcos; and indeed, the commenter seems to acknowledge that it would not. 

Finally, the discussion and evaluation of impacts to the aerosphere as it relates to wildlife habitat is 

not typical for a CEQA analysis of a relatively small-scale residential development project.  

O3-37 This comment discusses bird collision studies and states that the DEIR does not directly disclose the 

extent of glass windows on the proposed new buildings. Averaging the deaths per square meter of glass 

in the studies cited in comment 03-36 and estimating window sizing by the commenter’s own calculus, 

the comment predicts that the project would result in 516 annual bird deaths by collisions with building 

windows. The comment states that the majority of bird-window collision deaths would be of birds 

protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and under the California Migratory Bird Protection Act, 

thus causing significant unmitigated impacts. The comment states that the DEIR should be revised to 

appropriately analyze the impact of bird-glass collisions that might be caused by the project. 
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Refer to Response to Comment O3-36. As discussed therein, the commenter fails to support the 

extrapolation and averaging of data from the studies cited. The studies show variability depending on 

location, building size, materials, the spatial extent of glass, orientation, whether glass was marked or 

otherwise visible. Here, the Project would be designed to minimize glare and minimize the use of 

reflective building materials and finishes. Glass would not be continuous, unlike, e.g., the glass walkway 

that resulted in bird mortality at Washington State University in 1976 referenced in comment O3-36. 

The Project would be typical of multi-family residential housing development and is located on an 

urbanized infill development site among similarly sized buildings. Further, the project site does not 

provide suitable habitat as a corridor for bird migration where waves of numerous birds fly would 

through the site. The statement that the Project would result in 516 annual bird deaths via collisions 

with building windows – more than 1 bird per day – is speculative, based on assumptions, and not 

supported by substantial evidence. Furthermore, this impact and magnitude are not known; to presume 

such a significant impact is inappropriate. The fatality rates presented by the commenter are not 

supportable by professional standards. No additional analysis or mitigation is needed in response to 

the comment. 

O3-38 This comment states that “wildlife must…cross roads used by the project’s traffic” and that the DEIR 

neglects to address wildlife mortality and injuries caused by project-generated traffic. The comment 

states that a study of traffic-caused wildlife mortality is needed of whether increased traffic generated 

by the project site would similarly result in local impacts to thousands of wildlife individuals. The 

comment provides various photos of animal road crossings that were not taken on or near the Project 

site (from Imperial County, Solano County, and other undisclosed locations). 

In response, wildlife mortality as a result of collisions with vehicle traffic is a known risk and will not be 

exacerbated by the Project. The Project would not widen the size of existing off-site roads and no new 

off-site roadways would be constructed (Refer to DEIR Appendix K). Further, the Project is located in an 

urbanized infill area surrounded by development and there is no contiguous habitat to the site. 

Quadruped movement to and from the site is likely low, based on the surrounding development and 

lack of adjacent habitat. It is not considered a wildlife corridor, and there is little expectation that wildlife 

would cross the roads used by Project traffic in this area due to a lack of connection to habitat offsite. 

The project site is entirely bounded by existing development, not contiguous with native habitats, and 

is outside of areas where wildlife movement opportunities do occur (along undeveloped open space 

habitat corridors). Refer to Section 3.3 of the EIR.  

The comment cites the “nearest” study undertaken in Contra Costa County in Northern California on 

Vasco Road, an extremely dangerous rural highway. (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vasco_Road) 

Applying mortality data from a study conducted along a rural stretch of a road in Contra Costa County 

and using it to formulate an estimate of wildlife loss from project-generated traffic is conjecture and 

not supportable by standard CEQA review practices. Given the project’s minimal contribution to existing 

roadway volumes, there would be no substantial adverse effect to protected and more common wildlife 

species. No additional analysis is necessary in response to the comment. 

O3-39 This comment further discusses traffic mortality and, citing the Contra Costa study, makes a prediction 

that 1,054 wildlife fatalities would occur per year at the project site. The comment asserts this is a 

significant unmitigated impact, and that mitigation is needed. 
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Refer to Response to Comment O3-38. Relying on the Contra Costa study and applying it to the site is 

nothing more than conjecture and speculation. Further, the commenter estimates at mortality rates 

per vehicle miles traveled based on unsubstantiated inputs; these mortality rates are not supportable 

by professional standards. There would be no substantial adverse effect to protected or more common 

wildlife species, and no additional analysis is necessary in response to the comment. 

O3-40 This comment discusses dog ownership and states that the future residents of the project would treat 

the on-site habitat as a dog park. The comment states that the DEIR fails to analyze potential impacts 

to wildlife that could result from off-leash dogs’ use of the habitat preserve.  

In response, EIR Appendix C, Biological Technical Report (see Section 5.0) discusses the exclusionary 

fencing proposed by the project. Specifically, the Project includes installation of security fencing which 

provides a physical barrier around the entire boundary of the on-site habitat preserve area. Thus, there 

would be no ability for future residents to use the on-site habitat as a dog park. This fencing would be 

chain-link or similar with small openings, which would function to preclude any off-leash dogs from 

entering the on-site habitat. The Project does not include trails or trailheads within the on-site habitat. 

There would be no public access allowed into the conservation/mitigation area. Although the Project is 

residential and would generate an increase of human presence and associated pets on-site, such 

activities would be restricted to the developed areas only. 

O3-41 This comment discusses domesticated house cat ownership and impact to wildlife. The comment 

states that 355 new cats would be introduced to the site by the project, which would kill 43,266 wildlife 

species at the site per year. The comment discusses downstream loading of Toxoplasma gondii. The 

comment states the project would result in significant unmitigated impacts, and that it would be 

prudent of the project to consider constraints on house cat ownership such as requiring cats to remain 

indoors, or to explore alternative project sites where free ranging cats would cause fewer wildlife 

fatalities, or to fund the City to manage free-ranging house cats to check their number. 

In response, using an assemblage of studies on bird predation by house cats and then applying them 

to estimate the number of vertebrate wildlife killed as a result of future residents of the site with pet 

cats is speculative and not supportable by professional standards. The prediction that 355 new cats 

would be introduced by the Project and these cats would kill over 118 animals on-site every day is 

speculative and inappropriate. Further, as discussed in the EIR Appendix C, Biological Technical Report 

(see Section 5.0), the project would provide security barrier fencing along the entire periphery of the 

on-site habitat preserve area. As stated in response to comment 03-40above, the fencing would limit 

the size of openings or gaps in order to preclude entry by domesticated pets, which also applies to 

house cats. 

Similarly, using research on the parasite Toxoplasma gondii, which can infect domesticated cats, and 

inferring that pet house cats from the proposed residences on the site would contribute to downstream 

loading is speculative and further analysis is not warranted under standard professional practices. No 

additional analysis or mitigation is considered necessary in response to the comment. 

O3-42 This comment concerns the DEIR’s cumulative impact analysis at DEIR pp. 3.19-8 to 3.19-9. The 

comment repeats statements from NOP letters in the DEIR from USFWS and CDFW. The comment 

states the Cooper’s hawk, the red-tailed hawk, and other species at the site will be unable to survive 

as a result of the Project’s contribution to habitat fragmentation. The comment states the reasoning is 
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based on the “false premises that (1) regulations determine mitigation measures, and (2) no-net-loss 

of wetlands is achieved after each project.” The comment states there is no evidence that construction 

grading outside the breeding season effectively mitigates for impacts to nesting birds. The comment 

states that without a regional monitoring program to monitor cumulative impacts, there is “no 

evidence” of the efficacy of mitigation related to cumulative projects. The comment states that 

“[i]ndividually mitigated projects do not negate the significance of cumulative impacts” and states “the 

DEIR effectively provides no cumulative effects analysis.” The comment states that, “[t]he DEIR 

provides no explanation of how the project’s compliance with the MHCP would ensure the project’s 

contributions to cumulative impacts to special-status species of wildlife or to wetlands would be 

satisfactorily mitigated.” The comment restates prior comments concerning asserted animal mortality. 

In response to Dr. Smallwood’s comment that the listed species on-site are one or a few projects away 

from regional extirpation is false. Note that there are several properties in the range of these species, 

including preserve lands, that support these species and protect them from extirpation. The project 

would also cumulatively contribute to perpetual protection of more than half the Project site, supporting 

these species. 

On the effectiveness of Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-4 avoidance of nests by constructing outside the 

nesting season or establishing a construction buffer from active nests, this measure would mitigate 

impacts to nesting birds by not physically destroying nests and by minimizing the noise, dust, and 

physical presence from construction activities that may result in nest abandonment or failure. (See 

Draft EIR p. 3.3-25.) A nest avoidance buffer 300 feet for passerine and listed bird species and 500 

feet for raptors is generally recommended by CDFW and biologists. MM-BIO-4 implements 

these recommendations. 

In response to the comment regarding the reasoning for finding cumulative impacts to wetlands not 

cumulatively considerable, as noted in the EIR, projects in the region are required by regulation to meet 

a no-net-loss standard for both function and spatial area of wetland and non-wetland resources by 

state and federal regulatory agencies. Mitigation measures are imposed by lead agencies, which are 

presumed to comply with the law. The DEIR’s statement that it is presumed that all reasonably 

foreseeable cumulative projects would be required to conform to existing regulations with respect to 

avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of impacts to sensitive habitat, achieving no-net-loss of 

wetlands and like/kind replacement for impacts to sensitive habitat that cannot be avoided is thus 

reasonable and supported. Refer also to mitigation measures MM-BIO-8a and 8b, which provide 

measures to reduce project impacts on jurisdictional resources to less than significant.  

Further, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will be prepared for the project as part 

of project approval to comply with Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a)(1), which requires public 

agencies to adopt such programs to ensure effective implementation of mitigation measures. Other 

cumulative projects subject to CEQA would be subject to the same requirements to ensure mitigation 

is effectively monitored and enforced. 

For the same reason, mitigation is effective without a “regional monitoring program.” The City would 

ensure enforcement of cumulative project mitigation through appropriate, individualized monitoring 

and reporting. In addition, where appropriate, the regulatory permitting process would provide a 

further enforcement mechanism applicable to the Project and cumulative projects. Here, Project 

mitigation requires preparation, approval, and implementation of a monitoring plan (i.e., Habitat 
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Mitigation and Monitoring Plan [HMMP]) as well as a perpetual management plan (i.e., Preserve 

Management Plan [PMP]), which would both be reviewed and subject to approval by the City and 

applicable resource agencies.  

Consideration of individual project impacts and adoption of mitigation would effectively address 

cumulative effects related to biological resources. This is because potential impacts of cumulative 

development on biological resources tends to be site specific, and the overall cumulative effect would 

be dependent on the degree to which significant vegetation and wildlife resources are protected on 

each property.  

It is further notable that the City's General Plan balances planned development with open space 

preservation. Under the General Plan, the Project site is designated for infill development, not for 

protection as open space. 

Regarding compliance with the MHCP, responding to the threshold question whether the Project, 

together with cumulative projects, would “[c]onflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 

habitat conservation plan,” (Draft EIR p. 3.3-21), the EIR explained that the Project would not conflict 

with the requirements and policies of the MHCP and San Marcos Subarea Plan (Draft EIR p. 3.19-9, 

see also Draft EIR pp. 3.3-29 to 3.3-30.) For example, because the proposed project site is excluded 

from the species and habitat conservation estimates of the MHCP, impacts at the site would not affect 

the MHCP. Conversely, any conservation of species or habitat at the project site would add and 

contribute positively to the regional elements to protect and conserve sensitive biological resources of 

the MHCP. The project also proposes to adhere to the MHCP narrow endemic species policies to the 

extent practicable and ultimately would result in no loss of narrow endemic species. In fact, 

implementation of the project’s HMMP and PMP are anticipated to result in an increase of such species 

on-site, as well as provide perpetual protection. Further, although not required, the project proposes to 

mitigate for species and habitat in accordance with the standards and mitigation ratios prescribed in 

the MHCP. 

Because cumulative projects would also be required to comply with relevant MHCP and Natural 

Community Conservation Plan policies, cumulative impacts would be less than significant. The 

comment misstates the analysis, which was appropriate in light of the threshold question and 

supported by analysis in the EIR.  

With regard to wildlife collisions and kills, please see the responses to comments 03-37, -38, -39, -40, 

and -41. 

O3-43 This comment relates to the proposed rare plant transplantation under MM-BIO-1. The comment 

questions whether rare plants can effectively be transplanted to elsewhere on the Project site. The 

comment recommends that a new EIR be prepared to more carefully consider the use of translocation 

as a mitigation measure and goes on to cite California Native Plant Society to advocate for avoidance 

and to summarize CNPS (1998) mitigation recommendations and CDFW’s (1997) expectations for 

mitigation. The comment recommends that the security deposit for the mitigation should greatly exceed 

120% of the estimated cost of the transplants “[g]iven the history of poor success” and that the security 

deposit should “be large enough to cover the cost of additional compensatory mitigation should some 

portion of, or all of, the transplants fail.” 
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Refer to Response to Comment O2-18, which details that the project was specifically designed to 

minimize impacts to these rare plant species; and Response to Comments A3-8 and A3-11, which 

address the capacity of the mitigation area to accommodate translocation, the details of translocation 

plans, and the security deposit. See also, the 2023 Summary Report from Helix (Attachment 1 to these 

Response to Comments), which confirms the capacity of the site to complete on-site translocation. 

Project mitigation requires that the City and regulatory agencies review and approve the HMMP and 

PMP prior to Project construction. These plans will factor in the existing on-site resources and include 

avoidance and minimization techniques (e.g., pre-construction surveys and species location 

demarcating, seasonal timing of work, using hand tools, and using rubber tire or rubber-tracked 

vehicles) as well as adaptive contingency measures (e.g., additional seed collection and distribution, 

additional plantings and inoculation, more intense weed control, and seeding of known pollinator 

plants) to ensure inadvertent significant impacts would not occur. 

On the effectiveness of translocation, contingency planning, and the security deposit, please refer to 

Responses to Comments O2-4 through O2--8. Two local examples of brodiaea translocation success 

are at the Joli Ann Leichtag Elementary Preserve and the Rancho Santalina Preserve. Due to the 

distribution of rare plants at the site, full avoidance is not possible, and mitigation of rare plants would 

be required. The translocation approach is a method that is typically effective and acceptable to 

mitigate impacts to rare plants when done appropriately.  

As requested by CDFW, the management funding amount and mechanism would be based on a 

Property Analysis Record (PAR) or similar cost estimation method, as set out in MM-BIO-7b. The deposit 

would cover contingency planning, which is set forth in the HMMP to ensure mitigation success. 

Ultimately, the project would be required to adhere to the dollar amount prescribed by the resource 

agencies during approval and permitting for the Project. 

O3-44 This comment refers to MM-BIO-2 Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan and states that creation of vernal pools 

where they do not currently exist would require the destruction of the complex of soil, plants, and wildlife 

at the creation sites. The comment states the prudent thing is to leave vernal pools undisturbed. The 

comment states compensatory mitigation is commonly required by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE) and other regulatory agencies where vernal pools will be adversely affected or destroyed by a 

project, but compensatory mitigation has limited efficacy. 

Refer to Responses to Comments O2-9 through O2-11, which discuss the Project alternatives, vernal 

pool mitigation, and anticipated success. As discussed, Project mitigation provides for the 

enhancement, creation, and expansion to ensure that impacts to 0.44 acres of vernal pools are 

appropriately mitigated at a 3:1 ratio. The mitigation plan for vernal pools would be reviewed and 

approved by the USACE and other resource agencies as applicable. This comment is informational and 

does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

O3-45 This comment concerns MM-BIO-3 Listed Species Conservation Measures and the required 

consultations with the USFWS and CDFW regarding San Diego fairy shrimp, thread leaved brodiaea, 

and San Diego button celery. The comment states that the DEIR should be withdrawn and revised with 

descriptions of viable mitigation options for these species and states that, in the commenter’s opinion, 

impacts would be unmitigable and would cause irreparable impacts. 
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Refer to Responses to Comments A3-7 through A3-12. As discussed therein, the proposed mitigation 

for these species are as follows: approximately 0.27-acre existing vernal pool preservation, 

approximately 0.28-acre of vernal pool creation, approximately 0.18-acre of vernal pool expansion, and 

approximately 0.02-acre vernal pool enhancement; approximately 6.83 acres of existing thread-leaved 

brodiaea preservation; approximately 2.12 acres of existing Orcutt’s brodiaea preservation; 

approximately 5.88 acres of thread-leaved brodiaea and Orcutt’s brodiaea translocation; and, 

approximately 1.99 acres of existing grassland preservation; refer also to EIR Section 3.3, Biological 

Resources. The comment provides no factual basis for the assertion that impacts would be unavoidable 

or inadequately mitigated. The commenter’s opinion is noted. 

O3-46 This comment concerns MM-BIO-4 Avoidance of Nesting Birds and Raptors. The comment states that 

nesting detection surveys should be completed to inform both an EIR and the preconstruction surveys. 

The comment states that MM-BIO-4 would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels because 

the project would destroy the productive capacity of the birds that breed on the project site. 

Refer to Responses to Comments 03-34 and O3-42 regarding nest detection inventory surveys, 

productive capacity, and the effectiveness of mitigation.  

O3-47 This comment concerns MM-BIO-5 Construction Work Limits Fencing. The comment states that a 

construction fence would contain the damage that would be caused by construction grading but would 

destroy the productive capacity of the birds that breed on the project site. 

Refer to Responses to Comments 03-34 and O3-42 regarding nest detection inventory surveys, 

productive capacity, and the effectiveness of mitigation. The intent of MM-BIO-5 fencing is to prevent 

inadvertent impacts to sensitive biological resources beyond the approved work limits. Construction 

fencing is intended to work in conjunction with setbacks (MM-BIO-4) and biological monitoring (MM-

BIO-6) to reduce construction related impacts to nesting birds (and other sensitive species) to less than 

significant levels. The commenter’s opinion that the Project would “destroy the productive capacity of 

birds that breed on the project site” is, as discussed in prior responses, unsupported and speculative.  

O3-48 This comment concerns MM-BIO-6 Biological Construction Monitoring. It states that the measure 

“should be implemented” but “would not avoid impacts to wildlife as claimed in the DEIR.” The 

comment states the biological monitor should have the authority to rectify situations that pose threats 

to wildlife and that the events associated with construction monitoring need to be summarized in a 

report that is subsequently made available to the public. 

Refer to Response to Comment O3-47. MM-BIO-6 is intended to be implemented as part of the broader 

mitigation program discussed in the EIR to routinely evaluate project implementation, minimize 

construction impacts, and document project compliance with the biological requirements. MM-BIO-6 

does allow the biologist to implement corrective measures as necessary, and to promptly report any 

non-compliance to the City: 

If items of non-compliance are identified, the biologist shall notify the on-site construction 

superintendent immediately to discuss and implement corrective actions. Issues of non-

compliance that result in additional impacts to sensitive biological resources shall be 

documented and provided to the City within 72 hours of identification. Mitigation for 
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unauthorized impacts shall adhere to the applicable measures in the Biological Resources 

Technical Report prepared for the project. 

Further, the other mitigation measures grant the biologist this authority. See, for example, MM-BIO-4, 

provides the biologist shall establish nest buffers and provide no vegetation removal or trimming activities 

occur within the buffer until the nest is no longer active; MM-BIO-5, provides the biologist shall survey 

fencing and determine the need for additional inspections or monitoring during construction, etc.  

Members of the public are able to request reports made to the City under the California Public Records Act. 

O3-49 This comment refers to MM-BIO-7a, MM-BIO-7b, and MM-BIO-8b and states that mitigation ratios 

proposed are based on acreages, which fail to mitigate the project’s impact to the number of vernal 

pools that would be lost. The comment states that, on an acreage basis, the project would take 34% of 

the vernal pools, whereas on the basis of the number of vernal pools, the project would take 61% of 

the vernal pools. The comment states the mitigation approach adopted in the DEIR assumes that larger 

vernal pools are more valuable than smaller vernal pools, but the DEIR cites no evidence that value 

grades with vernal pool size. The comment states the proposed mitigation does not offset impacts of 

degradation of the vernal pools that would be left on the project site. The comment states remaining 

vernal pools would be vulnerable to even more intrusion from people and dogs and cats and more 

accumulation of litter with the addition of 1,399 new residents to the site. The comment states typical 

mitigation ratios should not apply to this project and asserts the commenter’s opinion that potential 

Project impacts are unmitigable. 

In response, it is the commonly accepted practice and industry standard that impacts to vegetation 

types, including vernal pools, be mitigated according to acreage. Mitigating by acreage at a 3:1 ratio, 

as required here, will improve, restore, and create vernal pool habitat at 3 times the acreage of vernal 

pools impacted by the project. Further, MM-BIO-2 outlines the mandatory components of the Vernal 

Pool Mitigation Plan, which will ensure the success of vernal pool mitigation through creation/ 

expansion, re-establishment, restoration, monitoring, contingency measures, and verification upon 

successful completion. Ultimately, the Vernal Pool mitigation plan for the project would be reviewed by 

the City and the permit-issuing resource agency for the project. Review and approval would be required 

prior to any land disturbance, clearing, grubbing, or grading of the project site. These elements will 

ensure the effectiveness of vernal pool mitigation.  

 For clarification, the Draft EIR does not assume larger pools are more valuable than smaller pools. The 

mitigation is based on the typically acceptable approaches, as mentioned above.  

Vernal pools remaining onsite would not be degraded by the Project, but would be preserved, enhanced, 

restored, created, and permanently protected through the various mitigation measures and permanent 

conservation of the habitat area. Refer to Mitigation Measures, MM-BIO-2 Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan, 

MM-BIO-5, Construction Work Limits Fencing, MM-BIO-6, Biological Construction Monitoring, MM-BIO-

7a through MM-BIO-7b, Compensatory Mitigation, MM-BIO-8a, Regulatory Permitting, and MM-BIO-8b, 

Compensatory Mitigation for Impacts to Jurisdictional Resources. See also, Responses to Comments 

A2-5, A3-8 through A3-12, and O2-20.  

As discussed in Responses to Comments 03-40and -41, intrusion into on-site habitat preserve by 

people, dogs, and cats is not expected in light of the inclusion of preserve barriers and fencing 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT 13170 
MAY 2024 RTC-429 

management, monitoring, and reporting. Additionally, public signage would be installed around the 

preserve to inform the public of the biological preserve and that trespassing is not allowed. 

The commentor’s opinion that typical mitigation ratios should not be applied is noted. The comment 

will be included as part of the Final EIR. No further response is necessary.  

O3-50 The comment concerns MM-BIO-8a and states that regulatory permits are not a mitigation measure, 

and that the measure should be removed from the current DEIR, and it should not appear in a 

recirculated DEIR.  

In response, “a condition requiring compliance with regulations is a common and reasonable mitigation 

measure and may be proper where it is reasonable to expect compliance.” (Oakland Heritage Alliance 

v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 906.) Impacts to aquatic resources under regulation by 

state or federal agencies must adhere to mitigation prescribed by those agencies, which is presented 

in the form of the applicable permit. Thus, obtaining additional permits or consulting with agencies is 

appropriately discussed in mitigation measures, as identified in the EIR.  

O3-51 Summarizing the commenter’s letter, the comment provides opinions regarding additional protocol-

level surveys and recommendations of additional mitigation measures related to pest control, cats, 

bird-window collisions, road mortality, funding wildlife rehabilitation facilities, and landscaping.  

In response, the comment provides concluding remarks and recommends mitigation based on the 

commenter’s prior opinions. Please refer to prior responses to this comment letter, which explain that 

no additional protocol-level detection surveys are warranted, and that no new significant impacts have 

been identified as a result of these comments that would require mitigation. The comments regarding 

protocol level surveys do not consider the geography, habitat, and credible observations at and around 

the site. As stated previously, the comments concerning cats, bird-window collisions, and road mortality 

are considered to be speculative and are unsupported by evidence.  

With respect to landscaping, the commentor’s opinion is noted. The comment will be included as part 

of the Final EIR. No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter I1  

Comment Letter 11 

From: Leslie Kuhn <glesliekuhn@gmai l.com > 
Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2023 4:10 PM 
To: Pacific Project <pacificproject@san-marcos.net> 
Cc: Leslie <kuhn l@msu.edu> 
Subject: Las Posas Vernal Pools 

CAUTION: This email o riginat ed from outsid e of th e orga ni zation. Do not cli ck links or open attachments unless you 

recognize th e se nder and know th e co ntent is saf e. 

Dear Mr. Garcia, 

I am writing to provide input concerning the Pacific project proposal for the 40 acres bounded by 
S. Las Posas Road, S. Pacific, Linda Vista, and La Mirada in San Marcos. It is not clear what is 
proposed for the site, nor the timescale, given that San Marcos Planning Department's permit 
application signage at the site has either been destroyed (NE corner) or is two years out of date 
and has key infonnation taped over (SW corner). There are recent commercial for sale signs for 
33 acres posted around the property. The confusing signage, combined with negligence in 
protecting this critical vernal pool complex with docwnented endangered animal (San Diego 
fairy shrimp) and plant species, is disturbing for a natural feature of such importance. 

My professional background is in directing a research lab and graduate and undergraduate 
teaching as Professor of Biochemistry & Molecular Biology and Computer Science at Michigan 
State University for 25 years, preceded by 5 years of postgraduate research at The Scripps 
Research Institute in La Jolla. Alongside, I have been keenly active in the Stewardship Network 
(restoring natural areas) and the Michigan Botanical Society. I led a two-year citizen science 
effort to map and monitor the plants and animals in 50 candidate vernal pools in Meridian 
Township. Our work led to finding that many of the sites hosted fairy shrimps, wood frogs, and 
spotted salamanders and thus were trne vernal pools. We also collected data on vernal pool 
macroinvertebrates and plants and rediscovered a salamander species not obsen,ed for decades in 
the region. Since moving back to North County, I have worked with both the Escondido Creek 
Consen,ancy and California Native Plant Society's native plant monitoring and restoration teams. 

Similar to our vernal pool work in Michigan, the vernal pools at Las Posas have been the focus 
for field work by students in the Biology and Enviromnental Sciences programs at 
Palomar College for years, allowing them to learn first-hand about this rare wetland 
habitat. Together, Professor Armstrong and his students have documented rare and endangered 
plants and the federally endangered San Diego fairy shrimp in the San Marcos vernal pools : 

http://www.wavnesword.net/vernal I .hon 

Before seeing this complex of vernal pools earlier in the week, I was impressed with the City of 
San Marcos' land presen,ation from hiking in Double Peak Park. Visitors like me have reported 
online: "best views of North County!" and "absolutely gorgeous". However, this vernal pool site 
is far more important and unique, representing a wetland habitat that is now extremely rare in 
California, with 95% of California vernal pools lost to agriculture or building. Given our warm 
and dry climate, these fresh seasonal wetlands featuring rare and beautiful wildflowers - the 
bright glimmer of new life - are the most amazing places, like the Garden of Eden! There is a 
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remarkable opportw1ity here for the City of San Marcos to work instead to conserve this magical 
place. This site also presents a great opportunity to engage knowledgeable members of the 
community in restoring the vernal pools and upland mima mounds by removing trash, invasive 
species, and damage recently inflicted by miauthorized offroad vehicles, and creating engaging 
intrepretive infonnation online. This is an era when the public needs hope - that we can work 
togetl1er and succeed in saving tl1e most special places of our natural heritage - rather than 
watching big money pave the way to losing them. 

The photos attached below, taken in the last week and a half from the road crossing the Las 
Posas vernal pool site and a much smaller site in Miramar (now conserved and restored) , give 
you a feeling for ilie sensitive and beautiful plants remaining, and what can be gained by 
restoring this jewel in San Marcos. 

I look forward to hearing from you about the status of the project evaluation and how we can 
work to conserve the Las Posas vernal pools. 

Sincerely, 
Leslie Kulm 

Escondido, CA 
KuhnL(a1msu.edu 
442 257-2373 

April 2023 Vernal Pool Photos 
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A swath of pink Castilleja densiflora (dense-flowered owl's clover, growing only 
in California) in the bed of a vernal pool at Las Posas: 
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Goldenstar (Bloomeria crocea), a lily growing in clusters by the Las Posas vernal pools : 
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A specie of blue dicks (Dipterostemon capitatus ssp. lacuna-vernalis) that grows only in vernal 
pools: 
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A rare Brodiaea lily at Las Posas vernal pools - B. terrestris kernensis : 
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A cloud of endangered pale-blue Downingia cuspidata flowers at the Miramar vernal pools, also 
reported at Las Posas by Prof. Annstrong: ......... 
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Parry's larkspur and camas lily (star lily) alongside Miramar vernal pool : 
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Muilla maritima at Miramar: 
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KeY. To S n Oi~o Brodi e 

San Marcos Vernal Pool Checklist 
© W.P. Armstrong, 22 May 2011 

Table Of Contents: 

I de OfBrodi e P g~ 

1. A Plant Checklist For The San Marcos Vernal Pool Area 
2. A Federally Endangered Fairy....s.bri.mp la The Vernal Pools 
3. Erumogered Plants Of The San Marcos Vernal Pool Area 
4. Brodiaeas la San Marcos and on San Clemente Island 
5. Does Brodiaea jolonensis Occur la San Diego Countyl_ 
6. Other Interesting.Species lo San Marcos Vernal Pool Area (1} 
7. Other loterestiog.Specjas lo San Marcos Vernal Pool Area (2) 
s. Other lotaresting_Specjes lo San Marcos Vernal Pool Area (3l 
9. lsoetes & Pllularia la San Marcos Fry's Vernal Pool Area 

Until a saUsfactory name Is applied to these populaUons, I will refer to southern Callfomla populations 
previously called "llmlllua IPl<!DCDl!I" as "Coastal BTK" and mountain populaUons prevlously called 
""Brodin• terrutdt asp . .lwn!lnlll"" as "Montane BTK." 

The flower color for llcP!l.llel species on this page Is blue-11urple to violet. In the following Images 
I have attempted to match their t111e color; however, they may appear different on your monitor. 

Note: The Brodiaea, that I referred to as "Coastal BTK," is listed as a possible 
undescribed taxon under B.jolonensis in the revised Jepson Manual II (2011) 

11-15 
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~ Click The PDF Icon To Print PDF Version Of Checklist 
Close PDF Page Before Navigating Through HTML Pages 

Click Here To Download Latest Acrobat Reader 

1. Checklist Of Plants In & Around The San Marcos Vernal Pools 

Vernal pool during heavy rains of January 2005 
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This site comprises approximately 40 acres of vacant land northeast of the William R. Bradley Park and southwest of Palomar College. Like 
other vernal pool areas in San Diego County, it is composed of undulating topography with day hardpan depressions and elevated "mima" 
mounds. Vernal pools are formed as the water from winter rains accumulates in these impervious clay depressions. The vernal pool area is 
bounded by S. Pacific Street on the west, S. Las Posas Drive on the east, La Mirada Drive on the north, and Linda Vista Drive on the south. 
Most of the names in this checklist follow the nomenclature of A Flora of San Diego County by R.M. Beauchamp (1986). They have not 
been updated with the Jepson Flora of Callf. (1993). 

Family Name 

AMARYLLIDACEAE 

(Liliaceae In The Flora 
of North America) 

Brodiaea now placed 
in the Themidaceae 

Plants with an asterisk • are considered rare or unusual. 

Scientific Name 

1. Bloomeria crocea ssp. crocea 
2. Brodiaea filifolia * 
3. Coastal BTK (B. terres1ris kemensis) * 

[Previously listed as B. jolonensis] 
4. Brodiaea filifolia x B. orcuttii * 
5. Brodiaea filifolia/B. orcuttii x BTK * 
6. Brodiaea orcuttii * 
7. Dichelostemma capitatum ssp. capitatum 
8. Muilla maritima 

Common Name 

Golden Stars 
Threadleaf Brodiaea 
CoastalBTK 
Mesa Brodiaea 
Fertile Hybrid 
Sterile Hybrid 
Orcutt Brodiaea 
Wild Hyacinth 
CommonMuilla 

11-15 
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9. Eryngium aristulatum var. parishli * 
APIACEAE 10. Lomatium dasycarpum 

11 . Sanicula bipinnatifida 

12. Acroptilon repens 
13. Anthemia cotula 
14. Calycadenia (Osmadenia) tenella 
15. Carduus pyncnocephalus 
16. Centaurea melitensis 
17. Chaetopappa aurea 
18. Chamomilla suaveolens 
19. Corethrogyne filaginifolia virgata 
20. Cotula coronopifolia 
21. Cynara cardunculus 
22. Erigeron foliosus var. foliosus 
23. Filago gallica 
24. Gazania linearis 
25. Gnaphalium chilense 

ASTERACEAE 26. Grindelia camporum bracteosum 
27. Hedypnois cretica 
28. Hesperevax sparsiflora sparsiflora * 
29. Hemizonia (Deinandra) fasciculata 
30. Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata * 
31. Hypochoeris glabra 
32. Isocoma veneta vernonioides 
33. Lactuca sativa 
34. Lasthenia chrysostoma 
35. Layia platyglossa campestris 
36. Microseris douglasii ssp. platycarpha * 
37. Psilocarphus brevissimus * 
38. Senecio vulgaris 
39. Stebbinsoseris heterocarpa 
40. Stylocline gnaphalioides 

41 . Plagiobothrys acanthocarpus 
BORAGINACEAE 42. Plagiobothrys bracteatus 

43 . Plagiobothrys californicus 

Coyote Thistle 
Lace Parsnip 
Purple Sanicle 

Russian Knapweed 
Mayweed Chamomile 
Rosin Weed 
Italian Thistle 
Tocalote Thistle 
Golden Daisy 
Pineapple Weed 
Sand Aster 
Brass Buttons 
Artichoke Thistle 
Leafy Daisy 
Narrow-LeafFilago 
Gazania Hybrid 
Cotton-Batting Plant 
Gum Plant 
Hedypnois 
ErectEvax 
Golden Tarweed 
Graceful Tarweed 
Smooth Cat's Ear 
Isocoma 
Prickly Lettuce 
Goldfields 
Tidy-Tips 
Small Flower Microseris 
Dwarf Woollyheads 
Common Groundsel 
Brown Puffs 
Everlasting Nest-Straw 

Spinefruited Popcorn 
Popcorn Flower 
Popcorn Flower 

\ 
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44. Brassica geniculata (Hirschfeldia incana) 
45. Brassica nigra 

BRASSICACEAE 46. Brassica rapa sylvestris 
47. Lepidium lasiocarpum 
48. Lepidium nitidum 

CALLITRICHACEAE 49. Callitriche longipedunculata * 

CAMPANULACEAE 50. Downingia cuspidata * 

51 . Cerastium glomeratum 
CARYOPHYLLACEAE 52. Silene gallica 

53. Spergularia bocconii 

CHENOPODIACEAE 54. Atriplex semibaccata 

55. Calystegia macrostegia arida 

CONVOLVULACEAE 
56. Convolvulus arvensis 
57. Convolvulus simulans * 
5 8. Cressa truxillensis 

CRASSULACEAE 
59. Crassula aquatica * 
60. Crassula connata 

CYPERACEAE 
61. Cyperus eragrostis 
62. Eleocbaris macrostachya 

ELATINACEAE 63. Elatine brachysperma * 

EUPHORBIACEAE 64. Euphorbia spatbulata * 

Perennial (Short-Pod) Mustard 
Black Mustard 
Field Mustard 
Peppergrass 
Peppergrass 

Water Starwort 

Downingia 

Mouse-Ear Chickweed 
Windmill Pink 
Sand Spurrey 

Australian Saltbush 

Morning-Glory 
Bindweed 
Clay Bindweed 
Alkali Weed 

Pigmyweed 
Pigmyweed 

Tall Flatsedge 
Spike Rush 

Waterwort 

Wart Spurge 

,, 
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65. Lotus hamatus 
66. Lotus purshianus var. purshianus 
67. Lotus scoparius scoparius 
68. Lupinus bicolor microphyllus 
69. Lupinus densiflorus austrocollium 

FABACEAE 70. Lupinus longifolius 
71. Lupinus succulentus 
72. Melilotus albus 
73 . Melilotus indicus 
74. Trifolium amplectens 
75. Trifolium microcephalum 

76. Centaurium venustum 

GENTIANACEAE 
77. Erodium botrys 
78. Erodium moschatum 
79. Erodium obtusiplicatum 

IRIDACEAE 80. Sisyrinchium helium 

ISOETACEAE 81. Isoetes orcuttii * 

JUNCACEAE 
82. Juncus bufonius 
83 . Juncus dubius 

LAMIACEAE 
84. Acanthomintha ilicifolia * 
85. Trichostema lanceolatum 

86. Calochortus splendens 

LILIACEAE 
87. Calochortus weedii var. weedii 
88. Chlorogalum parviflorum 
89. Zygadenus fremontii var. minor 

LYTHRACEAE 90. Lythrum hyssopifolia 

Grab Lotus 
Spanish Clover 
Deerweed 
Dwarf Lupine 
White Lupine 
Bush Lupine 
Succulent Lupine 
White Sweet Clover 
Yellow Sweet Clover 
Bladder Clover 
Maiden Clover 

Canchalagua 
Long-Beaked Filaree 
Filaree 
Long-Beaked Filaree 

Blue-Eyed Grass 

Quillwort 

Toad Rush 
Mariposa Rush 

Thommint 
VmegarWeed 

Lilac Mariposa Lily 
Weed's Mariposa Lily 
Soap Lily 
Star Lily 

Loosestrife 

,, 
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MARSILEACEAE 

ONAGRACEAE 

PLANTAGINACEAE 

POACEAE 

POLEMONIACEAE 

POLYGONACEAE 

PRIMULACEAE 

91 . Pilularia americana * 

92. Clarkia purpurea quadrivulnera 
93. Gaura sinuata 

94. Plantago elongata 
95. Plantago erecta 
96. Plantago pusilla 

97. Aira caryophyllea (See note below) 
98. Avena barbata 
99. Avena fatua 

JOO. Brachypodium distachyon 
101 . Bromus diandrus 
102. Bromus mollis 
103. Bromus rubens 
104. Deschampsia danthonioides (See note below) 
105. Distichlis spicata 
106. Gastridium ventricosum 
107. Hordeum intercedens * 
108. Hordeum murinum leporinum 
109. Lolium multiflorum 
110. Nasella (Stipa) pulchra 
111. Phalaris paradoxa praemorsa 
112. Polypogon monspeliensis 
113. Vulpia (Festuca) myuros 

114. Navarretia fossalis * 

115. Rumex crispus 

116. Anagallis arvensis 
117. Centunculus minimus * 

American PilJwort 

Farewell-To-Spring 
Butterfly Weed 

Alkali Plantain 
California Plantain 
Plantain 

European Hairgrass 
Slender Wild Oat 
Wild Oat 
Purple False-Brome 
Ripgut Grass 
Soft Chess 
Foxtail Chess 
Slender Hair Grass 
Saltgrass 
Nitgrass 
Bobtail Barley 
Foxtail Barley 
Italian Rye Grass 
Purple Needlegrass 
Canary Grass 
Rabbitfoot Grass 
Foxtail Fescue 

Navarretia 

Curly Dock 

Scarlet Pimpernel 
Common Chaffweed 

' \ 

1 / 
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118. Castilleja densiflora ssp. gracilis Owl's Clover 
SCROPHULARIACEAE 119. Linaria canadensis Blue Toadflax 

120. Veronica peregrina xalapensis Veronica 

SELAGINELLACEAE 121. Selaginella cinerascens • Ashy Spike-Moss 

TYPHACEAE 122. Typha latifolia Cattail 

Note: The San Marcos vernal pools contain native hairgrass (Deschampsia danthonioides) and the similar 
European hairgrass (Aira caryophyllea). When comparing the dried inflorescences of both species in the field, Aira 
has smaller spikelets (see following image): 
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Comparison of the dried spikelets of Aira caryophyllea and Deschampsia danthonioides 
in August. Spikelets of Aira caryophyllea are generally less than 4 mm long and narrower. 

Poaceae: Hordeum lntercedens (Bobtail Barley) 
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Bobtail barley (Hordeum intercedens), a native species in the vernal pool preserve adjacent to Fry's Electronics 
in San Marcos. The dense spikes are more slender than other naturalized (weedy) species. The spikelets are three 
per node like other species; however, the sterile lemma of lateral spikelets is 1.7-4.4 mm long with a short awn 
less than 1.2 mm. This species is similar to H. depressum which also grows in vernal pool areas and has been 
reported from San Diego County. 
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Bobtail barley (Hordeum intercedens ), a native annual in vernal pools of San Marcos. 
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The status of these vernal pools and lovely wildflowers is rather 
dismal. They are surrounded by buildings in a rapidly growing area 
zoned for Industry. Many of the vernal pools have been lntentlonally 
damaged by deep tire ruts and the dumping of debris. Raised 
topography (mounds) near the vernal pools once supported 
burrowing owls, but they haven't been seen in this field for years. 
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Burrowing Owl (Speotyto cunicularia) photographed in May 1979. 

2. A Federally Endangered Animal In The San Marcos Vernal Pools 

Fairy Shrimp Belong To The Arthropod Class Crustacea Order Anostraca 
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San Diego Fairy Shrimp (Brancbinecta sandiegonenis). Discovered in the San Marcos Vernal Pools by Tom 
Chester during a Palomar College Botany 110 field trip on 8 Mar 2003. Identified by U.S. Fish & Wildlife certified 
biologist Megan Enright using the taxonomic key: Eriksen, C.H. and D. Belk. 1999. Fairy Shrimps of California's 
Puddles, Pools, and Playas. Mad River Press, Eureka, California. 

San Dl~o Fa!rY. Shrimp In Sp..rll!g 2008 
Swimming Eairy...sJnjmp_ (4 MB MPEG File) 

T he San Diego fairy shrimp (Brancbinecta sandiegoensis) is endemic to vernal pools of coastal San Diego County. They 

have also been recorded from a few localities in Orange County and Baja California. Since most of the vernal pool habitats 
have been destroyed in southern California due to urbaniz.ation and pollution, these tiny crustaceans have been added to the 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Endangered List in accordance with the Endangered Species Act. Their plight in the San Marcos 
area is uncertain due to the dumping of debris in the few remaining pools within a rapidly developing industrial zone. 
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T his minute crustacean belongs to the order Anostraca, along with brine shrimp (Artemia). Other related orders of 

microscopic crustaceans include Cladocera (water fleas), Copepoda (copepods), Ostracoda (seed shrimp), Notostraca (tadpole 
shrimp), and Conchostraca (clam shrimp). All of these crustaceans are visible to the naked eye, although magnification is 
required to see details of their body structure. San Diego fairy shrimp are small and transparent, about 5 to 8 mm long. 

A Massive Colony Of Brine Shimp In Mono Lake 
Ostracods Ip A Vernal Pool Op The Santa Rosa Plateau 

Nostoc Bal!s ID A Vernal Pool Op The Santa Rosa Plateau 

D uring winter and early spring, when the ponds collect water, fairy shrimp mature quickly, live as adults, and reproduce. 

During their mating cycle the male attaches to the female with his clasping antennae. Each female lays hundreds of eggs, 
which settle into the soft bottom mud and silt as the pool dries out. At this time the adult fairy shrimp die, and plants 
bordering the pools bloom and set seed for the next winter wet season. During the dormant stage, fairy shrimp survive as 
embryos within resistant eggs called cysts which are embedded in the desiccated mud sediment. They can remain here for 
years until sufficient winter rains once again fill the shallow depressions with water. As the vernal pools refill, the mud 
imbibes water and the cysts hatch, thus releasing a new generation of fairy shrimp into the shallow ponds. Clay hardpan 
depressions that fill with water during the winter and early spring provide the essential requirements for the survival and 
perpetuation of fairy shrimp. If vernal pool habitats are destroyed by land developers, the fairy shrimp will not emerge from 
their dormant cysts and will disappear forever. Unlike many other aquatic crustaceans, they cannot survive in permanent 
ponds or lakes. They must have the specific requirements of a vernal pool. 

3. Endangered Plants Of The San Marcos Vernal Pool Area 
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Left: Navarretia fossalis (Polemoniaceae), a fragile vernal pool endemic described by Dr. Reid Moran of the 
San Diego Natural History Museum in 1977 (Madroiio 24: 141-159). Right: San Diego thornmint 
(Acanthomintha ilicifolia), a rare herb in the mint family (Lamiaceae) found in clay soils near the San Marcos 
vernal pools. This endemic species has been extirpated from many areas of northern San Diego County during 
the past two decades, mostly due to the construction of extensive housing developments on Las Posas soils. Both 
species are on the CNPS List lB: Rare, threatened and endangered. They are also on the U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
List of Endangered Species. 

See Another Image or The Rare Thornmint 
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Navarretia fossalis (Polemoniaceae) 

Navarretia prostrata at the Santa Rosa Plateau Ecological Reserve 
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San Diego coyote thistle or button-celery (Eryngium aristulatum var.parishii), a rare member of the carrot 
family (Apiaceae) that appears in dry vernal pol depressions during late spring. This California endemic is on the 
CNPS List lB: Rare, threatened and endangered. It is also on the U.S. Fish & Wildlife List of Endangered 
Species. The globose flower heads resembling rabbit droppings (red arrow) are dwarfwoollyheads 
(Psilocarphus brevissimus). 

4. Brodiaeas In San Marcos & San Clemente Island 

Abstract: Coastal populations of Brodiaea in San Diego County with prominent hooded staminodes (with incurved 
apex) have been previously called B. Jolonensls. Using the J.epson Manual (1996) which is based on A 
Bjosystematjc Study of the Genus Brodjaea (Amar:yllidaceae) by T.F. Niehaus (1971 ), they key out to B. terrestris 
ssp. kernensls. This species has a green ovary, unlike the purple ovary of B. Jolonensls. The term "dentate 
connective" used in the Jepson key ideally applies to B. terrestris ssp. terrestris of central and northern California. 
In this subspecies, the apex of the anther connective extends into a prominent dentate lobe. In southern California 
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populations of Coastal BTK and Montane BTK, the connective apex has a U-shaped or V-shaped notch. At the 
base of this notch there may be a minute, dentate lobe, although it is absent in most southern California populations. 
With a dentate appendage at the base, the notch appears W-shaped. B. jolonensls also has a V-shaped notch 
without a dentate appendage. These subUe differences are difficult to observe in pressed herbarium specimens. 
Floral dimensions of Coastal BTK and Montane BTK are significantly larger than populations of B. jolonensls in 
Monterey County, and the scapes are generally shorter. In addition, vascular strand patterns of the inner perianth 
match those of B. terrestrls kemensls. 

Populations of Coastal BTK throughout San Diego County generally have staminodes that are incurved at the apex 
(hooded), while populations of Montane BTK generally have erect staminodes that are inrolled along the upper 
margins, but not hooded or slightly hooded. Both Munz (A flora of Southam Califomja. 197 4) and Beauchamp (A 
flora of San Diego County, California, 1986) recognized a difference between the coastal and mountain populations. 
These authors called the mountain populations B. terrestrls ssp. kernensls and the coastal populations "B. 
Jolonensls." Brodiaeas resembling both the coastal and montane forms of BTK grow together on the Santa Rosa 
Plateau of Riverside County. There is also staminode variation at Cuyamaca Lake in San Diego County. Perhaps this 
is a single variable species in southern California. This is an ongoing research project with Tom Chester to 
understand the Brodiaea populations in southern California. W.P. Armstrong, May 2005. 
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Left: Downingia cuspidata, a lovely vernal pool endemic in the San Marcos Vernal Pools. This species belongs 
to the bellflower family (Campanulaceae ). Right: A variant of Coastal BTK with strap-shaped staminodes. 

Brodiaea kinkiensis, an endemic species on San Clemente Island, off the coast of San Diego County. It has 
strap-shaped staminodia like the San Marcos variant brodiaea; however it also has a mucronate or cuspidate apex 
(with a minute, abrupt tip). There is a gradual reduction in staminodia in these three species (B. kinkiensis--B. 
filifolia--B. orcuttii), culminating in B. orcuttii with no staminodia. Chromosome size also decreases in the same 
sequence. According to T.F. Niehaus ("ABiosytematic Study of the Genus Brodiaea (Amaryllidaceae)." Univ. of 
Calif. Publications in Botany Vol. 60, 1971), B. kinkiensis and B. filifolia are closely related and may have 
evolved from the same ancestral species. 
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This rare and beautiful brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia) grows in and around the San Marcos vernal pools, along 
with several other endangered wildflowers. It can readily be distinguished from other brodiaeas by the spreading 
perianth and threadlike (filifonn) staminodia. This California endemic is on the CNPS List lB: Rare, threatened 
and endangered. It is also on the U.S. Fish & Wildlife List of Endangered Species. Populations of this endemic 
wildflower were once abundant in the San Marcos area, but most of them have been destroyed due to rapid 
urbanization in this region during the past 30 years. 
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This rare and beautiful brodiaea (Brodiaea orcuttii) grows in the San Marcos vernal pools, along with several 
other endangered wildflowers. It can readily be distinguished from other brodiaeas by the lack of sterile stamens 
called staminodia. This California endemic is on the CNPS List 1 B: Rare, threatened and endangered. The 
following image shows another rare species of Brodiaea with distinctive staminodia. 
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Ab , . rmal (6 a mensJ 

The normal flower ofBrodiaea orcuttii (left) has 3 stamens and no staminodes. The abnormal flower (right) has 
6 stamens rather than the normal 3. Additional stamens (red arrows) have developed where staminodes normally 
appear in other species. Apparently an ancestral gene for stamens has been expressed in this unusual individual. 
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Coastal BTK (previously labeled B. jolonensis), a spectacular brodiaea with incurved petaloid staminodia. 
Unlike the other species of Brodiaea on this property, this species has a shorter scape that is generally less than 8 
inches (2 dm). The scapes of other species may be 12 inches (3 dm) or taller. For many years this species was 
listed in Wayne's Word as B. jolonensis, but recent observations by the author and Tom Chester indicate that the 
identity ofthis species may be questionable. 

Does Brodiaea jolonensis Occur In San Diego...!&Jmty.1 
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Three rare brodiaeas in the San Marcos vernal pool area with distinctive staminodia. A. Coastal BTK, 
previously labeled B. jolonensis; B. San Marcos variant brodiaea; and C. Thread-leafbrodiaea (B. filifolia). 

T he San Marcos variant brodiaea has intermediate characteristics between two other species. One of the most obvious 

characteristics that indicate possible hybridization is a structure called a staminodium which represents a sterile, 
nonfunctional stamen. All three species (A, B & C) have three staminodia in the center of the flower, just outside the three 
yellow stamens. The three staminodia of the variant are intermediate between the conspicuous, petaloid staminodia of 
Coastal BTK (A) and the slender (filiform), inconspicuous staminodia ofB. filifolia (C). The three staminodia of the variant 
appear strap-shaped and are visible in the center of the flower, just outside the three yellowish stamens. The variant occurs 
throughout several acres of the property and may have reproduced asexually through cormlets. In May 2005 I visited this 
same site but did not observe any variants. Instead I found numerous B. filifolia and Coastal BTK. The previous winter and 
spring was an exceptional year for rainfall in San Diego County and brodiaea populations were plentiful. Unfortunately, the 
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fate of this 40 acre field ofbrodiaeas is dismal because of the rapid (uncontrolled) urbanization of northern San Diego 
County. The field is within an industrial zone and is surrounded by buildings. 

On the Santa Rosa Plateau of Riverside County populations ofBTK exhibit a wide range of variation, including strap

shaped staminodes similar to the San Marcos "variant." Could it be that the San Marcos variant brodiaea is simply a variation 
within the BTK population? 

Coastal BTK and the San Diego endemic mesa mint (Pogogyne abramsii) in a dried vernal pool on Kearny 
Mesa. The scapes are very short, barely extending above the population of mesa mint. Photograph taken in May 
1982 on Kearny Mesa, San Diego County. 
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Pteridophytes Of The 
San Marcos Vernal Pools 

Salagloella clnerascens 
emu1aria americaoa 

lsoetes orcuttii 
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A: lsoetes orcuttii (Quillwort). B: Pilularia americana (American pillwort). 
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Vernal pool popcorn flower (Plagiobothrys bracteatus). 
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Response to Comment Letter I1 

Individual 

Leslie Kuhn 

April 26, 2023 

(LATE LETTER) 

The City notes this comment letter was received after the close of the CEQA public comment period. Although CEQA 

does not require the City to provide written responses to late letters submitted after the noticed public comment 

period (Pub. Resources Code, §§2109l(d) and 21092.5(c); CEQA Guidelines, §15088), the City County has elected 

to provide the following response to this late letter without waiving its position that no such written response is 

required by CEQA or any other law or regulation. 

I1-1 This comment is an introductory comment providing the project location and citing initial concerns for 

development of the project site. The comment states that the sign onsite has been destroyed. In 

response, due to the length of time the sign has been posted, vandalism, and weather, it is 

acknowledged that the sign was destroyed. However, the City confirms that the sign was replaced on-

site on May 24, 2023. The comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I1-2 This comment is an introductory comment describing the commenter’s professional background and 

work efforts. The comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

I1-3 This comment describes vernal pool work of the commenter, students, and a Professor Armstrong. This 

comment provides a link to a document titled San Marcos Vernal Pool Checklist, prepared by W.P. 

Armstrong on May 22, 2011, and states that Armstrong and his students have documented rare and 

endangered plants and the federally endangered San Diego fairy shrimp in the San Marcos vernal pools. 

In response, in contrast to the link provided which is at least 12 years old and references even older 

data (e.g., a burrowing owl sighted in 1979), Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR describes the rare/endangered 

plants and fairy shrimp on-site under existing conditions. Helix Environmental Planning, Inc has 

conducted numerous focused surveys on the property for sensitive species onsite from 2018 to the 

present, consistent with currently accepted methods/protocols. These surveys have been used to 

assist the Applicant with project design in consultation with the City and Resource Agencies (CDFW and 

USFWS) and have been used in analyzing and proposing mitigation for the project’s impacts to 

biological resources (please refer to Appendix C of the EIR). The comment does not raise any specific 

environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

I1-4 This comment describes existing resources in the City of San Marcos and states that this project site is 

more important than other resources in the City due to the unique wetland habitat and rare vernal 

pools, as well as rare wildflowers. The City acknowledges the comment and will include the comment 

for review and consideration by decision-makers prior to a final decision on the project. Please refer to 

the EIR, Section 3.3, Biological Resources, and the Biological Technical Report prepared for the project 

(Appendix C to the EIR), which outlines preservation areas and mitigation measures for biological 

resources on-site. The comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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I1-5 The comment states that there is a remarkable opportunity at the site for the City of San Marcos to 

conserve the site. The comment also states that the site presents a great opportunity to engage 

knowledgeable members of the community in restoring the vernal pools and upland mima mounds by 

removing trash, invasive species, and damage recently inflicted by unauthorized offroad vehicles, and 

creating engaging interpretive information online.  

The City acknowledges the comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR. The City will include the comment for review and consideration by decision-makers prior to a final 

decision on the project. Note that the property is privately owned land, and the proposed project design 

would preserve over half of the site in perpetuity. Areas targeted for conservation are those with 

sensitive biological resources, including vernal pool mima mound complexes, rare vernal pool species, 

and rare plant species. The areas to be conserved on the property would undergo restoration to remove 

trash, non-native species, and remediate the damage inflicted by illegal off-road activities on-site. The 

efforts proposed within the on-site conservation area are anticipated to provide an uplift to the 

biological resources on-site as well as perpetual protection of the resources on-site, compared to the 

existing condition. The entire conservation area would be protected with a conservation easement (or 

equivalent) and managed in perpetuity by an entity approved by the City, USFWS, and CDFW. 

Installation of fencing around the periphery of the conservation area as well as public awareness/ 

interpretive signage at the site would be included as part of the project. 

I1-6 This comment states that photos are attached, that were taken from the road crossing at the “Las Posas 

vernal pool” site and another site in Miramar. The comment is noted. It does not raise any specific 

environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, such that no further response is required. 

I1-7 The comment includes concluding remarks and inquiries about project status and evaluation. In 

response, the current status of the project is that it is undergoing California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) and land use entitlement processes. A Final EIR is being prepared for the project, after which it 

will be considered at a public hearing by the Planning Commission, which is yet to be scheduled.  

I1-8 This comment provides a photo of pink Castilleja densiflora in the bed of a vernal pool at “Las Posas”. 

The comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

I1-9 This comment provides a photo of Goldenstar, a lily growing in clusters by the “Las Posas vernal pools”. 

The comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

I1-10 This comment provides a photo of a specie of blue dicks (Dipterostemon capitatus ssp. lacuna-vernalis) 

and states that it grows only in vernal pools. The photo is not stated to have been taken at the “Las 

Posas vernal pools” or project site. The comment does not raise any specific environmental issues 

related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I1-11 This comment provides a photo of a Brodiaea lily at “Las Posas vernal pools”. The comment does not 

raise any specific environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR describes 

the current scope of Brodiaea at the project site. Refer to, e.g., EIR Appendix C, Figure 8, and Figure 11. 

I1-12 This comment provides a photo of a cloud of endangered pale blue Downingia cuspidate flowers at the 

Miramar vernal pools, and states they are “also reported at ‘Las Posas’”. This photo is not specific to 

the project site and the comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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I1-13 This comment provides a photo of a Parry’s larkspur and camas lily (star lily) alongside Miramar vernal 

pools. This photo is not specific to the project site and the comment does not raise any specific 

environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

I1-14 This comment provides a photo of Muilla maritima at Miramar. This photo is not specific to the project 

site and the comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. 

I1-15 This comment includes a PDF of the link provided in comment I1-3. This document was prepared by 

Professor Armstrong and his students that documents rare and endangered plants and the federally 

endangered San Diego fairy shrimp in the San Marcos vernal pools. The document is titled San Marcos 

Vernal Pool Checklist, prepared by W.P. Armstrong on May 22, 2011. This comment does not raise any 

specific environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THE CITY OF SAN MARCOS PACIFIC SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT 13170 
MAY 2024 RTC-474 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 


	Responses to Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIR
	Global Responses

	Comment Letter A1
	Response to Comment Letter A1

	Comment Letter A2
	Response to Comment Letter A2

	Comment Letter A3
	Response to Comment Letter A3

	Comment Letter A4
	Response to Comment Letter A4

	Comment Letter O1
	Response to Comment Letter O1

	Comment Letter O2
	Response to Comment Letter O2

	Comment Letter O3
	Response to Comment Letter O3

	Comment Letter I1
	Response to Comment Letter I1


