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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name San Luis Obispo Courthouse
Construction Start Date 4/1/2027
Operational Year 2031

Lead Agency _

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 3.20

Precipitation (days) 32.4

Location 35.2833249598324, -120.65928627029757
County San Luis Obispo

City San Luis Obispo

Air District San Luis Obispo County APCD
Air Basin South Central Coast

TAZ 3330

EDFzZ 6

Electric Utility Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.28

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq | Special Landscape |Population Description
Area (sq ft)

Government Office 174 1000sqft 174,000 12,000 Courthouse
Building
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Parking Lot 17.0 Space 0.15 0.00 0.00 — — Parking

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

Construction C-8 Use Renewable Diesel

Construction C-13 Use Low-VOC Paints for Construction

Energy E-1 Buildings Exceed 2019 Title 24 Building Envelope Energy
Efficiency Standards

Energy E-2 Require Energy Efficient Appliances

Energy E-13 Install Electric Ranges in Place of Gas Ranges

Area Sources LL-1 Replace Gas Powered Landscape Equipment with

Zero-Emission Landscape Equipment

Area Sources AS-2 Use Low-VOC Paints

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unmit. 404 404 13.3 151 0.03 0.52 7.23 7.75 0.48 3.46 3.94 — 3,549 3,549 0.14 0.20 3.14 3,615
Mit. 8l.1 811 13.3 151 0.03 0.52 7.23 7.75 0.48 3.46 3.94 — 3,549 3,549 0.14 0.20 3.14 3,615

% 80% 80% — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Reduced

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Unmit. 1.80 1.48 13.4 151 0.03 0.51 6.66 7.17 0.47 3.11 3.58 — 3,546 3,546 0.15 0.20 0.09 3,610
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Mit. 1.80
% J—
Reduced
Average —
Daily

(Max)

Unmit. 11.8
Mit. 3.00
% 75%
Reduced
Annual —
(Max)

Unmit. 2.16
Mit. 0.55
% 75%
Reduced

1.48

11.7
2.88

75%

2.14
0.53
75%

134

8.06
8.06

1.47

1.47

15.1

10.1
10.1

1.85
1.85

0.03

0.02
0.02

<0.005
<0.005

0.51

0.31
0.31

0.06
0.06

6.66

3.83
3.83

0.70
0.70

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

7.17

4.14

4.14

0.76
0.76

0.47

0.29
0.29

0.05
0.05

3.11

1.80
1.80

0.33
0.33

3.58

2.08
2.08

0.38
0.38
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— 396
— 396

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

ROG PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 [CO2T _

e Jr05_Jros |

Daily - —
Summer
(Max)

2027 1.70
2028 1.80
2029 1.67
2030 404
Daily - —
Winter

(Max)

2027 1.69
2028 1.80

1.42
1.48
1.40
404

1.42
1.48

12.7
13.3
10.4

10.1

12.7
13.4

151
14.6
14.2

141

15.1
14.6

0.02
0.03
0.03

0.03

0.02
0.03

0.47
0.52
0.26

0.23

0.47
0.51

0.21
7.23
0.73

0.73

0.21
6.66

0.68
7.75
0.98

0.96

0.68
7.17

0.43
0.48
0.23

0.22

0.43

0.47
10/79

0.05
3.46
0.18

0.18

0.05
3.11

0.48
3.94
0.41

0.40

0.48
3.58

— 2,767
— 3,549
— 3,365

— 3,330

— 2,762
— 3,546

396
396

2,767
3,549
3,365

3,330

2,762
3,546

0.15

0.09
0.09

0.01
0.01

0.11
0.14
0.12

0.12

0.11
0.15

0.20

0.12
0.12

0.02
0.02

0.05
0.20
0.16

0.16

0.05
0.20

0.09

0.97
0.97

0.16
0.16

0.76
2.20
3.14

2.81

0.02
0.09

3,610

2,430
2,430

402
402

2,785
3,615
3,420

3,384

2,780
3,610
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2029 1.67 1.40 104 14.2 0.03 0.26 0.73 0.98 0.23 0.18 0.41 — 3,346 3,346 0.13 0.17 0.08 3,398
2030 1.61 1.35 10.2 14.0 0.03 0.23 0.73 0.96 0.22 0.18 0.40 — 3,311 3,311 0.12 0.16 0.07 3,362
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

2027 0.91 0.77 6.85 8.13 0.01 0.26 0.11 0.37 0.23 0.02 0.26 — 1,491 1,491 0.06 0.03 0.18 1,501
2028 1.12 0.94 8.06 9.41 0.02 0.31 3.83 4.14 0.29 1.80 2.08 — 2,067 2,067 0.08 0.09 0.49 2,095
2029 1.19 1.00 7.43 10.1 0.02 0.18 0.51 0.69 0.16 0.13 0.29 — 2,392 2,392 0.09 0.12 0.97 2,430
2030 11.8 11.7 4.98 6.88 0.01 0.12 0.34 0.46 0.11 0.08 0.19 — 1,612 1,612 0.06 0.08 0.58 1,637
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
2027 0.17 0.14 1.25 1.48 <0.005 0.05 0.02 0.07 0.04 <0.005 0.05 — 247 247 0.01 <0.005 0.03 249
2028 0.21 0.17 1.47 1.72 <0.005 0.06 0.70 0.76 0.05 0.33 0.38 — 342 342 0.01 0.01 0.08 347
2029 0.22 0.18 1.36 1.85 <0.005 0.03 0.09 0.13 0.03 0.02 0.05 — 396 396 0.01 0.02 0.16 402
2030 2.16 2.14 0.91 1.25 <0.005 0.02 0.06 0.08 0.02 0.02 0.03 — 267 267 0.01 0.01 0.10 271

2.3. Construction Emissions by Year, Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily - —

Summer

(Max)

2027 1.70 1.42 12.7 15.1 0.02 0.47 0.21 0.68 0.43 0.05 0.48 — 2,767 2,767 0.11 0.05 0.76 2,785
2028 1.80 1.48 13.3 14.6 0.03 0.52 7.23 7.75 0.48 3.46 3.94 — 3,549 3,549 0.14 0.20 2.20 3,615
2029 1.67 1.40 10.4 14.2 0.03 0.26 0.73 0.98 0.23 0.18 0.41 — 3,365 3,365 0.12 0.16 3.14 3,420
2030 81.1 81.1 10.1 14.1 0.03 0.23 0.73 0.96 0.22 0.18 0.40 — 3,330 3,330 0.12 0.16 2.81 3,384
Daily - — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

2027 1.69 1.42 12.7 15.1 0.02 0.47 0.21 0.68 0.43 0.05 0.48 — 2,762 2,762 0.11 0.05 0.02 2,780
2028 1.80 1.48 13.4 14.6 0.03 0.51 6.66 7.17 0.47 3.11 3.58 — 3,546 3,546 0.15 0.20 0.09 3,610
2029 1.67 1.40 10.4 14.2 0.03 0.26 0.73 0.98 0.23 0.18 0.41 — 3,346 3,346 0.13 0.17 0.08 3,398
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2030 1.61 1.35 10.2 14.0 0.03 0.23 0.73 0.96 0.22 0.18 0.40 — 3,311 3,311 0.12 0.16 0.07 3,362
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

2027 0.91 0.77 6.85 8.13 0.01 0.26 0.11 0.37 0.23 0.02 0.26 — 1,491 1,491 0.06 0.03 0.18 1,501
2028 1.12 0.94 8.06 9.41 0.02 0.31 3.83 4.14 0.29 1.80 2.08 — 2,067 2,067 0.08 0.09 0.49 2,095
2029 1.19 1.00 7.43 10.1 0.02 0.18 0.51 0.69 0.16 0.13 0.29 — 2,392 2,392 0.09 0.12 0.97 2,430
2030 3.00 2.88 4.98 6.88 0.01 0.12 0.34 0.46 0.11 0.08 0.19 — 1,612 1,612 0.06 0.08 0.58 1,637
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
2027 0.17 0.14 1.25 1.48 <0.005 0.05 0.02 0.07 0.04 <0.005 0.05 — 247 247 0.01 <0.005 0.03 249
2028 0.21 0.17 1.47 1.72 <0.005 0.06 0.70 0.76 0.05 0.33 0.38 — 342 342 0.01 0.01 0.08 347
2029 0.22 0.18 1.36 1.85 <0.005 0.03 0.09 0.13 0.03 0.02 0.05 — 396 396 0.01 0.02 0.16 402
2030 0.55 0.53 0.91 1.25 <0.005 0.02 0.06 0.08 0.02 0.02 0.03 — 267 267 0.01 0.01 0.10 271

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unmit. 6.74 6.54 2.27 9.50 0.01 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.15 89.2 3,536 3,626 7.94 0.05 0.42 3,839
Mit. 4.50 441 2.11 1.85 0.01 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.13 89.2 3,261 3,350 7.91 0.05 0.42 3,562

% 33% 33% 7% 81% 12% 14% — 14% 12% — 12% — 8% 8% <05% 6% — 7%
Reduced

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Unmit.  5.40 5.30 2.20 1.93 0.01 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.14 89.2 3,505 3,594 7.94 0.05 0.42 3,808

Mit. 4.50 4.41 211 1.85 0.01 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.13 89.2 3,259 3,348 7.91 0.05 0.42 3,559
% 17% 17% 4% 4% — 5% — 5% 5% — 5% — 7% 7% <05% 6% — 7%
Reduced

12/79



San Luis Obispo Courthouse Custom Report, 11/6/2024

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 6.19 6.03 1.18 7.79 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.09 0.00 0.09 89.2 3,335 3,424 7.93 0.05 0.42 3,637

Mit. 4.08 4.02 1.02 0.86 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.08 89.2 3,063 3,152 7.90 0.04 0.42 3,363
% 34% 33% 13% 89% — 20% — 20% 18% — 18% — 8% 8% <05% 6% — 8%
Reduced

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Unmit. 1.13 1.10 0.21 1.42 <0.005 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 14.8 552 567 1.31 0.01 0.07 602
Mit. 0.74 0.73 0.19 0.16 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 14.8 507 522 1.31 0.01 0.07 557
% 34% 33% 13% 89% 14% 20% — 20% 18% — 18% — 8% 8% <05% 6% — 8%
Reduced

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —

Summer

(Max)

Mobile  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 0.00
Area 6.18 6.07 0.06 7.57 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 31.1 31.1 <0.005 <0.005 — 31.2
Energy 0.12 0.06 1.06 0.89 0.01 0.08 — 0.08 0.08 — 0.08 — 3,292 3,292 0.44 0.04 — 3,316
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 1.92 2.99 4.92 0.01 <0.005 — 6.36
Waste —— — — — — — — — — — — 87.3 0.00 87.3 7.48 0.00 — 274
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.42 0.42
Stationa 0.45 0.41 1.15 1.05 <0.005 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 210 210 0.01 <0.005 0.00 211
ry

Total 6.74 6.54 2.27 9.50 0.01 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.15 89.2 3,536 3,626 7.94 0.05 0.42 3,839

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)
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Mobile  0.00
Area 4.83
Energy 0.12
Water —
Waste —
Refrig. —

Stationa 0.45
ry

Total 5.40

Average —
Daily

Mobile  0.00
Area 6.05
Energy 0.12
Water —
Waste  —
Refrig. —

Stationa 0.02
ry

Total 6.19
Annual —
Mobile  0.00
Area 1.10
Energy 0.02
Water —
Waste ——
Refrig. —

Stationa < 0.005
ry

Total 1.13

0.00
4.83
0.06

0.41

5.30

0.00
5.95
0.06

0.02

6.03

0.00
1.09
0.01

< 0.005

1.10

0.00

1.06

1.15

2.20

0.00
0.06
1.06

0.06

1.18

0.00
0.01
0.19

0.01

0.21

0.00

0.89

1.05

1.93

0.00
6.84
0.89

0.06

7.79

0.00
1.25

0.16

0.01

1.42

0.00

0.01

<0.005

0.01

0.00
< 0.005
0.01

<0.005

0.01

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

<0.005

0.00

0.08

0.06

0.14

0.00
0.01
0.08

< 0.005

0.10

0.00
< 0.005
0.01

<0.005

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.08

0.06

0.14

0.00
0.01
0.08

< 0.005

0.10

0.00
< 0.005
0.01

< 0.005

0.02

0.00

0.08

0.06

0.14

0.00
0.01
0.08

< 0.005

0.09

0.00
< 0.005
0.01

< 0.005

0.02
14779

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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0.00

0.08

0.06

0.14

0.00
0.01
0.08

< 0.005

0.09

0.00
< 0.005
0.01

< 0.005

0.02

1.92
87.3

0.00

89.2

1.92
87.3

0.00

89.2

0.32

14.5

0.00

14.8

0.00

3,292
2.99
0.00

210

3,505

0.00
28.1
3,292
2.99
0.00

115

3,335

0.00
4.66
545

0.50
0.00

1.90

552

0.00

3,292
4.92
87.3

210

3,594

0.00
28.1
3,292
4.92
87.3

115

3,424

0.00
4.66
545

0.81

14.5

1.90

567

0.00

0.44
0.01
7.48

0.01

7.94

0.00
< 0.005
0.44
0.01
7.48

< 0.005

7.93

0.00
< 0.005
0.07
< 0.005
1.24

< 0.005

131

0.00

0.04
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

0.05

0.00
< 0.005
0.04
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

0.05

0.00
< 0.005
0.01
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.42
0.00

0.42

0.00

0.42
0.00

0.42

0.00

0.07
0.00

0.07

0.00

3,316
6.36
274
0.42
211

3,808

0.00
28.2
3,316
6.36
274
0.42

115

3,637

0.00
4.67
549

1.05
45.4
0.07
1.91

602
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2.6. Operations Emissions by Sector, Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Mobile  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 0.00
Area 3.95 3.95 — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

Energy 0.11 0.05 0.96 0.81 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 — 3,048 3,048 0.41 0.04 — 3,070
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 1.92 2.99 4.92 0.01 <0.005 — 6.36
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 87.3 0.00 87.3 7.48 0.00 — 274
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.42 0.42
Stationa 0.45 0.41 1.15 1.05 <0.005 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 210 210 0.01 <0.005 0.00 211

ry
Total 4.50 441 211 1.85 0.01 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.13 89.2 3,261 3,350 7.91 0.05 0.42 3,562

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Mobile  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 0.00

Area 3.95 3.95 — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

Energy 0.11 0.05 0.96 0.81 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 — 3,046 3,046 0.41 0.04 — 3,068
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 1.92 2.99 4.92 0.01 <0.005 — 6.36
Waste —— — — — — — — — — — — 87.3 0.00 87.3 7.48 0.00 — 274
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.42 0.42
Stationa 0.45 0.41 1.15 1.05 <0.005 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 210 210 0.01 <0.005 0.00 211

ry
Total 4.50 441 211 1.85 0.01 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.13 89.2 3,259 3,348 7.91 0.05 0.42 3,559

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Mobile  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 0.00
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Area 3.95
Energy 0.11
Water —
Waste —
Refrig. —

Stationa 0.02
ry

Total 4.08
Annual —
Mobile  0.00
Area 0.72
Energy 0.02
Water —
Waste ——
Refrig. —

Stationa < 0.005
ry
Total 0.74

3.95
0.05

0.02

4.02

0.00
0.72

0.01

< 0.005

0.73

0.96

0.06

1.02

0.00

0.17

0.01

0.19

0.81

0.06

0.86

0.00

0.15

0.01

0.16

0.01

<0.005

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.07

<0.005

0.08

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.01

3. Construction Emissions Detalls

3.1. Demolition (2027) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Loonon 105 [r05

Onsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.07

< 0.005

0.08

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.01

0.07

< 0.005

0.08

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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0.07

< 0.005

0.08

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.01

1.92
87.3

0.00

89.2

0.32

14.5

0.00

14.8

3,048
2.99
0.00

11.5

3,063

0.00

505

0.50

0.00

1.90

507

3,048
4.92
87.3

11.5

3,152

0.00

505

0.81

145

1.90

522

0.41
0.01
7.48

< 0.005

7.90

0.00

0.07

< 0.005

1.24

< 0.005

1.31

0.04
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

0.04

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.42
0.00

0.42

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.07

3,070
6.36
274
0.42
11.5

3,363

0.00

508

1.05
45.4
0.07

191

557

R0G |NOx |cO  |S02 |PMIOE |PMIOD |PMIOT |PMZSE |PM2D |PMesT [Bcoz |NBco2 [coaT |che |Nzo |R |coze |
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Off-Roa 1.60
d
Equipm

Demoliti —
on

Onsite  0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa 1.60
d

Equipm

ent

Demoliti —
on

Onsite  0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.87
d

Equipm

ent

Demoliti —
on

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Roa 0.16
d

Equipm

ent

Demoliti —
on

Onsite  0.00
truck

1.34

0.00

1.34

0.00

0.73

0.00

0.13

0.00

12.4

0.00

12.4

0.00

6.71

0.00

1.22

0.00

14.4

0.00

14.4

0.00

7.79

0.00

1.42

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.47

0.00

0.47

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.47

0.06

0.00

0.47

0.06

0.00

0.25

0.03

0.00

0.05

0.01

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.23

0.00

0.04

0.00

17179

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00
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0.43

0.01

0.00

0.43

0.01

0.00

0.23

< 0.005

0.00

0.04

< 0.005

0.00

2,494

0.00

2,494

0.00

1,346

0.00

223

0.00

2,494

0.00

2,494

0.00

1,346

0.00

223

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,502

0.00

2,502

0.00

1,351

0.00

224

0.00
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Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Worker 0.08 0.08 0.04 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 118 118 <0.005 <0.005 0.44 120
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.12 0.05 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 86.3 86.3 <0.005 0.01 0.20 90.4
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.09 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 69.5 69.5 <0.005 0.01 0.12 73.1
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.08 0.07 0.05 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 113 113 <0.005 0.01 0.01 114
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.12 0.05 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 86.4 86.4 <0.005 0.01 0.01 90.3
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.10 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 69.6 69.6 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 73.0
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 61.2 61.2 <0.005 <0.005 0.10 62.3
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.07 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 46.6 46.6 <0.005 0.01 0.05 48.7
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.05 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 375 375 <0.005 0.01 0.03 394
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker 0.01 0.01 <0.005 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 10.1 10.1 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 10.3
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.72 7.72 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 8.07
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 6.21 6.21 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 6.53

3.2. Demolition (2027) - Mitigated

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

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)
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Demoliti —
on

Off-Roa 1.60
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Dalily, —
Winter
(Max)

Demoliti —
on

Off-Roa 1.60
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Demoliti —
on

Off-Roa 0.87
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Demoliti —
on

Off-Roa 0.16
d

Equipm

ent

1.34

0.00

1.34

0.00

0.73

0.00

0.13

12.4

0.00

12.4

0.00

6.71

0.00

1.22

14.4

0.00

14.4

0.00

7.79

0.00

1.42

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

<0.005

0.47

0.00

0.47

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.05

0.06

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.06

0.47

0.00

0.06

0.47

0.00

0.03

0.25

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.43

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.23

0.00

0.04

19/79

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
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0.01

0.43

0.00

0.01

0.43

0.00

< 0.005

0.23

0.00

< 0.005

0.04

2,494

0.00

2,494

0.00

1,346

0.00

223

2,494

0.00

2,494

0.00

1,346

0.00

223

0.10

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,502

0.00

2,502

0.00

1,351

0.00

224
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Onsite  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 0.00
truck

Offsite  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Worker 0.08 0.08 0.04 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 118 118 <0.005 <0.005 0.44 120
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.12 0.05 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 86.3 86.3 <0.005 0.01 0.20 90.4
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.09 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 69.5 69.5 <0.005 0.01 0.12 73.1
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.08 0.07 0.05 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 113 113 <0.005 0.01 0.01 114
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.12 0.05 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 86.4 86.4 <0.005 0.01 0.01 90.3
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.10 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 69.6 69.6 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 73.0
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 61.2 61.2 <0.005 <0.005 0.10 62.3
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.07 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 46.6 46.6 <0.005 0.01 0.05 48.7
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.05 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 375 375 <0.005 0.01 0.03 39.4
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker 0.01 0.01 <0.005 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 10.1 10.1 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 10.3
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.72 7.72 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 8.07
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 6.21 6.21 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 6.53

3.3. Site Preparation (2028) - Unmitigated

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

Onsite —
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Dalily, —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 1.67
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa 1.67
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.34
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

1.40

0.00

1.40

0.00

0.29

0.00

11.8

0.00

11.8

0.00

2.43

0.00

13.6

0.00

13.6

0.00

2.80

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

<0.005

0.00

0.50

0.00

0.50

0.00

0.10

0.00

6.27

0.00

6.27

0.00

1.29

0.00

0.50

6.27

0.00

0.50

6.27

0.00

0.10

1.29

0.00

0.46

0.00

0.46

0.00

0.09

0.00

21/79

3.01

0.00

3.01

0.00

0.62

0.00

0.46

3.01

0.00

0.46

3.01

0.00

0.09

0.62

0.00
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— 2,335

— 0.00

— 2,335

— 0.00

— 480

— 0.00

2,335

0.00

2,335

0.00

480

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02 —
0.00 0.00
0.02 —
0.00 0.00
<0.005 —
0.00 0.00

2,343

0.00

2,343

0.00

481

0.00



Annual

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Dust
From
Material

0.06

Movemernt

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.00

0.06
0.01
0.07

0.06
0.01

0.07

0.01
< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.05

0.00

0.06
<0.005
0.02

0.05
< 0.005

0.02

0.01
< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.44

0.00

0.03
0.11
1.36

0.03
0.12

1.40

0.01
0.02

0.29

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.05

0.51

0.00

0.40
0.05
0.47

0.40
0.05

0.48

0.08
0.01
0.10
0.01
< 0.005

0.02

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.01

0.00
< 0.005

0.01

0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.02

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.01

0.00
< 0.005

0.01

0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.24

0.00

0.09
0.02
0.28

0.09
0.02

0.28

0.02
< 0.005

0.06

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.01

0.02

0.24

0.00

0.09
0.02
0.29

0.09
0.02

0.29

0.02
< 0.005
0.06
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.01

0.02

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.01

0.00
< 0.005

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005
22179

0.11

0.00

0.02
0.01
0.08

0.02
0.01

0.08

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.02

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005
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0.02

0.11

0.00

0.02
0.01
0.09

0.02
0.01

0.09

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.02

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

79.4

0.00

86.6
84.1
1,043

83.0
84.2

1,044

17.2
17.3
214

2.85
2.86

35.5

79.4

0.00

86.6
84.1
1,043

83.0
84.2

1,044

17.2
17.3
214

2.85
2.86

35.5

< 0.005

0.00

<0.005
<0.005
0.04

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.04

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
0.01
0.17

< 0.005
0.01

0.17

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.03

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.30
0.18
1.72

0.01
< 0.005

0.04

0.03
0.02

0.15

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.03

79.7

0.00

88.1
88.0
1,096

84.3
87.9

1,094

175
18.1
225

2.89
2.99

37.2
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3.4. Site Preparation (2028) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Dust — — — — — — 6.27 6.27 — 3.01 3.01 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movement

Off-Roa 1.67 1.40 11.8 13.6 0.02 0.50 — 0.50 0.46 — 0.46 — 2,335 2,335 0.09 0.02 — 2,343
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite 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 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — — —

Winter
(Max)

Dust — — — — — — 6.27 6.27 — 3.01 3.01 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movement

Off-Roa 1.67 1.40 11.8 13.6 0.02 0.50 — 0.50 0.46 — 0.46 — 2,335 2,335 0.09 0.02 — 2,343
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  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 0.00
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Dust — — — — — — 1.29 1.29 — 0.62 0.62 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movement
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Off-Roa

0.34

Equipment

Onsite
truck

Annual

Dust
From
Material

0.00

Movemernt

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Annual

0.06

0.00

0.06
0.01
0.07

0.06
0.01
0.07

0.01
< 0.005
0.01

0.29

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.06
< 0.005
0.02

0.05
< 0.005
0.02

0.01
< 0.005
< 0.005

2.43

0.00

0.44

0.00

0.03
0.11
1.36

0.03
0.12
1.40

0.01
0.02
0.29

2.80

0.00

0.51

0.00

0.40
0.05
0.47

0.40
0.05
0.48

0.08
0.01
0.10

<0.005

0.00

<0.005

0.00

0.00
<0.005
0.01

0.00
< 0.005
0.01

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.10

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00
<0.005
0.01

0.00
< 0.005
0.01

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

0.24

0.00

0.09
0.02
0.28

0.09
0.02
0.28

0.02
< 0.005
0.06

0.10

0.00

0.24

0.02

0.00

0.09
0.02
0.29

0.09
0.02
0.29

0.02
< 0.005
0.06

0.09

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.01

0.00
< 0.005
0.01

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005

24179

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.02
0.01
0.08

0.02
0.01
0.08

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.02
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0.09

0.00

0.11

0.02

0.00

0.02
0.01
0.09

0.02
0.01
0.09

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.02

480

0.00

79.4

0.00

86.6
84.1
1,043

83.0
84.2
1,044

17.2
17.3

214

480

0.00

79.4

0.00

86.6
84.1
1,043

83.0
84.2
1,044

17.2
17.3

214

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.04

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.04

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.01

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
0.01
0.17

< 0.005
0.01
0.17

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.03

0.00

0.00

0.30
0.18
1.72

0.01
< 0.005
0.04

0.03
0.02
0.15

481

0.00

79.7

0.00

88.1
88.0
1,096

84.3
87.9
1,094

175
18.1

225
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Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 2.85 2.85 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 2.89
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 2.86 2.86 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 299
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.05 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 355 355 <0.005 0.01 0.03 37.2

3.5. Grading (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 1.61 1.35 11.8 13.9 0.02 0.52 — 0.52 0.47 — 0.47 — 2,456 2,456 0.10 0.02 — 2,465
d

Equipm

ent

Dust — — — — — — 7.08 7.08 — 3.43 3.43 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movement

Onsite 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 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — — —
Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Daily

Off-Roa 0.53 0.44 3.87 4.57 0.01 0.17 — 0.17 0.16 — 0.16 — 808 808 0.03 0.01 — 810
d

Equipm

ent

Dust — — — — — — 2.33 2.33 — 1.13 1.13 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movement
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Onsite
truck

Annual

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Dust
From
Material

0.00

0.10

Movement

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Dalily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.00

0.04
0.01
0.02

0.01
< 0.005
0.01
< 0.005
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.04
< 0.005
0.01

0.01
< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

0.71

0.00

0.02
0.11
0.32

0.01
0.04
0.11

< 0.005
0.01
0.02

0.00

0.83

0.00

0.27
0.05
0.11

0.09
0.02
0.04

0.02
< 0.005
0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
<0.005

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00
<0.005
<0.005

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.06
0.02
0.07

0.02
0.01
0.02
<0.005
<0.005
<0.005

0.00

0.03

0.43

0.00

0.06
0.02
0.07

0.02
0.01
0.02

< 0.005
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005
<0.005
0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005

26/79

0.00

0.21

0.00

0.01
0.01
0.02

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.01

< 0.005
< 0.005
< 0.005
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0.00

0.03

0.21

0.00

0.01
0.01
0.02

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.01

< 0.005
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

134

0.00

57.8
84.1
245

18.3
27.7
80.6

3.03
4.58
13.3

0.00

134

0.00

57.8
84.1
245

18.3
27.7
80.6

3.03
4.58
13.3

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.01

< 0.005
< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
0.01
0.04

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.01

< 0.005
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.20
0.18
0.40

0.03
0.03
0.06

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.01

0.00

134

0.00

58.7
88.0
257

18.6
28.9
84.5

3.09
4.79
14.0
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3.6. Grading (2028) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Dust — — — — — — 7.08 7.08 — 3.43 3.43 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movement

Off-Roa 1.61 1.35 11.8 13.9 0.02 0.52 — 0.52 0.47 — 0.47 — 2,456 2,456 0.10 0.02 — 2,465
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite 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 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — — —

Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Daily

Dust — — — — — — 2.33 2.33 — 1.13 1.13 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movemernt

Off-Roa 0.53 0.44 3.87 4.57 0.01 0.17 — 0.17 0.16 — 0.16 — 808 808 0.03 0.01 — 810
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  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 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — _ _ _ _

27179



Dust
From
Material

Movement

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.10

0.00

0.04
0.01
0.02

0.01
< 0.005
0.01
< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.08

0.00

0.04
<0.005
0.01

0.01

< 0.005
< 0.005
< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.71

0.00

0.02
0.11
0.32

0.01
0.04
0.11
< 0.005
0.01

0.02

0.83

0.00

0.27
0.05
0.11

0.09
0.02
0.04
0.02
< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
<0.005
< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.03

0.00

0.00
<0.005
< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.43

0.00

0.06
0.02
0.07

0.02
0.01
0.02
< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

3.7. Building Construction (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

0.43

0.03

0.00

0.06
0.02
0.07

0.02
0.01

0.02

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.03

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

28179

0.21

0.00

0.01
0.01
0.02

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005
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0.21

0.03

0.00

0.01
0.01
0.02

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

134

0.00

57.8
84.1
245

18.3
27.7

80.6

3.03
4.58

13.3

134

0.00

57.8
84.1
245

18.3
27.7

80.6

3.03
4.58

13.3

0.01

0.00

< 0.005
<0.005
0.01

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

<0.005
0.01
0.04

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.01

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.20
0.18
0.40

0.03
0.03

0.06

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.01

134

0.00

58.7
88.0
257

18.6
28.9

84.5

3.09
4.79

14.0



Onsite

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa 1.35
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.16
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Roa 0.03
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

1.13

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.02

0.00

9.38

0.00

1.12

0.00

0.20

0.00

11.7

0.00

1.40

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.27

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.27

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

29/79

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00
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— 2,036

— 0.00

— 243

— 0.00

— 40.2

— 0.00

2,036

0.00

243

0.00

40.2

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,043

0.00

244

0.00

40.4

0.00
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Worker 0.32 0.31 0.19 2.25 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.49 0.00 0.11 0.11 — 471 471 0.02 0.02 0.04 478
Vendor 0.05 0.02 1.02 0.41 0.01 0.01 0.20 0.21 0.01 0.06 0.07 — 737 737 0.02 0.11 0.04 769
Hauling 0.01 <0.005 0.18 0.06 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.04 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 136 136 0.01 0.02 0.01 143
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 56.6 56.6 <0.005 <0.005 0.09 57.5
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.12 0.05 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.03 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 87.9 87.9 <0.005 0.01 0.08 91.8
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 16.2 16.2 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 17.0
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker 0.01 0.01 <0.005 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 9.37 9.37 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 9.52
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 14.6 14.6 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 15.2
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 2.69 2.69 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 2.82

3.8. Building Construction (2028) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Dalily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa 1.35 1.13 9.38 11.7 0.02 0.27 — 0.27 0.25 — 0.25 — 2,036 2,036 0.08 0.02 — 2,043
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite 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 0.00
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Daily
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Off-Roa
d

Onsite
truck

Annual

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.16

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.32
0.05
0.01

0.04
0.01
< 0.005
0.01
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.13

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.31
0.02
< 0.005

0.04
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.01
< 0.005

< 0.005

1.12

0.00

0.20

0.00

0.19
1.02
0.18

0.02
0.12
0.02
< 0.005
0.02

< 0.005

1.40

0.00

0.25

0.00

2.25
0.41
0.06

0.27
0.05
0.01
0.05
0.01

< 0.005

<0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.01
<0.005

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
0.01
<0.005

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.49
0.20
0.04

0.06
0.02
< 0.005
0.01
< 0.005

< 0.005

3.9. Building Construction (2029) - Unmitigated

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.49
0.21
0.04

0.06
0.03

< 0.005

0.01
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
0.01
< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

31/79

0.00

0.00

0.11
0.06
0.01

0.01
0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005
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0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.11
0.07
0.01

0.01
0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

243

0.00

40.2

0.00

471
737
136

56.6
87.9

16.2

9.37
14.6

2.69

243

0.00

40.2

0.00

471
737
136

56.6
87.9

16.2

9.37
14.6

2.69

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
0.02
0.01

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
0.11
0.02

< 0.005
0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.04
0.04
0.01

0.09
0.08

0.01

0.01
0.01

< 0.005

244

0.00

40.4

0.00

478
769
143

57.5
91.8

17.0

9.52
15.2

2.82
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 1.31 1.09 9.10 116 0.02 0.24 — 0.24 0.22 — 0.22 — 2,035 2,035 0.08 0.02 — 2,042
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  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 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa 1.31 1.09 9.10 11.6 0.02 0.24 — 0.24 0.22 — 0.22 — 2,035 2,035 0.08 0.02 — 2,042
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  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 0.00
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.93 0.78 6.50 8.30 0.02 0.17 — 0.17 0.16 — 0.16 — 1,454 1,454 0.06 0.01 — 1,459
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  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 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Off-Roa 0.17 0.14 1.19 1.52 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 241 241 0.01 <0.005 — 242
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  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 0.00
truck
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Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Worker 0.31 0.29 0.16 2.17 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.49 0.00 0.11 0.11 — 483 483 0.01 0.02 1.55 491
Vendor 0.05 0.03 0.94 0.38 0.01 0.01 0.20 0.21 0.01 0.06 0.06 — 715 715 0.02 0.11 1.39 748
Hauling 0.01 <0.005 0.17 0.06 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.04 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 132 132 0.01 0.02 0.20 139
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.31 0.28 0.19 2.13 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.49 0.00 0.11 0.11 — 463 463 0.02 0.02 0.04 470
Vendor 0.05 0.02 0.97 0.39 0.01 0.01 0.20 0.21 0.01 0.06 0.06 — 715 715 0.02 0.11 0.04 748
Hauling 0.01 <0.005 0.17 0.06 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.04 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 132 132 0.01 0.02 0.01 139
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.22 0.20 0.12 1.49 0.00 0.00 0.34 0.34 0.00 0.08 0.08 — 333 333 0.01 0.02 0.48 338
Vendor 0.03 0.02 0.69 0.28 <0.005 0.01 0.14 0.15 <0.005 0.04 0.04 — 511 511 0.01 0.08 0.43 534
Hauling 0.01 <0.005 0.13 0.04 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.03 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 94.5 94.5 <0.005 0.01 0.06 99.0
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 55.1 55.1 <0.005 <0.005 0.08 56.0
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.13 0.05 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.03 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 84.6 84.6 <0.005 0.01 0.07 88.4
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 15.6 15.6 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 16.4

3.10. Building Construction (2029) - Mitigated

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

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)
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Off-Roa 1.31
d

Onsite  0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa 1.31
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.93
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Roa 0.17
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Offsite  —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.31
Vendor 0.05
Hauling 0.01

1.09 9.10
0.00 0.00
1.09 9.10
0.00 0.00
0.78 6.50
0.00 0.00
0.14 1.19
0.00 0.00
0.29 0.16
0.03 0.94
<0.005 0.17

11.6

0.00

11.6

0.00

8.30

0.00

1.52

0.00

2.17

0.38
0.06

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.01
< 0.005

0.24 —
0.00 0.00
0.24 —
0.00 0.00
0.17 —
0.00 0.00
0.03 —
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.49
0.01 0.20
<0.005 0.04

0.24

0.00

0.24

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.49

0.21
0.04

0.22

0.00

0.22

0.00

0.16

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00
0.01
< 0.005

34179

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.11
0.06
0.01

0.22

0.00

0.22

0.00

0.16

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.11

0.06
0.01
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— 2,035

— 0.00

— 2,035

— 0.00

— 1,454

— 0.00

— 241

— 0.00

— 483

— 715
— 132

2,035

0.00

2,035

0.00

1,454

0.00

241

0.00

483

715
132

0.08

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.02
0.01

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02

0.11
0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.55
1.39
0.20

2,042

0.00

2,042

0.00

1,459

0.00

242

0.00

491

748
139
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.31 0.28 0.19 2.13 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.49 0.00 0.11 0.11 — 463 463 0.02 0.02 0.04 470
Vendor 0.05 0.02 0.97 0.39 0.01 0.01 0.20 0.21 0.01 0.06 0.06 — 715 715 0.02 0.11 0.04 748
Hauling 0.01 <0.005 0.17 0.06 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.04 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 132 132 0.01 0.02 0.01 139
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.22 0.20 0.12 1.49 0.00 0.00 0.34 0.34 0.00 0.08 0.08 — 333 333 0.01 0.02 0.48 338
Vendor 0.03 0.02 0.69 0.28 <0.005 0.01 0.14 0.15 <0.005 0.04 0.04 — 511 511 0.01 0.08 0.43 534
Hauling 0.01 <0.005 0.13 0.04 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.03 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 94.5 94.5 <0.005 0.01 0.06 99.0
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 55.1 55.1 <0.005 <0.005 0.08 56.0
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.13 0.05 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.03 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 84.6 84.6 <0.005 0.01 0.07 88.4
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 15.6 15.6 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 16.4

3.11. Building Construction (2030) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 1.27 1.05 8.94 11.6 0.02 0.23 — 0.23 0.21 — 0.21 — 2,035 2,035 0.08 0.02 — 2,042
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite 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 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)
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Off-Roa

1.27

Equipment

Onsite
truck

Average
Daily

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Annual

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

0.00

0.60

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.30
0.04
0.01

0.29
0.04
0.01

1.05

0.00

0.50

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.28
0.03
< 0.005

0.27
0.02
< 0.005

8.94

0.00

4.25

0.00

0.78

0.00

0.14
0.90
0.16

0.17
0.93
0.17

11.6

0.00

5.51

0.00

1.01

0.00

2.04
0.37
0.06

2.00
0.38
0.06

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.01
< 0.005

0.00
0.01
< 0.005

0.23

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00
0.01
< 0.005

0.00
0.01
<0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.49
0.20
0.04

0.49
0.20
0.04

0.23

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.49
0.21
0.04

0.49
0.21
0.04

0.21

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00
0.01
< 0.005

0.00
0.01
< 0.005
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.11
0.06
0.01

0.11
0.06
0.01

0.21

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.11
0.06
0.01

0.11
0.06
0.01
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— 2,035

— 0.00

— 968

— 0.00

— 160

— 0.00

— 475
— 692
— 128

— 455
— 693
— 128

2,035

0.00

968

0.00

160

0.00

475
692
128

455
693
128

0.08

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01
0.02
< 0.005

0.01
0.02
< 0.005

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
0.10
0.02

0.02
0.10
0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.40
1.23
0.18

0.04
0.03
< 0.005

2,042

0.00

971

0.00

161

0.00

483
724
135

462
723
135



Worker 0.14 0.13 0.08 0.94 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.00 0.05
Vendor 0.02 0.01 0.44 0.18 <0.005 <0.005 0.09 0.10 <0.005 0.03
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.08 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005
Annual — — — — — — — — — —
Worker 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.01
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.08 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005

3.12. Building Construction (2030) - Mitigated

< 0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005

San Luis Obispo Courthouse Custom Report, 11/6/2024

0.05 — 218 218 0.01 0.01 0.29 221
0.03 — 329 329 0.01 0.05 0.25 344
0.01 — 61.0 61.0 <0.005 0.01 0.04 64.1
0.01 — 36.1 36.1 <0.005 <0.005 0.05 36.6
0.01 — 54.5 54.5 <0.005 0.01 0.04 57.0
<0.005 — 10.1 10.1 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 10.6

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.27 1.05 8.94 11.6 0.02 0.23 — 0.23 0.21 —

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

truck

0.00

Dalily, — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.27 1.05 8.94 116 0.02 0.23 — 0.23 0.21 —

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

truck

0.00

Average — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

37179

0.21

0.00

0.21

0.00

— 2,035 2,035 0.08 0.02 — 2,042
— 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
— 2,035 2,035 0.08 0.02 — 2,042
— 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Off-Roa 0.60 0.50 4.25 5.51 0.01 0.11 — 0.11 0.10 — 0.10 — 968 968 0.04 0.01 — 971
d

Onsite  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 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Roa 0.11 0.09 0.78 1.01 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 160 160 0.01 <0.005 — 161
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  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 0.00
truck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Worker 0.30 0.28 0.14 2.04 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.49 0.00 0.11 0.11 — 475 475 0.01 0.02 1.40 483
Vendor 0.04 0.03 0.90 0.37 0.01 0.01 0.20 0.21 0.01 0.06 0.06 — 692 692 0.02 0.10 1.23 724
Hauling 0.01 <0.005 0.16 0.06 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.04 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 128 128 <0.005 0.02 0.18 135
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.29 0.27 0.17 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.49 0.00 0.11 0.11 — 455 455 0.01 0.02 0.04 462
Vendor 0.04 0.02 0.93 0.38 0.01 0.01 0.20 0.21 0.01 0.06 0.06 — 693 693 0.02 0.10 0.03 723
Hauling 0.01 <0.005 0.17 0.06 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.04 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 128 128 <0.005 0.02 <0.005 135
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.14 0.13 0.08 0.94 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 218 218 0.01 0.01 0.29 221
Vendor 0.02 0.01 0.44 0.18 <0.005 <0.005 0.09 0.10 <0.005 0.03 0.03 — 329 329 0.01 0.05 0.25 344
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.08 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 — 61.0 61.0 <0.005 0.01 0.04 64.1
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 36.1 36.1 <0.005 <0.005 0.05 36.6
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.08 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 — 545 545 <0.005 0.01 0.04 57.0
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Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 10.1 10.1 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 10.6

3.13. Paving (2030) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.49 0.41 3.94 6.47 0.01 0.13 — 0.13 0.12 — 0.12 — 991 991 0.04 0.01 — 994
d

Equipm

ent

Paving 0.04 0.04 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _

Onsite  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 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Daily

Off-Roa 0.01 0.01 0.11 0.18 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 27.2 27.2 <0.005 <0.005 — 27.2
d

Equipm

ent

Paving <0.005 <0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite  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 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Off-Roa <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 4.50 4.50 <0.005 <0.005 — 451
d

Equipm

ent

Paving <0.005 <0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

39/79



San Luis Obispo Courthouse Custom Report, 11/6/2024

Onsite  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 0.00
truck

Offsite  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Worker 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 69.8 69.8 <0.005 <0.005 0.21 71.0
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.05 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 39.5 39.5 <0.005 0.01 0.07 41.4
Hauling 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 0.00
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.85 1.85 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.87
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.08 1.08 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.13
Hauling 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 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 0.31 0.31 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.31
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 0.18 0.18 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.19
Hauling 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 0.00

3.14. Paving (2030) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Paving 0.04 0.04 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Off-Roa
d

Onsite
truck

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

Paving

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Annual
Paving

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Dalily,
Winter
(Max)

0.49

0.00

< 0.005
0.01

0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

0.04
< 0.005
0.00

0.41

0.00

< 0.005
0.01

0.00

<0.005
<0.005

0.00

0.04
< 0.005
0.00

3.94

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02
0.05
0.00

6.47

0.00

0.18

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.30
0.02
0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.13

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

<0.005

0.00

0.00
<0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.07
0.01
0.00

0.13

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.07
0.01
0.00

0.12

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.02
< 0.005
0.00
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0.12

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
< 0.005
0.00

991

0.00

27.2

0.00

4.50

0.00

69.8
39.5
0.00

991

0.00

27.2

0.00

4.50

0.00

69.8
39.5
0.00

0.04

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

<0.005

0.00

< 0.005
0.01
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.21
0.07
0.00

994

0.00

27.2

0.00

451

0.00

71.0
41.4

0.00
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Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.85 1.85 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.87
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.006 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.08 1.08 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.13
Hauling 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 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 0.31 0.31 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.31
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 0.18 0.18 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.19
Hauling 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 0.00

3.15. Architectural Coating (2030) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.12 0.10 0.78 1.11 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 134 134 0.01 <0.005 — 134
d

Equipm

ent

Architect 404 404 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
ural

Coating

s

Onsite  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 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

42179



Off-Roa < 0.005
d

Architect 11.1
ural

Coating

s

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Roa < 0.005
d

Equipm

ent

Architect 2.02
ural

Coating

s

Onsite  0.00
truck

Offsite  —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.04
Vendor < 0.005
Hauling 0.00

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Average —
Daily

Worker < 0.005
Vendor < 0.005
Hauling 0.00

Annual —

< 0.005

111

0.00

< 0.005

2.02

0.00

0.04
<0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
0.05
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.27
0.02
0.00

0.01
< 0.005

0.00

<0.005

0.00

<0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.00

<0.005

0.00

<0.005

0.00

0.00
<0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.06
0.01
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.06
0.01
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.00
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0.01
< 0.005
0.00
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< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

3.66

0.00

0.61

0.00

62.2
39.5
0.00

1.64
1.08

0.00

3.66

0.00

0.61

0.00

62.2
39.5
0.00

1.64
1.08

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
0.01
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.18
0.07
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

3.67

0.00

0.61

0.00

63.2
41.4
0.00

1.67
1.13

0.00
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Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 0.27 0.27 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.28
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 0.18 0.18 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.19
Hauling 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 0.00

3.16. Architectural Coating (2030) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Architect 80.9 80.9 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _
ural

Coating

s

Off-Roa 0.12 0.10 0.78 1.11 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 134 134 0.01 <0.005 — 134
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite 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 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — — —

Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Daily

Architect 2.22 2.22 — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _
ural

Coating

s

Off-Roa <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 3.66 3.66 <0.005 <0.005 — 3.67
d

Equipm

ent
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Onsite  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 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _

Architect 0.40 0.40 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
ural

Coating

s

Off-Roa <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 0.61 0.61 <0.005 <0.005 — 0.61
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  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 0.00
truck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — — —

Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 62.2 62.2 <0.005 <0.005 0.18 63.2
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.05 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 39.5 39.5 <0.005 0.01 0.07 41.4
Hauling 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 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _

Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —
Daily

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.64 1.64 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.67
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.08 1.08 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.13
Hauling 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 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 0.27 0.27 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.28
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 0.18 0.18 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.19
Hauling 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 0.00
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4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use
4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Govern 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 0.00
ment

Office

Building

Parking 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 0.00
Lot

Total 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 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Govern 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 0.00
ment

Office

Building

Parking 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 0.00
Lot

Total 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 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Govern 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 0.00
ment

Office

Building
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Parking 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 0.00
Lot
Total 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 0.00

4.1.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Govern 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 0.00
ment

Office

Building

Parking 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 0.00
Lot

Total 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 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Govern 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 0.00
ment

Office

Building

Parking 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 0.00
Lot

Total 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 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Govern 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 0.00
ment

Office

Building

Parking 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 0.00
Lot
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Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

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

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — — 2,030
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — — 3.20
Lot

Total  — — — — — — — — — — — — 2,033

Daily, — —_ — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — — 2,030
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — — 3.20
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 2,033
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — — 336
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53
Lot

48179

2,030

3.20

2,033

2,030

3.20

2,033

336

0.53

0.33

< 0.005

0.33

0.33

< 0.005

0.33

0.05

< 0.005

0.04

< 0.005

0.04

0.04

< 0.005

0.04

0.01

< 0.005

2,050

3.23

2,053

2,050

3.23

2,053

339

0.53
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Total  — — — — — — — — — — — — 337 337

4.2.2. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

0.05

0.01

340

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,901 1,901
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — — 3.20 3.20
Lot

Total = — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,904 1,904

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,898 1,898
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — — 3.20 3.20
Lot

Total  — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,902 1,902
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — — 315 315
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 315 315

49179

0.31

< 0.005

0.31

0.31

< 0.005

0.31

0.05

< 0.005

0.05

0.04

< 0.005

0.04

0.04

< 0.005

0.04

0.01

< 0.005

0.01

1,920

3.23

1,923

1,917

3.23

1,920

318

0.53

318
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4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Govern 0.12 0.06 1.06 0.89 0.01 0.08 — 0.08 0.08 — 0.08 — 1,260 1,260 0.11 <0.005 — 1,263
ment

Office

Building

Parking 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
Lot

Total 0.12 0.06 1.06 0.89 0.01 0.08 — 0.08 0.08 — 0.08 — 1,260 1,260 0.11 <0.005 — 1,263

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Govern 0.12 0.06 1.06 0.89 0.01 0.08 — 0.08 0.08 — 0.08 — 1,260 1,260 0.11 <0.005 — 1,263
ment

Office

Building

Parking 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
Lot

Total 0.12 0.06 1.06 0.89 0.01 0.08 — 0.08 0.08 — 0.08 — 1,260 1,260 0.11 <0.0056 — 1,263
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Govern 0.02 0.01 0.19 0.16 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 209 209 0.02 <0.005 — 209
ment

Office

Building

Parking 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
Lot

Total 0.02 0.01 0.19 0.16 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 209 209 0.02 <0.005 — 209

4.2.4. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Mitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Govern 0.11 0.05 0.96 0.81 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 — 1,144 1,144 0.10 <0.005 — 1,147
ment

Office

Building

Parking 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
Lot

Total 0.11 0.05 0.96 0.81 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 — 1,144 1,144 0.10 <0.005 — 1,147

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Govern 0.11 0.05 0.96 0.81 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 — 1,144 1,144 0.10 <0.005 — 1,147
ment

Office

Building

Parking 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
Lot

Total 0.11 0.05 0.96 0.81 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 — 1,144 1,144 0.10 <0.005 — 1,147
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Govern 0.02 0.01 0.17 0.15 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 189 189 0.02 <0.005 — 190
ment

Office

Building

Parking 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
Lot

Total 0.02 0.01 0.17 0.15 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 189 189 0.02 <0.005 — 190

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.1. Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Consum 3.72 3.72 — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
er

Product

s

Architect 1.11 1.11 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
ural

Coating

S

Landsca 1.35 1.24 0.06 7.57 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 31.1 31.1 <0.005 <0.005 — 31.2
pe

Equipm

ent

Total 6.18 6.07 0.06 7.57 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 31.1 311 <0.005 <0.005 — 31.2

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Consum 3.72 3.72 — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
er

Product

s

Architect 1.11 1.11 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
ural

Coating

s

Total 4.83 4.83 — — — — — — — — — - — — _ _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — _ _ _ _

Consum 0.68 0.68 — — — — — — — — — — — - — — _ _
er

Product

s
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Architect 0.20 0.20 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _
ural
Coating

Landsca 0.22 0.21 0.01 1.25 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 4.66 4.66 <0.005 <0.005 — 4.67

pe
Equipm
ent

Total 1.10 1.09 0.01 1.25 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 4.66 4.66 <0.005 <0.005 — 4.67

4.3.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Consum 3.72 3.72 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
er

Product

s

Architect 0.22 0.22 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
ural

Coating

s

Total 3.95 3.95 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Consum 3.72 3.72 — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
er

Product

s

Architect 0.22 0.22 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
ural

Coating

s

Total 3.95 3.95 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Consum 0.68 0.68 — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
er

Product

s

Architect 0.04 0.04 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
ural

Coating

S

Total 0.72 0.72 — — — — — — — — — - — _ _ _ _ _

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use
4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — 1.92 2.99 4.92 0.01 <0.005 — 6.36
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 1.92 2.99 4.92 0.01 <0.005 — 6.36

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — 1.92 2.99 492 0.01 <0.005 — 6.36
ment

Office

Building
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Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 1.92 2.99 4.92 0.01 <0.005 — 6.36
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Govern — — — — — — — — — — — 0.32 0.50 0.81 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.05
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.32 0.50 0.81 <0.005 <0.0056 — 1.05

4.4.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — 1.92 2.99 4.92 0.01 <0.005 — 6.36
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 1.92 2.99 4.92 0.01 <0.005 — 6.36

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — 1.92 2.99 4.92 0.01 <0.005 — 6.36
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — 1.92 2.99 4,92 0.01 <0.005 — 6.36
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — 0.32 0.50 0.81 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.05
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.32 0.50 0.81 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.05

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use
4.5.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — 87.3 0.00 87.3 7.48 0.00 — 274
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — —_ —_ —_ — — — — — 87.3 0.00 87.3 7.48 0.00 —_ 274

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — 87.3 0.00 87.3 7.48 0.00 — 274
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — 87.3 0.00 87.3 7.48 0.00 — 274

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — 145 0.00 145 1.24 0.00 — 45.4
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 14.5 0.00 14.5 1.24 0.00 — 45.4

4.5.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — 87.3 0.00 87.3 7.48 0.00 — 274
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — —_ —_ —_ — — — — — 87.3 0.00 87.3 7.48 0.00 —_ 274

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — 87.3 0.00 87.3 7.48 0.00 — 274
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 87.3 0.00 87.3 7.48 0.00 — 274
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — 145 0.00 145 1.24 0.00 — 45.4
ment

Office

Building

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 14.5 0.00 14.5 1.24 0.00 — 45.4

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.42 0.42
ment

Office

Building

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.42 0.42

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — — —
Winter
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.42 0.42
ment

Office

Building

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.42 0.42

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
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Govern — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.07 0.07
ment

Office

Building

Total — J— J— J— J— J— . — —_ —_ — —_— —_ —_ —_ — 0.07 0.07

4.6.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Govern — _ _ _ _ _ — — — — — — — — — — 0.42 0.42
ment

Office

Building

Total ~ — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 042 042

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.42 0.42
ment

Office

Building

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.42 0.42
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Govern — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.07 0.07
ment

Office

Building

Total  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 007 007

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
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4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipm |TOG ROG NOXx (e{0) SO2 PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E [PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
ent
Type

Dalily,
Summer
(Max)

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

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

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

4.7.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

PMlOE PM10D [(PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

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

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipm |[TOG  |ROG [NOx  [CO S02 PM10E |[PM10D |PM10T |PM25E [PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2
ent
Type

Dalily, —
Summer
(Max)

Emerge 0.45 0.41 1.15 1.05 <0.005 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 210 210 0.01 <0.005 0.00 211
ncy

Generat

or

CO2T |CH4 N20 CO2e

Total 0.45 0.41 1.15 1.05 <0.005 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 210 210 0.01 <0.005 0.00 211

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Emerge 0.45 0.41 1.15 1.05 <0.005 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 210 210 0.01 <0.005 0.00 211
ncy

Generat

or

Total 0.45 0.41 1.15 1.05 <0.005 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 210 210 0.01 <0.005 0.00 211
Annual — — —_ — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Emerge <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 0.00 1.90 1.90 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 1.91
ncy

Generat

or

Total <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 0.00 1.90 1.90 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 191

4.8.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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PM10E |PM10D |PM10T

PM2.5D |PM2.5T

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Emerge 0.45
ncy

Generat

or

Total 0.45

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Emerge 0.45
ncy

Generat

or

Total 0.45

Annual —

0.41

0.41

0.41

0.41

1.15

1.15

1.15

1.15

Emerge <0.005 <0.005 0.01

ncy
Generat
or

Total <0.005 <0.005 0.01

1.05

1.05

1.05

1.05

0.01

0.01

< 0.005

<0.005

< 0.005

<0.005

<0.005

< 0.005

0.06 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 210 210 0.01 <0.005 0.00 211
0.06 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 210 210 0.01 <0.005 0.00 211
0.06 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 210 210 0.01 <0.005 0.00 211
0.06 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 210 210 0.01 <0.005 0.00 211
<_0.005 0_.00 <_0.005 <_0.005 0_.00 <_0.005 O_.OO :90 :90 <_0.005 <_0.005 0_.00 :91
<0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 0.00 1.90 1.90 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 191

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipm |TOG ROG NOx (e{0) S02 PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E [PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2
ent
Type
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

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

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

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

4.9.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipm |TOG ROG IN[@)'¢ (e{0) S0O2 PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E [PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T
ent
Type

Daily, — — _
Summer
(Max)

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

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

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

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

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

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

63/79



San Luis Obispo Courthouse Custom Report, 11/6/2024

on

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

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

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — —

Winter
(Max)

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

Annual — — —_ — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

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

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

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

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

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

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

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — _ _ _ _

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

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Dalily,
Summer
(Max)

Avoided
Subtotal

Sequest
ered

Subtotal

Remove
d

Subtotal

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Avoided
Subtotal

Sequest
ered

Subtotal

Remove
d

Subtotal
Annual

Avoided
Subtotal

Sequest
ered

Subtotal

Remove
d
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Subtotal — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

4.10.4. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

on

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.5. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
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4.10.6. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - - — — _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — — —
Winter
(Max)

Avoided — — —_ — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — —_ — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - — _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — _ _ _ _
Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — — _ _ _
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Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - — _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Phase Type Start Date End Date Days Per Week Work Days per Phase Phase Description

Demolition Demolition 4/1/2027 12/31/2027 5.00

Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/1/2028 4/15/2028 5.00 75.0 —
Grading Grading 4/16/2028 9/30/2028 5.00 120 —
Building Construction Building Construction 11/1/2028 8/31/2030 5.00 478 —
Paving Paving 9/1/2030 9/13/2030 5.00 10.0 —
Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 9/16/2030 9/28/2030 5.00 10.0 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 33.0 0.73
Saws

Site Preparation Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41
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Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 367 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes

Site Preparation Plate Compactors Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 8.00 0.43

Site Preparation Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 37.0 0.48

Site Preparation Cement and Mortar Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 10.0 0.56
Mixers

Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 2.00 7.00 84.0 0.37
hoes

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40

Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 367 0.29

Building Construction  Forklifts Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 82.0 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 14.0 0.74

Building Construction  Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 84.0 0.37
hoes

Building Construction Welders Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 46.0 0.45

Building Construction  Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 37.0 0.48

Building Construction Cement and Mortar Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 10.0 0.56
Mixers

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes

Paving Pavers Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 81.0 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 89.0 0.36

Paving Rollers Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 36.0 0.38

Paving Cement and Mortar Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 10.0 0.56
Mixers

Architectural Coating  Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 37.0 0.48

5.2.2. Mitigated

Equipment Type | Fuel Type Number per Day
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Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 33.0 0.73
Saws

Site Preparation Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 367 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes

Site Preparation Plate Compactors Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 8.00 0.43

Site Preparation Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 37.0 0.48

Site Preparation Cement and Mortar Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 10.0 0.56
Mixers

Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 2.00 7.00 84.0 0.37
hoes

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40

Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 367 0.29

Building Construction  Forklifts Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 82.0 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 14.0 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 84.0 0.37
hoes

Building Construction Welders Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 46.0 0.45

Building Construction  Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 37.0 0.48

Building Construction Cement and Mortar Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 10.0 0.56
Mixers

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes

Paving Pavers Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 81.0 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 89.0 0.36

Paving Rollers Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 36.0 0.38
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Paving

Architectural Coating  Air Compressors

Cement and Mortar Diesel

Mixers

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Diesel

Average

Average

Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Demolition
Demolition
Demolition
Demolition
Demolition

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation
Grading

Grading

Grading

Grading

Grading

Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction

Paving

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Onsite truck

20.0
4.00
0.99

15.0
4.00
15.3

10.0
4.00
3.60

85.0
35.0
2.00

1.00

1.00

7117179
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8.10
6.90
20.0

8.10
6.90
20.0

8.10
6.90
20.0

8.10
6.90
20.0

0.56

0.48

LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT



Paving
Paving
Paving
Paving
Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating

Architectural Coating

5.3.2. Mitigated

Demolition
Demolition
Demolition
Demolition
Demolition

Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Grading
Grading
Grading
Grading
Grading

Building Construction

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Onsite truck

12.5
2.00
0.00

11.1
2.00
0.00
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8.10
6.90
20.0

8.10
6.90
20.0

LDALDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT

rip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Onsite truck

20.0
4.00
0.99

15.0
4.00
15.3

10.0
4.00
3.60

8.10
6.90
20.0

8.10
6.90
20.0

8.10
6.90
20.0

LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
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Building Construction Worker 85.0 8.10 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Building Construction Vendor 35.0 6.90 HHDT,MHDT
Building Construction Hauling 2.00 20.0 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

Paving — — — —

Paving Worker 125 8.10 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Paving Vendor 2.00 6.90 HHDT,MHDT
Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating — — — —

Architectural Coating Worker 11.1 8.10 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Architectural Coating Vendor 2.00 6.90 HHDT,MHDT
Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT
Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDT
5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area Residential Exterior Area Non-Residential Interior Area | Non-Residential Exterior Area |Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft)

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 261,000 87,000

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities
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Phase Name Material Imported (Cubic Material Exported (Cubic Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (Building |Acres Paved (acres)
Yards) Yards) Square Footage)

Demolition 0.00 0.00 0.00 17,039

Site Preparation — 9,200 70.3 0.00 —
Grading 3,450 0.00 120 0.00 —
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Control Strategies Applied Frequency (per day) PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

Water Demolished Area 36% 36%

5.7. Construction Paving

Government Office Building 0.00 0%

Parking Lot 0.15 100%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (Ib/MWh)

2027 0.00 0.03 < 0.005
2028 0.00 204 0.03 < 0.005
2029 0.00 204 0.03 < 0.005
2030 0.00 204 0.03 < 0.005

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated
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Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday

Government Office  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Building
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.9.2. Mitigated

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

Government Office  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Building
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.1.2. Mitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq |Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq |Non-Residential Interior Area Coated | Non-Residential Exterior Area Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
ft) ft) (sq ft) Coated (sq ft)
0 392

0.00 261,000 87,000

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days daylyr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr 330
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5.10.4. Landscape Equipment - Mitigated

Snow Days day/yr 0.00
Summer Days dayl/yr 330

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Government Office Building 3,631,619 0.0330 0.0040 3,930,304

Parking Lot 5,724 204 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

5.11.2. Mitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20O and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Government Office Building 3,397,091 0.0330 0.0040 3,569,449

Parking Lot 5,724 204 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Government Office Building 900,000 125,533
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00

5.12.2. Mitigated
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Government Office Building 900,000 125,533
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Government Office Building 162 —

Parking Lot 0.00 —

5.13.2. Mitigated

Government Office Building 162 —

Parking Lot 0.00 —

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate |Service Leak Rate

Government Office Household R-134a 1,430 0.02 0.60 0.00 1.00
Building refrigerators and/or

freezers
Government Office Other commercial A/IC  R-410A 2,088 < 0.005 4.00 4.00 18.0
Building and heat pumps

5.14.2. Mitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate |Service Leak Rate
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Government Office Household R-134a 1,430 0.02 0.60 0.00 1.00
Building refrigerators and/or

freezers
Government Office Other commercial A/IC R-410A 2,088 < 0.005 4.00 4.00 18.0
Building and heat pumps

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

5.15.2. Mitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours Per Day Load Factor

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

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

Emergency Generator Diesel 1.00 1.00 20.0 0.73

5.16.2. Process Boilers

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

5.17. User Defined

8. User Changes to Default Data
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Characteristics: Project Details Information from project description

Land Use Information contained in project description

Construction: Construction Phases based on construction schedule in project description

Construction: Off-Road Equipment Added equipment based on project description.

Operations: Water and Waste Water adjusted with water use estimates from project description.

Construction: Trips and VMT increased number of workers and vendors to match information provided.
Operations: Vehicle Data no net change in traffic.

Operations: Solid Waste based on current landfill requirements
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name San Luis Obispo Courthouse
Construction Start Date 4/1/2027
Operational Year 2031

Lead Agency _

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 3.20

Precipitation (days) 32.4

Location 35.2833249598324, -120.65928627029757
County San Luis Obispo

City San Luis Obispo

Air District San Luis Obispo County APCD
Air Basin South Central Coast

TAZ 3330

EDFzZ 6

Electric Utility Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.28

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq | Special Landscape |Population Description
Area (sq ft)

Government Office 174 1000sqft 174,000 12,000 Courthouse
Building

217



Parking Lot

17.0

Space

0.15

San Luis Obispo Courthouse Quarterly Report, 11/6/2024

0.00

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

Construction
Construction

Energy

Energy
Energy

Area Sources

Area Sources

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions

2.1.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

C-8
C-13

E-2
E-13
LL-1

AS-2

Criteria Pollutants (ton/quarter) and GHGs (MT/quarter)

Q1 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit.  0.06
Mit. 0.06
% —
Reduced

Q2 —
Unmit.  0.06
Mit. 0.06

0.05
0.05

0.05
0.05

0.41
0.41

0.41
0.41

0.49
0.49

0.49
0.49

<0.005
<0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.02
0.02

0.02
0.02

0.01
0.01

0.01
0.01

0.02
0.02

0.02
0.02

0.01
0.01

0.01
0.01

3/7

<0.005 0.02
<0.005 0.02

<0.005 0.02
<0.005 0.02

Parking

Use Renewable Diesel
Use Low-VOC Paints for Construction

Buildings Exceed 2019 Title 24 Building Envelope Energy
Efficiency Standards

Require Energy Efficient Appliances
Install Electric Ranges in Place of Gas Ranges

Replace Gas Powered Landscape Equipment with
Zero-Emission Landscape Equipment

Use Low-VOC Paints

81.6 81.6 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 82.1
81.6 81.6 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 82.1
81.6 81.6 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 82.1
81.6 81.6 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 82.1



% —

Reduced

Q3 —
Unmit.  0.06
Mit. 0.06
% J—
Reduced

Q4 —
Unmit.  0.06
Mit. 0.06
% J—
Reduced

Q5 —
Unmit.  0.06
Mit. 0.06
% —
Reduced

Q6 —
Unmit.  0.05
Mit. 0.05
% —
Reduced

Q7 —
Unmit.  0.10
Mit. 0.10
% J—
Reduced

Q8 —
Unmit. 0.16
Mit. 0.16

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05
0.05

0.05
0.05

0.09

0.09

0.14

0.14

0.41

0.41

0.43

0.43

0.40
0.40

0.40
0.40

0.65

0.65

1.02

1.02

0.49

0.49

0.47

0.47

0.47
0.47

0.47
0.47

0.88

0.88

1.39

1.39

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005
<0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.02

0.02

0.02

0.02

0.02
0.02

0.02
0.02

0.02

0.02

0.02

0.02

0.01

0.01

0.21

0.21

0.23
0.23

0.23
0.23

0.05

0.05

0.07

0.07

0.02

0.02

0.23

0.23

0.25
0.25

0.25
0.25

0.07

0.07

0.10

0.10

0.01

0.01

0.02

0.02

0.02
0.02

0.02
0.02

0.01

0.01

0.02

0.02

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.10

0.10

0.11
0.11

0.11
0.11

0.01

0.01

0.02

0.02
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0.02

0.02

0.11

0.11

0.13
0.13

0.13
0.13

0.03

0.03

0.04

0.04

81.4

81.4

104
104

87.7
87.7

83.8
83.8

188
188

296
296

81.4

81.4

104
104

87.7
87.7

83.8
83.8

188
188

296
296

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

<0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.01

0.01

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.03
0.03

0.02
0.02

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.01

82.0

82.0

106
106

88.7
88.7

84.6
84.6

191
191

301
301
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% — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Reduced

Q9 — — — — — - - - - — — — — — — — — —
Unmit. 0.11 0.09 0.68 0.93 <0.005 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.03 — 201 201 0.01 0.01 0.17 204
Mit. 0.11 0.09 0.68 0.93 <0.005 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.03 — 201 201 0.01 0.01 0.17 204
% — — — — - — - - — — — - — — — — — —
Reduced

Q10 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Unmit. 0.11 0.09 0.67 0.92 <0.005 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.03 — 197 197 0.01 0.01 0.18 201
Mit. 0.11 0.09 0.67 0.92 <0.005 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.03 — 197 197 0.01 0.01 0.18 201
% — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Reduced

Q11 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Unmit. 0.16 0.13 1.01 1.37 <0.005 0.02 0.07 0.09 0.02 0.02 0.04 — 292 292 0.01 0.01 0.01 296
Mit. 0.16 0.13 1.01 1.37 <0.005 0.02 0.07 0.09 0.02 0.02 0.04 — 292 292 0.01 0.01 0.01 296
% — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Reduced

Q12 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Unmit. 0.16 0.14 1.02 1.39 <0.005 0.02 0.07 0.10 0.02 0.02 0.04 — 296 296 0.01 0.01 0.01 301
Mit. 0.16 0.14 1.02 1.39 <0.005 0.02 0.07 0.10 0.02 0.02 0.04 — 296 296 0.01 0.01 0.01 301
% — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Reduced

Q13 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Unmit. 0.11 0.09 0.68 0.94 <0.005 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.03 — 202 202 0.01 0.01 0.17 205
Mit. 0.11 0.09 0.68 0.94 <0.005 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.03 — 202 202 0.01 0.01 0.17 205
% — — — — - — - - — — — - — — — — — —
Reduced

Q14 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Unmit. 1.52 1.51 0.51 0.70 <0.005 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.02 — 149 149 0.01 0.01 0.13 151
Mit. 0.37 0.36 0.51 0.70 <0.005 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.02 — 149 149 0.01 0.01 0.13 151



% 76%
Reduced

Q15 —
Unmit. 0.43
Mit. 0.09
% 80%
Reduced
Quarterl —

y

(Max)

Unmit. 1.44
Mit. 0.29
% 80%
Reduced

76%

0.43
0.09
80%

1.44
0.29
80%

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.89
0.89

2.1.2. Construction Quarters

Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5
Q6
Q7
Qs
Q9
Q10
Q11
Q12
Q13

<0.005 <0.005
<0.005 <0.005

1.13 < 0.005
1.13 <0.005

4/1/2027
7/1/2027
9/30/2027
12/30/2027
3/30/2028
6/29/2028
9/28/2028
12/28/2028
3/29/2029
6/28/2029
9/27/2029
12/27/2029
3/28/2030

<0.005
<0.005

0.02
0.02

<0.005
<0.005

0.20
0.20

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.20
0.20

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.02 0.11
0.02 0.11

6/30/2027
9/29/2027
12/29/2027
3/29/2028
6/28/2028
9/27/2028
12/27/2028
3/28/2029
6/27/2029
9/26/2029
12/26/2029
3/27/2030
6/26/2030
6/7

< 0.005
< 0.005
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< 0.005
< 0.005

0.11
0.11

0.23
0.23

180
180

0.23
0.23

180
180

91
91
91
91
91
91
91
91
91
91
91
91

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.01
0.01

< 0.005
<0.005

0.01
0.01

<0.005
<0.005

0.18
0.18

0.23
0.23

181
181
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Q14 6/27/2030 9/25/2030 91

Q15 9/26/2030 9/28/2030

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (ton/quarter) and GHGs (MT/quarter)

Quarterl —

y

Unmit. 0.28 0.28 0.05 0.36 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 3.69 138 142 0.33 <0.005 0.02 151
Mit. 0.19 0.18 0.05 0.04 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 3.69 127 130 0.33 <0.005 0.02 139
% 34% 33% 13% 89% 14% 20% — 20% 18% — 18% — 8% 8% <05% 6% — 8%
Reduced

717
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Energy Calculations



Weighting Fuel Economy (miles per gallon or miles per kilowatt hour)  [Weighted Fuel Economy [Weighted Fuel Economy
LDA LDT1 LDT2 MHDT HHDT [LDT1 [LDT2 Miles per Gallon Miles per kilowatt hours
Worker LDA, LDT1,LDT2 0.5 0.25 0.25 0 31.20802478| 25.65373| 25.56336 28.40828371
Vendor HHDT,MHDT 0 0 0 0.5 0.5
Gasoline |Hauling HHDT 0 0 0 0
Worker LDA, LDT1,LDT2 0.5 0.25 0.25 0 36.25192231
Vendor HHDT,MHDT 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 6.318189288 7.582998587
Diesel |Hauling HHDT 0 0 0 0 6.318189288 6.318189288
Worker LDA, LDT1,LDT2 0.5 0.25 0.25 0 2.950525637
Vendor HHDT ,MHDT 0 0 0 0
Electric [Hauling HHDT 0 0 0 0
Worker (gasoline part) 0.5 0.25 0.25 0 28.75789399( 28.5619| 28.48842 28.64152484
Worker (electric part) LDA, LDT1,LDT2 0.5 0.25 0.25 0 3.310931518( 3.310932( 3.310932 3.310931518
Vendor HHDT,MHDT 0 0 0 0
Hybrid |Hauling HHDT 0 0 0 0
Notes:

1. It was assumed all MHDT and HHDT are diesel. LDA, LDT1, and LDT2 were assumed to be a mix of gasoline, diesel, electric or hybrid as ratioed by their VMT.
2. EMFAC 2021 was used to estimate fuel economy based on VMT and fuel consumption.




Source: EMFAC2021 (v1.0.2) Emissions Inventory

Region Type: Statewide

Region: California

Calendar Year: 2027

Season: Annual

Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2007 Categories

Units: miles/year for CVMT and EVMT, trips/year for Trips, kWh/year for Energy Consumption, tons/year for Emissions, 1000 gallons/year for Fuel Consumption

Region Calendar Y Vehicle Ca Model Yea Speed Fuel Population Total VMT CVMT EVMT Trips Energy Coi Fuel Consumption
Statewide - 2027 HHDT Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline  90.74515 2535086 2535086 0 593710.7 0 615.5242
Statewide - 2027 HHDT Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 330234.7 1.4E+10 1.4E+10 0 1.68E+09 0 2209942
Statewide - 2027 HHDT Aggregate Aggregate Electricity 5656.524 2.14E+08 0 2.14E+08 26001597 3.91E+08 0
Statewide 2027 LDA Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 12713197 1.73E+11 1.73E+11 0 2.04E+10 0 5536771
Statewide - 2027 LDA Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 34811 3.57E+08 3.57E+08 0 50674314 0 8255.351
Statewide 2027 LDA Aggregate Aggregate Electricity 945896.6 1.53E+10 0 1.53E+10 1.61E+09 5.92E+09 0
Statewide - 2027 LDA Aggregate Aggregate Plug-in Hyt 432800 6.77E+09 3.15E+09 3.62E+09 6.21E+08 1.09E+09 109477.6
Statewide 2027 LDT1 Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 1225903 1.45E+10 1.45E+10 0 1.85E+09 0 564831.9
Statewide 2027 LDT1 Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 249.3117 1201565 1201565 0 240513.7 0 48.606
Statewide 2027 LDT1 Aggregate Aggregate Electricity 5171.971 83094138 0 83094138 8771438 32081195 0
Statewide - 2027 LDT1 Aggregate Aggregate Plug-in Hyt 3840.471 65633490 27652873 37980617 5510480 11471278 968.1736
Statewide 2027 LDT2 Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 6533170 8.98E+10 8.98E+10 0 1.06E+10 0 3512699
Statewide - 2027 LDT2 Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 23723.73 3.35E+08 3.35E+08 0 39004813 0 9880.886
Statewide 2027 LDT2 Aggregate Aggregate Electricity 73247.28 8.86E+08 0 8.86E+08 1.28E+08 3.42E+08 0
Statewide - 2027 LDT2 Aggregate Aggregate Plug-in Hyt 75958.15 1.23E+09 5.43E+08 6.9E+08 1.09E+08 2.08E+08 19046.72
Statewide 2027 MHDT Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline  45832.05 8.09E+08 8.09E+08 0 3E+08 0 158081.5
Statewide - 2027 MHDT Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 292488.2 3.87E+09 3.87E+09 0 1.09E+09 0 436873.5

Statewide 2027 MHDT Aggregate Aggregate Electricity 7633.639 1.3E+08 0 1.3E+08 30744842 1.4E+08 0
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Noise Calculations for San Luis Obispo Courthouse
Project



Noise Calculations for San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project

Mechanical

Construction Equipment 1 (Jack Hammer)

89

dBA at 50 feet

Construction Equipment 2 (Crane)

88

dBA at 50 feet

Combined Daytime Noise at 50 feet (Ltotal at 50 feet)

91.5

dBA

Ltotal=10 log(10~L1/10+10~L2/10)

Noise Threshold Limits and Distances from Project Sites to those Limits for Construction Equipment by Technique

Threshold |Distance to Leq Threshold from
Level - Leq |Middle of Project Site (feet)
Noise Threshold (dBA)
Sensitive Receptors 90 59.7
Source: FTA 2018
Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment (FTA 2018)
Equipment PPV at 25 feet (VBA
Vibratory Roller 0.21 94
Loaded Trucks 0.076 86
Vibration Calculations with Equations for Vibration-Causing Equipment for Project Site (Roller)
Distance to
Threshold from
Middle of
Project Site
Threshold (feet) Notes
Building damage threshold - 0.12
PPV (extremely susceptible
PPV=PPVref * (25/d)*1.5 36.3|buildings)
VdB=VdBref-30log(d/25) 73.2[Human Annoyance (80 VdB)

Vibration Calculations with Equations for Vibration-Causing Equipment for Project Site (Loaded Trucks)

Distance to
Threshold from
Middle of
Project Site
Threshold (feet) Notes
Building damage threshold - 0.12
PPV (extremely susceptible
PPV=PPVref * (25/d)*1.5 18.4|buildings)
VdB=VdBref-30log(d/25) 39.6/Human Annoyance (80 VdB)
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Appendix B-1

Biological Resources Report for the New San Luis Obispo
Courthouse Project - Site 1



Technical Report

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES REPORT FOR THE
NEw SAN Luis OBISPO COURTHOUSE PROJECT
—SITEL

July 2023

Prepared for:

Judicial Council of California
2860 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 400,
Sacramento, CA 95833
Contact: Kim Bobic
Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov

Prepared by:

Montrose Environmental
1801 7t Street, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95811
Contact: Debra Lilly
delilly@montrose-env.com
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1 Introduction

1.1 Project Overview

The Judicial Council of California (Judicial Council) proposes to construct the New San Luis Obispo
Courthouse Project (Proposed Project) in the city of San Luis Obispo. The facility is anticipated to be 3-5
floors, including a basement, and encompass approximately 145,000 square feet (SF). The Proposed
Project would be designed with sustainability measures to achieve at a minimum Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver certification and to comply with State-mandated CalGreen
requirements. The Proposed Project would replace the County-owned Courthouse Annex, the Judicial
Council-owned 1070 Palm Street facility, and the 999 Monterey Street leased facility. The historic
courthouse building would not be demolished.

This biological resources report describes the existing biological conditions and sensitive habitat for Site 1
considered for the New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project (Proposed Project), the potential for special-
status species to occur at the site, and avoidance and minimization measures to be considered to reduce
potential impacts on sensitive habitats and species.

Table 1. Site 1 Location Considered for the New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project

Site | Address APN Approx. Acreage| Ownership
No.
1 1144 Monterey Street 002-326-021 1.2 acres San Luis Obispo County

1.2 Location and Study Area

The study area of the selected site is located within San Luis Obispo, California, within the U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS) San Luis Obispo and Pismo Beach quadrangles. San Luis Obispo is in San Luis Obispo County
and is located roughly midway between the cities of San Francisco and Los Angeles along California’s
Central Coast. The city encompasses 13.6 square miles and is the largest city in San Luis Obispo County.

The study area (Site 1) encompasses approximately 1.2 acres across the site. Appendix A provides
representative photographs of the site. The study area includes developed parcels within the urban
downtown area.
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2

Assessment Methodology

Baseline biological resources in the study area were evaluated by reviewing pertinent literature and
conducting a field survey to supplement background information with representative site-specific data.
The methods are described below.

2.1

Literature Reviewed

Biological resource information in the study area was evaluated by reviewing the following data sources:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) list of
species federally listed as endangered and threatened (USFWS 2023a);

USFWS'’s Critical Habitat Portal (USFWS 2023b);
National Wetland Inventory (NWI) results (USFWS 2023c);

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB)
gueries for the USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles encompassing and surrounding the study area: San
Luis Obispo, Pismo Beach (CDFW 2023);

eBird records for the study area (Cornell Lab of Ornithology 2023); and
Aerial photography (Google Earth 2023).

Results from the database queries are provided in Appendix B.

2.2

Special-Status Species

For the purpose of this report, special-status plant and wildlife species refer to those species that meet
one or more of the following criteria:

Species that are listed as threatened or endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act
(ESA) (50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Section 17.12 for listed plants, 50 CFR Section 17.11
for listed animals);

Species that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or endangered under ESA (76
Federal Register [FR] Section 66370);

Species that are listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as threatened or
endangered under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (14 California Code of
Regulations [CCR] 670.5);

Plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (Fish and Game Code
Section 1900 et seq.);

California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) Lists 1, 2, 3 and 4 species; and

Animals fully protected in California (Fish and Game Code Sections 3511 [birds], 4700 [mammals],
and 5050 [reptiles and amphibians]) or species designated as “Species of Special Concern” by
CDFW.

New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project Montrose Environmental
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2.3 Field Survey

Montrose Environmental (Montrose) biologist Jessica Gonzalez conducted a reconnaissance survey on
April 24, 2023. The survey effort consisted of a visual assessment of conditions at Site 1. Maps of baseline
biological resources, including a regional aerial photographic overview of the study area and detailed
aerial photography, were used in the survey. Maps of CNDDB occurrence records within 1 mile of the
study area for special-status plants (Figure 1) and special-status wildlife, including fish (Figure 2), were
created based on the literature review.

Surveys were conducted in the field on foot. Natural and anthropogenic features, land cover types, and
the presences of common and special-status species were noted. Visual aids, such as binoculars, were
used to better assess wildlife species when appropriate.

New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project Montrose Environmental
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3 Site Assessment Results

3.1 Watershed and Topography

The study area is located within the San Luis Obispo Creek Watershed, which is a coastal basin located
within the western portion of San Luis Obispo County. The watershed covers approximately 84.8 square
miles. Its head waters originate in the foothills of the Santa Lucia Mountains at a maximum elevation of
2,500 feet above sea level. San Luis Obispo Creek closely follows U.S. Interstate 101 (I-101) throughout
most of its route, flowing for approximately 14 miles and discharging into the Pacific Ocean at San Luis
Bay, near the community of Avila Beach. The site is located within 1.25 miles of San Luis Obispo Creek.
The watershed predominantly supports agricultural land uses along with open space and ranches; the
watershed also includes urbanized areas within the city and surrounding unincorporated areas and the
community of Avila Beach (City of San Luis Obispo 2003a, 2003b; Upper Salinas-Las Tablas Resource
Conservation District 2012).

Topography at Site 1 has a 15-foot grade change across 165 feet. Site elevation is approximately 230 feet
at Site (USGS 2021).

3.2 Climate

The study area has a Mediterranean climate characterized by cool, wet winters and hot, dry summers.
Average temperatures range from a low of 44 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) in January to a high of 81°F in
September. Average annual precipitation is approximately 20 inches, most of which occurs from
November through April (NRCS 2023a).

3.3 Special-Status Species

No special-status plant species and special-status wildlife species are anticipated to potentially occur
within proposed site and affected by the Proposed Project. The potential to have special-status plants
(Figure 1) and wildlife (Figure 2) was based on occurrence records within 1 mile of the site and based on
the literature review and existing habitat conditions at the site. Species were evaluated for their potential
to occur at the site and are described in detail in Appendix C and summarized below.

3.3.1 Plants

A list of all plant species observed is provided in Appendix D. No special-status plants are anticipated to
occur in study area.

3.3.2 Wildlife

No special-status wildlife species are anticipated to potentially to occur in the study area.

3.4 Critical Habitat

No critical habitat is designated within the study area (USFWS 2023b; NMFS 2023b).

New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project Montrose Environmental
Biological Resources Report — Site 1 6 July 2023



3.5 Federal and State Waters and Wetlands

No creeks or lakes are present in the study area. Therefore, any activity at the site is not anticipated to be
subject to regulation under California Fish and Game Code Section 1600.

3.6 Study Area

This section describes existing land uses and habitats, soils, and the potential for presence of special-
status species within selected site. Reconnaissance-level surveys identified the land cover type in the
study area as landscaped and developed. The characteristic of the land cover type is described below.

3.6.1 Existing Land Use and Habitats

Site 1 (1144 Monterey Street, approximately 1.2 acres) is a developed, County-owned, and County-
operated property. It consists of paved parking, a 15,000-square-foot two-story building, and a single-
story maintenance/service building.

The site contains landscaped and developed land cover. Vegetation at this site is a mixture of non-native
ornamental trees and shrubs planted along the parking lots and street. Non-native trees include Indian
laurel fig (Ficus microcarpa), banyan fig (Ficus benghalensis), crape myrtle (Lagerstroemia sp.), and privet
(Ligustrum sp.). Much of the ground surface is pavement and sidewalks with some non-native weeds
growing from cracks or unpaved areas.

Trees at this site may provide nesting habitat for bird species accustomed to urban environments. Bird
species observed at Site 1 include American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte
anna), California scrub-jay (Aphelocoma californica), oak-titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus), Bewick’s wren
(Thryomanes bewickii), cedar waxwing (Bombycilla cedrorum), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), house
finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), rock pigeon (Columba livia), and European starling (Sturnus vulgaris).

3.6.2 Soils

Site 1 is underlain by Los Osos-Diablo Complex, 9 to 15 percent slopes (NRCS 2023b). These soils are not
classified as hydric soils (NRCS 2019).

3.6.3 Potential for Special-Status Species

No special-status species were observed during the reconnaissance-level surveys, and none are
anticipated to be present at the site due to existing development and low habitat value.
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4 Summary and Considerations

Site 1 is currently developed with an existing maintenance/service building and parking lot. Biological
resources are limited to two mature street trees growing adjacent to Monterey Street. Potential impacts
to birds that may be nesting in these trees would be avoided by initiating project construction outside of
the nesting season (February 1 — August 31) or by conducting pre-activity surveys for active nests if
construction were to occur during the nesting season.

There are no other biological resource constraints to consider for redeveloping this site.
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Natural Diversity Database

Query Criteria:  BIOS selection

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank  State Rank SSC or FP
Antrozous pallidus AMACC10010 None None G4 S3 SSC
pallid bat
Bombus crotchii IIHYM24480 None Candidate G2 S2
Crotch bumble bee Endangered
Calochortus obispoensis PMLILOD110 None None G2 S2 1B.2
San Luis mariposa-lily
Calystegia subacaulis ssp. episcopalis PDCONO040J1 None None G3T2? S27? 4.2
Cambria morning-glory
Castilleja densiflora var. obispoensis PDSCROD453  None None G5T2 S2 1B.2
San Luis Obispo owl's-clover
Danaus plexippus plexippus pop. 1 IILEPP2012 Candidate None GAT1T2Q S2
monarch - California overwintering population
Delphinium parryi ssp. eastwoodiae PDRANOB1B2 None None G4T12 S2 1B.2
Eastwood's larkspur
Dudleya abramsii ssp. murina PDCRA04012 None None G4T2 S2 1B.3
mouse-gray dudleya
Eumops perotis californicus AMACD02011  None None G4G5T4 S354 SSC
western mastiff bat
Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus pop. 9 AFCHAO0209H Threatened None G5T2Q S2
steelhead - south-central California coast DPS
Polyphylla nubila IICOL68040 None None G1 S1
Atascadero June beetle
Taricha torosa AAAAF02032 None None G4 S4 SSC
Coast Range newt
Record Count: 12
Commercial Version -- Dated April, 1 2023 -- Biogeographic Data Branch Page 1 of 1

Report Printed on Tuesday, April 18, 2023 Information Expires 10/1/2023



5/3/23, 12:01 PM IPaC: Explore Location resources

IPaC U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

IPaC resource list

This report is an automatically generated list of species and other resources such as critical habitat
(collectively referred to as trust resources) under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (USFWS)
jurisdiction that are known or expected to be on or near the project area referenced below. The list
may also include trust resources that occur outside of the project area, but that could potentially
be directly or indirectly affected by activities in the project area. However, determining the
likelihood and extent of effects a project may have on trust resources typically requires gathering
additional site-specific (e.g., vegetation/species surveys) and project-specific (e.g., magnitude and
timing of proposed activities) information.

Below is a summary of the project information you provided and contact information for the
USFWS office(s) with jurisdiction in the defined project area. Please read the introduction to each
section that follows (Endangered Species, Migratory Birds, USFWS Facilities, and NWI Wetlands) for
additional information applicable to the trust resources addressed in that section.

Location

San Luis Obispo County, California

SamlEuis
Obispo

Local office

Ventura Fish And Wildlife Office

. (805) 644-1766
1B (805) 644-3958
¥ FW8VenturaSection7@FWS.Gov

2493 Portola Road, Suite B
Ventura, CA 93003-7726

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/location/3KV4ZQZM7BC3ZHITSFTNMQK3|U/resources
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Endangered species

This resource list is for informational purposes only and does not constitute an analysis of
project level impacts.

The primary information used to generate this list is the known or expected range of each species.
Additional areas of influence (AOI) for species are also considered. An AOI includes areas outside of
the species range if the species could be indirectly affected by activities in that area (e.g., placing a
dam upstream of a fish population even if that fish does not occur at the dam site, may indirectly
impact the species by reducing or eliminating water flow downstream). Because species can move,
and site conditions can change, the species on this list are not guaranteed to be found on or near
the project area. To fully determine any potential effects to species, additional site-specific and
project-specific information is often required.

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary
information whether any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area
of such proposed action" for any project that is conducted, permitted, funded, or licensed by any
Federal agency. A letter from the local office and a species list which fulfills this requirement can
only be obtained by requesting an official species list from either the Regulatory Review section in
IPaC (see directions below) or from the local field office directly.

For project evaluations that require USFWS concurrence/review, please return to the IPaC website
and request an official species list by doing the following:

1. Draw the project location and click CONTINUE.
2. Click DEFINE PROJECT.

3. Log in (if directed to do so).

4. Provide a name and description for your project.
5. Click REQUEST SPECIES LIST.

Listed species! and their critical habitats are managed by the Ecological Services Program of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the fisheries division of the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA Fisheries?2).

Species and critical habitats under the sole responsibility of NOAA Fisheries are not shown on this
list. Please contact NOAA Fisheries for species under their jurisdiction.

1. Species listed under the Endangered Species Act are threatened or endangered; IPaC also
shows species that are candidates, or proposed, for listing. See the listing status page for more
information. IPaC only shows species that are regulated by USFWS (see FAQ).

2. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an office of the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of Commerce.

The following species are potentially affected by activities in this location:

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/location/3KV4ZQZM7BC3ZHITSFTNMQK3IU/resources 2/16


https://www.fws.gov/ecological-services/
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/topic/consultations/endangered-species-act-consultations
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/species-directory/threatened-endangered
https://www.fws.gov/law/endangered-species-act
https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/status/list
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/

5/3/23, 12:01 PM IPaC: Explore Location resources

Mammals
NAME

Giant Kangaroo Rat Dipodomys ingens

Wherever found
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6051

San Joaquin Kit Fox Vulpes macrotis mutica
Wherever found
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2873

Birds

NAME

California Clapper Rail Rallus longirostris obsoletus
Wherever found
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4240

California Condor Gymnogyps californianus
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not
overlap the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8193

California Least Tern Sterna antillarum browni
Wherever found
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

Least Bell's Vireo Vireo bellii pusillus

Wherever found
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not
overlap the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5945

Marbled Murrelet Brachyramphus marmoratus
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not
overlap the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4467
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Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii extimus
Wherever found
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not
overlap the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6749

Western Snowy Plover Charadrius nivosus nivosus
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not
overlap the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8035

Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not
overlap the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3911

Amphibians

NAME

California Red-legged Frog Rana draytonii

Wherever found
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location overlaps
the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2891

California Tiger Salamander Ambystoma californiense
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not
overlap the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2076

Foothill Yellow-legged Frog Rana boylii
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5133

Fishes
NAME

Tidewater Goby Eucyclogobius newberryi

Wherever found
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not
overlap the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/57

Insects
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NAME STATUS

Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus Candidate
Wherever found
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

Crustaceans
NAME STATUS
Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp Branchinecta lynchi Threatened

Wherever found
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not
overlap the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/498

Flowering Plants
NAME STATUS

California Jewelflower Caulanthus californicus Endangered
Wherever found
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4599

Chorro Creek Bog Thistle Cirsium fontinale var. obispoense Endangered
Wherever found
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5991

Gambel's Watercress Rorippa gambellii Endangered
Wherever found

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4201

Indian Knob Mountainbalm Eriodictyon altissimum Endangered
Wherever found
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1261

Marsh Sandwort Arenaria paludicola Endangered
Wherever found
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2229
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Morro Manzanita Arctostaphylos morroensis Threatened

Wherever found
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2934

Pismo Clarkia Clarkia speciosa ssp. immaculata Endangered

Wherever found
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5936

Salt Marsh Bird's-beak Cordylanthus maritimus ssp. maritimus Endangered

Wherever found
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6447

Spreading Navarretia Navarretia fossalis Threatened

Wherever found
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not
overlap the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1334

Critical habitats

Potential effects to critical habitat(s) in this location must be analyzed along with the endangered
species themselves.

This location overlaps the critical habitat for the following species:
NAME TYPE

California Red-legged Frog Rana draytonii Final
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2891#crithab

Migratory birds

Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act! and the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act?,

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to migratory
birds, eagles, and their habitats should follow appropriate regulations and consider implementing
appropriate conservation measures, as described below.

1. The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
2. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
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Additional information can be found using the following links:

¢ Birds of Conservation Concern https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-birds/species

e Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds
https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-
birds

e Nationwide conservation measures for birds
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-
measures.pdf

The birds listed below are birds of particular concern either because they occur on the USFWS
Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) list or warrant special attention in your project location. To
learn more about the levels of concern for birds on your list and how this list is generated, see the
FAQ below. This is not a list of every bird you may find in this location, nor a guarantee that every
bird on this list will be found in your project area. To see exact locations of where birders and the
general public have sighted birds in and around your project area, visit the E-bird data mapping
tool (Tip: enter your location, desired date range and a species on your list). For projects that occur
off the Atlantic Coast, additional maps and models detailing the relative occurrence and abundance
of bird species on your list are available. Links to additional information about Atlantic Coast birds,
and other important information about your migratory bird list, including how to properly interpret
and use your migratory bird report, can be found below.

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures
to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, click on the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE
SUMMARY at the top of your list to see when these birds are most likely to be present and breeding
in your project area.

NAME BREEDING SEASON

Allen's Hummingbird Selasphorus sasin Breeds Feb 1 to Jul 15
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9637

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Breeds Jan 1 to Aug 31
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development
or activities.

Belding's Savannah Sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis Breeds Apr 1 to Aug 15
beldingi

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird

Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8
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Black Swift Cypseloides niger
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8878

Black Turnstone Arenaria melanocephala
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.

Bullock's Oriole Icterus bullockii
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird
Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA

California Gull Larus californicus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.

California Thrasher Toxostoma redivivum
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.

Clark's Grebe Aechmophorus clarkii

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughoutits range in
the continental USA and Alaska.

Common Yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas sinuosa
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird
Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2084

Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development
or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1680

Lawrence's Goldfinch Carduelis lawrencei
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9464

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/location/3KV4ZQZM7BC3ZHITSFTNMQK3|U/resources
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Marbled Godwit Limosa fedoa Breeds elsewhere
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9481

Nuttall's Woodpecker Picoides nuttallii Breeds Apr 1 to Jul 20
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird
Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9410

Oak Titmouse Baeolophus inornatus Breeds Mar 15 to Jul 15
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in

the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9656

Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi Breeds May 20 to Aug 31
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3914

Short-billed Dowitcher Limnodromus griseus Breeds elsewhere
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9480

Tricolored Blackbird Agelaius tricolor Breeds Mar 15 to Aug 10
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3910

Western Grebe aechmophorus occidentalis Breeds Jun 1 to Aug 31
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6743

Willet Tringa semipalmata Breeds elsewhere
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.

Wrentit Chamaea fasciata Breeds Mar 15 to Aug 10
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/location/3KV4ZQZM7BC3ZHITSFTNMQK3|U/resources
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Yellow-billed Magpie Pica nuttalli Breeds Apr 1 to Jul 31
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9726

Probability of Presence Summary

The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read and understand the
FAQ "Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report" before using or attempting to
interpret this report.

Probability of Presence (v)

Each green bar represents the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your
project overlaps during a particular week of the year. (A year is represented as 12 4-week months.)
A taller bar indicates a higher probability of species presence. The survey effort (see below) can be
used to establish a level of confidence in the presence score. One can have higher confidence in
the presence score if the corresponding survey effort is also high.

How is the probability of presence score calculated? The calculation is done in three steps:

1. The probability of presence for each week is calculated as the number of survey events in the
week where the species was detected divided by the total number of survey events for that
week. For example, if in week 12 there were 20 survey events and the Spotted Towhee was
found in 5 of them, the probability of presence of the Spotted Towhee in week 12 is 0.25.

2. To properly present the pattern of presence across the year, the relative probability of presence
is calculated. This is the probability of presence divided by the maximum probability of
presence across all weeks. For example, imagine the probability of presence in week 20 for the
Spotted Towhee is 0.05, and that the probability of presence at week 12 (0.25) is the maximum
of any week of the year. The relative probability of presence on week 12 is 0.25/0.25 = 1; at
week 20 it is 0.05/0.25 =0.2.

3. Therelative probability of presence calculated in the previous step undergoes a statistical
conversion so that all possible values fall between 0 and 10, inclusive. This is the probability of
presence score.

To see a bar's probability of presence score, simply hover your mouse cursor over the bar.

Breeding Season ( )
Yellow bars denote a very liberal estimate of the time-frame inside which the bird breeds across its
entire range. If there are no yellow bars shown for a bird, it does not breed in your project area.

Survey Effort ()

Vertical black lines superimposed on probability of presence bars indicate the number of surveys
performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) your project area overlaps. The number of
surveys is expressed as a range, for example, 33 to 64 surveys.

To see a bar's survey effort range, simply hover your mouse cursor over the bar.
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A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.

Survey Timeframe

Surveys from only the last 10 years are used in order to ensure delivery of currently relevant

information. The exception to this is areas off the Atlantic coast, where bird returns are based on
all years of available data, since data in these areas is currently much more sparse.
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Nationwide Conservation Measures describes measures that can help avoid and minimize impacts to all birds at

any location year round. Implementation of these measures is particularly important when birds are most likely to
occur in the project area. When birds may be breeding in the area, identifying the locations of any active nests and

avoiding their destruction is a very helpful impact minimization measure. To see when birds are most likely to
occur and be breeding in your project area, view the Probability of Presence Summary. Additional measures or
permits may be advisable depending on the type of activity you are conducting and the type of infrastructure or

bird species present on your project site.

What does IPaC use to generate the list of migratory birds that potentially occur in my specified location?

The Migratory Bird Resource List is comprised of USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) and other species
that may warrant special attention in your project location.

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/location/3KV4ZQZM7BC3ZHITSFTNMQK3|U/resources
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The migratory bird list generated for your project is derived from data provided by the Avian Knowledge Network
(AKN). The AKN data is based on a growing collection of survey, banding, and citizen science datasets and is
queried and filtered to return a list of those birds reported as occurring in the 10km grid cell(s) which your project
intersects, and that have been identified as warranting special attention because they are a BCC species in that
area, an eagle (Eagle Act requirements may apply), or a species that has a particular vulnerability to offshore
activities or development.

Again, the Migratory Bird Resource list includes only a subset of birds that may occur in your project area. It is not
representative of all birds that may occur in your project area. To get a list of all birds potentially present in your
project area, please visit the Rapid Avian Information Locator (RAIL) Tool.

What does IPaC use to generate the probability of presence graphs for the migratory birds potentially
occurring in my specified location?

The probability of presence graphs associated with your migratory bird list are based on data provided by the
Avian Knowledge Network (AKN). This data is derived from a growing collection of survey, banding, and citizen
science datasets.

Probability of presence data is continuously being updated as new and better information becomes available. To
learn more about how the probability of presence graphs are produced and how to interpret them, go the
Probability of Presence Summary and then click on the "Tell me about these graphs" link.

How do | know if a bird is breeding, wintering or migrating in my area?

To see what part of a particular bird's range your project area falls within (i.e. breeding, wintering, migrating or
year-round), you may query your location using the RAIL Tool and look at the range maps provided for birds in
your area at the bottom of the profiles provided for each bird in your results. If a bird on your migratory bird
species list has a breeding season associated with it, if that bird does occur in your project area, there may be
nests present at some point within the timeframe specified. If "Breeds elsewhere" is indicated, then the bird likely
does not breed in your project area.

What are the levels of concern for migratory birds?
Migratory birds delivered through IPaC fall into the following distinct categories of concern:

1. "BCC Rangewide" birds are Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) that are of concern throughout their range
anywhere within the USA (including Hawaii, the Pacific Islands, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands);

2."BCC- BCR" birds are BCCs that are of concern only in particular Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the
continental USA; and

3."Non-BCC - Vulnerable" birds are not BCC species in your project area, but appear on your list either because
of the Eagle Act requirements (for eagles) or (for non-eagles) potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from
certain types of development or activities (e.g. offshore energy development or longline fishing).

Although it is important to try to avoid and minimize impacts to all birds, efforts should be made, in particular, to
avoid and minimize impacts to the birds on this list, especially eagles and BCC species of rangewide concern. For
more information on conservation measures you can implement to help avoid and minimize migratory bird
impacts and requirements for eagles, please see the FAQs for these topics.

Details about birds that are potentially affected by offshore projects

For additional details about the relative occurrence and abundance of both individual bird species and groups of
bird species within your project area off the Atlantic Coast, please visit the Northeast Ocean Data Portal. The
Portal also offers data and information about other taxa besides birds that may be helpful to you in your project
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review. Alternately, you may download the bird model results files underlying the portal maps through the NOAA
NCCOS Integrative Statistical Modeling and Predictive Mapping_ of Marine Bird Distributions and Abundance on the
Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf project webpage.

Bird tracking data can also provide additional details about occurrence and habitat use throughout the year,
including migration. Models relying on survey data may not include this information. For additional information on
marine bird tracking data, see the Diving Bird Study and the nanotag studies or contact Caleb Spiegel or Pam
Loring.

What if | have eagles on my list?

If your project has the potential to disturb or kill eagles, you may need to obtain a permit to avoid violating the
Eagle Act should such impacts occur.

Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report

The migratory bird list generated is not a list of all birds in your project area, only a subset of birds of priority
concern. To learn more about how your list is generated, and see options for identifying what other birds may be
in your project area, please see the FAQ "What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring
in my specified location". Please be aware this report provides the "probability of presence" of birds within the 10
km grid cell(s) that overlap your project; not your exact project footprint. On the graphs provided, please also look
carefully at the survey effort (indicated by the black vertical bar) and for the existence of the "no data" indicator (a
red horizontal bar). A high survey effort is the key component. If the survey effort is high, then the probability of
presence score can be viewed as more dependable. In contrast, a low survey effort bar or no data bar means a
lack of data and, therefore, a lack of certainty about presence of the species. This list is not perfect; it is simply a
starting point for identifying what birds of concern have the potential to be in your project area, when they might
be there, and if they might be breeding (which means nests might be present). The list helps you know what to
look for to confirm presence, and helps guide you in knowing when to implement conservation measures to avoid
or minimize potential impacts from your project activities, should presence be confirmed. To learn more about
conservation measures, visit the FAQ "Tell me about conservation measures | can implement to avoid or minimize
impacts to migratory birds" at the bottom of your migratory bird trust resources page.

Facilities

National Wildlife Refuge lands

Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to
discuss any questions or concerns.

There are no refuge lands at this location.

Fish hatcheries
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There are no fish hatcheries at this location.

Wetlands in the National Wetlands Inventory
(NWI)

Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers District.

Wetland information is not available at this time

This can happen when the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) map service is unavailable, or for
very large projects that intersect many wetland areas. Try again, or visit the NWI map to view
wetlands at this location.

Data limitations

The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level
information on the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of high
altitude imagery. Wetlands are identified based on vegetation, visible hydrology and geography. A margin of error
is inherent in the use of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular site may result in
revision of the wetland boundaries or classification established through image analysis.

The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image analysts,
the amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount of ground truth verification work conducted.
Metadata should be consulted to determine the date of the source imagery used and any mapping problems.

Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery or field work. There may be
occasional differences in polygon boundaries or classifications between the information depicted on the map and
the actual conditions on site.

Data exclusions

Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of aerial
imagery as the primary data source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged
aquatic vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters.
Some deepwater reef communities (coral or tuberficid worm reefs) have also been excluded from the inventory.
These habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery.

Data precautions

Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may define and describe wetlands in a
different manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of this
inventory, to define the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish
the geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons intending to engage in
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activities involving modifications within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate
Federal, state, or local agencies concerning specified agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions
that may affect such activities.
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Iy

Morosco

Juncus acutus southwestern Juncaceae perennial (Mar)May-  None None G5T5 S4 4.2 1988-
ssp. leopoldii  spiny rush rhizomatous Jun 01-01 '
ssp-eop Piny © 2019
herb
Belinda
Lo
Layia jonesii  Jones' layia Asteraceae annual herb Mar-May None None G2 S2 1B.2  Yes 1974-
01-01 ¢ 5011
Chris
Leptosiphon large-flowered Polemoniaceae annual herb Apr-Aug None None G3G4 S354 42 Yes 1994-
grandiflorus leptosiphon 01-01
© 2003
Doreen L.
Smith
Lomatium small-leaved  Apiaceae perennial herb  Jan-Jun None None G3 S3 42 Yes 1974-
parvifolium lomatium 01-01  No Photo
Available
Lupinus San Luis Fabaceae perennial herb  Apr-Jul None None GI1 ST 1B.2  Yes 1974-
ludovicianus ~ Obispo 01-01  No Photo
County lupine Available
Monardella Palmer's Lamiaceae perennial Jun-Aug None None G2 S2 1B.2  Yes 1974- \_w:
8
palmeri monardella rhizomatous 01-01 "
© 2012
herb .
Chris
Winchell
Monardella southern Lamiaceae annual herb Apr-Sep None None G3T2  S2 1B.2  Yes 2013-
sinuata ssp. curly-leaved 12-31
sinuata monardella
Mucronea California Polygonaceae  annual herb Mar- None None G3 S3 42 Yes 1988-
californica spineflower Jul(Aug) 01-01
Debra L.
Cook
Muhlenbergia aparejo grass Poaceae perennial Mar-Oct None None G4 S2S3 2B.2 2019-
utilis rhizomatous 07-10  No Photo
herb Available
Perideridia adobe Apiaceae perennial herb  Apr-Jun(Jul) None None G4 S4 43 Yes 1974-
pringlei yampah 01-01  No Photo
Available
Piperia Michael's rein Orchidaceae perennial herb  Apr-Aug None None G3 S3 4.2 Yes 1984-
michaelii orchid 01-017  No Photo
Available
Plagiobothrys hooked Boraginaceae annual herb Apr-May None None G2 S2 1B.2  Yes 1974-
uncinatus popcornflower 01-01  No Photo
Available
Ribes sericeum Santa Lucia Grossulariaceae  perennial Feb-Apr None None G4 S4 43 Yes 1974-
gooseberry deciduous shrub 01-017  No Photo
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4/18/23, 2:35 PM CNPS Rare Plant Inventory | Search Results

Avallable
Sanicula Hoffmann's  Apiaceae perennial herb  Mar-May None None G3 S3 43 Yes 1974-
hoffmannii sanicle 01-01  No Photo
Available
Sanicula adobe sanicle Apiaceae perennial herb  Feb-May None CR G2 S2 1B.1  Yes 1974-
maritima 01-017  No Photo
Available
Scrophularia  black- Scrophulariaceae perennial herb  Mar-Jul None None G2? S2?  1B2  Yes 1974-
atrata flowered 01-01  No Photo
figwort Available
Senecio chaparral Asteraceae annual herb Jan- None None G3 S2 2B.2 1994-
aphanactis ragwort Apr(May) 01-01  No Photo
Available
Sidalcea Cuesta Pass  Malvaceae perennial herb  May-Jun None CR  G3T1 S1 1B.2  Yes 1974-
hickmanii ssp. checkerbloom 01-01  No Photo
anomala Available
Streptanthus ~ most beautiful Brassicaceae annual herb (Mar)Apr- None None G2T2 S2 1B.2  Yes 1988-
albidus ssp. jewelflower Sep(Oct) 01-01
peramoenus
Robert E.
Preston,
Ph.D.
Trifolium saline clover  Fabaceae annual herb Apr-Jun None None G2 S2 1B.2  Yes 2001-
hydrophilum 01-01  No Photo
Available

Showing 1 to 73 of 73 entries
Suggested Citation:

California Native Plant Society, Rare Plant Program. 2023. Rare Plant Inventory (online edition, v9.5). Website https://www.rareplants.cnps.org
[accessed 18 April 2023].
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The potential for each species to occur in the Study Area was assessed using the criteria outlined below.

None: the area contains a complete lack of suitable habitat, the local range for the species is restricted, and/or the
species is extirpated in this region.

Not Expected: suitable habitat or key habitat elements might be present but might be of poor quality or isolated
from the nearest extant occurrences, and/or the species is not known to occur in the area.

Possible: presence of suitable habitat or key habitat elements that potentially support the species.

Present: the species was either observed directly or its presence was confirmed by field investigations or in previous
studies in the area.

New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project Montrose Environmental
Biological Resources Report — Site 1 1 July 2023



Table 1. Special Status Plants

Listing status*

Name (Federal/ Habitat Potential to Occur in the Study Area
State/CNPS)
. Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal dunes, coastal None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
Arctostaphylos morroensis . .
) FT/-/1B.1 scrub. On Baywood sands, usually with chaparral associates. | area.
Morro manzanita
30-125 m.
. . Marshes and swamps. Growing up through dense mats of None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
Arenaria paludicola . . .
FE/FE/1B.1 | Typha, Juncus, Scirpus, etc. in freshwater marsh. Sandy soil. area.
marsh sandwort
3-170 m.
Astragalus didymocarpus None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
var. milesianus -/-/1B.2 Coastal scrub; clay soils. 20-90m. area.

Miles' milk-vetch

Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland; often

/-/1B.2 in serpentine grassland. 75-665m None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study

Calochortus obispoensis

San Luis mariposa-lily area.
Ca{ysteglq subacaulis ssp. Chapz.arral, cismontane woodland, coa-stal prairie, vglley and None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
episcopalis -/-/4.2 foothill grassland; usually found growing on clay soils. 5-475 area
Cambria morning-glory m. )
Castilleja densiflora ssp.
obispoensis _/-/1B2 Valley and foothill grassland, meadows and seeps; None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
San Luis Obispo owl's- ) sometimes found in serpentine. 9-485m. area.
clover
Caulanthus californicus . . . S .
. .. Chenopod scrub, valley and foothill grassland, pinyon and None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
California jewelflower FE/SE/ 1B.2 .. .
juniper woodland. Sandy soils. 65-1860 m. area.
Centromq'd/a partyr ssp- Valley and foothill grassland; Alkaline soils, sometimes None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
Congdonii -/-/1B.2 : .
, described as heavy white clay. 0-245m. area.
Congdon's tarplant
Chloropyron maritimum
ssp. maritimum - . . N .
L .
(=Cordylanthus maritimus FE/ SE / 1B.2 Marshes and swamps, c.oastal dunes. Limited to the higher None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
zones of salt marsh habitat. 0-10 m. area.

ssp. maritimus)
salt marsh bird's-beak

. . Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, closed-cone . L .
Chorizanthe breweri . . . None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
-/-/1B.3 coniferous forest; rocky or gravelly serpentine sites; usually

Brewer's spineflower . area.
P in barren areas. 45-765 m.

New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project Montrose Environmental
Biological Resources Report — Site 1 2 July 2023



Listing status*

Name (Federal/ Habitat Potential to Occur in the Study Area
State/CNPS)
Cirsium fontinale var. . None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
. Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, valley and . .
obispoense -/-/1B.2 foothill erassland: Serpentine seeps. 5-385 m area. CNDDB occurrence is less than a mile north
Chorro Creek bog thistle g P o€rp ps- ) of Site 3 (CNDDB 2023).
Clarkia speciosa ssp. Chaparral, cismontane woodland, valley and foothill None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
immaculata FE/SR/1B.1 | grassland. On ancient sand dunes not far from the coast. area.
Pismo clarkia Sandy soils; openings. 30-185 m.
De/ph/n/um parryi ssp. Chaparral, valley and foothill grassland; Serpentine. None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
Eastwoodiae -/-/1B.2 Openings. 60-640 m area.
Eastwood's larkspur P &5 ’
Dudleya abramsii ssp. Chaparral, valley and foothill grassland. Uncommon None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
murina FE/SE/1B.1 | serpentinite vertisol clays; in relatively open areas. 50-185 area.
mouse-gray dudleya m.
. . Chaparral (maritime), cismontane woodland, coastal scrub. None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
Eriodictyon altissimum . . . . .
. . FE/SE/1B.1 | Ridges in open, disturbed areas within chaparral on Pismo area.
Indian Knob mountainbalm
sandstone. 95-245 m.
E j istul . . . . . o .
rynglu'm aristulatum var. Vernal pools; Alkaline depressions, vernal pools, roadside None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
hooveri -/-/1B.1 .
, ditches and other wet places near the coast. 1-50 m. area.
Hoover's button-celery
Erythranthe serpentinicola /-/1B.1 Chaparral (openings), meadows and seeps (edges); None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
Irish Hills monkeyflower ) Serpentine, rocky, openings, mesic. 60-360 m. area.
Layia jonesii /-/1B.2 Chaparral, valley and foothill grassland; Clay soils and None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
Jones' layia ) serpentine outcrops. 5-245 m. area.
. .. Marshes and swamps. Freshwater and brackish marshes at None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
Nasturtium gambelii . . .
, FE/ST/1B.1 | the margins of lakes and along streams, in or just above the area.
Gambel's water cress
water level. 5-305 m.
Vernal pools, chenopod scrub, marshes and swamps, playas. | None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
Navarretia fossalis FT/-/1B.1 San Diego hardpan and San Diego claypan vernal pools; in area.
spreading navarretia ' swales and vernal pools, often surrouded by other habitat
types. 15-850 m.
Sanicula maritima _/SR/1B.A Meadows and seeps, valley and foothill grassland, chaparral, | None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
adobe sanicle ' coastal prairie; Moist clay or ultramafic soils. 15-215 m area.

New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project
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Listing status*

Name (Federal/ Habitat Potential to Occur in the Study Area
State/CNPS)
Senecio aphanactis /282 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub; Drying None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
Chapparal ragwort ’ alkaline flats. 20-1020 m. area.
Streptanthus albidus ssp. Chaparral, valley and foothill grassland, cismontane None. Suitable habitat is not present in the study
Peramoenus -/-/1B.2 woodland; Serpentine outcrops, on ridges and slopes. 90- area.

most beautiful jewel-flower

1040 m.

* List of Abbreviations for Federal and State Species Status follow below:

FE = Federal endangered
FT = Federal threatened

SE = State endangered
ST = State threatened
SR = State rare

New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project
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Table 2. Special Status Animal Species

Listing
S status*® . . .
Scientific name Habitat Potential to Occur in the Study Area
(Federal/
State)
Invertebrates
. Coastal California east to the Sierra-Cascade crest and south into . s .
Bombus crotchii . . o . . None. Suitable habitat is not present in
-/SC Mexico; Food plant genera include Antirrhinum, Phacelia, Clarkia,
Crotch bumble bee . . the study area.
Dendromecon, Eschscholzia, and Eriogonum.
. Winter roost sites extend along the coast from northern Mendocino
Danaus plexippus pop. 1 . . . . L . o .
monarch - California FC/- to Baja California, Mexico. Roosts located in wind-protected tree None. Suitable habitat is not present in
. . . groves (eucalyptus, Monterey pine, cypress), with nectar and water | the study area.
overwintering population
sources nearby.
Polyphylla nubile - Known only from sand dunes in San Luis Obispo County. None. Suitable habitat is not present in
Atascadero June beetle the study area.
Amphibians
. . Lives in vacant or mammal-occupied burrows throughout most of None. Suitable habitat is not present in
Ambystoma californiense . .
. . the year; in grassland, savanna, or open woodland habitats. Need the study area.
California tiger salamander - FT/ST ) .
. . underground refuges, especially ground squirrel burrows, and
central California DPS .
vernal pools or other seasonal water sources for breeding.
San Francisco Peninsula and Diablo Range south of San Francisco None. Suitable habitat is not present in
Bay Estuary, and south through the Santa Cruz and Gabilan the study area.
Rana boylii Mountains east of the Salinas River in the southern inner Coast
foothill yellow-legged frog - PFT/ SE Ranges. Partly shaded shallow streams and riffles with a rocky
central coast DPS substrate in a variety of habitats. Needs at least some cobble-sized
substrate for egg-laying and at least 15 weeks to attain
metamorphosis.
Lowlands and foothills in or near permanent sources of deep water | None. Suitable habitat is not present in
Rana draytonii FT/ SSC with dense, shrubby or emergent riparian vegetation. Requires 11- the study area.
California red-legged frog 20 weeks of permanent water for larval development. Must have
access to estivation habitat.
. Coastal drainages from Mendocino County to San Diego County; None. Suitable habitat is not present in
Taricha torosa L . . I .
-/SsC Lives in terrestrial habitats and will migrate over 1 km to breed in the study area.

Coast Range newt

ponds, reservoirs and slow moving streams.

Fish

New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project
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Listing

Scientific name SR Habitat Potential to Occur in the Study Area
(Federal/
State)
Brackish water habitats along the California coast from Agua None. Suitable habitat is not present in
Eucyclogobius newberryi FE/- Hedionda Lagoon, San Diego County to the mouth of the Smith the study area.
tidewater goby River.  Found in shallow lagoons and lower stream reaches, they
need fairly still but not stagnant water and high oxygen levels.
Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus None. Suitable habitat is not present in
pop. 9 FT/- Federal listing refers to runs in coastal basins from the Pajaro River | the study area.
steelhead - south-central south to, but not including, the Santa Maria River.
California coast DPS
Birds
Open, dry annual or perennial grasslands, deserts and scrublands
Athene cunicularia _/ssC characterized by low-growing vegetation. Subterranean nester, None. Suitable habitat is not present in
Burrowing Owl dependent upon burrowing mammals, most notably, the California | the study area.
ground squirrel.
Feeds near-shore; nests inland along coast from Eureka to Oregon None. Suitable habitat is not present in
Brachyramphus marmoratus FT/SE border and from Half Moon Bay to Santa Cruz. Nests in old-growth the study area.
marbled murrelet redwood-dominated forests, up to six miles inland, often in
Douglas-fir.
Charadrius nivosus nivosus Sandy beaches, salt pond levees and shores of large alkali lakes. None. Suitable habitat is not present in
western snowy plover FT/- Needs sandy, gravelly or friable soils for nesting. the study area.
. Riparian forest nester, along the broad, lower flood-bottoms of None. Suitable habitat is not present in
Coccyzus americanus . o . .
. . larger river systems. Nests in riparian jungles of willow, often mixed | the study area.
occidentalis FT /SE . : .
. with cottonwoods, with lower story of blackberry, nettles, or wild
western yellow-billed cuckoo
grape.
Empidonax traillii extimus Riparian woodlands in Southern California. None. Suitable habitat is not present in
southwestern willow FE / SE the study area.
flycatcher
Require vast expanses of open savannah, grasslands, and foothill None. Suitable habitat is not present in
Gymnogyps californianus FE /SE chaparral in mountain ranges of moderate altitude. Deep canyons the study area.
California condor containing clefts in the rocky walls provide nesting sites. Forages up
to 100 miles from roost/nest.
. L. Nests along the coast from San Francisco Bay south to northern . o .
Lanius ludovicianus . . . . None. Suitable habitat is not present in
-/SsC Baja California. Colonial breeder on bare or sparsely vegetated, flat

loggerhead shrike

substrates: sand beaches, alkali flats, landfills, or paved areas.

the study area.
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Listing

Scientific name SR Habitat Potential to Occur in the Study Area
(Federal/
State)
FE /SE Salt water and brackish marshes traversed by tidal sloughs in the None. Suitable habitat is not present in
Rallus obsoletus obsoletus vicinity of San Francisco Bay. Associated with abundant growths of the study area.
California Ridgway's rail pickleweed, but feeds away from cover on invertebrates from mud-
bottomed sloughs.
Sternula antillarum FE /SE Nests along the coast from San Francisco Bay south to northern None. Suitable habitat is not present in
browni Baja California. Colonial breeder on bare or sparsely vegetated, flat | the study area.
California least tern substrates: sand beaches, alkali flats, landfills, or paved areas.
FE /SE Summer resident of Southern California in low riparian in vicinity of
Vireo bellii pusillus water or in dry river bottoms; below 2000 ft. Nests placed None. Suitable habitat is not present in
least Bell's vireo along margins of bushes or on twigs projecting into pathways, the study area.
usually willow, Baccharis, mesquite.
Mammals
Deserts, grasslands, shrublands, woodlands and forests. Most
Antrozous pallidus _/ssC common in open, dry habitats with rocky areas for roosting. Roosts | None. Suitable habitat is not present in
pallid bat must protect bats from high temperatures. Very sensitive to the study area.
disturbance of roosting sites.
, . . Many open, semi-arid to arid habitats, including conifer and . L .
Eumops perotis californicus _/ssC deciduous woodlands, coastal scrub, grasslands, chaparral, etc, None. Suitable habitat is not present in

western mastiff bat

Roosts in crevices in cliff faces, high buildings, trees and tunnels.

the study area.

* List of Abbreviations for Federal and State Species Status follow below:

FE = Federal endangered

PFT = Proposed Federal threatened

FT = Federal threatened
FC = Federal candidate

SE = State endangered

ST = State threatened

SC = State candidate

SSC = Species of special concern
FP = State fully protected
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Appendix D. Plant Species List

Scientific Name Common Name Native
Avena fatua Wild oat No
Bromus diandrus Ripgut brome No
Bromus hordeaceus soft chess No
Ficus benghalensis Bayan fig No
Ficus macrocarpa nitida Indian Laurel fog No
Lagerstroemia indica Crape myrtle No
Ligustrum spp. Privet No

NEW SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE PROJECT
Biological Resources Report — Site 1
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Biological resources review for additional property at 969
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Memorandum

Project: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Replacement Project

Subject: Biological resources review for additional property at 969 Toro Street (APN
002-326-012)

Date: October 31, 2024

To: Kim Bobic, Judicial Council of California

From: Lisa Herrera, Montrose Environmental

Debra Lilly, Montrose Environmental

Introduction

The New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project (Proposed Project) is one of the Immediate and Critical
Need courthouse projects identified by the Judicial Council. The Proposed Project would involve
construction of a new approximately 145,000-square-foot, five-story, modern and secure courthouse
and would consolidate court operations within the city of San Luis Obispo. The Proposed Project would
replace the existing Courthouse Annex building, built in 1982 and owned by San Luis Obispo County
(County). That building has been evaluated and rated at a seismic risk level V, defining the courthouse as
a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) P-154 rating of Very-High-Risk seismically deficient
building. In addition, the Proposed Project would reunite court administrative staff offices that have
been divided into off-site locations at 1070 Palm Street and 999 Monterey Street because of space
limitations. The Proposed Project site totals approximately 1.43 acres of land consisting of a County-
owned property at 1144 Monterey Street and extending north to include a portion of the Monterey
Palm Alley, the westerly lane of Toro Street, and a residential property at 969 Toro Street (Figure 1).

Montrose Environmental completed a Biological Resources Report for the Proposed Project in July 2023
(Montrose 2023), including a field survey on April 24, 2023. The study area for the report was limited to
the 1.2-acre property at 1144 Monterey Street. Since then, the project description has been updated to
include an adjacent 0.1-acre property at 969 Toro Street (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 002-326-012).
The memo describes the additional property and reviews it for consistency with the findings of the July
2023 Biological Resources Report.

Location

APN 002-326-012 is located at 969 Toro Street in the City of San Luis Obispo, California. It is situated
immediately north of Monterey Palm Alley at its intersection with Toro Street. It is located within U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) San Luis Obispo 7.5-minute quadrangle. The City of San Luis Obispo is located
roughly midway between the cities of San Francisco and Los Angeles along California’s Central Coast.
The city encompasses 13.6 square miles and is the largest city in San Luis Obispo County.

October 2024 1
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APN 002-326-012 encompasses approximately 0.1 acre. Appendix A provides representative
photographs of the site.

Existing Land Use and Habitats

APN 002-326-012 is a privately owned residential property. The lot is fully developed with an
approximately 1,339 square-foot single-story residence with an attached office, carport, decomposed
granite driveway, and concrete-based yard with narrow strips of landscape. The lot, which is zoned
Office, is within an urban area and is surrounded by additional development including a mix of mix of
commercial-retail, residential, and office uses. It is bordered by a private residence to the north, Toro
Street to the east, Monterey Palm Alley to the south, and an apartment building to the west.

Vegetation at the property is limited to ornamental plantings including one citrus tree, a Canary Island
date palm (Phoenix canariensis), Jacaranda tree (Jacaranda mimosifolia); succulents such as striped
century plant (Agave sp.), rose succulent (Aeonium sp.), and jade plant (Crassula ovata); and ornamental
shrubs. Most of the ground surface is concrete, bare dirt or decomposed granite.

Trees and shrubs on the property may provide nesting habitat for bird species accustomed to urban
environments.

Potential for Special-Status Species

Consistent with the 2023 biological resource report (Montrose 2023), no special-status species are
anticipated to be present at the site due to existing development and low habitat value.

Summary and Considerations

APN 002-326-012 is a 0.10-acre developed residential property located in an urban area of the City of
San Luis Obispo. The lot is immediately north of the 1.2-acre property at 1144 Monterey Street
described in the 2023 biological resources report. Land cover (developed and landscaped), habitat
values (low) are the same for the two properties. Both properties may provide nesting sites for birds
during the typical nesting season of February 1 through August 31. The 2023 report recommendation to
time construction outside of the nesting bird season, or conduct pre-activity nesting bird surveys, is
applicable to both properties. There are no other biological resource constraints to consider for the
Proposed Project and no additional recommendations suggested.

References

(Montrose) Montrose Environmental. 2023. Biological Resources Report for the New San Luis Obispo
Courthouse Project — Site 1. July 2023.
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Photo No. 1 Site Name: Photo No. 2 Site Name:
Aspect (facing): Site 1, APN 002-326-012 Aspect (facing): Site 1, APN 002-326-012
Southwest West

Existing residence at 969 Toro Street (September | 969 Toro Street, existing residence (September 2024).
2024).

Photo No. 3 Site Name:
Aspect (facing): Site 2, APN 002-326-012
Northeast

View of 969 Toro Street from Monterey Palm Alley
(September 2024).
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Judicial Council of California

Limitations

This report contains confidential cultural resources location information; report distribution should
be restricted to those with a need to know. Cultural resources are non-renewable, and their scientific,
cultural, and aesthetic values can be significantly impaired by disturbance. To deter vandalism,
artifact hunting, and other activities that can damage cultural resources, the locations of cultural
resources should be kept confidential. The legal authority to restrict cultural resources information
is in California Government Code 6254.1 and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as
amended, Section 304.
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Executive Summary

The Judicial Council of California (Judicial Council) is proposing to replace the existing courthouse in
the City of San Luis Obispo with a new facility located about one block to the east (Project or Proposed
Project). The Proposed Project would replace the existing Courthouse Annex building, built in 1982
and owned by San Luis Obispo County (County). That building has been evaluated and rated at a
seismic risk level V, defining the courthouse as a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
rating of Very-High-Risk as a seismically deficient building. In addition, the Proposed Project would
reunite court administrative staff offices that have been divided into off-site locations at 1070 Palm
Street and 999 Monterey Street because of space limitations. The new building would be located at
1144 Monterey Street on a parcel currently owned by the County. A second parcel at 969 Toro Street,
located directly adjacent and north, which would be used for parking, is privately owned.

A cultural resources assessment was conducted that consisted of a literature review to identify any
previously recorded cultural resources that could be affected by the Proposed Project, and a field
review to photograph and record the extant buildings at the Proposed Project site. This report
reviews data on known archaeological resources in proximity to the site, provides research about the
potential for buried historic-era deposits, and includes a geoarchaeological analysis for the
sensitivity of the location to contain subsurface Native American resources in addition to reporting
on the built environment resources at the project location. Because the area is completely developed
and almost entirely covered in hardscape, an archaeological survey was not conducted.

A field review was conducted to photograph and record the extant buildings at the Proposed Project
location on September 11, 2024, by an architectural historian who meets the qualifications pursuant
to the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s professional standards in architectural history. Although both
of the subject buildings are more than 50 years old, neither appear eligible for listing on the
Californian Register of Historical Resources or meet the criteria as a California Historical Landmark.

This report has been prepared based on certain key assumptions made by Montrose Environmental
(Montrose) that substantially affect its conclusions and recommendations. These assumptions are
that the information gathered during the record search is up to date and accurate. These
assumptions, although thought to be reasonable and appropriate, may not prove to be true in the
future. Montrose’s conclusions and recommendations are conditioned upon these assumptions.

The cultural resources assessment was performed based on information obtained at the Central
Coast Information Center (CCIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System, as well
as on direct observation of site conditions and other information generally applicable as of April
2025. Although no archaeological resources are known to be located at the project location, they may
be buried. The conclusions and recommendations herein are, therefore, based on information
available up to that point in time. Further information may come to light in the future that could
substantially change the conclusions found herein.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Location and Setting

The Proposed Project is located in San Luis Obispo County, California (Figure 1), at 1144 Monterey
Street (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 002-326-021) and 969 Toro Street (APN 002-326-012-000),
at the northwest corner of Monterey and Toro streets in the City of San Luis Obispo. The Project
location is depicted on the San Luis Obispo 7.5-minute United States Geological Survey (USGS)
quadrangle maps, in Sections 26, Township 30 South, Range 12 East (Figure 2).

The Proposed Project area occupies approximately 1.2 acres and is owned by San Luis Obispo County,
and currently contains offices of the San Luis Obispo County Department of Parks and Recreation,
County facilities and fleet services, and two adjacent open-air parking lots. The Proposed Project site
is fully developed and almost entirely covered with concrete, asphalt, or buildings. The buildings
surrounding the parcel appear to be commercial and residential properties from the mid-twentieth
century or younger.

1.2 Project Description

1.2.1 Proposed Project

The Project proposes to construct a new 12-courtroom courthouse of approximately 145,000
square feet in the city of San Luis Obispo. The new building may be between three and five floors,
including a basement. The Proposed Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with
the California Trial Court Facilities Standards and incorporate sustainability measures to comply
with State-mandated CalGreen requirements and achieve a minimum Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design Silver certification level.

The Proposed Project would replace the County-owned 1962 and 1982 Courthouse Annex
Buildings, including the Judicial Council-owned 1070 Palm Street facility and the 999 Monterey
Street leased facility. The historic 1940 County-owned and utilized Old Courthouse building, located
at 976 Osos Street, is not part of this Project and would not be demolished.

New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project 1-1 May 2025
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Figure 1. Project Vicinity
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Figure 2. Project Location
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1.3 Regulatory Setting and Need for Study

1.3.1 State of California Regulations

CEQA and State CEQA Guidelines

The Proposed Project must comply with CEQA (Pub. Res. Code 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Chapter 3), which determine, in part,
whether the project has a significant effect on a unique archaeological resource (as defined in Pub.
Res. Code Section 21083.2) or a historical resource (as defined in Pub. Res. Code Section 21084.1).

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) notes that “a project with an effect that may cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a significant
effect on the environment.” According to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)., historical
resources are:

e Resources listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of
Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code Section 5024.1[e]).

e Included in a local register of historical resources (Pub. Res. Code Section 5020.1[k]) or
identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements of Pub. Res.
Code 5024.1(g); or

e Determined by a lead agency to be historically significant.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (c) also applies to historical resources that are archaeological sites,
as well as those identified as unique archaeological resources pursuant to Pub. Res. Code 21084.1. As
defined in Pub. Res. Code Section 21083.2, a unique archaeological resource is an archaeological
artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the
current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:

e Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there is
a demonstrable public interest in that information;

e Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type; or

o [sdirectly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event
or person.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(4) notes that, if an archaeological resource is not a unique
archaeological resource, historical resource, or tribal cultural resource, the effects of the project on
those cultural resources shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 further states that agencies are required to identify potentially
feasible measures or alternatives to avoid or mitigate significant adverse changes in the significance
of a historical resource before such projects are approved when:

New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project 1-4 May 2025
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e An initial study identifies the existence of, or the probable likelihood, of Native American
initial study identifies the existence of, or the probable likelihood, of Native American human
remains within the project, a lead agency shall work with the appropriate Native Americans
as identified by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) human remains within
the project, a lead agency shall work with the appropriate Native Americans as identified by
the Native American Heritage Commission. (Section 15064.5(d)).

e  When there is an accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location
other than a dedicated cemetery, work should cease at the site of the discovery and in the
immediate surrounding area until the county coroner has been notified and the NAHC is
notified if the coroner determines the remains to be that of Native American heritage. The
NAHC shall identify the person or persons it believes to be the most likely descended from
the deceased Native American, who will then work with the landowner to identify an
appropriate and dignified treatment of the remains. (Section 15064.5(e)).

e When historical or unique archaeological resources are accidentally discovered during
construction, a lead agency, pursuant to Section 21082 of the Public Resources Code, should
make provisions for historical or unique archaeological resources accidentally discovered
during construction. These provisions should include an immediate evaluation of the find by
a qualified archaeologist. If the find is determined to be an historical or unique archaeological
resource, contingency funding and a time allotment sufficient to allow for implementation of
avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation should be available. Work could continue on
other parts of the building site while historical or unique archaeological resource mitigation
takes place. (Section 15064.5(f)).

California Register of Historical Resources

PRC Section 5024.1 establishes the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). This register
lists all California properties considered to be significant historical resources. The CRHR includes all
properties listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP), including properties evaluated under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA). The criteria for listing are similar to those of the NRHP. Criteria for listing in the CRHR
include resources that:

1) Are associated with the events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of California’s history and cultural heritage;

2) Are associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

3) Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represent the work of an important creative individual, or possess high artistic values; or

4) Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

The regulations set forth the criteria for eligibility as well as guidelines for assessing historical
integrity and resources that have special considerations.

New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project 1-5 May 2025
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California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5.

California State law governing human remains California Health and Safety Code Section 7050 sets
forth special rules that prescribe specific courses of action that apply where human remains are
encountered during project construction. The code states:

In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a
dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any
nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the coroner of the county
in which the human remains are discovered has determined, in accordance with Chapter 10
(commencing with Section 27460) of Part 3 of Division 2 of Title 3 of the Government Code,
that the remains are not subject to the provisions of Section 27491 of the Government Code
or any other related provisions of law concerning investigation of the circumstances, manner
and cause of any death, and the recommendations concerning the treatment and disposition
of the human remains have been made to the person responsible for the excavation, or to his
or her authorized representative, in the manner provided in Section 5097.98 of the Public
Resources Code. The coroner shall make his or her determination within two working days
from the time the person responsible for the excavation, or his or her authorized
representative, notifies the coroner of the discovery or recognition of the human remains.
(California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5(b)).

If the coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his or her authority and if the
coroner recognizes the human remains to be those of a Native American, or has reason to
believe that they are those of a Native American, he or she shall contact, by telephone within
24 hours, the Native American Heritage Commission. (California Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5(b)).

Tribal Cultural Resources

PRC 21080.3.1 (also referred to as Assembly Bill 52) requires that CEQA lead agencies consult with
a California Native American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic
area of a Proposed project if so requested by the tribe, and if the agency intends to release a negative
declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or environmental impact report for a project. The bill
also specifies, under PRC 21084.2, that a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource (TCR) is considered a project that may have a
significant effect on the environment. This latter language was added to the CEQA checklist in
September 2016. The Judicial Council, as the Project’'s CEQA lead agency, consulted with Native
American tribes pursuant to PRC 21080.3.1.

As defined in Section 21074(a) of the PRC, TCRs are:

(1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe that are either of the following:

a. Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of
Historical Resources; or

b. Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of
Section 5020.1.

New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project 1-6 May 2025
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(2) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1.
In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 for the purposes of this
paragraph, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California
Native American tribe.

TCRs are further defined under Section 21074(b) and (c) as follows:

(b) A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) is a TCR to the extent that the
landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape; and

() A historical resource described in Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological resource as
defined in subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2, or a “nonunique archaeological resource” as
defined in subdivision (h) of Section 21083.2 may also be a tribal cultural resource if it
conforms to the criteria of subdivision (a).

Mitigation measures for TCRs must be developed in consultation with the affected California Native
American tribe pursuant to the newly chaptered Section 21080.3.2, or according to Section 21084.3.
Section 21084.3 identifies mitigation measures that include avoidance and preservation of TCRs and
treating TCRs with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values and
meaning of the resource.

1.3.2 Federal Regulations

The Proposed Project does not have a federal nexus. The following summary of federal regulations
are provided only for context.

National Historic Preservation Act

Title 54 United States Code Section 306108, commonly known as Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (or Section 106), requires that federal agencies take into account the effects of
projects (undertakings) under their jurisdiction on historic properties (i.e., cultural resources that
meet the criteria for listing on the NRHP). The implementing regulations of the NHPA, found at 36
CFR Part 800, require that cultural resources be evaluated for NRHP eligibility if they cannot be
avoided by an undertaking. To determine site significance through application of NRHP criteria,
several levels of potential significance that reflect different (although not necessarily mutually
exclusive) values must be considered. As provided in Title 36 CFR Part 60.4, “the quality of
significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, and culture is present in districts, sites,
buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association” and must be considered within the historic context.
Resources must also be at least 50 years old, except in rare cases, and, to meet eligibility criteria of
the NRHP, must:

(A) Be associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
our history; or

(B) Be associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or
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(o) Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

(D) Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

Although archaeological sites must be evaluated according to all of the criteria listed above, they are
most often found eligible for listing in the NRHP under criterion (D). For sites found eligible under
criterion (d), integrity requires that the site remain sufficiently intact to convey the expected
information to address specific important research questions.

1.3.1 Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies

The Judicial Council, acting as the judicial branch of State government, is not subject to local land use
regulations; however, the Judicial Council, as lead agency, considers local policies in evaluating
whether the Proposed Project’s impacts would be significant.

Chapter 6, Conservation and Open Space, of the City’s General Plan contains goals and policies related
to historical, architectural, and archaeological resources. The following policies may relate to the
Proposed Project:

3.3.1. Historic preservation. Significant historic and architectural resources should be identified,
preserved and rehabilitated.

3.3.2. Demolitions. Historically or architecturally significant buildings shall not be demolished or
substantially changed in outward appearance, unless doing so is necessary to remove a threat to
health and safety and other means to eliminate or reduce the threat to acceptable levels are
infeasible.

3.3.3. Historical documentation. Buildings and other cultural features that are not historically
significant but which have historical or architectural value should be preserved or relocated
where feasible. Where preservation or relocation is not feasible, the resource shall be
documented and the information retained in a secure but publicly accessible location. An
acknowledgment of the resource should be incorporated within the site through historic signage
and the reuse or display of historic materials and artifacts.

3.5.1. Archaeological resource protection. The City shall provide for the protection of both known
and potential archaeological resources. To avoid significant damage to important archaeological
sites, all available measures, including purchase of the property in fee or easement, shall be
explored at the time of a development proposal. Where such measures are not feasible and
development would adversely affect identified archaeological or paleontological resources,
mitigation shall be required pursuant to the Archaeological Resource Preservation Program
Guidelines.

3.5.5. Archaeological resources present. Where a preliminary site survey finds substantial
archaeological resources, before permitting construction, the City shall require a mitigation plan
to protect the resources. Possible mitigation measures include: presence of a qualified
professional during initial grading or trenching; project redesign; covering with a layer of fill;
excavation, removal and curation in an appropriate facility under the direction of a qualified
professional.
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3.5.6. Qualified archaeologist present. Where substantial archaeological resources are discovered
during construction or grading activities, all such activities in the immediate area of the find shall
cease until a qualified archaeologist knowledgeable in Native American cultures can determine
the significance of the resource and recommend alternative mitigation measures.

3.5.7. Native American participation. Native American participation shall be included in the City's
guidelines for resource assessment and impact mitigation. Native American representatives
should be present during archaeological excavation and during construction in an area likely to
contain cultural resources. The Native American community shall be consulted as knowledge of
cultural resources expands and as the City considers updates or significant changes to its General
Plan.

1.4 Personnel

Fieldwork, analysis, and reporting were carried out by the below-listed professionals who meet the
U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Standards for Archaeology (per Title 48 of the CFR,
Section 44716, as amended in 1983) or U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Standards for
Historian and Architectural Historian (as defined in 36 CFR, Part 61). Procedures complied with
NHPA Section 106 as set forth in Title 36 of the CFR, Section 800.

= Janis Offermann, Registered Professional Archaeologist (Montrose), prepared this
report. She has a bachelor’s degree in anthropology from Sonoma State University in Rohnert
Park, California, and a master’s degree in anthropology from the University of California at
Davis. She has more than 40 years of experience in California archaeology and cultural
resource management. Ms. Offermann is a senior cultural resources manager at Montrose.

* Dean Martorana, Registered Professional Archaeologist (Montrose), holds a master’s
degree in anthropology from California State University, Long Beach. He served as the GIS
Specialist and assisted in the preparation of this report. Mr. Martorana has 19 years of
experience in both historic and prehistoric archaeology, including 15 years of experience in
cultural resources management in northern California. Mr. Martorana is a senior
archaeologist and GIS specialist at Montrose.

= Kara Brunzell, Architectural Historian (Montrose), conducted the field review to record
the buildings located at 1144 Monterey Street and 969 Toro Street, prepared the Department
of Parks and Recreation (DPR) Primary Record forms and evaluated the resources for
eligibility for listing in the CRHR. She also contributed to the historic-era context presented
in Section 2.3 of this report. Ms. Brunzell holds a bachelor’s degree in history from the
University of California, Los Angeles, and a master’s degree in public history from California
State University, Sacramento. She has been a practicing architectural historian in California
for 15 years. Ms. Brunzell is an Architectural Historian at Montrose.

= Jaime Bach, Registered Professional Archaeologist (Montrose), holds a bachelor’s degree
in anthropology from University of San Diego in California, a master’s degree in anthropology
from University of Montana in Missoula, and a doctoral degree in anthropology from
University of Montana in Missoula. Dr. Bach assisted in the preparation of this report. Dr. Bach
has over ten years of experience in cultural resource management as an archaeologist and
ethnographer. Dr. Bach is a senior archaeologist at Montrose.
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2 Project Context

2.1 Native American Pre-Contact Context

Research about Native American pre-contact history in the Central Coast region is largely derived
from archaeological data. These studies date back to the early 1900s, although the bulk of
archaeological excavations date to the 1960s and later. Jones et al. (2007) summarize earlier
archaeological work that was completed by researchers such as Reinman, Clemmer, Pohorecky,
Leonard, and others. Based on these studies and later work, Jones et al. (2007) present a synthetic
overview of prehistoric adaptive change in California’s Central Coast, a region that includes the
coastal and peri-coastal areas from San Mateo County in the north to San Luis Obispo County in the
south.

The temporal framework promoted by Jones et al. (2007) and others (Farquhar et al. 2011; Stevens
et al. 2013) spans a period of approximately 10,000 to 12,000 years and is divided into six different
periods. The periods track perceived changes in prehistoric settlement patterns, subsistence
practices, and technological advances. These adaptive shifts are identified by changes in material
culture found in the archaeological record. Table 1 summarizes the pre-contact cultural chronology.

Table1. California Central Coast Chronology

Temporal Period Date Range
Paleo-Indian Pre-9950 BP
Millingstone 9950-5450 BP
Early 5450-2550 BP
Middle 2550-950 BP
Middle-Late Transition 950-700 BP
Late 700-181 BP

Source: Jones et al. (2007).
Note: BP = years before present. Present is defined as 1950 AD.

Paleo-Indian Period. The Paleo-Indian Period represents the initial occupation of the area and
evidence of their presence during this period is quite sparse across the region. On the mainland,
artifacts dating to this time are mainly isolated artifacts or sparse lithic scatters. In the San Luis
Obispo area, fluted points are documented near the towns of Nipomo and Santa Margarita. The
traditional interpretation is that people living during this time were highly mobile hunters whose
subsistence efforts focused on large mammals.

Erlandson et al. (2007) proposes an alternative perspective—a “kelp highway” hypothesis for the
peopling of the Americas. Proponents of this model argue that the earliest inhabitants of the region
focused their economic pursuits on coastal resources. Archaeological sites that support this
hypothesis are mainly in the Santa Barbara Channel Islands.
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Millingstone Period. In contrast to sparse evidence for the Paleo-Indian Period, archaeologists report
sites dating to the Millingstone Period at several locations across the Central Coast. David Banks
Rogers first identified this pattern in Southern California as containing abundant handstones,
millingstones, cores, and cobble tools, along with a sparse, simple flaked stone assemblage. Wallace
further documented the pattern, and Greenwood recognized a Central Coast Millingstone component
at CA-SLO-2. Since that time, archaeologists have documented sites with Millingstone components
along the Central Coast, and possibly as far north as Tehama County in the Sacramento Valley
(Fitzgerald and Jones 1999).

Millingstone Period assemblages are characterized by abundant millingstones and handstones, core
and core-cobble tools, thick rectangular (L-series) Olivella beads, and a low incidence of projectile
points, which, when present, can be lanceolate or large side-notched varieties (Jones et al. 2007).
Eccentric crescents are also found in Millingstone components. Sites are often associated with
shellfish remains and small mammal bone, which suggest a collecting-focused economy. Contrary to
these findings, deer remains are abundant at some Millingstone sites (cf. Jones et al. 2008), which
suggests a flexible subsistence focus. People living during the Millingstone era appear to have been
highly mobile.

Early Period. The Early Period corresponds with the earliest era of what Rogers called the “Hunting
Culture” (Jones et al. 2007:138). According to Rogers, the “Hunting Culture” continues through to the
time of the Middle-Late Transition, as defined in the present framework. The Early Period is marked
by a greater emphasis on formalized flaked stone tools, such as projectile points and bifaces, and the
initial use of mortar and pestle technology. Early Period sites are located in more varied
environmental contexts than Millingstone sites, suggesting more intensive use of the landscape than
previously evidenced.

Early Period artifact assemblages are characterized by large side-notched and Rossi square-stemmed
projectile points, and spire-lopped (A), end-ground (B2b and B2c), Cap (B4), and rectangular (L-
series) Olivella beads. Other artifacts include less temporally diagnostic contracting-stemmed and
Afio Nuevo long-stemmed points, and bone gorges.

Archaeologists have long debated whether the shift in site locations and artifact assemblages during
this time represent either population intrusion as a result of mid-Holocene warming trends, or an in-
situ adaptive shift. The initial use of mortars and pestles during this time appears to reflect a more
labor-intensive economy associated with the adoption of acorn processing.

Middle Period. The trend toward greater labor investment is apparent in the Middle Period. During
this time range, there is increased use of plant resources, more long-term occupation at habitation
sites, and a greater variety of smaller “use-specific” localities. Artifacts common to this era include
contracting-stemmed projectile points, a variety of Olivella shell beads, and Haliotis ornaments. Bone
tools and ornaments are also common, especially in the richer coastal contexts, and circular shell
fishhooks come into use. Grooved stone net sinkers are also found in coastal sites. Mortars and
pestles become more common than millingstones and handstones at some sites (Jones et al.
2007:139).

Jones et al. (2007) discuss the Middle Period in the context of Rogers’ “Hunting Culture” because it is
seen as a continuation of the pattern that begins in the Early Period. This pattern reflects a greater
emphasis on labor-intensive technologies that include projectile and plant processing technologies.
Additionally, faunal remains highlight a shift toward prey species that are more labor intensive to
capture, which is interpreted as evidence of greater search and processing time or more labor-
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intensive technologies. These labor-intensive species include small schooling fishes, sea otters,
rabbits, and plants such as acorn. Jones and Haney (2005:34) offer that Early and Middle Period sites
are difficult to distinguish without shell beads due to the similarity of artifact assemblages.

Middle-Late Transition Period. The Middle-Late Transition marks the end of Rogers’ “Hunting
Culture,” which seems to occur sometime during this era. Artifacts associated with the Middle-Late
Transition include contracting-stemmed, double side-notched, and small leaf-shaped projectile
points. The latter are thought to represent the introduction of bow and arrow technology to the
region. A variety of Olivella shell bead types are found in these deposits, along with notched line
sinkers, hopper mortars, and circular shell fishhooks (Jones et al. 2007).

The Middle-Late Transition is a time that appears to correspond with social reorganization across
the region. This era is also a period of rapid climatic change known as the Medieval Climatic Anomaly.
Jones and colleagues propose the Medieval Climatic Anomaly as an impetus for the cultural change
that was a response to fluctuations between cool-wet and warm-dry conditions that characterize the
event (Jones et al. 1999). Middle-Late Transition sites in San Luis Obispo County seem to represent
population aggregations. Examples include CA-SLO-9, which is interpreted as a year-round coastal
occupation site; CA-SLO-239 contains a large architectural feature; CA-SLO-536, located slightly
inland, harbors an extensive bedrock mortar complex adjacent to Chorro Creek; and CA-SLO-1778
contains a substantial prepared house floor feature on a terrace above the Nacimiento River.

Late Period. Late Period sites are found in a variety of environmental conditions and include newly
occupied task sites and encampments, as well as previously occupied localities. Artifacts associated
with this era include Cottonwood and Desert Side-notched arrow points, flaked stone drills, steatite
and clamshell disc beads, Haliotis disc beads, Olivella bead types E1 and E2, and earlier used B2, B3,
G1, G6, and K1 types. Millingstones, handstones, mortars, pestles, and circular shell fishhooks also
continue to be used (Jones et al. 2007; Stevens et al. 2013).

Coastal sites dating to the Late Period tend to be more resource acquisition or processing sites, while
residential occupation is more common inland (Jones et al. 2007:140).

2.2 Ethnohistoric Context

The City of San Luis Obispo is located within the area historically occupied by the Northern, or
Obispefio, Chumash, the northernmost of the indigenous California Chumash people. The
ethnohistoric Chumash are typically characterized as a linguistically related series of simple
chiefdom societies occupying sedentary or semi-sedentary villages along the south-central coast of
California. Chumashan speakers traditionally occupied territory from San Luis Obispo County in the
north, south to Malibu Canyon in Los Angeles County. Inland, their territory crossed the South Coast
Range and included the southwestern portion of the San Joaquin Valley in Kern County. They also
occupied the islands of the Santa Barbara Channel (Grant 1978).

Most Chumash communities were composed of sedentary or semi-sedentary villages that were
occupied much of the year. The community occupants would move to seasonal camps to collect food
for storage at the village locations. Early post-contact historical accounts commented that villages in
the region were small in comparison to the large congregations of Chumash found on the coast near
the Channel Islands. Houses were mostly small round thatched structures with domed roofs, though
semisubterranean homes were also reported in the Morro Bay area (Greenwood 1978).
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The people of the study area harvested marine animals and plants, but they did not have a complex
maritime adaptation like that of their southern cousins around the Santa Barbara Channel. In
addition to marine foods, their diet included terrestrial plants (most notably acorns and some hard
seeds) and terrestrial game (primarily rabbits and deer) (Grant 1978; Greenwood 1978).

2.3 Post-Contact Context

The earliest European explorers sailed along the coastline of what would become San Luis Obispo
County in 1542. It was 1587 by the time Europeans set foot on the land in this area when Pedro de
Unamuno sailed into Morro Bay and explored inland, perhaps as far as the modern-day City of San
Luis Obispo. Nearly 100 years later, the Spanish began establishing missions up the California coast
and, in 1772, Father Junipero Serra founded Mission San Luis Obispo de Tolosa in what is now
downtown San Luis Obispo. After Mexico won independence from Spain in 1821, the California
missions were controlled by the Mexican government. In 1845, Mexican governor, Pio Pico sold
Mission San Luis Obispo to John Wilson, a Scottish sea captain who had settled in California. During
the 1846 Bear Flag Revolt, the Mission was used as a base for the California Battalion under John
Fremont. Starting in the mid-nineteenth century, the main industry in the area was dairy and cattle
farming. In 1868, San Luis Obispo became the county seat. Around that time, stagecoach routes were
established and by the 1890s the Southern Pacific Railroad lines also accessed the area, leading to
further development. (see Forbes 1839; Historic Resources Group 2013:13; Kyle et al. 2002:380-381;
Mission San Luis Obispo 2024; Office of Historic Preservation 2024)

In 1901, California Polytechnic (Cal Poly) San Luis Obispo college was established. The school’s
emphasis on agricultural education supported the strong dairy industry. During World War I, navy
beans subsidized by the War Relief Administration became a popular crop, along with other types of
beans and peas. The port in San Luis Obispo employed local workers and allowed development of a
profitable oil industry. When the first state highway was routed through San Luis Obispo County in
1915, the area began to attract automobile tourism. In the 1920s, a population boom was spurred by
the rise of automobiles, along with an increase in auto-oriented tourism. At this time, the first motel
was constructed in San Luis Obispo, the Milestone Mo-Tel (short for “motor hotel”). The city was a
popular tourist destination due to its Mission, beaches, Spanish-inspired architecture, and vineyards.
(see Historic Resources Group 2013:14-15)

In the 1930s, while much of the state was facing the economic ramifications of the Great Depression,
San Luis Obispo County’s economy was supported by Camp San Luis Obispo, a military facility located
on California State Route 1. Due to the camp’s wartime importance, many soldiers’ families settled in
San Luis Obispo. In the 1970s, the camp was converted to El Chorro Regional Park. (see Historic
Resources Group 2013:92-93; San Luis Obispo County Parks 2024)

After World War 1], the G.I. Bill gave veterans the opportunity to buy homes in the area, and suburban
neighborhoods faced postwar expansion. Between 1940 and 1950, the San Luis Obispo population
grew from 8,881 to 14,180, a nearly 60% increase. As population growth continued in the postwar
era, new subdivisions of single-family homes were developed to accommodate the rising population.
Completion of US Highway 101 in 1958 further stimulated automobile tourism and associated
development of motels and other tourism-serving businesses near the highway. From the 1970s into
the 2000s, San Luis Obispo has seen more commercial development, such as the San Luis Obispo
Promenade which opened in 1998. In 2023, the population of San Luis Obispo was 49,244; the total
population San Luis Obispo County was 281,639 (United States Census Bureau 2024). (see Historic
Resources Group 2013:115, 125)
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3 Native American Consultation and Archival
Research

In accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and the Guidelines for Archaeology and
Historic Preservation (Title 48 CFR Section 44716 [amended 1983]), the goals of this archaeological
inventory were to identify and completely document the location, qualities, and condition of any
potential historic properties in the Project’s APE. Methods employed to achieve these goals follow.

3.1 Native American Consultation

An email request was made to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on April 14, 2023,
to review its files for the presence of recorded sacred sites on the Project site. The NAHC responded
on June 13, 2024, stating that the sacred lands search was positive. The NAHC also provided a list of
11 individuals representing nine tribes with a traditional and cultural affiliation with the Project area.

Letters regarding “Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation) New San
Luis Obispo Courthouse Projectin San Luis Obispo County” were sent by the Judicial Council via email
and U.S. Postal Service certified mail to all individuals identified by the NAHC on July 24, 2024. Table

2 lists all those contacted and summarizes the results of the consultation.

Table 2. Native American Consultation
Tribal

Organization/Tribe Name of Contact Letter Date Response Comments

Barbareno/ Dayna Barrios, July 24, 2024

Ventureno Band of Chairperson

Mission Indians

Barbareno/ Annette Ayala, CRM July 24, 2024

Ventureno Band of Committee Chair

Mission Indians

Chumash Council of Julio Quair, July 24, 2024

Bakersfield Chairperson

Coastal Band of the Gabe Frausto, Vice July 24, 2024

Chumash Nation Chair

Coastal Band of the Mia Lopez, July 24, 2024

Chumash Nation Chairperson

Northern Chumash Violet Walker, July 24, 2024 July 31, 2024 07/31/2024: Emailed

Tribal Council Chairperson letter from the Tribe
requesting consultation.
08/16/2024: Virtual
meeting with Judicial
Council and NCTC. NCTC
followed up with email
thanking the Judicial
Council for the meeting
on the same day.
04/10/2025: Draft
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Organization/Tribe

Name of Contact

Letter Date

Tribal
Response

Comments

IS/MND sections for
review were sent to the
Tribe.

04/23/2025: Virtual
meeting with Judicial
Council and Tribe.

Salinan Tribe of
Monterey, San Luis
Obispo Counties

Patti Dunton, Tribal
Administrator

July 24, 2024

August 23, 2024

08/21/2024: Email from
the Tribe expressing
interest in the Project
and requesting
monitoring by the Tribe.
08/22/2024: Judicial
Council response
requesting clarification
about the Tribe’s
intention to consult.
08/23/2024: Response
from Tribe stating that
they would like to
consult.

08/26/2024: Letter
from Judicial Council to
Tribe initiating formal
consultation and
providing potential
meeting dates.
08/28/2024: Email from
Tribe identifying
available dates to meet.
09/05/2024: Virtual
meeting with Judicial
Council and Tribe.
04/10/2025: Draft
IS/MND sections for
review were sent to the
Tribe.

04/25/2025: Virtual
meeting with Judicial
Council and Tribe.
04/30/2025: Letter
from the Tribe with
documentation about
presence within the
Project area.

San Luis Obispo

July 24, 2024

County Chumash (mailed — not
Council emailed)
Santa Ynez Band of Kenneth Kahn, July 24, 2024
Chumash Indians Chairperson
Tule River Indian Neil Peyron, July 24, 2024
Tribe Chairperson
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Tribal
Organization/Tribe Name of Contact Letter Date Response Comments
yak tit'u tit'u yak Mona Tucker, July 24,2024 | August 4, 2024 08/04/2024: YTT
tithini (YTT) — Chairperson emailed rgquest for
Northern Chumash consultation.
Tribe 08/05/2024: Judicial

Council emailed to
schedule meeting.
08/12/2024: Judicial
Council emailed
initiation of consultation
letter, proposed
meeting times and draft
agenda, and Cultural
Screening Memo.
08/12/2024: Judicial
Council mailed record
search documents to
YTT.

08/16/2024: Judicial
Council emailed to
verify receipt of
previous email and mail.
08/29/2024: Virtual
meeting with YTT and
Judicial Council.
04/10/2025: Draft
IS/MND sections for
review were sent to the
Tribe.

05/09/2025: The Tribe
submitted comments on
the IS/MND.

To date, three tribes have requested consultation with the Judicial Council on this Project, the
including Northern Chumash Tribal Council (NCTC), the Salinan Tribe of Monterey and San Luis
Obispo Counties (Salinan Tribe), and the yak titru titvu yak tithini-Northern Chumash Tribe (YTT).
The Judicial Council’s consultation efforts with each tribe, to date, are described below.

NCTC

An email response from NCTC was received by the Judicial Council on July 31, 2024, stating a request
to engage in consultation on this Project. The email included a formal response as an attached
document which included a description of the NCTC cultural affiliation with the Project area, a stated
wish to be included in consultation during Project planning, development, and construction, and four
requests based on the cultural sensitivity of the area: consultation with staff to discuss specific
elements of Project construction; copies of documentation regarding archaeological sites within the
¥4-mile vicinity surrounding the Project area; NCTC to be included in planning and decision-making;
and, NCTC tribal cultural resource monitor on-site with archaeologist during all ground disturbing
work to include demolition, excavation, grading, and trenching. The document also included a
reminder that the presence of structures on the site does not preclude the presence of cultural
features, artifacts, or sites resting at depth.
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A virtual meeting was held on August 16, 2024, between Judicial Council Project team and NCTC
representatives. The Northern Chumash Tribal Council AB 52 Consultation Initial Meeting agenda,
drafted by the Judicial Council, included the following topics for discussion: introductions and roles;
purpose; expectations; Project information; Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR); and next steps.

A follow-up email was sent to the Judicial Council team from the NCTC regarding the subject of
“Initiation of Consultation for New San Luis Obispo Courthouse.” The email expressed appreciation
for the meeting, the welcoming atmosphere and the receptive attitude and stated that the NCTC will
wait for future contact from Judicial Council and will be available to meet again.

The Judicial Council forwarded draft Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources sections of the
environmental document to the Tribe via email and through the US Mail with a certified receipt on
April 10, 2025. The Judicial Council requested that the Tribe review and provide comments on the
sections and offered to set up a meeting to review their comments. A second virtual meeting was held
with the NCTC on April 23, 2025, to review comments from the Tribe about the environmental
document.

Salinan Tribe

An email response from the Salinan Tribe was received by the Judicial Council on August 21, 2024,
requesting that mitigation measures for this Project include monitoring of all ground disturbance by
a cultural resource specialist from the Salinan Tribe. The Judicial Council followed up with an
acknowledgement of the requested mitigation measure in an email dated August 22, 2024. The email
also included a request for clarification regarding the Salinan Tribe’s intent to engage in government-
to-government consultation with the Judicial Council on this Project. The Salinan Tribe responded on
August 23, 2024, with a statement affirming their request for consultation with the Judicial Council
on the Project.

The Judicial Council sent a letter to the Salinan Tribe on August 26, 2024, initiating formal
consultation and providing potential meeting dates. The Tribe responded by email on August 28,
2024, indicating dates of availability to meet.

On September 5, 2024, a virtual meeting was held between the Judicial Council Project team and
Salinan Tribe representatives. The Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San Luis Obispo Counties AB 52
Consultation Initial Meeting agenda, drafted by the Judicial Council, included the following topics for
discussion: introductions and roles; purpose; expectations; Project information; Tribal Cultural
Resources (TCR); and next steps.

Draft Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources sections of this [IS/MND we submitted to the
Tribe via email and through the US Mail with a certified receipt on April 10, 2025. The Judicial Council
requested that the Tribe review and provide comments on the sections and offered to set up a
meeting to review their comments. A follow-up virtual meeting was held with the Salinan Tribe on
April 25, 2025, to review proposed mitigation measures and the contents of the Project
environmental document. The Tribe was discouraged that their presence within the Project area was
not discussed, as Salinan peoples were present in the County during the pre-contact era, were forced
to the Mission San Luis Obispo as neophytes, and were active in local ranches after the missions were
dissolved in the Mexican era. In response, the Tribe submitted a letter on April 30, 2025, which
provided information about the Salinan presence in the Project area for inclusion in the CEQA
environmental document.
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Yrr

An email response from YTT was received by the Judicial Council on August 4, 2024, requesting
consultation on a government-to-government basis. Judicial Council responded to YTT by email on
August 05, 2024, with an offer to schedule a meeting. The Judicial Council sent another email to YTT
on August 12, 2024, which included an Initiation of Consultation letter, proposed meeting times and
draft agenda, and the Cultural Screening Memo. The Judicial Council also mailed record search
documents to YTT on August 12, 2024. On August 16, 2024, Judicial Council emailed YTT to verify
receipt of the previously sent email and mail.

On August 29, 2024, a virtual meeting was held between the Judicial Council Project team and YTT
representatives. The tribal consultation between YTT and Judicial Council included the following
topics: consultation concerns, construction related concerns, and follow up action items.

Draft Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources sections of this IS/MND we submitted to the
Tribe via email and through the US Mail with a certified receipt on April 10, 2025. The Judicial Council
requested that the Tribe review and provide comments on the sections and offered to set up a
meeting to review their comments. The Tribe submitted comments on the IS/MND to the Judicial
Council via email on May 9,2025.

Correspondence, to date, between the NAHC, Native American tribes, and the Judicial Council is
provided in Appendix A.

3.2 Archival Research

A record search request was submitted to the Central Coast Information Center of the California
Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) at Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History on
April 14, 2023 (Records Search #23-085) and the results were received on April 20, 2023 (see
Appendix B). The purpose of the record search was to identify the presence of any previously
recorded cultural resources within the Project site, as well as within a 0.25-mile buffer, and to
determine whether any portions of the Project site had been surveyed for cultural resources.

The record search revealed that the Project location was included as part of one previous study (SL-
02651), a Historic Resources Survey conducted by the City of San Luis Obispo Cultural Heritage
Committee in 1983 (City of San Luis Obispo 1983). The survey resulted in the recordation of 132 built
environment resources within the City and the establishment of five historic districts: the Downtown,
Chinatown, Old Town, Mill Street, and Railroad districts. The block that contains the current
courthouse complex is at the east edge of the San Luis Obispo Downtown Historic District, with the
boundary of the historic district cutting between the Old Courthouse and Courthouse Annex
Buildings; everything east of the Old Courthouse, including the Project site, is excluded from the
historic district,

Another 85 studies were conducted within the 0.25-mile record search buffer for the Project area. A
large number of these studies were for linear projects such as sewer and water main replacement
and fiber optic line installation along the city streets and included archaeological exploratory testing
and archaeological mitigation activities. Similar studies were conducted for city infill and building
stabilization or demolition projects. Other studies focused on the recordation and evaluation of
individual built environment resources that were not covered by the 1983 study.
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Although no previously recorded resources are in or immediately adjacent to the Project site, the
record search identified 166 previously recorded resources within the 0.25-mile search radius for
the Project. While the majority of these resources are of the built environment, most of which were
recorded during the 1983 survey, ten of the resources are archaeological sites. These include three
pre-colonial Native American sites, five post-colonial sites, and two multi-component sites that
contain materials from pre- and post-colonial periods.

As expected, historic topographic maps and aerial photographs depict the downtown area of San Luis
Obispo as developed since the late 1800s, and a USGS map from 1897 depicts several buildings
located within the block that contains the Proposed Project area. The earliest aerial photographs
suggest that the building at Proposed Project area appears to have been constructed prior to 1956.

In addition to the NAHC sacred lands search and the CCIC record search, Montrose Environmental
cultural resources staff reviewed historic topographic maps and aerial photographs to glean
additional information about the history of the site. As expected, historic topographic maps and
aerial photographs depict the downtown area of San Luis Obispo as developed since the late 1800s.
Research for a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Ecotech 2023) of the Project location
examined historical aerial photographs, Sanborn Insurance Maps, USGS topographic maps, and City
Directories, which showed that buildings have occupied 1144 Monterey since at least 1886. The
following describes the history of use for the Project site:

Sanborn Maps and aerials show that a structure called The Pavilion covered most of the site
from 1891 to at least 1939. The Pavilion was originally built as an agricultural pavilion, but
the building later functioned as the Civic Auditorium, a women's civic club, and Cal Poly
student housing. A small building housing the Auto Club of Southern California was on the
southwest corner from 1926 to 1962. It does not appear on the 1963 aerial. The 1949 aerial
and the 1950 Sanborn Map show Monterey Motors (later, Kimball Motors), an auto
dealership with repair service, at 1144 Monterey, and Fred Mitchell’s Richfield Gasoline
Service Station at 1166 Monterey Street. The auto dealer facility added a building extension
along Montereypalm Alley to the north in 1963, which is still in place. The auto dealership
building has occupied 1144 Monterey from 1949 to the present. The gas station appears on
aerials and Sanborns from 1949 to 1981. The 2006 aerial shows that the gas station was
replaced by a parking lot. (Ecotech 2023:6-7)

To put it more succinctly, the current Parks and Recreation office comprises three buildings
constructed over several decades:

e 1134 Monterey Street, at the west end of the property, was built in 1923 and
originally used as an automobile club.

e 1144 Monterey Street, at the center of the property, was constructed in 1946 as a car
showroom/dealership.

e 1146 Monterey Street, at the back of the parcel along the alley, was constructed about
1964 as an auto repair building.

There was also a gas station at the northwest corner of Monterey and Toro streets that operated
between 1949 and 1981.

The history of 969 Toro Street is similar. According to Ecotech (2024):
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[B] buildings have occupied the [969 Toro Street parcel] since at least 1886. Sanborn Maps
and aerials show that a stable occupied the northwest corner of the [parcel] from at least
1886. A house was added to the site between 1886 and 1891. Between 1891 and 1903 the
stable was converted into a building. Between 1903 and 1926 the house was expanded, the
other building removed, and a small new building was added along the northern property
line shared with 959 Toro Street. Between 1950 and 1957 the house was further expanded.
(Ecotech 2024:6)

Geoarchaeological Context

To assess the potential for buried archaeological sites within a Project area’s components, an
investigation will often take into account factors that either encouraged or discouraged human use
or occupation of certain landforms (e.g., geomorphic setting and distance to water), combined with
those that affected the subsequent preservation (i.e., erosion or burial) of those landforms. It is well
known, for instance, that prehistoric archaeological sites in California are most often found on
relatively level landforms near natural water sources (e.g., spring, stream, river, or estuary), which is
often where two or more environmental zones (ecotones) are present. Landforms with this
combination of variables are frequently found at or near the contact between a floodplain and a
higher and older geomorphic surface, such as an alluvial fan or stream terrace (Hansen 2004:5).

In general, most Pleistocene-age landforms have little potential for harboring buried archaeological
resources, as they developed before the first evidence of human migration into North America (ca.
13,000 years ago). However, Pleistocene or older surfaces buried below younger Holocene deposits
do have a potential for containing archaeological deposits because of the long-term viability of the
platform (or Pleistocene age surface) from which occupation can occur. Holocene alluvial deposits
may contain buried soils (paleosols) that represent periods of landform stability before renewed
deposition. The identification of paleosols within Holocene-age landforms is of particular interest
because they represent formerly stable surfaces that have a potential for preserving archaeological
deposits.

Based on this framework, the potential for the Project area to contain buried archaeological
resources was investigated based on review of existing geologic mapping for San Luis Obispo
(Wiegers 2010) and a review of pre-contact archaeological sites identified near the Project area.

The most substantial archaeological site identified in the area, CA-SLO-64H (P-40-00064) was
initially identified in the 1940s (Pilling 1949) and was subsequently excavated scientifically in 2015
by Konzak and Praetzellis (2015); this site is about a quarter mile west of the Project area. The site
represents a long occupation, from Pre-Contact period to Mission period, to Chinatown settlement in
the 19t and early 20t Century. The site has been destroyed by the construction of the Palm Street
Parking garage. However, a review of the findings of this excavation appears to suggest that the
features identified were at the surface level and the location of the site would place it closer to San
Luis Obispo Creek, and, as a result, more likely to yield archaeological features.

In addition, the landform that underlies the Project area is an ancient Cretaceous to Jurassic (~65-
Million years ago) period Franciscan Complex, which would suggest that the landforms age far
precedes human occupation for the region (Wiegers 2010). The mélange of rock formations at this
location are a “chaotic” mixture of bedrock containing blueschist, greenstone, and greywacke (Wigers
2010). As such, given the presence of nearby archaeological deposits identified at the surface and the
age of the landform, this would suggest that the potential for buried deposits at the Project location
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is low. Consequently, any archaeological deposit at the Project location would likely have been
destroyed by the development of the existing structures.
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4 Inventory Methods and Results

Cultural Survey and Results

The Project site is fully developed and almost entirely covered with concrete, asphalt, or buildings.
As aresult, an archaeological survey was not conducted. However, a qualified architectural historian,
who meets the US Secretary of the Interior’s professional standards for architectural history and
history visited the location on September 11, 2024, and identified two historic-period structures at
1144 Monterey Street and 969 Toro Street within the Project area that were recorded and
photographed (see Figure 3). Detailed information on the buildings, in addition to what is presented
below, can be found in the DPR Primary Record forms prepared for each resource (see Appendix C).

1144 Monterey Street. The commercial property complex located at 1144 Monterey Street (APN 002-
326-021-000) is comprised of three buildings currently operated by the County of San Luis Obispo
as their Parks and Recreation Department. Monterey Street in the vicinity of the subject property is
three lanes wide and characterized by automobile-oriented twentieth century commercial
development, much of which is set back behind large parking areas; the property is part of an area
that was historically dominated by automobile dealerships and other car-related businesses.

The building complex is composed of three connected structures, all in good condition. The small
rectangular-plan west building (1134 Monterey Street) is single-story and was constructed in 1923.
Its northeast wall is immediately adjacent to the main building (1144 Monterey Street), which is
rectangular in plan and flat-roofed with one- and two-story sections that includes a partial basement.
It stretches across the parcel from north to south; it was constructed in 1946. A perpendicular 1960
addition (1146 Monterey Street), projects from the main building along the alley (Montereypalm
Alley) that forms the northwest boundary of the parcel. It is irregular in plan and one-story with a
flat roof.

1134 Monterey Street (the southwest volume) was originally constructed in the Spanish Revival
architectural style, and it retains some remnants of its original design despite heavy alterations. The
building has a flat roof but there is a decorative clay tile shed roof at the main facade. The building is
constructed of brick, which is stuccoed on the side and rear elevations; the main facade is clad in
decorative brick laid in stack bond. A decorative stuccoed chimney at the junction of 1134 Monterey
Street and the adjacent 1144 Monterey Street has its own diminutive clay tile roof.

The main building (1144 Monterey Street) connects to 1134 Monterey Street and stretches the entire
length of the parcel. Although research has not revealed any early photographs, comparison with
nearby buildings constructed about the same time, in addition to the plan and form of 1144 Monterey
Street, indicate that it was originally an example of Streamline Moderne architecture. It has a flat roof
and is constructed of brick with stucco cladding. Originally an automobile dealership, the south end
is a one-story auto showroom with a rounded southeast corner. A taller section behind the showroom
was originally an office with a small apartment above; the north end of the building has a large vehicle
opening with roll-up door and was designed as a car repair area. The interior of the showroom has
been converted to contemporary office use with fluorescent lighting, partitions, and other
modifications but displays some rounded forms that appear to date from the original Streamline
Moderne building design.

1146 Monterey Street is a long narrow structure that extends northeast off the back portion of 1144
Monterey Street, across the rear of the parcel and parallel to Montereypalm Alley. Compared to the
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two older buildings on the property, it appears to have been altered very little over the years. It is a
rather utilitarian example of Midcentury Modern architecture that was constructed to serve as an
auto repair shop. It is constructed of concrete masonry units with a stucco soffit along the west half
of the main portion of the building, and decorative diamond-pattern concrete masonry units on its
east half. There are two vehicle openings with roll-up metal doors to the right of the human-scale
entrance. An open carport area occupies the center of the building. The right end of the building
appears to have been designed as an office. The back of the building along the alley lacks fenestration
or entrances.

There had been several automobile-oriented businesses on the stretch of Monterey Street between
Santa Rosa and Toro streets since at least the 1920s (including 1134 Monterey Street), and the area
was known as auto row.

The 969 Toro Street parcel (APN 002-326-012-000) is occupied by a small single-family residence
and carport with landscaping that is limited to a couple of mature trees and small areas of drought-
tolerant plantings. The home is a one-story, stucco-covered Pueblo Revival-style house with a flat
roof and no eaves. Its main volume is rectangular in plan, with an irregular plan rear section and a
carport projecting from the northwest side. The carport has a flat roof and is clad in stucco. It is
accessed by a short dirt driveway. A tall board fence separates the back yard from the alley behind
the property. The building is in good condition and the yard is well maintained.
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Figure 3. Properties Identified within Project Area
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5 Identified Resource Evaluations

The NRHP and CRHR require that a significance criterion from A to D or 1 to 4 (respectively) be met
for a resource to be eligible. The following outlines the evaluations conducted for the identified
resources within the Project area: 1144 Monterey Street and 969 Toro Street. The DPR Primary
Record forms are provided in Appendix C.

1144 Monterey Street

Criterion A/1: The subject property is not associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history. The property is generally associated with mid-
twentieth century commercial expansion as well as the proliferation of automobile-oriented
businesses in San Luis Obispo during that era. Research has not revealed that the property is
significant within those historic contexts or any other important historic context. Therefore, the
property is recommended ineligible to the NRHP or CRHR under Criterion A/1.

Criterion B/2: The subject property is not associated with the life of persons important to our history.
Research has revealed no important professional accomplishments or lasting impacts on local history
by individuals associated with the property, and the property type has limited potential for
significant association with important persons. The building has been home to a number of car
dealerships, none of which have had a significant impact on the automotive industry or on local
history. Several locally prominent individuals owned the property, but none were significantly
associated with it for a substantial length of time. Therefore, the property lacks the strength of
association required for eligibility under Criterion B/2. The property is recommended ineligible to
the NRHP or CRHR under Criterion B/2.

Criterion C/3: The property is not significant for its architecture. Research has revealed no evidence
that its buildings were designed by an architect or a notable local builder. Nor does the building
exhibit the design elements present in architectural landmarks. The three connected buildings were
constructed over a period of nearly 40 years and reflect an ad hoc approach to building design in
which various forms and materials were utilized to meet changing needs over time. Furthermore, the
two older buildings have been substantially altered over the years. The 1923 automobile club
building was originally a good if simple example of Spanish Revival architecture. Its main facade
details, which originally included a wide wood door, smooth stucco cladding, heavy classical columns,
and display windows with transoms, have all been lost. Likewise, the portion of the 1946 car
dealership building closest to the street appears to have been heavily altered. Research has revealed
no early photographs or architectural drawings of the building, however, its large display windows,
rounded south corner, flat roof, and curved interior forms as well as the fact that early aerial
photographs do not show a tile roof strongly suggest that it was originally an example of Streamline
Moderne architecture. Two nearby car dealership buildings across the street from the subject
property were constructed during the same era and exhibit Streamline Moderne design details
including similar curved corners. It is highly likely that the car showroom was altered about 1980
when it was consolidated with the former automobile club building. The 1960 volume is fairly
utilitarian and lacks architectural distinction. Therefore, the property lacks both architectural
significance and integrity required for historic listing based on design. For these reasons, the
property is recommended ineligible to the NRHP or CRHR under Criterion C/3.
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Criterion D/4: In rare instances, buildings themselves can serve as sources of important information
about historic construction materials or technologies and be significant under Criterion D/4. The
subject property is an example of well-understood types of construction and does not appear to be a
principal source of important information in this regard.

The property is recommended ineligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR. It does not qualify as a
historical resource under CEQA.

969 Toro Street

The NRHP and CRHR require that a significance criterion from A to D or 1 to 4 (respectively) be met
for a resource to be eligible.

Criterion A/1: The residential property at 969 Toro Street is not associated with events that have
made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history. The property is generally
associated with the residential development of San Luis Obispo in the early twentieth century.
Research has not revealed that the property is significant within that or any other historic context.
Therefore, the property is recommended ineligible to the NRHP or CRHR under Criterion A/1.

Criterion B/2: The property is not associated with the life of persons important to our history. The
families that lived on the property were not significant contributors to San Luis Obispo’s
development, and research has revealed no important professional accomplishments or lasting
impact on local history or on agriculture. It was a house that provided shelter for ordinary working
people: a cosmetologist, dairy rancher, blacksmith/mechanic, and veterans. Therefore, the property
lacks the strength of association required for eligibility under Criterion B/2. The property is
recommended ineligible to the NRHP or CRHR under Criterion B/2.

Criterion C/3: The property is not significant for its architecture. Research has revealed no evidence
that it was designed by an architect. While the building exhibits some elements of the Pueblo Revival
architecture, itis nota significant example of the style. It does not exhibit the design elements present
in architectural landmarks. Furthermore, original features such as decorative wood beams and
wood-sash windows have been removed. For these reasons, the property lacks the significance and
integrity required for historic listing and is recommended ineligible to the NRHP or CRHR under
Criterion C/3.

Criterion D/4: In rare instances, buildings themselves can serve as sources of important information
about historic construction materials or technologies and be significant under Criterion D/4. 969
Toro Street is an example of well-understood types of construction and does not appear to be a
principal source of important information in this regard.

The property is recommended ineligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR. It does not qualify as a
historical resource under CEQA.
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6 Summary and Recommendations

The Judicial Council of California is proposing to replace the existing courthouse in the City of San
Luis Obispo with a new facility located about one block to the east. The Proposed Project would
replace the existing Courthouse Annex building, built in 1982 and owned by San Luis Obispo County.
The new building would be located at 1144 Monterey Street on a parcel currently owned by the
County. A second parcel at 969 Toro Street, located directly adjacent and north, which would be used
for parking, is privately owned.

An archaeological survey was not conducted due to the developed hardscape across the property.
The records search obtained from the CCIC reported that one study had been conducted within the
Proposed Project site and an additional 85 studies had been conducted within the 0.25-mile search
radius around the Proposed Project site. Although the records search did not report the presence of
any known archaeological resources within the Proposed Project site, ten previously recorded
archaeological resources were identified within the 0.25-mile search radius. These include three pre-
colonial Native American sites, five post-colonial sites, and two multi-component sites that contain
materials from pre- and post-colonial periods. To date, consulting tribes have not identified any TCRs
within the Proposed Project site.

A field review was conducted to photograph and record the extant buildings at the Proposed Project
location by an architectural historian who meets the qualifications pursuant to the U.S. Secretary of
the Interior’s professional standards in architectural history. Although both subject buildings within
the Proposed Project site are more than 50 years old, neither appear eligible for listing on the
Californian Register of Historical Resources or meet the criteria as a California Historical Landmark.

Although no archaeological sites were identified by the cultural resource assessment, nor have TCRs
been identified during tribal consultation, significant cultural resources may still be buried or re-
deposited with no surface manifestation. This is despite the low likelihood of deeply buried deposits
being identified at the Project area location due to the age of the landform (Cretaceous to Jurassic
period). If prehistoric or historic-era materials are encountered, all work in the vicinity should halt
until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the discovery and make recommendations in accordance
with 36 CFR Section 800.13(b).

The possibility of encountering human remains cannot be discounted, even though the Project area
has been previously disturbed. Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code states that it
is a misdemeanor to knowingly disturb a human burial. If human remains are encountered, work
should halt in the vicinity of the remains and, as required by law, the San Luis Obispo County coroner
should be notified immediately. An archaeologist should also be contacted to evaluate the find. If
human remains are of Native American origin, the coroner must notify the NAHC within 24 hours of
that determination. Pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98, the NAHC, in turn, will immediately contact an
individual who is most likely descended from the remains (the “Most Likely Descendant”). The Most
Likely Descendant has 48 hours to inspect the site and recommend treatment of the remains. The
landowner is obligated to work with the Most Likely Descendant in good faith to find a respectful
resolution to the situation and entertain all reasonable options regarding the Most Likely
Descendant’s preferences for treatment.
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Local Government Tribal Consultation List Request

Native American Heritage Commission
1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95691
916-373-3710
916-373-5471 — Fax
nahc@nahc.ca.gov

Type of List Requested

| | CEQA Tribal Consultation List (AB 52) — Per Public Resources Code § 21080.3.1, subs. (b), (d), () and 21080.3.2

O General Plan (SB 18) - Per Government Code § 65352.3.

Local Action Type:
General Plan General Plan Element General Plan Amendment
Specific Plan Specific Plan Amendment Pre-planning Outreach Activity

Required Information

Project Title: OaN Luis Obispo Courts Project

Local Government/Lead Agency: =2\ Judicial Council

Contact Person: JANIS Offermann / Montrose Environmental Services
Street Address: 1801 7th Street, Suite 100

city: 2acramento, CA zip: 95811

Phone: 230.220.4918
. Jaoffermann@montrose-env.com

Fax:

Emai

Specific Area Subject to Proposed Action

San Luis Obispo San Luis Obispo

County: City/Community:

Project Description:

The California Judicial Council is conducting a preliminary review of four sites in San Luis
Obispo for the location of a new courthouse.

Additional Request

Sacred Lands File Search - Required Information:
USGS Quadrangle Name(s): 0@ LUIS Obispo, Pismo Beach

30-31 South 12E 26, 36, 10, 11, 12

Township: Range: Section(s):




CHAIRPERSON
Laura Miranda
Luiseno

VICE CHAIRPERSON
Reginald Pagaling
Chumash

SECRETARY
Sara Dutschke
Miwok

COMMISSIONER
Isaac Bojorquez
Ohlone-Costanoan

COMMISSIONER

Buffy McQuillen
Yokayo Pomo, Yuki,
Nomlaki

COMMISSIONER
Wayne Nelson
Luiseno

COMMISSIONER
Stanley Rodriguez
Kumeyaay

COMMISSIONER
[Vacant]

COMMISSIONER
[Vacant]

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
Raymond C.
Hitchcock
Miwok/Nisenan

NAHC HEADQUARTERS
1550 Harbor Boulevard

Suite 100

West Sacramento,
Cadlifornia 95691
(916) 373-3710
nahc@nahc.ca.gov
NAHC.ca.gov

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gavin Newsom, Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

April 19, 2023

Janis Offermann
Montrose Environmental Services

Via Email to: jaoffermann@montrose-env.com

Re: Native American Tribal Consultation, Pursuant to the Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), Amendments
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014), Public
Resources Code Sections 5097.94 (m), 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3, 21083.09,
21084.2 and 21084.3, San Luis Obispo Courts Project, San Luis Obispo County

To Whom It May Concern:

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1 (c), attached is a consultation list of tribes
that are fraditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the above-listed
project. Please note that the intent of the AB 52 amendments to CEQA is to avoid and/or
mitigate impacts to tribal cultural resources, (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (a)) (“Public
agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural resource.”)

Public Resources Code sections 21080.3.1 and 21084.3(c) require CEQA lead agencies to
consult with California Native American fribes that have requested notice from such agencies
of proposed projects in the geographic area that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with
the tribes on projects for which a Notice of Preparation or Notice of Negative Declaration or
Mitigated Negative Declaration has been filed on or after July 1, 2015. Specifically, Public
Resources Code section 21080.3.1 (d) provides:

Within 14 days of determining that an application for a project is complete or a decision by a
public agency to undertake a project, the lead agency shall provide formal notification to the
designated contact of, or a tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated
California Native American fribes that have requested notice, which shall be accomplished by
means of at least one written notification that includes a brief description of the proposed
project and its location, the lead agency contact information, and a notification that the
California Native American fribe has 30 days to request consultation pursuant to this section.

The AB 52 amendments to CEQA law does not preclude initiating consultation with the tribes
that are culturally and traditionally affiliated within your jurisdiction prior to receiving requests for
noftification of projects in the tribe’s areas of traditional and cultural affiliation. The Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) recommends, but does not require, early consultation
as a best practice to ensure that lead agencies receive sufficient information about cultural
resources in a project area to avoid damaging effects to tribal cultural resources.

The NAHC also recommends, but does not require that agencies should also include with their
notification letters, information regarding any cultural resources assessment that has been
completed on the area of potential effect (APE), such as:

1. The results of any record search that may have been conducted at an Information Center of
the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), including, but not limited to:
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e Alisting of any and all known cultural resources that have already been recorded on or adjacent to the
APE, such as known archaeological sites;

e Copies of any and all cultural resource records and study reports that may have been provided by the
Information Center as part of the records search response;

e Whether the records search indicates a low, moderate, or high probability that unrecorded cultural
resources are located in the APE; and

e If asurveyis recommended by the Information Center to determine whether previously unrecorded
cultural resources are present.

2. The results of any archaeological inventory survey that was conducted, including:
e Anyreport that may contain site formes, site significance, and suggested mitigation measures.
All information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and associated funerary
objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made available for public disclosure

in accordance with Government Code section 6254.10.

3. The result of any Sacred Lands File (SLF) check conducted through the Native American Heritage Commission
was positive. Please contact the tribes on the attached list for more information.

4. Any ethnographic studies conducted for any area including all or part of the APE; and

5. Any geotechnical reports regarding all or part of the APE.
Lead agencies should be aware that records maintained by the NAHC and CHRIS are not exhaustive and a negative
response to these searches does not preclude the existence of a fribal cultural resource. A fribe may be the only

source of information regarding the existence of a tribal cultural resource.

This information will aid tribes in determining whether to request formal consultation. In the event that they do, having
the information beforehand will help to facilitate the consultation process.

If you receive nofification of change of addresses and phone numbers from fribes, please notify the NAHC. With your
assistance, we can assure that our consultation list remains current.

If you have any questions, please contact me at my email address: Cody.Campagne@nahc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Cody Campagne
Cultural Resources Analyst

Attachment
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Barbareno/Ventureno Band of
Mission Indians

Dayna Barrios, Chairperson
Phone: (805) 890 - 6855
barrios_dayna@yahoo.com

Barbareno/ Ventureno Band of
Mission Indians

Annette Ayala, CRM Committee
Chair

188 S. Santa Rosa Street
Ventura, CA, 93001

Phone: (805) 515 - 9844
annetteayala78@yahoo.com

Chumash Council of
Bakersfield

Julio Quair, Chairperson

729 Texas Street
Bakersfield, CA, 93307
Phone: (661) 322 - 0121
chumashtribe@sbcglobal.net

Coastal Band of the Chumash
Nation

Gabe Frausto, Vice Chair

P.O. Box 40653

Santa Barbara, CA, 93140
Phone: (805) 324 - 0135
cbcn22vicechair@gmail.com

Coastal Band of the Chumash
Nation

Mia Lopez, Chairperson

P. O. Box 40653

Santa Barbara, CA, 93140
Phone: (805) 324 - 0135
cbcntribalchair@gmail.com

Northern Chumash Tribal
Council

Violet Walker, Chairperson
P.O. Box 6533

Los Osos, CA, 93412

Phone: (760) 549 - 3532
violetsagewalker@gmail.com

This list is current only as of the date of this document. Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of
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Tribal Consultation List
San Luis Obispo County
4/19/2023

Chumash

Chumash

Chumash

Chumash

Chumash

Chumash

Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San

Luis Obispo Counties

Patti Dunton, Tribal Administrator

7070 Morro Road, Suite A Salinan
Atascadero, CA, 93422

Phone: (805) 464 - 2650
info@salinantribe.com

San Luis Obispo County
Chumash Council
Chumash

Santa Ynez Band of Chumash

Indians

Kenneth Kahn, Chairperson

P.O. Box 517 Chumash
Santa Ynez, CA, 93460

Phone: (805) 688 - 7997

Fax: (805) 686-9578
Chairman@chumash.gov

Tule River Indian Tribe

Neil Peyron, Chairperson

P.O. Box 589 Yokut
Porterville, CA, 93258

Phone: (559) 781 - 4271

Fax: (559) 781-4610
neil.peyron@tulerivertribe-nsn.gov

yak tityu tityu yak tithini —

Northern Chumash Tribe

Mona Tucker, Chairperson

660 Camino Del Rey Chumash
Arroyo Grande, CA, 93420

Phone: (805) 748 - 2121
olivas.mona@gmail.com

the Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is only applicable for consultation with Native American tribes under Public Resources Code Sections 21080.3.1 for the proposed San Luis Obispo Courts

Project, San Luis Obispo County.
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Chumash

Cultural Affiliation:
Chumash

Language family: Hokan
Chumash-affiliated Tribes:

Barbareno/ Ventureno Band of Mission Indians
365 North Poli Avenue
Ojai, CA 93023

Chumash Council of Bakersfield
729 Texas Street
Bakersfield, CA 93307

Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation
24 S. Voluntario Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
P. O. Box 6533
Los Osos, CA 93412

San Luis Obispo County Chumash Council
1030 Ritchie Road
Grover Beach, CA 93433

Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians
P.O. Box 517
Santa Ynez, CA 93460

Tejon Indian Tribe
1731 Hasti-acres Drive, Suite 108
Bakersfield, CA

yak tityu tityu yak tithini — Northern Chumash Tribe

660 Camino Del Rey
Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

Cultural affiliations are self-reported by Tribes.

Resources

Laws, Local Ordinances & Codes

Select

Education/Native Americ



SLO Courthouse

Native American Coordination Tracking Sheet

Tribe Name Address Contact Information Notification Tribe 30- Designated Follow-up/Comments
Letter Day Reply Tribal POC
Mailed/Emailed
Barbareno/Ventureno | Dayna Barrios, Phone: (805) 890 - 6855 07/24/2024
Band of Chairperson barrios_dayna@yahoo.com
Mission Indians
Barbareno/ Ventureno | Annette Ayala, CRM 188 S. Santa | Phone: (805) 515 - 9844 07/24/2024
Band of Committee Rosa Street | annetteayala78@yahoo.com
Mission Indians Chair Ventura,
CA, 93001
Chumash Council of Julio Quair, 729 Texas Phone: (661) 322 - 0121 07/24/2024
Bakersfield Chairperson Street chumashtribe@sbcglobal.net
Bakersfield,
CA, 93307
Coastal Band of the Gabe Frausto, Vice P.O. Box Phone: (805) 324 - 0135 07/24/2024
Chgmash Chair 40653 cben22vicechair@gmail.com
Nation Santa
Barbara,
CA, 93140
Coastal Band of the Mia Lopez, P. O. Box Phone: (805) 324 - 0135 07/24/2024
Chumash Chairperson 40653 cbentribalchair@gmail.com
Nation Santa
Barbara,
CA, 93140
Northern Chumash Violet Walker, P.O. Box Phone: (760) 549 - 3532 07/24/2024 07/31/2024 | Ernest Houston 07/31/2024: Emailed letter from tribe requesting
Tribal Chairperson 6533 violetsagewalker@gmail.com ernest@northernchumash.org | consultation. o
Council Los 0505 08/16/2024: ertual meetlng thh JCC and NCTC. NCT.C
’ Violet Walker followed up with email thanking the JCC for the meeting on
CA, 93412 violetsagewalker@gmail.com | the same day. . . _
04/10/2025: Draft IS/MND sections for review were mailed
and sent by certified mail.
04/23/2025: Virtual meeting with JCC and Tribe to discuss
the IS/MND.
Salinan Tribe of Patti Dunton, Tribal 7070 Phone: (805) 464 - 2650 07/24/2024 08/23/2024 | Robert Piatti 08/21/2024: Email from the Tribe expressing interest in the
Monterey, San Administrator Morro info@salinantribe.com monitoring@salinantribe.com | Proiect and requesting monitoring by the Tribe.
Luis Obispo Counties Road. Suite 08./2%/?024: J.CC response requesting clarification about the
’ Patti Dunton Tribe’s intention to consult.
A . . . 08/23/2024: Response from Tribe stating that they would
Atascadero, info@salinantribe.com like to consult
CA, 93422 08/26/2024: Letter from JCC to Tribe initiating formal
consultation and providing potential meeting dates.
08/28/2024: Email from Tribe identifying available dates to
meet.
09/05/2024: Virtual meeting with JCC and Salinan Tribe.
04/10/2025: Draft IS/MND sections for review were mailed
and sent by certified mail.
04/25/2025: Virtual meeting with JCC and Tribe to discuss
the IS/MND.
San Luis Obispo 1030 07/24/2024
County Ritchie (mailed — no
Chumash Council Road email sent)

Grover
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SLO Courthouse

Native American Coordination Tracking Sheet

Beach, CA,

93433
Santa Ynez Band of Kenneth Kahn, P.O. Box Phone: (805) 688 - 7997 07/24/2024
Chumash Chairperson 517 Fax: (805) 686-9578
Indians Santa Ynez, | Chairman@chumash.gov

CA, 93460
Tule River Indian Neil Peyron, P.O. Box Phone: (559) 781 - 4271 07/24/2024
Tribe Chairperson 589 Fax: (559) 781-4610

Porterville, | neil.peyron@tulerivertribe-

CA, 93258 nsn.gov
yak tityu tityu yak Mona Tucker, 660 Camino | Phone: (805) 748 - 2121 07/24/2024 08/04/2024 | Mona Tucker 08/04/2024: YTT emailed request for consultation
tithini (YTT) — Chairperson Del Rey olivas.mona@gmail.com olivas.mona@gmail.com 08/05/2024: JCC emailed to schedule meeting.
Northern Chumash Arroyo 08/12/2024: JCF em_alled initiation of consultation letter,

proposed meeting times and draft agenda, and Cultural

Tribe Grande, Screening Memo.

CA, 93420 08/12/2024: JCC mailed record search documents to YTT.

08/16/2024: JCC emailed to verify receipt of previous email
and mail.

08/29/2024: Virtual meeting with YTT and JCC.
04/10/2025: Draft IS/MND sections for review were mailed
and sent by certified mail.

05/09/2025: The Tribe provided comments on the IS/MND
via email.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION FOR TRIBAL CONSULTATION

Project Location and Description

The Judicial Council proposes to construct and operate a new courthouse within the city of San Luis
Obispo (Project). The two parcels identified for the proposed Project are located in downtown San
Luis Obispo, in San Luis Obispo County (Figures 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3). The main portion of the
proposed Project site [APN 002-326-021] is a 1.36-acre site located at 1144 Monterey Street, on the
west corner of Toro Street and Monterey Street currently owned by the County of San Luis Obispo.
The proposed Project site will also include a portion of the existing Monterey Palm Alley on the
north side of the parcel (resulting in its closure), a portion of the southbound lane of Toro Street on
the east side of the parcel, and a currently occupied privately owned residential parcel [APN 002-
326-012] at 969 Toro Street, immediately north of Monterey Palm Alley. The residential structure is
proposed to be demolished to provide an additional site buffer, vehicular access to the secure parking
within the new courthouse building, and surface parking for court-owned vehicles and unoccupied
sheriff transport vans. Both parcels, combined with the alley and partial Toro Street closures, result
in a project site area of approximately 1.43 acres.

The County-owned parcel at 1144 Monterey Street is occupied primarily by the San Luis Obispo
County Parks and Recreation Department and County Public Works Facilities Maintenance and
Management with minor use by the Court for records storage. Two paved parking areas utilized by
the County are present on site; one west of the existing building and one east, both of which are
proposed to be removed as part of the proposed Project. The existing building, which would be
demolished, is approximately 15,780 gross square feet and consists of a partial basement used for
storage and a first and second floor used for government offices. The building extends to the east as
a single story adjacent to Monterey Palm alley and includes several automotive service bays and
offices.

The proposed Project would involve demolition of two buildings and construction of a new five-
story, 12-courtroom courthouse of approximately 145,000 square feet. The existing topography
includes approximately 14 feet of fall across the north-south direction of the site, placing the top of
the fifth-floor parapet at approximately 84 feet above ground level along Monterey Street and 70 feet
adjacent to Monterey Palm Alley. The proposed Project would include seventeen (17) secured
parking spaces within the building for judicial officers and executive staff. Juror, public, and staff
parking would continue to be available at the City’s public parking garages at 812 Palm Street, 919
Palm Street, and 680 Monterey Street, as currently being utilized for the existing downtown
courthouse facilities within a block of the new courthouse location.

The proposed Project site would have vehicle access from three locations: one on Monterey Street
for in-custody transport vehicles into a secured and gated perimeter; a second from Toro Street for
judicial staff into the secured parking within the building; and a third from Monterey Palm Alley for
service deliveries and waste pick-up. The public entrance would be located at the southeast corner of
the building, at the intersection of Monterey and Toro Streets (Figure 2-4, Conceptual Site Plan).

New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project 1 July 2024

Tribal Consultation Project Description
2550393.1 10918.022



The Project would also require the construction of supporting infrastructure, including stormwater,
potable water, wastewater, electricity and natural gas that are already existing and available to the
Project site.

Records Search and Field Survey Results Summary

The Judicial Council retained Montrose Environmental to conduct a cultural resource investigation
of the Project site to begin the process of complying with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). During the cultural resource investigation, a sacred lands files search was conducted by the
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on April 19, 2023 to determine if recorded sacred
sites are located on or near the proposed Project Site. The NAHC indicated that the search of the
sacred lands files was positive. Additionally, a record search was conducted by staff at the Central
Coast Information Center (CCIC) at the Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History on April 20, 2023
to determine if there are any previously recorded cultural resources within the Project Site or within
a 0.25-mile radius of the Project Site. The records search by CCIC revealed that while there are no
previously recorded cultural resources located on the Project site, there are previously recorded
cultural resources located within the 0.25-mile radius of the Project site, including 10 recorded
archeological sites.

New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project 2 July 2024

Tribal Consultation Project Description
2550393.1 10918.022
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Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

July 24, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL

Barbareno/Ventureno Band of Mission Indians
c/o Dayna Barrios, Chairperson

365 North Poli Avenue

Ojai, CA 93023

RE: Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation)
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County

Dear Chairperson Barrios,

The Judicial Council of California (“Judicial Council”) has decided to undertake the New San Luis
Obispo Courthouse Project (“Project™) in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County,
California and is hereby providing you with notice pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and AB 52 (Gatto, 2014).

Below please find a description of the proposed Project and the name of our Project point of contact,
pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). We have also enclosed a Project Description for Tribal Consultation
with maps locating the Project site. If you would like further information about the Project in order to
assess whether to participate in consultation, please contact the Project Manager.

Project: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project

Project Site: Two legal parcels located south of State Route 101 in the City of San Luis Obispo,
San Luis Obispo County

Parcel 1 bounded by Monterey Street to the south, Toro Street to the east, Monterey Palm Alley to
the north and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-021]

Parcel 2 bounded by Monterey Palm Alley to the south, Toro Street to the east, Palm Street to the
north, and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-012]

Lead Agency Point of Contact: Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager, Judicial Council

We would appreciate receipt of your written request for consultation within 30 days from receipt of this
letter (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).



July 24, 2024
Page 2

Information related to this Project is available for review on the Judicial Council’s website at:
https://www.courts.ca.gov/48476.htm.

Respectfully,
e
Ki ' obic

Senior Project Manager
Judicial Council of California

Enclosures: Project Location and Description and Records Search Results
Figure 2-1. Regional Location Map
Figure 2-2. Project Location Map
Figure 2-3. Proposed Project Location
Figure 2-4. Conceptual Site Plan



Bobic-T, Kim

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2024 12:01 PM

To: barrios_dayna@yahoo.com

Subject: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB
52)

Attachments: AB 52 Ltr_Invitation to Consult_Barrios.pdf

Dear Chairperson Barrios,

Please find the attached Invitation to Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52) for the Judicial Council of California’s
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County. A copy of this invitation was
additionally mailed today to your attention at the following address:

Barbareno/Ventureno Band of Mission Indians
365 North Poli Avenue
Ojai, CA 93023

We would appreciate your response within 30 days from receipt of this letter to request consultation, in writing, with the
Judicial Council (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3688
805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov




Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

July 24, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL

Barbareno/Ventureno Band of Mission Indians
c/o Annette Ayala, CRM Committee Chair

188 S. Santa Rosa Street

Ventura, CA 93001

RE: Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation)
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County

Dear Ms. Ayala,

The Judicial Council of California (“Judicial Council”) has decided to undertake the New San Luis
Obispo Courthouse Project (“Project™) in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County,
California and is hereby providing you with notice pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and AB 52 (Gatto, 2014).

Below please find a description of the proposed Project and the name of our Project point of contact,
pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). We have also enclosed a Project Description for Tribal Consultation
with maps locating the Project site. If you would like further information about the Project in order to
assess whether to participate in consultation, please contact the Project Manager.

Project: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project

Project Site: Two legal parcels located south of State Route 101 in the City of San Luis Obispo,
San Luis Obispo County

Parcel 1 bounded by Monterey Street to the south, Toro Street to the east, Monterey Palm Alley to
the north and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-021]

Parcel 2 bounded by Monterey Palm Alley to the south, Toro Street to the east, Palm Street to the
north, and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-012]

Lead Agency Point of Contact: Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager, Judicial Council

We would appreciate receipt of your written request for consultation within 30 days from receipt of this
letter (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).
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Information related to this Project is available for review on the Judicial Council’s website at:
https://www.courts.ca.gov/48476.htm.

Respectfully,
e
Ki ' obic

Senior Project Manager
Judicial Council of California

Enclosures: Project Location and Description and Records Search Results
Figure 2-1. Regional Location Map
Figure 2-2. Project Location Map
Figure 2-3. Proposed Project Location
Figure 2-4. Conceptual Site Plan



Bobic-T, Kim

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2024 12:04 PM

To: ‘annetteayala78@yahoo.com'’

Subject: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB
52)

Attachments: AB 52 Ltr_Invitation to Consult_Ayala.pdf

Dear CRM Committee Chair Ayala,

Please find the attached Invitation to Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52) for the Judicial Council of California’s
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County. A copy of this invitation was
additionally mailed today to your attention at the following address:

Barbareno/Ventureno Band of Mission Indians
188 S. Santa Rosa Street
Ventura, CA 93001

We would appreciate your response within 30 days from receipt of this letter to request consultation, in writing, with the
Judicial Council (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3688
805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov




Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

July 24, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL

Chumash Council of Bakersfield
c/o Julio Quair, Chairperson

729 Texas Street

Bakersfield, CA 93307

RE: Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation)
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County

Dear Chairperson Quair,

The Judicial Council of California (“Judicial Council”) has decided to undertake the New San Luis
Obispo Courthouse Project (“Project™) in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County,
California and is hereby providing you with notice pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and AB 52 (Gatto, 2014).

Below please find a description of the proposed Project and the name of our Project point of contact,
pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). We have also enclosed a Project Description for Tribal Consultation
with maps locating the Project site. If you would like further information about the Project in order to
assess whether to participate in consultation, please contact the Project Manager.

Project: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project

Project Site: Two legal parcels located south of State Route 101 in the City of San Luis Obispo,
San Luis Obispo County

Parcel 1 bounded by Monterey Street to the south, Toro Street to the east, Monterey Palm Alley to
the north and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-021]

Parcel 2 bounded by Monterey Palm Alley to the south, Toro Street to the east, Palm Street to the
north, and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-012]

Lead Agency Point of Contact: Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager, Judicial Council

We would appreciate receipt of your written request for consultation within 30 days from receipt of this
letter (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).
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Information related to this Project is available for review on the Judicial Council’s website at:
https://www.courts.ca.gov/48476.htm.

Respectfully,
e
Ki ' obic

Senior Project Manager
Judicial Council of California

Enclosures: Project Location and Description and Records Search Results
Figure 2-1. Regional Location Map
Figure 2-2. Project Location Map
Figure 2-3. Proposed Project Location
Figure 2-4. Conceptual Site Plan



Bobic-T, Kim

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2024 12:15 PM

To: chumashtribe@sbcglobal.net

Subject: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB
52)

Attachments: AB 52 Ltr_Invitation to Consult_Quair.pdf

Dear Chairperson Quair,

Please find the attached Invitation to Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52) for the Judicial Council of California’s
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County. A copy of this invitation was
additionally mailed today to your attention at the following address:

Chumash Council of Bakersfield
729 Texas Street
Bakersfield, CA 93307

We would appreciate your response within 30 days from receipt of this letter to request consultation, in writing, with the
Judicial Council (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3688
805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov




Bobic-T, Kim

From: Microsoft Outlook <MicrosoftExchange329e71ec88ae4615bbc36abbce41109e@jud.ca.gov>

To: chumashtribe@sbcglobal.net

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2024 12:15 PM

Subject: Undeliverable: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources
(AB 52)

alph762.prodigy.net rejected your message to the following email addresses:

chumashtribe@sbcglobal.net (chumashtribe@sbcglobal.net)
There's a problem with the recipient's mailbox. Please try resending your message. If the problem continues,
please contact your email admin.

alph762.prodigy.net gave this error:
<chumashtribe@sbcglobal.net>... Addressee unknown, relay=[40.107.91.54]

Diagnostic information for administrators:
Generating server: BLAPRO9MB7234.namprd09.prod.outlook.com

chumashtribe@sbcglobal.net
alph762.prodigy.net
Remote server returned '550 5.2.1 <chumashtribe@sbcglobal.net>... Addressee unknown, relay=[40.107.91.54]'

Original message headers:

ARC-Seal: i=1; a=rsa-sha256; s=arcselectorl0001l; d=microsoft.com; cv=none;

b=E2/owSNHcbH7rePVMGAaOuEl9rof4gDXo5M1VMHcX3g3DGODITPmDbVeymUcM9Kah+xu0x/9CR21UbWmhOHpyZEsHsgCy
vb+bTXgnjkLsSkisfWsuMoys9fbW8Dz1+h7nMnOZETcd0dcYB29hrwewgAWoJRAgN+YW6UO9+x1BOEfMGAr3VIOC5GQwgnZN
DOaxyHwvcdaygDU3JzvS58dZy+tISEs31mgmLhsaH0ossAAVKOHgaD5K+s17BN8fAoN3dw8E+7cZnLowyzyV0j6scwhfS8A
IMWELTTUaWtsG9dnquYtdFnGA+0moiCiQRAMU9IjtIJQPACHZh2RO3G4AENA==
ARC-Message-Signature: i=1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed; d=microsoft.com;
s=arcselectorl0001;
h=From:Date:Subject:Message-ID:Content-Type:MIME-Version:X-MS-Exchange-AntiSpam-MessageData-
ChunkCount:X-MS-Exchange-AntiSpam-MessageData-0:X-MS-Exchange-AntiSpam-MessageData-1;
bh=gfScUjCKPaM1TiSR8MkASGPCS20XsIOCUNXV60gONTo=;

b=0QSfZpScrakKCeXx37wPEHkEx5euDfmQIQOBHh/U0ECcsc8CnrWGNL/3W+/kbJUTFAdF8SriVmhzaoimHv1KUKJKWLFbFgf 7+
SRIF1i6NMxmx5+vGzJO01hTm6Vs5tYDX0OzGLPNgrb0QchYYCHASMOx1wR1IK5gJzkkUIBzEcytodpsg52glebcTMRrbdgGfif
Dz2r38VIn6Nc+EvTgipo7stgIXRLTtLGo41eV3A41AWkDa7nws+GFs67e8trtmUBGoiC)QyeX/0S5xgqCMIN4dxa/2+ypmsd3
0C4HiXwWoj/kMes4mVPhJIBZbuYTelKilqUJAhfwzlCiFcyP6FgRAL/krLLw==
ARC-Authentication-Results: i=1; mx.microsoft.com 1; spf=pass

smtp.mailfrom=jud.ca.gov; dmarc=pass action=none header.from=jud.ca.gov;

dkim=pass header.d=jud.ca.gov; arc=none

DKIM-Signature: v=1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed; d=jud.ca.gov;

s=selectorl;
h=From:Date:Subject:Message-ID:Content-Type:MIME-Version:X-MS-Exchange-SenderADCheck;
bh=gfScUjCKPaM1TiSR8MkASgPCS20XsIOCunXvV6ogONTo=;



Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

July 24, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL

Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation
c/o Gabe Frausto, Vice Chair

P.O. Box 40653

Santa Barbara, CA 93140

RE: Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation)
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County

Dear Vice Chair Frausto,

The Judicial Council of California (“Judicial Council”) has decided to undertake the New San Luis
Obispo Courthouse Project (“Project™) in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County,
California and is hereby providing you with notice pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and AB 52 (Gatto, 2014).

Below please find a description of the proposed Project and the name of our Project point of contact,
pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). We have also enclosed a Project Description for Tribal Consultation
with maps locating the Project site. If you would like further information about the Project in order to
assess whether to participate in consultation, please contact the Project Manager.

Project: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project

Project Site: Two legal parcels located south of State Route 101 in the City of San Luis Obispo,
San Luis Obispo County

Parcel 1 bounded by Monterey Street to the south, Toro Street to the east, Monterey Palm Alley to
the north and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-021]

Parcel 2 bounded by Monterey Palm Alley to the south, Toro Street to the east, Palm Street to the
north, and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-012]

Lead Agency Point of Contact: Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager, Judicial Council

We would appreciate receipt of your written request for consultation within 30 days from receipt of this
letter (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).
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Information related to this Project is available for review on the Judicial Council’s website at:
https://www.courts.ca.gov/48476.htm.

Respectfully,
e
Ki ' obic

Senior Project Manager
Judicial Council of California

Enclosures: Project Location and Description and Records Search Results
Figure 2-1. Regional Location Map
Figure 2-2. Project Location Map
Figure 2-3. Proposed Project Location
Figure 2-4. Conceptual Site Plan



Bobic-T, Kim

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2024 12:12 PM

To: cbcn22vicechair@gmail.com

Subject: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB
52)

Attachments: AB 52 Ltr_Invitation to Consult_Frausto.pdf

Dear Vice Chair Frausto,

Please find the attached Invitation to Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52) for the Judicial Council of California’s
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County. A copy of this invitation was
additionally mailed today to your attention at the following address:

Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation
P.O. Box 40653
Santa Barbara, CA 93140

We would appreciate your response within 30 days from receipt of this letter to request consultation, in writing, with the
Judicial Council (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3688
805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov




Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

July 24, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL

Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation
c/o Mia Lopez, Chairperson

P.O. Box 40653

Santa Barbara, CA 93140

RE: Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation)
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County

Dear Chairperson Lopez,

The Judicial Council of California (“Judicial Council”) has decided to undertake the New San Luis
Obispo Courthouse Project (“Project™) in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County,
California and is hereby providing you with notice pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and AB 52 (Gatto, 2014).

Below please find a description of the proposed Project and the name of our Project point of contact,
pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). We have also enclosed a Project Description for Tribal Consultation
with maps locating the Project site. If you would like further information about the Project in order to
assess whether to participate in consultation, please contact the Project Manager.

Project: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project

Project Site: Two legal parcels located south of State Route 101 in the City of San Luis Obispo,
San Luis Obispo County

Parcel 1 bounded by Monterey Street to the south, Toro Street to the east, Monterey Palm Alley to
the north and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-021]

Parcel 2 bounded by Monterey Palm Alley to the south, Toro Street to the east, Palm Street to the
north, and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-012]

Lead Agency Point of Contact: Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager, Judicial Council

We would appreciate receipt of your written request for consultation within 30 days from receipt of this
letter (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).



July 24, 2024
Page 2

Information related to this Project is available for review on the Judicial Council’s website at:
https://www.courts.ca.gov/48476.htm.

Respectfully,
e
Ki ' obic

Senior Project Manager
Judicial Council of California

Enclosures: Project Location and Description and Records Search Results
Figure 2-1. Regional Location Map
Figure 2-2. Project Location Map
Figure 2-3. Proposed Project Location
Figure 2-4. Conceptual Site Plan



Bobic-T, Kim

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2024 12:10 PM

To: cbentribalchair@gmail.com

Subject: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB
52)

Attachments: AB 52 Ltr_Invitation to Consult_Lopez.pdf

Dear Chairperson Lopez,

Please find the attached Invitation to Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52) for the Judicial Council of California’s
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County. A copy of this invitation was
additionally mailed today to your attention at the following address:

Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation
P.O. Box 40653
Santa Barbara, CA 93140

We would appreciate your response within 30 days from receipt of this letter to request consultation, in writing, with the
Judicial Council (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3688
805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov




Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

July 24, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
c/o Violet Walker, Chairperson
P.O. Box 6533

Los Osos, CA 93412

RE: Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation)
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County

Dear Chairperson Walker,

The Judicial Council of California (“Judicial Council”) has decided to undertake the New San Luis
Obispo Courthouse Project (“Project”) in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County,
California and is hereby providing you with notice pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and AB 52 (Gatto, 2014).

Below please find a description of the proposed Project and the name of our Project point of contact,
pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). We have also enclosed a Project Description for Tribal Consultation
with maps locating the Project site. If you would like further information about the Project in order to
assess whether to participate in consultation, please contact the Project Manager.

Project: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project

Project Site: Two legal parcels located south of State Route 101 in the City of San Luis Obispo,
San Luis Obispo County

Parcel 1 bounded by Monterey Street to the south, Toro Street to the east, Monterey Palm Alley to
the north and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-021]

Parcel 2 bounded by Monterey Palm Alley to the south, Toro Street to the east, Palm Street to the
north, and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-012]

Lead Agency Point of Contact: Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager, Judicial Council

We would appreciate receipt of your written request for consultation within 30 days from receipt of this
letter (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).



July 24, 2024
Page 2

Information related to this Project is available for review on the Judicial Council’s website at:
https://www.courts.ca.gov/48476.htm.

Respectfully,
e
Ki ' obic

Senior Project Manager
Judicial Council of California

Enclosures: Project Location and Description and Records Search Results
Figure 2-1. Regional Location Map
Figure 2-2. Project Location Map
Figure 2-3. Proposed Project Location
Figure 2-4. Conceptual Site Plan



Bobic-T, Kim

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2024 12:17 PM

To: violetsagewalker@gmail.com

Subject: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB
52)

Attachments: AB 52 Ltr_Invitation to Consult_ Walker.pdf

Categories: Red Category

Dear Chairperson Walker,

Please find the attached Invitation to Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52) for the Judicial Council of California’s
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County. A copy of this invitation was
additionally mailed today to your attention at the following address:

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
P.O. Box 6533
Los Osos, CA 93412

We would appreciate your response within 30 days from receipt of this letter to request consultation, in writing, with the
Judicial Council (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3688
805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov




From: Ernest Houston <ernest@northernchumash.org>

Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2024 8:43 AM

To: Bobic-T, Kim <Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov>

Cc: Violet Sage Walker <violet@northernchumash.org>
Subject: AB 52 Consultation: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse
Greetings Kim Bobic,

Thank you for contacting the Northern Chumash Tribal Council to notify us of the proposed new San
Luis Obispo Courthouse project in San Luis Obispo. We wish to be engaged in consultation on this
project. Please see our formal response in the attached document.

Respectfully,

Ernest R. Houston

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
Environmental Resource Specialist
Tribal Cultural Resource Monitor
ernest@northernchumash.org
For

Violet Sage Walker

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
Tribal Chairwoman
violet@northernchumash.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s)
and may contain confidential, proprietary and/or privileged information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you
are not the intended recipient of this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please
immediately alert the sender by reply email and then delete this message and any attachments and the reply from your
system. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, use, dissemination, copying, or
storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the
addressee(s) and may contain confidential, proprietary and/or privileged information and may be legally protected from
disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient of this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in
error, please immediately alert the sender by reply email and then delete this message and any attachments and the reply from
your system. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, use, dissemination, copying, or
storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.


mailto:ernest@northernchumash.org
mailto:Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov
mailto:violet@northernchumash.org

Northern Chumash Tribal Council

northernchumash.org chumashsanctuary.org CHUMASH HERITAGE

National Marine Sanctuary

July 31, 2024

Kim Bobic

Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services/Administrative Division
Judicial Council of California

RE: Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52), New San Luis Obispo Courthouse
Project

Greetings Kim Bobic,

Thank you for reaching out to the Northern Chumash Tribal Council (NCTC) to notify us of the proposed
new San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo. This project site is in the very heart of our
culturally affiliated territory and we wish to be included in consultation during project planning,
development, and construction. Given the known cultural sensitivity of this location we request the
following:

1. Consultation with staff to discuss specific elements of project construction

2. Copies of documentation regarding archaeological sites within the surrounding ' mile vicinity
surrounding the project area

3. NCTC to be included in planning and decision-making

4. NCTC tribal cultural resource monitor on-site with archaeologist during all ground disturbing work to
include demolition, excavation, grading, and trenching

I have personally monitored work sites in the area surrounding this proposed work site and have seen
house floors exposed through a window cut in the sidewalk and in excavation at the edge of 100+ year-old
highway 101 pavement, so I know that the presence of structures on the site does not preclude the
presence of cultural features, artifacts, or sites resting at depth.

ENVIRONMENTAL & LAND-USE CONSULTING
EDUCATIONAL SERVICES TEACHING NATURE, NATIVE CULTURES & FARMING
PO Box 6533, Los Osos, CA 93412 (805) 356-6149





The Northern Chumash Tribal Council looks forward to working with you on this project to achieve
mutually agreeable results while also protecting and preserving irreplaceable physical elements of our
Chumash tribal heritage in this area.

Sincerely,

Ernest R. Houston

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
Environmental Resource Specialist
Tribal Cultural Resource Monitor
ernest@northernchumash.org

For

Violet Sage Walker

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
Tribal Chairwoman
violet@northernchumash.org






Northern Chumash Tribal Council

northernchumash.org chumashsanctuary.org CHUMASH HERITAGE

National Marine Sanctuary

July 31, 2024

Kim Bobic

Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services/Administrative Division
Judicial Council of California

RE: Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52), New San Luis Obispo Courthouse
Project

Greetings Kim Bobic,

Thank you for reaching out to the Northern Chumash Tribal Council (NCTC) to notify us of the proposed
new San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo. This project site is in the very heart of our
culturally affiliated territory and we wish to be included in consultation during project planning,
development, and construction. Given the known cultural sensitivity of this location we request the
following:

1. Consultation with staff to discuss specific elements of project construction

2. Copies of documentation regarding archaeological sites within the surrounding ' mile vicinity
surrounding the project area

3. NCTC to be included in planning and decision-making

4. NCTC tribal cultural resource monitor on-site with archaeologist during all ground disturbing work to
include demolition, excavation, grading, and trenching

I have personally monitored work sites in the area surrounding this proposed work site and have seen
house floors exposed through a window cut in the sidewalk and in excavation at the edge of 100+ year-old
highway 101 pavement, so I know that the presence of structures on the site does not preclude the
presence of cultural features, artifacts, or sites resting at depth.

ENVIRONMENTAL & LAND-USE CONSULTING
EDUCATIONAL SERVICES TEACHING NATURE, NATIVE CULTURES & FARMING
PO Box 6533, Los Osos, CA 93412 (805) 356-6149



The Northern Chumash Tribal Council looks forward to working with you on this project to achieve
mutually agreeable results while also protecting and preserving irreplaceable physical elements of our
Chumash tribal heritage in this area.

Sincerely,

Ernest R. Houston

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
Environmental Resource Specialist
Tribal Cultural Resource Monitor
ernest@northernchumash.org

For

Violet Sage Walker

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
Tribal Chairwoman
violet@northernchumash.org



Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

August 08, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
c/o  Violet Sage Walker, Tribal Chairwoman

Ernest R. Houston, Environmental Resource Specialist
P.O. Box 6533
Los Osos, CA 93412
ernest@northernchumash.org
violet@northernchumash.org

RE: Initiation of Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation)
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County
1144 Monterey Street and 969 Toro Street, city of San Luis Obispo

Dear Chairwoman Walker and Mr. Houston,

This correspondence serves as an initiation of consultation letter pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”) and Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, 2014) (hereafter “AB 52”).

Below are some proposed dates and blocks of time that the Judicial Council is available for our first
2-hour consultation meeting. We would like to hold this first consultation remotely with participants
attending online via Microsoft Teams. Refer to the attached proposed draft agenda for this initial meeting,
which includes a discussion for the scheduling of a site visit for the project on a subsequent date.

Please let me know as soon as possible which date and time you prefer so we can schedule our first
consultation. If these dates do not work for you, please provide alternatives.

Wednesday, August 14" 8:00 am — 10:00 am
Friday, August 16; 8:00 am — 10:00 am
Friday, August 30" 8:00 am — 10:00 am

To prepare for consultation and pursuant to your request, please find enclosed a Cultural Screening Memo
that was prepared for the Project site. Also enclosed, is documentation regarding archaeological sites
within Y4-mile vicinity of the Project site as found during our consultant’s record search. This memo and
documentation is being provided to the Northern Chumash Tribal Council in the context of confidential


mailto:ernest@northernchumash.org
mailto:violet@northernchumash.org

August 8, 2024
Page 2

government to government consultation. Both documents and information provided is not for public
distribution because it contains archaeological site records and potentially sensitive information. The
Judicial Council looks forward to consulting with you to obtain and incorporate that information in
compliance with CEQA and AB 52.

If you need additional information to prepare for consultation, please contact me by email or by phone at:
kim.bobic-T@jud.ca.gov or (805) 249-0911.

We look forward to consultation with the Northern Chumash Tribal Council on this Project.

Respectfully,
SO
Ki . obic

Senior Project Manager
Facilities Services, Administrative Division
Judicial Council of California

Enclosures: 1) New San Luis Obispo Courthouse, Cultural Screening Memo, dated July 20, 2023
2) Archaeological Records Search Information /By Certified Mail Only, due to file size]
3) Proposed Draft Agenda for the Initial AB 52 Consultation Meeting


mailto:kim.bobic-T@jud.ca.gov

Bobic-T, Kim

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Thursday, August 8, 2024 2:30 PM

To: Ernest Houston; violetsagewalker@gmail.com

Subject: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse; Initiation of Consultation

Attachments: 2024-0808_AB 52 Tribal Consultation Initiation Letter-NCTC.pdf; Site 1_Cultural Screening

Memo_072023.pdf; Initial Consultation Agenda_NCTC-DRAFT.pdf

Greetings Mr. Houston and Chairwoman Walker,
Please find attached the Judicial Council’s initiation of consultation letter.

Included within and below are some proposed dates and blocks of time that the Judicial Council is available for our first 2-hour
consultation meeting. As confirmed, the meeting will be attended remotely via MS Teams and | will send the Teams meeting
upon being advised of the Northern Chumash Tribal Council’s preferred date and time. Please let me know as soon as possible
of the date you prefer, or if these dates do not work for you both, please provide some alternatives.

Wednesday, August 14™": 8:00 am — 10:00 am
Friday, August 16™: 8:00 am — 10:00 am
Friday, August 30%™: 8:00 am — 10:00 am

| have additionally attached to this email the Cultural Screening Memo that was prepared for this project and a proposed draft
agenda for our first consultation meeting. Let me know if you have any comments, revisions or additions to the Draft Agenda.

Documentation resulting from our record search is not attached to this email due to the size and number of documents. | have
printed them for you and will be dropping an envelope in the mail this afternoon to your P.O. Box. Please check for the envelope
early in the week as it should arrive quickly since | will be mailing it from the San Luis Obispo Madonna Road Post Office.

| look forward to hearing back from you and scheduling consultation with the Northern Chumash Tribal Council.

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov

From: Ernest Houston <ernest@northernchumash.org>

Sent: Sunday, August 4, 2024 9:12 PM

To: Bobic-T, Kim <Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov>

Subject: Re: AB 52 Consultation: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse

Greetings Kim,

Thank you for your response.

Mornings tend to be best for meetings.

My schedule tends to change on an ongoing basis, but for now I'm available any day in August except 5, 8, 28.
Zoom or Teams will be fine.

| look forward to meeting you soon.

Ernest



On Wed, Jul 31, 2024 at 9:05 AM Bobic-T, Kim <Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov> wrote:

Greetings Mr. Houston,

Thank you for your response to our invitation to consult on this Project. We will reach out to you in the coming week to engage
in consultation.

In anticipation of initiating consultation and scheduling, could you advise if there is a certain time of the day that would work
best for a meeting? The first meeting will most likely be by MS Teams or Zoom if that is okay with you. Subsequent meetings,
as needed, can be scheduled in person or at the proposed project site.

We will also assemble the documentation we have that you have requested and provide by email next week.

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov

From: Ernest Houston <ernest@northernchumash.org>

Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2024 8:43 AM

To: Bobic-T, Kim <Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov>

Cc: Violet Sage Walker <violet@northernchumash.org>
Subject: AB 52 Consultation: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse

Greetings Kim Bobic,

Thank you for contacting the Northern Chumash Tribal Council to notify us of the proposed new San Luis Obispo Courthouse
project in San Luis Obispo. We wish to be engaged in consultation on this project. Please see our formal response in the
attached document.

Respectfully,

Ernest R. Houston



Northern Chumash Tribal Council
Environmental Resource Specialist
Tribal Cultural Resource Monitor

ernest@northernchumash.org

For

Violet Sage Walker

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
Tribal Chairwoman

violet@northernchumash.org
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Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

Northern Chumash Tribal Council AB 52 Consultation Initial Meeting
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County
1144 Monterey Street and 969 Toro Street, city of San Luis Obispo

Wednesday, August 14 — 8:00 am — 10:00 am /2-hour meeting]
Agenda

1. Introductions & Roles:
e (alifornia Native American Tribe,
e Judicial Council Internal Team, and
e Judicial Council Consultants/Counsel

2. Purpose:
Initial Consultation and background information exchange

3. Expectations:
¢ Confidentiality of information
e Consultation process expectations
e Project timeline
4. Project Information:
e Location of preferred project site and alternative site
Project and site information
Existing cultural resources screening memo and record search
e Site visit
5. Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR):
e Does the Tribe have information about TCR to provide at this time?
e Does the Tribe have information to request from the JCC that will help identify
potential TCR or TCR avoidance, preservation in place, or mitigation measures?
6. Next Steps:
e Schedule next consultation or set standing meeting
e Schedule site visit




From: Ernest Houston

To: Bobic-T, Kim

Cc: Janis Offermann; jennifer.Chapelle@jud.ca.gov; rfrink@kmtg.com; Violet Sage Walker
Subject: [External] - Initiation of Consultation for New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project
Date: Friday, August 16, 2024 7:33:59 PM

Attachments: NCTC.Response.NewSLOCourthouse.2024.07.31.pdf

You don't often get email from ernest@northernchumash.org. Learn why this is important

Greetings Kim and all,

Thank you for convening the meeting this morning to open consultation on the proposed San
Luis Obispo Courthouse project. I appreciate the welcoming atmosphere of our meeting and
the receptive attitude amongst you.

I will watch for future contact from you as the project progresses and will be glad to meet
with you again.

Please see our full response in the attached document.
Respectfully,

Ernest R. Houston

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
Environmental Resource Specialist
Tribal Cultural Resource Monitor
ernest@northernchumash.org
For

Violet Sage Walker

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
Tribal Chairwoman

violet@northernchumash.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the
addressee(s) and may contain confidential, proprietary and/or privileged information and may be legally protected from
disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient of this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in
error, please immediately alert the sender by reply email and then delete this message and any attachments and the reply from
your system. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, use, dissemination, copying, or
storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.
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Northern Chumash Tribal Council

northernchumash.org chumashsanctuary.org CHUMASH HERITAGE

National Marine Sanctuary

July 31, 2024

Kim Bobic

Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services/Administrative Division
Judicial Council of California

RE: Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52), New San Luis Obispo Courthouse
Project

Greetings Kim Bobic,

Thank you for reaching out to the Northern Chumash Tribal Council (NCTC) to notify us of the proposed
new San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo. This project site is in the very heart of our
culturally affiliated territory and we wish to be included in consultation during project planning,
development, and construction. Given the known cultural sensitivity of this location we request the
following:

1. Consultation with staff to discuss specific elements of project construction

2. Copies of documentation regarding archaeological sites within the surrounding ' mile vicinity
surrounding the project area

3. NCTC to be included in planning and decision-making

4. NCTC tribal cultural resource monitor on-site with archaeologist during all ground disturbing work to
include demolition, excavation, grading, and trenching

I have personally monitored work sites in the area surrounding this proposed work site and have seen
house floors exposed through a window cut in the sidewalk and in excavation at the edge of 100+ year-old
highway 101 pavement, so I know that the presence of structures on the site does not preclude the
presence of cultural features, artifacts, or sites resting at depth.

ENVIRONMENTAL & LAND-USE CONSULTING
EDUCATIONAL SERVICES TEACHING NATURE, NATIVE CULTURES & FARMING
PO Box 6533, Los Osos, CA 93412 (805) 356-6149





The Northern Chumash Tribal Council looks forward to working with you on this project to achieve
mutually agreeable results while also protecting and preserving irreplaceable physical elements of our
Chumash tribal heritage in this area.

Sincerely,

Ernest R. Houston

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
Environmental Resource Specialist
Tribal Cultural Resource Monitor
ernest@northernchumash.org

For

Violet Sage Walker

Northern Chumash Tribal Council
Tribal Chairwoman
violet@northernchumash.org






Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

Northern Chumash Tribal Council (NCTC) AB 52 Consultation Meeting
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County
1144 Monterey Street and 969 Toro Street, city of San Luis Obispo

Wednesday, April 23, 2025; 10:00 am — 11:00 am /I-hour meeting]

Agenda
1. Introductions & Roles:
2. Project Update:
3. Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) — Cultural and Tribal Cultural

Resources Sections:
e Review of Sections and Mitigation Measures
e NCTC Comment
e Tribal Information to add to IS/MND

Next Steps
e Finalize IS/MND and publish for Public Comment

e Public Meeting
e Develop Treatment Plan and Monitoring Plan



Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

July 24, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL

Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San Luis Obispo Counties
c/o Patti Dunton, Tribal Administrator

7070 Morro Road, Suite A

Atascadero, CA 93422

RE: Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation)
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County

Dear Tribal Administrator Dunton,

The Judicial Council of California (“Judicial Council”) has decided to undertake the New San Luis
Obispo Courthouse Project (“Project”) in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County,
California and is hereby providing you with notice pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and AB 52 (Gatto, 2014).

Below please find a description of the proposed Project and the name of our Project point of contact,
pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). We have also enclosed a Project Description for Tribal Consultation
with maps locating the Project site. If you would like further information about the Project in order to
assess whether to participate in consultation, please contact the Project Manager.

Project: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project

Project Site: Two legal parcels located south of State Route 101 in the City of San Luis Obispo,
San Luis Obispo County

Parcel 1 bounded by Monterey Street to the south, Toro Street to the east, Monterey Palm Alley to
the north and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-021]

Parcel 2 bounded by Monterey Palm Alley to the south, Toro Street to the east, Palm Street to the
north, and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-012]

Lead Agency Point of Contact: Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager, Judicial Council

We would appreciate receipt of your written request for consultation within 30 days from receipt of this
letter (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).



July 24, 2024
Page 2

Information related to this Project is available for review on the Judicial Council’s website at:
https://www.courts.ca.gov/48476.htm.

Respectfully,
e
Ki ' obic

Senior Project Manager
Judicial Council of California

Enclosures: Project Location and Description and Records Search Results
Figure 2-1. Regional Location Map
Figure 2-2. Project Location Map
Figure 2-3. Proposed Project Location
Figure 2-4. Conceptual Site Plan



Bobic-T, Kim

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2024 12:19 PM

To: info@salinantribe.com

Subject: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB
52)

Attachments: AB 52 Ltr_Invitation to Consult_Dunton.pdf

Dear Tribal Administrator Dunton,

Please find the attached Invitation to Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52) for the Judicial Council of California’s
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County. A copy of this invitation was
additionally mailed today to your attention at the following address:

Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San Luis Obispo Counties
7070 Morro Road, Suite A
Atascadero, CA 93422

We would appreciate your response within 30 days from receipt of this letter to request consultation, in writing, with the
Judicial Council (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3688
805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov




Bobic-T, Kim

From: info@salinantribe.com

Sent: Friday, August 23, 2024 12:48 PM

To: Bobic-T, Kim

Subject: Re: New San Luis Obispo courthouse project_Salinan Tribe Consultation Inquiry
Importance: High

Greetings Kim, yes we are requesting consultation on this project with the Judicial Council.

Xayatspanikan,
Patti Dunton, Administrator

On 2024-08-22 11:33, Bobic-T, Kim wrote:

> Greetings Tribal Administrator Dunton,

>

> Thank you for your email that identifies proposed mitigation measures
> be included in this Project, including monitoring during ground

> disturbing activities by a cultural resource specialist, but it is not

> clear from your email whether the Salinan Tribe is requesting

> consultation on this Project with the Judicial Council.

>

> In order that the Judicial Council can establish the appropriate

> communication and next steps with the Salinan Tribe, we would

> appreciate a response of your written request for consultation by

> tomorrow Friday, August 23, 2024 to be considered within the

> established 30-day deadline period if the Salinan Tribe is requesting
> government to government consultation with the Judicial Council on
> this Project.

>

> Respectfully,

>

> Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

> Facilities Services | Administrative Division Judicial Council of

> California

> 805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov

>

> From: info@salinantribe.com <info@salinantribe.com>

> Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2024 2:55 PM

> To: Bobic-T, Kim <kim.bobic-T@jud.ca.gov>

> Subject: New San Luis Obispo courthouse project

>

> Greetings Kim, we have reviewed the proposed project and because of
> the sacred and cultural sites near the project location we are

> requesting that mitigation measures for the project include, that all
> ground disturbing activities be monitored by a cultural resource

> specialist from our tribe.

>

> Xayatspanikan,

> Patti Dunton, Administrator



Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

August 26, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL

Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San Luis Obispo Counties
c/o Patti Dunton, Tribal Administrator

7070 Morro Road, Suite A

Atascadero, CA 93422

info@salinantribe.com

RE: Initiation of Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation)
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County
1144 Monterey Street and 969 Toro Street, city of San Luis Obispo

Dear Tribal Administrator Dunton,

This correspondence serves as an initiation of consultation letter pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”) and Assembly Bill (AB) 52 (Gatto, 2014) (hereafter “AB 52”).

Below are some proposed dates and blocks of time that the Judicial Council is available for our first
2-hour consultation meeting. We would like to hold this first consultation remotely with participants
attending online via Teams. If meeting remotely does not work for the Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San
Luis Obispo Counties, please let us know and we can alternatively accommodate your needs. We would
also like to schedule a site visit for the project on a subsequent date.

Please let me know as soon as possible which date and time you prefer so we can schedule our first
consultation. If these dates do not work for you, please provide alternatives.

Friday, August 30%; 8:00 am — 10:00 am
Tuesday, September 3™:  3:00 pm — 5:00 pm
Thursday, September 5th: 11:00 am — 1:00 pm
Thursday, September 5™:  3:00 pm — 5:00 pm

To prepare for consultation, please find enclosed a Cultural Screening Memo that was prepared for the
Project site. Also enclosed, is documentation regarding archaeological sites within “4-mile vicinity of the
Project site as found during our consultant’s record search. This memo and documentation is being
provided to the Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San Luis Obispo Counties in the context of confidential



August 26, 2024
Page 2

government to government consultation. Both documents and information provided is not for public
distribution because it contains archaeological site record and potentially sensitive information. The
Judicial Council looks forward to consulting with you to obtain and incorporate that information in
compliance with CEQA and AB 52.

If you need additional information to prepare for consultation, please contact me by email or by phone at:
kim.bobic-T@jud.ca.gov or (805) 249-0911.

We look forward to consultation with the Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San Luis Obsipo Counties on this
Project.

Respectfully,
e
Kim Bobic

Senior Project Manager
Facilities Services, Administrative Division
Judicial Council of California

Enclosures: 1) New San Luis Obispo Courthouse, Cultural Screening Memo, dated July 20, 2023
2) Archaeological Records Search Information /By Certified Mail Only, due to file size]
3) Proposed Draft Agenda for the Initial AB 52 Consultation Meeting
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Bobic-T, Kim

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2024 2:42 PM

To: info@salinantribe.com

Subject: New San Luis Obispo courthouse project_Initiation of Consultation

Attachments: 2024-0826_AB 52 Tribal Consultation Initiation Letter.pdf; Site 1_Cultural Screening Memo_

072023.pdf; Initial Consultation Agenda_DRAFT.pdf

Greetings Tribal Administrator Dutton,
Please find attached the Judicial Council’s initiation of consultation letter.

Included within and below are some proposed dates and blocks of time that the Judicial Council is available for our first 2-hour
consultation meeting. We would like to hold this first consultation remotely via MS Teams or zoom. If meeting remotely does not
work for the tribe, please let us know and we can alternatively accommodate your needs. Upon confirmation of the meeting
date and time | will send the meeting links. Please let me know as soon as possible of the date you prefer, or if these dates do
not work for you both, please provide some alternatives; we can alternatively meet later in the day if that may be a better time
for you, just let me know.

Friday, August 30th; 8:00 am —10:00 am
Tuesday, September 3rd: 3:00 pm —5:00 pm
Thursday, September 5th: 11:00 am —1:00 pm
Thursday, September 5th: 3:00 pm — 5:00 pm

| have additionally attached to this email the Cultural Screening Memo that was prepared for this project and a proposed draft
agenda for our first consultation meeting. Let me know if you have any comments, revisions or additions to the Draft Agenda.

Documentation resulting from our record search is not attached to this email due to the size and number of documents. | have
printed them for you and will be dropping an envelope in the mail today to your address in Atascadero. | will be mailing it from
the San Luis Obispo Madonna Road Post Office so you should receive it in a day or two.

| look forward to hearing back from you and scheduling consultation with the Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San Luis Obispo
Counties.

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager
Facilities Services | Administrative Division Judicial Council of California
805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov

From: info@salinantribe.com <info@salinantribe.com>

Sent: Friday, August 23, 2024 12:48 PM

To: Bobic-T, Kim <Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov>

Subject: Re: New San Luis Obispo courthouse project_Salinan Tribe Consultation Inquiry
Importance: High

Greetings Kim, yes we are requesting consultation on this project with the Judicial Council.

Xayatspanikan,
Patti Dunton, Administrator



On 2024-08-22 11:33, Bobic-T, Kim wrote:

> Greetings Tribal Administrator Dunton,

>

> Thank you for your email that identifies proposed mitigation measures
> be included in this Project, including monitoring during ground

> disturbing activities by a cultural resource specialist, but it is not

> clear from your email whether the Salinan Tribe is requesting

> consultation on this Project with the Judicial Council.

>

> In order that the Judicial Council can establish the appropriate

> communication and next steps with the Salinan Tribe, we would

> appreciate a response of your written request for consultation by

> tomorrow Friday, August 23, 2024 to be considered within the

> established 30-day deadline period if the Salinan Tribe is requesting
> government to government consultation with the Judicial Council on
> this Project.

>

> Respectfully,

>

> Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

> Facilities Services | Administrative Division Judicial Council of

> California

> 805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov

> From: info@salinantribe.com <info@salinantribe.com>

> Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2024 2:55 PM

> To: Bobic-T, Kim <kim.bobic-T@jud.ca.gov>

> Subject: New San Luis Obispo courthouse project

>

> Greetings Kim, we have reviewed the proposed project and because of
> the sacred and cultural sites near the project location we are

> requesting that mitigation measures for the project include, that all
> ground disturbing activities be monitored by a cultural resource

> specialist from our tribe.

>

> Xayatspanikan,

> Patti Dunton, Administrator



From: monitoring@salinantribe.com

To: Bobic-T, Kim; Info

Subject: Consultation, San Luis Courthouse Project
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2024 2:51:07 PM
Greetings,

My name is Robert, and I am the Cultural Protection & Preservation Lead
for the Salinan Tribe of Monterey & San Luis Obispo Counties. Our
office administrator Patti Dunton asked me to respond to the

consultation schedule request, and meet with the involved parties to
evaluate this courthouse project.

As far as the listed dates for a consultation, in ranking order, the
slot at 11:00 am to 1 p.m. on Thursday, September 5th fits best,
followed by the 3 to 5 p.m slot on the same date, or the Tuesday Sept.
3rd slot at 3 pm if necessary. I am unavailable on August 30th.

I'll review the provided material and be ready for when we are able to
meet. Thank you for your attention to all this, and I will be away from
my computer out of phone service until Sept. 1.

Regards,

Robert Piatti

Salinan Tribe of Monterey & San Luis Obispo Counties Council Member
949-677-0549 (direct)

805-464-3650 (office)


mailto:monitoring@salinantribe.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=b61b4b51d3724cbb8d0598f9ed1556c4-Bobic-T, Ki
mailto:info@salinantribe.com

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San Luis Obispo Counties AB 52 Consultation Initial Meeting
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County
1144 Monterey Street and 969 Toro Street, city of San Luis Obispo

September 5, 2024 — 11:00 am — 1:00 pm
Agenda

1. Introductions & Roles:
e (California Native American Tribe,
e Judicial Council Internal Team, and
e Judicial Council Consultants/Counsel

2. Purpose:
Initial Consultation and background information exchange

3. Expectations:
e Confidentiality of information
e (Consultation process expectations
e Project timeline
4. Project Information:
e Location of preferred project site and alternative site
e Project and site information
e Existing cultural resources screening memo and record search
e Site visit
5. Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR):
e Does the Tribe have information about TCR to provide at this time?
e Does the Tribe have information to request from the JCC that will help identify
potential TCR or TCR avoidance, preservation in place, or mitigation measures?
6. Next Steps:
e Schedule next consultation or set standing meeting
e Schedule site visit




Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San Luis Obispo Counties AB 52 Consultation Meeting
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County
1144 Monterey Street and 969 Toro Street, city of San Luis Obispo

Friday, April 25, 2025; 10:00 am — 11:00 am /I-hour meeting]
Agenda

1. Introductions & Roles:

2. Project Update:

3. Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) — Cultural and Tribal Cultural
Resources Sections:
e Review of Sections and Mitigation Measures
e Salinan Comment
e Tribal Information to add to IS/MND

4. Next Steps
e Finalize IS/MND and publish for Public Comment

e Public Meeting
e Develop Treatment Plan and Monitoring Plan



Salinan 7ribe of YNontevey and San ([ uis Ohispo Counties’
Avd Salinan Sevitage FIveservation Association
8270 YNorro Road, Ataseadero (a 93422,
805-464-2650, _Lax 805-464-2651, info@salinantribe.com

April 30, 2025

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager
Facilities Services

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Franciso, CA 94102-3688

Subject: Additions to the CEQA documents concerning the Salinan People of the San Luis Obispo area.
ETHNOGRAPHY

The City of San Luis Obispo is located within the area occupied by the Playano Salinan people. The Playano
Salinan people are the most coastal and southern of the Salinan Native Americans. The Salinan People
occupied the area from the Santa Maria River in the south and along the coast north to the Big Creek area and
East to the Temblor Range. (Henshaw 1880 & ET CETERA Atascadero News 1978 & Lorna Billat and Sean Thal
2009).

POST-CONTACT HISTORY

The earliest documented interaction between Europeans was in 1595 with the expedition of Sebastian
Rodriquez Cermeno. When they were met by Natives in tule balsa boats, which is the type of water craft used
by the Salinan People. This meeting was told to the missionaries at San Antonio in 1773 by a Native of Isaly.
Agata was 100 when she told the story of what her great grandfather told her of people that came this land on
the wings of a large bird. She was born in 1673 and was from the Salinan village of Islay in San Luis Obispo. The
word Islay is derived from the Salinan word slay (pronounced “sly”) meaning wild cherry (Prunusilicifolia),
sometimes called chock cherry. (Gleen Farris 1992 and Susan Lewis Dickerson and Betty Brusa and Loraine
Escobar).

The Spanish Missions San Antonio and San Luis Obispo were built to evangelize Salinans and N. Chumash.
(Andera Hobbs and Milene Radford).

After Mexico won independence from Spain in 1821, the California missions were controlled by the Mexican
government. The mission lands were divided up into Ranchos and some Salinan families were able to get
control of them. One such case is when in 1841 Rancho Correl De Piedra in San Luis Obispo. And later in 1867



Correl De Piedra in San Luis Obispo. Many of these Salinan descendants are buried at the Old Mission Catholic
church cemetery in San Luis Obispo. (John Parker and S.W. Foreman and SLO cemetery records and Lorraine
Escobar).

Many other Salinan Families continued to be baptized and confirmed and buried at Mission San Luis Obispo.
One such family was the Bylon family living at the Salinan Toro Creek Reservation (Rancho Moro Y Cayucos).
Which they acquired in 1861. (SLO Mission Records and Office of the Secretary of State, California State
Archives and State of California- the Resources Agency Department of Parks and Merriam and SLO Daily
Telegram and Lorraine Escobar).

Tis is just a small example of Salinan occupation in San Luis Obispo Ca.

Xayatspanikan (thank you),

Patti Dunton, Administrator



REFERENCES SITED:
Henshaw, H. H.
1880 Vocabulary Collected at San Miguel & San Antonio. Page 228.
Harrington, JP
1912 JP Harrington Microfilm, Reel 084, frame 0003.
Billat, Loran and Thal, Seal
2009 an Archaeological Assessment of Proposed Metro PCS Project: camp SLO/SF-90390B
Personal Communications Service Facility at Camp San Luis Obispo Military Base
near San Luis Obispo, in unincorporated San Luis Obispo County, California.
Prepared for Metro PCS California, LLC, 1080 Marina Village Parkway, Alameda CA
94501. Submitted by EarthTouch, Inc. 10757 Edgewood Ct., Rancho Cucamonga, CA
91730. June 26, 2009.

Farris, Gleen

1992 PROTO-HISTORIC AND MISSION RESEARCH ON MORRO BAY. BY Glenn Farris, Associate
Archeologist, July 1992.

Dickerson, Susan Lewis

1990 Mountains of Fire, San Luis Obispo County’s Nine Sisters, A chain of Ancient Volcanic
Peaks, By Sharon Lewis Dickerson, page 77.

Brusa Betty War
1975  Salinan Indians of California and their Neighbors, by Betty War Brusa, Page 49.
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2008  Genealogical Evidence for the Salinan Tribe of Monterey and San Luis Obispo Counties. By Lorraine
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1858-1869  San Luis Obispo Mission Records # 6032, #4041, #2809, #6051.

1978 Office of the Secretary of the State, California State Archives. June 9, 1978.
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Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

July 24, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL

San Luis Obispo County Chumash Council
1030 Ritchie Road
Grover Beach, CA 93433

RE: Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation)
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County

Dear San Luis Obispo County Chumash Council,

The Judicial Council of California (“Judicial Council”) has decided to undertake the New San Luis
Obispo Courthouse Project (“Project”) in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County,
California and is hereby providing you with notice pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and AB 52 (Gatto, 2014).

Below please find a description of the proposed Project and the name of our Project point of contact,
pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). We have also enclosed a Project Description for Tribal Consultation
with maps locating the Project site. If you would like further information about the Project in order to
assess whether to participate in consultation, please contact the Project Manager.

Project: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project

Project Site: Two legal parcels located south of State Route 101 in the City of San Luis Obispo,
San Luis Obispo County

Parcel 1 bounded by Monterey Street to the south, Toro Street to the east, Monterey Palm Alley to
the north and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-021]

Parcel 2 bounded by Monterey Palm Alley to the south, Toro Street to the east, Palm Street to the
north, and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-012]

Lead Agency Point of Contact: Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager, Judicial Council

We would appreciate receipt of your written request for consultation within 30 days from receipt of this
letter (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Information related to this Project is available for review on the Judicial Council’s website at:
https://www.courts.ca.gov/48476.htm.
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Respectfully,

i
Ki obic
Senior Project Manager
Judicial Council of California

Enclosures: Project Location and Description and Records Search Results
Figure 2-1. Regional Location Map
Figure 2-2. Project Location Map
Figure 2-3. Proposed Project Location
Figure 2-4. Conceptual Site Plan



Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

July 24, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL

Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians
c/o Kenneth Kahn, Chairperson

P.O. Box 517

Santa Ynez, CA 93460

RE: Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation)
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County

Dear Chairperson Kahn,

The Judicial Council of California (“Judicial Council”) has decided to undertake the New San Luis
Obispo Courthouse Project (“Project™) in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County,
California and is hereby providing you with notice pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and AB 52 (Gatto, 2014).

Below please find a description of the proposed Project and the name of our Project point of contact,
pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). We have also enclosed a Project Description for Tribal Consultation
with maps locating the Project site. If you would like further information about the Project in order to
assess whether to participate in consultation, please contact the Project Manager.

Project: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project

Project Site: Two legal parcels located south of State Route 101 in the City of San Luis Obispo,
San Luis Obispo County

Parcel 1 bounded by Monterey Street to the south, Toro Street to the east, Monterey Palm Alley to
the north and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-021]

Parcel 2 bounded by Monterey Palm Alley to the south, Toro Street to the east, Palm Street to the
north, and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-012]

Lead Agency Point of Contact: Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager, Judicial Council

We would appreciate receipt of your written request for consultation within 30 days from receipt of this
letter (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).
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Information related to this Project is available for review on the Judicial Council’s website at:
https://www.courts.ca.gov/48476.htm.

Respectfully,
e
Ki ' obic

Senior Project Manager
Judicial Council of California

Enclosures: Project Location and Description and Records Search Results
Figure 2-1. Regional Location Map
Figure 2-2. Project Location Map
Figure 2-3. Proposed Project Location
Figure 2-4. Conceptual Site Plan



Bobic-T, Kim

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2024 12:21 PM

To: Chairman@chumash.gov

Subject: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB
52)

Attachments: AB 52 Ltr_Invitation to Consult_Kahn.pdf

Dear Chairperson Kahn,

Please find the attached Invitation to Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52) for the Judicial Council of California’s
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County. A copy of this invitation was
additionally mailed today to your attention at the following address:

Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians
P.O. Box 517
Santa Ynez, CA 93460

We would appreciate your response within 30 days from receipt of this letter to request consultation, in writing, with the
Judicial Council (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3688
805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov




Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

July 24, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL

Tule River Indian Tribe

c/o Neil Peyron, Chairperson
P.O. Box 589

Porterville, CA 93258

RE: Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation)
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County

Dear Chairperson Peyron,

The Judicial Council of California (“Judicial Council”) has decided to undertake the New San Luis
Obispo Courthouse Project (“Project™) in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County,
California and is hereby providing you with notice pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and AB 52 (Gatto, 2014).

Below please find a description of the proposed Project and the name of our Project point of contact,
pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). We have also enclosed a Project Description for Tribal Consultation
with maps locating the Project site. If you would like further information about the Project in order to
assess whether to participate in consultation, please contact the Project Manager.

Project: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project

Project Site: Two legal parcels located south of State Route 101 in the City of San Luis Obispo,
San Luis Obispo County

Parcel 1 bounded by Monterey Street to the south, Toro Street to the east, Monterey Palm Alley to
the north and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-021]

Parcel 2 bounded by Monterey Palm Alley to the south, Toro Street to the east, Palm Street to the
north, and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-012]

Lead Agency Point of Contact: Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager, Judicial Council

We would appreciate receipt of your written request for consultation within 30 days from receipt of this
letter (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).
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Information related to this Project is available for review on the Judicial Council’s website at:
https://www.courts.ca.gov/48476.htm.

Respectfully,
e
Ki ' obic

Senior Project Manager
Judicial Council of California

Enclosures: Project Location and Description and Records Search Results
Figure 2-1. Regional Location Map
Figure 2-2. Project Location Map
Figure 2-3. Proposed Project Location
Figure 2-4. Conceptual Site Plan



Bobic-T, Kim

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2024 12:23 PM

To: neil.peyron@tulerivertribe-nsn.gov

Subject: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB
52)

Attachments: AB 52 Ltr_Invitation to Consult_Peyron.pdf

Dear Chairperson Peyron,

Please find the attached Invitation to Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52) for the Judicial Council of California’s
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County. A copy of this invitation was
additionally mailed today to your attention at the following address:

Tule River Indian Tribe
P.O. Box 589
Porterville, CA 93258

We would appreciate your response within 30 days from receipt of this letter to request consultation, in writing, with the
Judicial Council (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3688
805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov




Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

July 24, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL

yak tityu tityu yak tithini — Northern Chumash Tribe
c/o Mona Tucker, Chairperson

660 Camino Del Rey

Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

RE: Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation)
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County

Dear Chairperson Tucker,

The Judicial Council of California (“Judicial Council”) has decided to undertake the New San Luis
Obispo Courthouse Project (“Project™) in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County,
California and is hereby providing you with notice pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and AB 52 (Gatto, 2014).

Below please find a description of the proposed Project and the name of our Project point of contact,
pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). We have also enclosed a Project Description for Tribal Consultation
with maps locating the Project site. If you would like further information about the Project in order to
assess whether to participate in consultation, please contact the Project Manager.

Project: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project

Project Site: Two legal parcels located south of State Route 101 in the City of San Luis Obispo,
San Luis Obispo County

Parcel 1 bounded by Monterey Street to the south, Toro Street to the east, Monterey Palm Alley to
the north and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-021]

Parcel 2 bounded by Monterey Palm Alley to the south, Toro Street to the east, Palm Street to the
north, and Santa Rosa Street to the west [APN: 002-326-012]

Lead Agency Point of Contact: Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager, Judicial Council

We would appreciate receipt of your written request for consultation within 30 days from receipt of this
letter (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).
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Information related to this Project is available for review on the Judicial Council’s website at:
https://www.courts.ca.gov/48476.htm.

Respectfully,
e
Ki ' obic

Senior Project Manager
Judicial Council of California

Enclosures: Project Location and Description and Records Search Results
Figure 2-1. Regional Location Map
Figure 2-2. Project Location Map
Figure 2-3. Proposed Project Location
Figure 2-4. Conceptual Site Plan



Bobic-T, Kim

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2024 12:27 PM

To: olivas.mona@gmail.com

Subject: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB
52)

Attachments: AB 52 Ltr_Invitation to Consult_Tucker.pdf

Dear Chairperson Tucker,

Please find the attached Invitation to Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52) for the Judicial Council of California’s
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County. A copy of this invitation was
additionally mailed today to your attention at the following address:

yak tityu tityu yak tithini — Northern Chumash Tribe
660 Camino Del Rey
Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

We would appreciate your response within 30 days from receipt of this letter to request consultation, in writing, with the
Judicial Council (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3688
805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov




Bobic-T, Kim

From: Mona Tucker <olivas.mona@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 4, 2024 1:15 PM

To: Bobic-T, Kim

Cc: Lorie Laguna; Lisa Lathrop; Haylee Bautista; Kelsey Shaffer; Willow Olivas; Joseph Lathrop

Subject: Re: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources
(AB 52)

Attachments: AB 52 Ltr_Invitation to Consult_Tucker new county courthouse.pdf

August 4, 2024
Hello Ms. Kim Bobic:
Re: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County

Thank you for reaching out to our Tribe on this important proposed project that is located in the heart of our ancestral
homeland. We are requesting consultation on a government-to-government basis.

Our families are the documented ancestral people of San Luis Obispo. We have the deepest and longest history of
the region and this history has endured for thousands of years. Our families built the SLO mission several times,
including the extensive aqueduct that channeled waters from Stenner and San Luis Creeks into a cistern for watering
crops and orchards for the mission grounds. We lived here before, during and after the missions. Our people were
named "Obispeno Chumash" or “Northern Chumash” by anthropologists, but to other tribes we were known as yak
titvu tityu yak tithini.

Careful consideration and consultation is needed to protect our culture, cultural materials and our ancestors' remains.
Thank you,

Mona Olivas Tucker, Chair

yak titYu titYu yak tithini Northern Chumash Tribe

San Luis Obispo County and Region
yttnorthernchumashtribe.com/

On Wed, Jul 24, 2024 at 12:27 PM Bobic-T, Kim <Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov> wrote:

Dear Chairperson Tucker,

Please find the attached Invitation to Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52) for the Judicial Council of California’s
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County. A copy of this invitation was
additionally mailed today to your attention at the following address:

yak tityu tityu yak tithini — Northern Chumash Tribe
660 Camino Del Rey

Arroyo Grande, CA 93420



We would appreciate your response within 30 days from receipt of this letter to request consultation, in writing, with the
Judicial Council (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager
Facilities Services | Administrative Division
Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3688
805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov




Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

August 12, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL

Yak tit'u tit'u yak tithini Northern Chumash Tribe
¢/0 Mona Olivas Tucker, Chairwoman

660 Camino Del Rey

Arroyo Grande, CA 93420
olivas.mona@gmail.com

RE: Initiation of Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52 Consultation)
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County
1144 Monterey Street and 969 Toro Street, city of San Luis Obispo

Dear Chairwoman Tucker,

This correspondence serves as an initiation of consultation letter pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”) and Assembly Bill (AB) 52 (Gatto, 2014) (hereafter “AB 52”).

Below are some proposed dates and blocks of time that the Judicial Council is available for our first
2-hour consultation meeting. We would like to hold this first consultation remotely with participants
attending online via Microsoft Teams. If meeting remotely does not work for the Yak tit*u tit'u yak tithini
Northern Chumash Tribe, please let us know and we can alternatively accommodate your needs. We
would also like to schedule a site visit for the project on a subsequent date.

Please let me know as soon as possible which date and time you prefer so we can schedule our first
consultation. If these dates do not work for you, please provide alternatives.

Friday, August 16%; 8:00 am — 10:00 am
Thursday, August 29"":  3:00 pm — 5:00 pm
Friday, August 30™: 8:00 am — 10:00 am

To prepare for consultation, please find enclosed a Cultural Screening Memo that was prepared for the
Project site. Also enclosed, is documentation regarding archaeological sites within “4-mile vicinity of the
Project site as found during our consultant’s record search. This memo and documentation is being
provided to the Yak tit'u tit'u yak tithini Northern Chumash Tribe in the context of confidential
government to government consultation. Both documents and information provided is not for public
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distribution because it contains archaeological site record and potentially sensitive information. The
Judicial Council looks forward to consulting with you to obtain and incorporate that information in
compliance with CEQA and AB 52.

If you need additional information to prepare for consultation, please contact me by email or by phone at:
kim.bobic-T@jud.ca.gov or (805) 249-0911.

We look forward to consultation with the Yak tit'u tit'u yak tithini Northern Chumash Tribe on this
Project.

Respectfully,
e
Ki ' obic

Senior Project Manager
Facilities Services, Administrative Division
Judicial Council of California

Enclosures: 1) New San Luis Obispo Courthouse, Cultural Screening Memo, dated July 20, 2023
2) Archaeological Records Search Information /By Certified Mail Only, due to file size]
3) Proposed Draft Agenda for the Initial AB 52 Consultation Meeting

Per 08/30/2024 Email request of Tribal Chairwoman Mona Tucker, the following individuals have be
provided a copy of this letter and attachments:
Cc: Ms. Lorie Laguna, Tribal Council
Ms. Lisa Lathrop, Cultural Resources Specialist
Ms. Haylee Bautista, Cultural Resources Specialist
Ms. Kelsey Shaffer, Cultural Resources Specialist
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Bobic-T, Kim

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Monday, August 12, 2024 10:28 AM

To: Mona Tucker

Cc: Lorie Laguna; Lisa Lathrop; Haylee Bautista; Kelsey Shaffer; Willow Olivas; Joseph Lathrop
Subject: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Initiation of Consultation

Attachments: 2024-0812_AB 52 Tribal Consultation Initiation Letter.pdf; Initial Consultation Agenda-

DRAFT.pdf; Site 1_Cultural Screening Memo_072023.pdf

Greetings Chairwoman Tucker,
Please find attached the Judicial Council’s initiation of consultation letter.

Included within and below are some proposed dates and blocks of time that the Judicial Council is available for our first 2-hour
consultation meeting. We would like to hold this first consultation remotely via MS Teams or zoom. If meeting remotely does
not work for the tribe, please let us know and we can alternatively accommodate your needs. Upon confirmation of the meeting
date and time | will send the meeting links. Please let me know as soon as possible of the date you prefer, or if these dates do
not work for you both, please provide some alternatives; we can alternatively meet later in the day if that may be a better time
for you, just let me know.

Friday, August 16™: 8:00 am — 10:00 am
Thursday, August 29t: 3:00 pm — 5:00 pm
Friday, August 30®": 8:00 am — 10:00 am

| have additionally attached to this email the Cultural Screening Memo that was prepared for this project and a proposed draft
agenda for our first consultation meeting. Let me know if you have any comments, revisions or additions to the Draft Agenda.

Documentation resulting from our record search is not attached to this email due to the size and number of documents. | have
printed them for you and will be dropping an envelope in the mail today to your address in Arroyo Grande. | will be mailing it
from the San Luis Obispo Madonna Road Post Office so you should receive it in a day or two.

| look forward to hearing back from you and scheduling consultation with the Northern Chumash Tribal Council.

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov

From: Bobic-T, Kim <Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov>

Sent: Monday, August 5, 2024 8:43 AM

To: Mona Tucker <olivas.mona@gmail.com>

Cc: Lorie Laguna <jayzeelynn@hotmail.com>; Lisa Lathrop <llathrop805@gmail.com>; Haylee Bautista
<hmbautista3@gmail.com>; Kelsey Shaffer <KelseyShaffer805@gmail.com>; Willow Olivas <willowolivas@gmail.com>; Joseph
Lathrop <jerry_white8 @protonmail.com>

Subject: RE: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52)

Good morning Chairperson Tucker,

Thank you for your response and request to consult on this project. We will reach out to you in the coming week to engage in
consultation.



In anticipation of initiating consultation and scheduling, could you advise if there is a certain time of the day that would work
best for a meeting or conflicting dates that you may not be available in the coming month? The first meeting will most likely be
by MS Teams or Zoom if that is okay with you. Subsequent meetings, as needed, can be scheduled similarly by computer, in
person or at the proposed project site as appropriate.

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov

From: Mona Tucker <olivas.mona@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 4, 2024 1:15 PM

To: Bobic-T, Kim <Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov>

Cc: Lorie Laguna <jayzeelynn@hotmail.com>; Lisa Lathrop <llathrop805@gmail.com>; Haylee Bautista
<hmbautista3@gmail.com>; Kelsey Shaffer <KelseyShaffer805@gmail.com>; Willow Olivas <willowolivas@gmail.com>; Joseph
Lathrop <jerry white8 @protonmail.com>

Subject: Re: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52)

August 4, 2024

Hello Ms. Kim Bobic:
Re: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County

Thank you for reaching out to our Tribe on this important proposed project that is located in the heart of our ancestral
homeland. We are requesting consultation on a government-to-government basis.

Our families are the documented ancestral people of San Luis Obispo. We have the deepest and longest history of
the region and this history has endured for thousands of years. Our families built the SLO mission several times,
including the extensive aqueduct that channeled waters from Stenner and San Luis Creeks into a cistern for watering
crops and orchards for the mission grounds. We lived here before, during and after the missions. Our people were
named "Obispefio Chumash" or “Northern Chumash” by anthropologists, but to other tribes we were known as yak
titvu tityu yak tithini.

Careful consideration and consultation is needed to protect our culture, cultural materials and our ancestors' remains.
Thank you,

Mona Olivas Tucker, Chair

yak tit'u tit'u yak tithini Northern Chumash Tribe

San Luis Obispo County and Region
yttnorthernchumashtribe.com/

On Wed, Jul 24, 2024 at 12:27 PM Bobic-T, Kim <Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov> wrote:

Dear Chairperson Tucker,

Please find the attached Invitation to Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52) for the Judicial Council of California’s
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County. A copy of this invitation was
additionally mailed today to your attention at the following address:



yak tityu tityu yak tithini — Northern Chumash Tribe
660 Camino Del Rey

Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

We would appreciate your response within 30 days from receipt of this letter to request consultation, in writing, with the
Judicial Council (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager
Facilities Services | Administrative Division
Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3688
805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov
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Bobic-T, Kim

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Friday, August 16, 2024 1:13 PM

To: Mona Tucker

Cc: Lorie Laguna; Lisa Lathrop; Haylee Bautista; Kelsey Shaffer; Willow Olivas; Joseph Lathrop
Subject: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Initiation of Consultation

Attachments: 2024-0812_AB 52 Tribal Consultation Initiation Letter.pdf; Initial Consultation Agenda-

DRAFT.pdf; Site 1_Cultural Screening Memo_072023.pdf

Hello Chairwoman Tucker,

| hope that you had a good week and that you received the attached with the additional record search documents that | mailed
to the following address:

yak tit¥u tit'u yak tithini — Northern Chumash Tribe

660 Camino Del Rey

Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

We would like to follow up to determine if you and appropriate representatives from the tribe could be available for an initial
consultation meeting at either of the dates and times listed below? The meeting can be virtual by MS Teams or Zoom if either of
those could work for you or if a virtual meeting does not work, it is possible that we could meet at my office in San Luis Obispo
and | could remote my colleagues into the meeting. Please let us know of your availability below or let us know of an alternative
date and time that may work better for you.

Thursday, August 29t": 3:00 pm — 5:00 pm

Friday, August 30®": 8:00 am — 10:00 am

| look forward to hearing back from you and scheduling consultation with the yak titYu tit*u yak tithini, Northern Chumash Tribe.

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov

From: Bobic-T, Kim

Sent: Monday, August 12, 2024 10:28 AM

To: Mona Tucker <olivas.mona@gmail.com>

Cc: Lorie Laguna <jayzeelynn@hotmail.com>; Lisa Lathrop <llathrop805@gmail.com>; Haylee Bautista
<hmbautista3@gmail.com>; Kelsey Shaffer <KelseyShaffer805@gmail.com>; Willow Olivas <willowolivas@gmail.com>; Joseph
Lathrop <jerry_white8 @protonmail.com>

Subject: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Initiation of Consultation

Greetings Chairwoman Tucker,
Please find attached the Judicial Council’s initiation of consultation letter.

Included within and below are some proposed dates and blocks of time that the Judicial Council is available for our first 2-hour
consultation meeting. We would like to hold this first consultation remotely via MS Teams or zoom. If meeting remotely does
not work for the tribe, please let us know and we can alternatively accommodate your needs. Upon confirmation of the meeting
date and time | will send the meeting links. Please let me know as soon as possible of the date you prefer, or if these dates do
not work for you both, please provide some alternatives; we can alternatively meet later in the day if that may be a better time
for you, just let me know.



Friday, August 16™: 8:00 am — 10:00 am
Thursday, August 29t: 3:00 pm — 5:00 pm
Friday, August 30%™: 8:00 am — 10:00 am

| have additionally attached to this email the Cultural Screening Memo that was prepared for this project and a proposed draft
agenda for our first consultation meeting. Let me know if you have any comments, revisions or additions to the Draft Agenda.

Documentation resulting from our record search is not attached to this email due to the size and number of documents. | have
printed them for you and will be dropping an envelope in the mail today to your address in Arroyo Grande. | will be mailing it
from the San Luis Obispo Madonna Road Post Office so you should receive it in a day or two.

| look forward to hearing back from you and scheduling consultation with the yak titYu tit'u yak tithini, Northern Chumash Tribe.

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov

From: Bobic-T, Kim <Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov>

Sent: Monday, August 5, 2024 8:43 AM

To: Mona Tucker <olivas.mona@gmail.com>

Cc: Lorie Laguna <jayzeelynn@hotmail.com>; Lisa Lathrop <llathrop805@gmail.com>; Haylee Bautista
<hmbautista3@gmail.com>; Kelsey Shaffer <KelseyShaffer805@gmail.com>; Willow Olivas <willowolivas@gmail.com>; Joseph
Lathrop <jerry white8 @protonmail.com>

Subject: RE: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52)

Good morning Chairperson Tucker,

Thank you for your response and request to consult on this project. We will reach out to you in the coming week to engage in
consultation.

In anticipation of initiating consultation and scheduling, could you advise if there is a certain time of the day that would work
best for a meeting or conflicting dates that you may not be available in the coming month? The first meeting will most likely be
by MS Teams or Zoom if that is okay with you. Subsequent meetings, as needed, can be scheduled similarly by computer, in
person or at the proposed project site as appropriate.

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager

Facilities Services | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov

From: Mona Tucker <olivas.mona@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 4, 2024 1:15 PM

To: Bobic-T, Kim <Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov>

Cc: Lorie Laguna <jayzeelynn@hotmail.com>; Lisa Lathrop <llathrop805@gmail.com>; Haylee Bautista
<hmbautista3@gmail.com>; Kelsey Shaffer <KelseyShaffer805@gmail.com>; Willow Olivas <willowolivas@gmail.com>; Joseph
Lathrop <jerry white8 @protonmail.com>

Subject: Re: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project; Invitation to Consult on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52)

August 4, 2024



Hello Ms. Kim Bobic:
Re: New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County

Thank you for reaching out to our Tribe on this important proposed project that is located in the heart of our ancestral
homeland. We are requesting consultation on a government-to-government basis.

Our families are the documented ancestral people of San Luis Obispo. We have the deepest and longest history of
the region and this history has endured for thousands of years. Our families built the SLO mission several times,
including the extensive aqueduct that channeled waters from Stenner and San Luis Creeks into a cistern for watering
crops and orchards for the mission grounds. We lived here before, during and after the missions. Our people were
named "Obispeno Chumash" or “Northern Chumash” by anthropologists, but to other tribes we were known as yak
titvu tityu yak tithini.

Careful consideration and consultation is needed to protect our culture, cultural materials and our ancestors' remains.
Thank you,

Mona Olivas Tucker, Chair

yak titYu titYu yak tithini Northern Chumash Tribe

San Luis Obispo County and Region
yttnorthernchumashtribe.com/

On Wed, Jul 24, 2024 at 12:27 PM Bobic-T, Kim <Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov> wrote:

Dear Chairperson Tucker,

Please find the attached Invitation to Consultation on Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52) for the Judicial Council of California’s
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in the city of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County. A copy of this invitation was
additionally mailed today to your attention at the following address:

yak tityu tityu yak tithini — Northern Chumash Tribe
660 Camino Del Rey

Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

We would appreciate your response within 30 days from receipt of this letter to request consultation, in writing, with the
Judicial Council (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Respectfully,

Kim Bobic, Senior Project Manager
Facilities Services | Administrative Division
Judicial Council of California



455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3688
805-249-0911 C | Kim.Bobic-T@jud.ca.gov | www.courts.ca.gov




Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688
Telephone 415-865-4200 - Fax 415-865-4205

PATRICIA GUERRERO MS. SHELLEY CURRAN

Chief Justice of California Administrative Director
Chair of the Judicial Council

Yak tit'u titYu yak tithini Northern Chumash Tribe AB 52 Consultation Initial Meeting
New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project in San Luis Obispo County
1144 Monterey Street and 969 Toro Street, city of San Luis Obispo

Thursday, August 29, 2024 — 3:00 pm — 4:30 pm /1 to 1 7> hour meeting]
Agenda

1. Introductions & Roles:
e (alifornia Native American Tribe,
e Judicial Council Internal Team, and
e Judicial Council Consultants/Counsel

2. Purpose:
Initial Consultation and background information exchange

3. Expectations:
e Confidentiality of information
e (Consultation process expectations
e Project timeline
4. Project Information:
e Location of preferred project site and alternative site
e Project and site information
e Existing cultural resources screening memo and record search
e Site visit
5. Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR):
e Does the Tribe have information about TCR to provide at this time?
e Does the Tribe have information to request from the JCC that will help identify
potential TCR or TCR avoidance, preservation in place, or mitigation measures?
6. Next Steps:
e Schedule next consultation or set standing meeting
e Schedule site visit




Bobic-T, Kim

From: Mona Tucker <olivas.mona@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, May 9, 2025 2:52 PM

To: Bobic-T, Kim

Cc: Lorie Laguna; Lisa Lathrop; Haylee Bautista; Kelsey Shaffer; Willow Olivas; Joseph Lathrop
Subject: ytt Tribe comments to New SLO Courthouse Project's IS/MND

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

EXTERNAL EMAIL

May 9, 2025
Kim Bobic, Senior Project
Manager

Facilities
Services

Judicial Council of California

Re: Judicial Council of California's New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project. 1144 Monterey Street and 969
Toro Street, City of San Luis Obispo.

Dear Ms. Bobic:

Please see our comments on Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources Chapters of the Project's
IS?MND

1.  We see that we are referred to as “Northern, or Obispefio Chumash.” These names are commonly used, and
“Northern Chumash” is part of our Tribe’s name. However, we prefer to include the word tithini, which is the correct
name for the people of the San Luis Obispo region. It was linguists, ethnographers, and anthropologists who incorrectly
renamed a vast area of coastal California as “Chumash.” While we accept this term due to its widespread recognition, we
request that you add the word “tithini” so in the documents it would read, tithini, Northern Chumash, or Obispefio
Chumash.”

Page 3-54 — Section 3-5: Cultural Resources

2. Itis incorrect to assume that the potential for cultural or archaeological discoveries in any area within the City of
San Luis Obispo is low.

3.  The comment that “Consequently, any archaeological deposit at the project location would likely have been
destroyed by the development of the existing structures” is misleading. While burials and significant features may no
longer be fully intact, human remains, partially intact burials, and partial features may still exist. As my sister Lei Lynn
Odom said, “Our grandmother’s burial was disturbed, but she’s still here.”

We hope that no human remains are found at this site, but all participants should understand that they may still be present.
And, the possibility of finding intact burials cannot be dismissed. I have personally seen an intact burial that survived
beneath a parking lot, even with major underground utility pipelines installed all around it. All conventional indicators



would suggest the burial could not have survived such construction—but the individual in that burial was intact. Though
this incident did not occur near the current project site, it illustrates what is possible.

Page 3-59

4.  “If human remains are uncovered, work must be halted...” — Work must be halted within 50 feet of the discovery
of human remains. Resumption of work at a closer distance may only proceed with agreement from both the archaeologist
and the Native American monitor. The archaeologist does not have final authority and cannot override the decision of the
Native American monitor. Additionally, a buffer zone greater than 50 feet may be required, and either the archaeologist or

the Native American monitor may call for an expanded buffer. A few years ago, a large stone aqueduct from the Mission
era was discovered in the City of San Luis Obispo. It extended over 100 feet.

Section 3.5.4 — Mitigation

5 Imay have missed seeing it but we need a plan in place for safe storage of human remains, if any are
found. Sometimes, the Coroner will take possession but we need to check on their protocol.

6. Due to possible turnover among project participants, all new hires or anyone newly assigned to the project must also
receive cultural resources sensitivity training.

7. The Native American cultural representative participating in the training will be compensated.
8.  Under no circumstances will human remains be photographed.

9. Inthe event of uncertainty in identifying human remains, the ytt Tribe can recommend a local human Osteologist
who is an expert in Native American human remains identification.

10.  Prior to the start of construction we need to determine a safe and secure place for storage of artifacts.

11. Something to consider: If artifacts are found that are determined to not be a burial related item or gift, perhaps an
area within the new courthouse could be built to display items.

In closing, while we see references to “Tribes,” we want to clarify that participation in consultation does not entitle a
Tribe to participate in project activities.

Thank you for your time and help. We appreciate the information you have shared and we plan to continue
with consultation.

Best regards,

Mona Olivas Tucker, Chair

yak tityu tityu yak tithini Northern Chumash Tribe (ytt Tribe)
San Luis Obispo County and Region
yttnorthernchumashtribe.com/
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Memorandum

Subject: Cultural Resources Screening for New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project — Site 1
Date: July 20, 2023

To: Kim Bobic, Judicial Council of California

Jennifer Chappelle, Judicial Council of California

From: Janis Offermann, M.A., RPA, Montrose Environmental
Debra Lilly, Montrose Environmental

Introduction

The Judicial Council of California (Judicial Council) proposes to construct the New San Luis Obispo
Courthouse Project (Proposed Project) to replace use of the existing courthouse in the city of San Luis
Obispo, San Luis Obispo County, California (Figure 1; all figures are provided in Attachment 1). To assist
the Judicial Council, Montrose Environmental was tasked with screening the Proposed Project location
relative to several elements that require study under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA);
cultural resources being one of them. This technical memorandum, therefore, identifies constraints for
selecting Site 1 based on preliminary research for cultural resources. The results of a record search
conducted at the Central Coast Information Center (CCIC) of the California Historical Resources
Information System (CHRIS) for each of the proposed building sites, as well as the results of the sacred
lands files maintained by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) are provided. The screening
also included a review of historic maps and local registries.

Once the Judicial Council approves the Project site, an environmental review under CEQA will be
undertaken. This will include a pedestrian archaeological survey of the selected Project site and an
evaluation of any buildings present on the parcel for eligibility for listing on the California Register of
Historical Resources (CRHR)/National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Native American tribes
identified by the NAHC will also be contacted pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, also
referred to as Assembly Bill 52.

Project Description

The Project proposes to construct a new 12-courtroom courthouse of approximately 145,000 square
feet in the city of San Luis Obispo. Depending upon the site, the new building may be between three and
five floors, including a basement. The Proposed Project would be designed and constructed in
accordance with the California Trial Court Facilities Standards and incorporate sustainability measures to
comply with State-mandated CalGreen requirements and achieve a minimum Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design Silver certification level.

July 2023 1



New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project
Judicial Council of California

The Proposed Project would replace the County-owned 1962 and 1982 Courthouse Annex Buildings,
including the Judicial Council-owned 1070 Palm Street facility and the 999 Monterey Street leased
facility. The historic 1940 county-owned and utilized Old Courthouse building, located at 976 Osos
Street, is not part of this project and would not be demolished.

Site 1 is located at 1144 Monterey Street (Assessor’s Parcel Number 002-326-021), at the northwest
corner of Monterey and Toro streets (Figures 2 and 3). It occupies approximately 1.2 acres and is owned
by San Luis Obispo County, and currently contains offices of the San Luis Obispo County Department of
Parks and Recreation, County facilities and fleet services, and two adjacent open-air parking lots. The
buildings surrounding the parcel appear to be commercial and residential properties from the mid-
twentieth century or younger.

Archival Review

Montrose submitted a request to the NAHC on April 14, 2023, to review its files for the presence of
recorded sacred sites on or near Site 1. The NAHC responded on April 19, 2023, stating that their search
of the sacred lands files was positive. The NAHC also provided a list of 10 local tribal representatives to
contact regarding concerns about potential project impacts to tribal cultural resources.

A record search was requested by Montrose Environmental cultural resources personnel on April 14,
2023, and was conducted by staff at the CCIC at the Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History on April
20, 2023 (Records Search #23-085). The purpose of the record search was to identify the presence of
any previously recorded cultural resources within the site, as well as within a %-mile search buffer, and
to determine whether any portion of the area had been surveyed previously for cultural resources.

The record search revealed that Site 1 was included as part of one previous study, a Historic Resources
Survey conducted by the City of San Luis Obispo Cultural Heritage Committee in 1983. The survey
resulted in the recordation of 132 built environment resources within the city and the establishment of
five historic districts: the Downtown, Chinatown, Old Town, Mill Street, and Railroad districts. The Santa
Rosa/Monterey/Osos/Palm block, which contains the current courthouse complex, is at the east edge of
the San Luis Obispo Downtown Historic District, with the boundary of the historic district cutting
between the Old Courthouse and Courthouse Annex Buildings; everything east of the Old Courthouse is
excluded from the historic district, including Site 1.

Another 85 studies were conducted within the %-mile record search buffer for Site 1. A large number of
these studies were for linear projects such as sewer and water main replacement and fiber optic line
installation along the city streets, and included archaeological exploratory testing and archaeological
mitigation activities. Similar studies were conducted for city infill and building stabilization or demolition
projects. Other studies focused on the recordation and evaluation of individual built environment
resources that were not covered by the 1983 study.

The record search identified 166 previously recorded resources within the %-mile search radius for
Site 1. While the vast majority of these resources are of the built environment, most of which were
recorded during the 1983 survey, 10 of the resources are archaeological sites. These include three pre-
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New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project
Judicial Council of California

colonial Native American sites, five post-colonial sites, and two multi-component sites that contain
materials from pre- and post-colonial periods.

As expected, historic topographic maps and aerial photographs depict the downtown area of San Luis
Obispo as developed since the late 1800s, and a United States Geological Survey (USGS) map from 1897
depicts several buildings located within the block that contains Site 1. The earliest aerial photographs
suggest that the building at Site 1 appears to have been constructed prior to 1956.

In addition to the NAHC sacred lands search and the CCIC record search, Montrose Environmental
cultural resources staff reviewed historic topographic maps and aerial photographs to glean additional
information about the history of the site.

Summary

The following summary analyzes the potential sensitivity of Site 1 for cultural resources and lists the
cultural resources studies that would be required at the site.

No previously recorded cultural resources are located at Site 1, nor is the location in any of the historic
districts identified by the City of San Luis Obispo Cultural Heritage Committee in their 1983 Historic
Resources Survey. Historic aerial photography, however, indicates that the extant building at that
location was constructed prior to 1956. As a result, the building is older than 50 years of age and would
require evaluation for eligibility for listing in the NRHP and CRHR, should this site be selected for the
new courthouse.

The entire parcel is developed; therefore, a pedestrian archaeological survey is not recommended.
However, historic USGS maps indicate that buildings were present within the block that contains Site 1
by 1897, and archaeological sites have been identified below the city streets within three blocks of this
location; therefore, it is possible that buried archaeological deposits could be identified during
demolition of the existing building or construction of the new courthouse. The site has moderate to high
sensitivity for the presence of archaeological sites. Preparation of an Unanticipated Discovery Plan
(UDP) is recommended to address any archaeological resources unearthed during construction.

Conclusions

An archival review of Site 1 indicated that a large number of previous cultural resources studies had
been conducted in the immediate vicinity of this location. Furthermore, Site 1 had been included in a
survey that focused on the built environment resources in downtown San Luis Obispo (City of San Luis
Obispo Cultural Heritage Committee 1983); none of the buildings located at Site 1 were identified as
significant at that time. However, the building that currently occupies the site was constructed prior to
1956 and would require evaluation for eligibility for listing in the NRHP and CRHR. No archaeological
sites have previously been recorded at this location. The CCIC record search, however, revealed that 10
archaeological sites are known to exist in close proximity, and early USGS maps show the presence of
buildings at the location in the late 1800s. These data suggest that buried resources may be present at
the site. Even though Site 1 has previously been disturbed by the construction of the modern buildings,
it is possible that buried materials from early occupation (pre- and post-colonial) of the area may still be
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New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project
Judicial Council of California

present. It is important to note that Native American groups consider that any pre-colonial
archaeological remains hold some significance, no matter what the depositional integrity of those
remains might be.

The following table summarizes the recommended studies to be conducted, as well as the sensitivity for
archaeological remains, at Site 1.

Cultural Resource Recommendations for the New San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project — Site 1

Site No. Pedestrian Survey Built Environment Unanticipated Sensitivity for Buried
Evaluation Discovery Plan Archaeological
Preparation Remains
Site 1 No Yes Yes Moderate/High

Once a location has been selected for the new San Luis Obispo County Courthouse, a Cultural Resources
Assessment Report will need to be prepared to describe the results of more detailed culture resources
studies and to comply with CEQA. Native American tribes with a traditional and cultural affiliation will
also need to be notified about the project and provided the opportunity to consult with the Judicial
Council of California pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1. The results of these
consultation efforts will be summarized in the Cultural Resources Assessment Report.
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Local Government Tribal Consultation List Request

Native American Heritage Commission
1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95691
916-373-3710
916-373-5471 — Fax
nahc@nahc.ca.gov

Type of List Requested

=] CEQA Tribal Consultation List (AB 52) — Per Public Resources Code § 21080.3.1, subs. (b), (d), () and 21080.3.2

O General Plan (SB 18) - Per Government Code § 65352.3.

Local Action Type:
General Plan General Plan Element General Plan Amendment

Specific Plan Specific Plan Amendment Pre-planning Outreach Activity

Required Information

project Title: @11 LUIS Obispo Courts Project

Local Government/Lead Agency: CA Judicial Council

Contact Person: JANIS Offermann / Montrose Environmental Services
Street Address: 1801 7th Street, Suite 100

city: 2acramento, CA 2ip: 95811

Phone: 230.220.4918
emait:JAOTfErMann@montrose-env.com

Fax:

Specific Area Subject to Proposed Action

San Luis Obispo San Luis Obispo

County: City/Community:

Project Description:

The California Judicial Council is conducting a preliminary review of four sites in San Luis
Obispo for the location of a new courthouse.

Additional Request

™ Sacred Lands File Search - Required Information:
USGS Quadrangle Name(s): 0@ LUIS Obispo, Pismo Beach

30-31 South 12E 26, 36, 10, 11, 12

Township: Range: Section(s):
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CHAIRPERSON
Laura Miranda
Luiseno

VICE CHAIRPERSON
Reginald Pagaling
Chumash

SECRETARY
Sara Dutschke
Miwok

COMMISSIONER
Isaac Bojorquez
Ohlone-Costanoan

COMMISSIONER

Buffy McQuillen
Yokayo Pomo, Yuki,
Nomlaki

COMMISSIONER
Wayne Nelson
Luiseno

COMMISSIONER
Stanley Rodriguez
Kumeyaay

COMMISSIONER
[Vacant]

COMMISSIONER
[Vacant]

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
Raymond C.
Hitchcock
Miwok/Nisenan

NAHC HEADQUARTERS
1550 Harbor Boulevard

Suite 100

West Sacramento,
Cadlifornia 95691
(916) 373-3710
nahc@nahc.ca.gov
NAHC.ca.gov

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gavin Newsom, Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

April 19, 2023

Janis Offermann
Montrose Environmental Services

Via Email to: jaoffermann@montrose-env.com

Re: Native American Tribal Consultation, Pursuant to the Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), Amendments
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014), Public
Resources Code Sections 5097.94 (m), 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3, 21083.09,
21084.2 and 21084.3, San Luis Obispo Courts Project, San Luis Obispo County

To Whom It May Concern:

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1 (c), attached is a consultation list of tribes
that are fraditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the above-listed
project. Please note that the intent of the AB 52 amendments to CEQA is to avoid and/or
mitigate impacts to tribal cultural resources, (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (a)) (“Public
agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural resource.”)

Public Resources Code sections 21080.3.1 and 21084.3(c) require CEQA lead agencies to
consult with California Native American fribes that have requested notice from such agencies
of proposed projects in the geographic area that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with
the tribes on projects for which a Notice of Preparation or Notice of Negative Declaration or
Mitigated Negative Declaration has been filed on or after July 1, 2015. Specifically, Public
Resources Code section 21080.3.1 (d) provides:

Within 14 days of determining that an application for a project is complete or a decision by a
public agency to undertake a project, the lead agency shall provide formal notification to the
designated contact of, or a tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated
California Native American fribes that have requested notice, which shall be accomplished by
means of at least one written notification that includes a brief description of the proposed
project and its location, the lead agency contact information, and a notification that the
California Native American fribe has 30 days to request consultation pursuant to this section.

The AB 52 amendments to CEQA law does not preclude initiating consultation with the tribes
that are culturally and traditionally affiliated within your jurisdiction prior to receiving requests for
noftification of projects in the tribe’s areas of traditional and cultural affiliation. The Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) recommends, but does not require, early consultation
as a best practice to ensure that lead agencies receive sufficient information about cultural
resources in a project area to avoid damaging effects to tribal cultural resources.

The NAHC also recommends, but does not require that agencies should also include with their
notification letters, information regarding any cultural resources assessment that has been
completed on the area of potential effect (APE), such as:

1. The results of any record search that may have been conducted at an Information Center of
the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), including, but not limited to:
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e Alisting of any and all known cultural resources that have already been recorded on or adjacent to the
APE, such as known archaeological sites;

e Copies of any and all cultural resource records and study reports that may have been provided by the
Information Center as part of the records search response;

e Whether the records search indicates a low, moderate, or high probability that unrecorded cultural
resources are located in the APE; and

e If asurveyis recommended by the Information Center to determine whether previously unrecorded
cultural resources are present.

2. The results of any archaeological inventory survey that was conducted, including:
e Anyreport that may contain site formes, site significance, and suggested mitigation measures.
All information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and associated funerary
objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made available for public disclosure

in accordance with Government Code section 6254.10.

3. The result of any Sacred Lands File (SLF) check conducted through the Native American Heritage Commission
was positive. Please contact the tribes on the attached list for more information.

4. Any ethnographic studies conducted for any area including all or part of the APE; and

5. Any geotechnical reports regarding all or part of the APE.
Lead agencies should be aware that records maintained by the NAHC and CHRIS are not exhaustive and a negative
response to these searches does not preclude the existence of a fribal cultural resource. A fribe may be the only

source of information regarding the existence of a tribal cultural resource.

This information will aid tribes in determining whether to request formal consultation. In the event that they do, having
the information beforehand will help to facilitate the consultation process.

If you receive nofification of change of addresses and phone numbers from fribes, please notify the NAHC. With your
assistance, we can assure that our consultation list remains current.

If you have any questions, please contact me at my email address: Cody.Campagne@nahc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Cody Campagne
Cultural Resources Analyst
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Barbareno/Ventureno Band of
Mission Indians

Dayna Barrios, Chairperson
Phone: (805) 890 - 6855
barrios_dayna@yahoo.com

Barbareno/ Ventureno Band of
Mission Indians

Annette Ayala, CRM Committee
Chair

188 S. Santa Rosa Street
Ventura, CA, 93001

Phone: (805) 515 - 9844
annetteayala78@yahoo.com

Chumash Council of
Bakersfield

Julio Quair, Chairperson

729 Texas Street
Bakersfield, CA, 93307
Phone: (661) 322 - 0121
chumashtribe@sbcglobal.net

Coastal Band of the Chumash
Nation

Gabe Frausto, Vice Chair

P.O. Box 40653

Santa Barbara, CA, 93140
Phone: (805) 324 - 0135
cbcn22vicechair@gmail.com

Coastal Band of the Chumash
Nation

Mia Lopez, Chairperson

P. O. Box 40653

Santa Barbara, CA, 93140
Phone: (805) 324 - 0135
cbentribalchair@gmail.com

Northern Chumash Tribal
Council

Violet Walker, Chairperson
P.O. Box 6533

Los Osos, CA, 93412

Phone: (760) 549 - 3532
violetsagewalker@gmail.com

This list is current only as of the date of this document. Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of

Native American Heritage Commission
Tribal Consultation List
San Luis Obispo County
4/19/2023

Chumash

Chumash

Chumash

Chumash

Chumash

Chumash

Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San

Luis Obispo Counties

Patti Dunton, Tribal Administrator

7070 Morro Road, Suite A Salinan
Atascadero, CA, 93422

Phone: (805) 464 - 2650
info@salinantribe.com

San Luis Obispo County
Chumash Council
Chumash

Santa Ynez Band of Chumash

Indians

Kenneth Kahn, Chairperson

P.O. Box 517 Chumash
Santa Ynez, CA, 93460

Phone: (805) 688 - 7997

Fax: (805) 686-9578
Chairman@chumash.gov

Tule River Indian Tribe

Neil Peyron, Chairperson

P.O. Box 589 Yokut
Porterville, CA, 93258

Phone: (559) 781 - 4271

Fax: (559) 781-4610
neil.peyron@tulerivertribe-nsn.gov

yak tityu tityu yak tithini —

Northern Chumash Tribe

Mona Tucker, Chairperson

660 Camino Del Rey Chumash
Arroyo Grande, CA, 93420

Phone: (805) 748 - 2121
olivas.mona@gmail.com

the Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is only applicable for consultation with Native American tribes under Public Resources Code Sections 21080.3.1 for the proposed San Luis Obispo Courts

Project, San Luis Obispo County.
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State of California — The Resources Agency Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #
PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial
NRHP Status Code
Other Listings
Review Code Reviewer Date
Page 1 of 14 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 1144 Monterey Street
P1. Other Identifier: 1134-1146 Monterey Street
*P2. Location: [ Not for Publication Unrestricted *a. County San Luis Obispo
and (P2b and P2c or P2d. Attach a Location Map as necessary.)
*b. USGS 7.5’ Quad_ San Luis Obispo Date 1965 T 30S ; R_12E ; Y% ofSec_26 ; _ B.M.
c. Address 1144 Monterey Street City San Luis Obispo Zip 93408

d. UTM: (glve more than one for large and/or Imear resources) Zone _; mE/ mN
: i ropriate) APN 002-326-021-000

*P3a. Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)

The 1.21-acre commercial property complex is located at the intersection of Monterey and Toro Streets on San Luis Obispo’s primary
commercial thoroughfare, a few blocks northeast of Downtown. Monterey Street in the vicinity of the subject property is three lanes wide
and characterized by automobile-oriented twentieth century commercial development, much of which is set back behind large parking
areas; the property is part of an area that was historically dominated by automobile dealerships and other car-related businesses. The
street has wide sidewalks and mature street trees. Cross streets are characterized by single-family houses, most of which were constructed
prior to 1945. The commercial complex is on a site that slopes upward toward the north and consists of paved parking areas near the
intersection and near the southwest parcel line with a roughly L-shaped building complex at the center of the parcel and along the
northwest parcel line. The building complex is composed of three connected volumes. The small rectangular-plan west building (1134
Monterey Street) is single-story and was constructed in 1923. Its northeast elevation is immediately adjacent to the main building (1144
Monterey Street), which is rectangular in plan and flat-roofed with one- and two-story sections. It stretches across the parcel from north to
south; it was constructed in 1946. A perpendicular ¢1960 addition (1146 Monterey Street), projects from the main volume along the alley
that forms the northwest boundary of the parcel. It is irregular in plan and one-story with a flat roof (cont. p. 3).

*P3b. Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) HP6, 1-3 story commercial property.
*P4. Resources Present: [XI Building [J Structure [ Object [ Site [ District [J Element of District [J Other (Isolates, etc.)

P5b. Description of Photo: (View, date,
accession #) Photograph 1: 1144 -46 Monterey St,
southeast elevation, facing northwest, 9/11/2024.

*P6. Date Constructed/Age and Sources:

Historic [ Prehistoric [ Both

1923, 1946-47, ¢1960, San Luis Obispo County Tribune
and Sanborn Insurance Maps

*P7. Owner and Address:
San Luis Obispo County
1055 Monterey Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408

*P8. Recorded by:(Name, affiliation, address)

Kara Brunzell, Montrose Environmental

Montrose Environmental; 1 Kaiser Plaza, Suite 340,
Oakland, CA 94612*P9. Date Recorded: September 11,
2024

*P10. Survey Type: (Describe) Intensive

*P11. Report Citation:(Cite survey report and other
sources, or enter “none.”)
*Attachments: NONE [J Location Map [0 Sketch Map [X]

Continuation Sheet [X] Building, Structure, and Ob]ect Record [ Archaeological Record [ District Record [ Linear Feature Record [ Milling Station
Record [ Rock Art Record [ Artifact Record [ Photograph Record [ Other (list)

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required Information



State of California — The Resources Agency Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #

BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD

Page 2 of 14 *NRHP Status Code 6Z
*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 1144 Monterey Street

B1. Historic Name:

B2. Common Name: 1144 Monterey Street

B3. Original Use: _commercial B4. Present Use: commercial

*B5. Architectural Style:

*B6. Construction History: (Construction date, alteration, and date of alterations) Original construction auto club, 1923
Original construction auto showroom, 1946-47
Gas station constructed, c1949
Auto repair wing constructed, c1960
Gas station demolished, 1964 — 1980
South end of auto showroom building remodeled with Spanish Revival ornamental details, auto club main fagade
details/door/windows removed and replaced, brick cladding added to both building main fagades 1980s
Accessible ramps added, interior remodel, 1994
Interior remodel, removal of interior walls, 2016

Reroof, 2018
*B7. Moved? No [0 Yes [0 Unknown Date: Original Location:
*B8. Related Features:
B9. Architect: b. Builder:
*B10. Significance: Theme N/A Area _ N/A

Period of Significance N/A Property Type N/A Applicable Criteria _N/A
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

et -

' u # LT N~
B11. Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) e - \t%_]l@h\ 44 ¥ oo g
*B12. References: . == }- ich L0k
2 - 7
&

(See Footnotes) e \
B13. Remarks: | R -

*B14. Evaluator: Kara Brunzell e e R .

. b b aNg A . oy
*Date of Evaluation: September 11, 2024 4 3aE = .

(This space reserved for official comments.) -y wr
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State of California — The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinomial
Page 3 of 14 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 1144 Monterey Street
*Recorded by Kara Brunzell *Date: September 11, 2024 Continuation [ Update

*P3a. Description: (continued):

1134 Monterey Street (the southwest volume) is roughly 25' x 70" and set back about 20' from the sidewalk. Originally constructed in the
Spanish Revival architectural style, it retains some remnants of its original design despite heavy alterations. There is a single parking
space between the sidewalk and the building, which has a flat roof with no eaves or parapet on the sides and rear. There is a decorative
clay tile shed roof at the main facade with projecting rafter tails and heavy decorative wood brackets at the cornice. The building is
constructed of brick, which is stuccoed on the side and rear elevations; the main fagade is clad in decorative brick laid in stack bond. The
center of the main fagade is fitted with large storefront windows with aluminum frames and a fully glazed aluminum-frame door. The
entrance is accessed via a concrete ramp with a simple metal handrail. There is a concrete planter in front of the ramp. There are two fixed
wood windows on the southwest elevation as well as a secondary entrance. A third entrance at the rear of the building is below grade
because of the sloping site; a set of concrete steps leads to the door. A decorative stuccoed chimney at the junction of 1134 Monterey Street
and the adjacent 1144 Monterey Street has its own diminutive clay tile roof.

P otogrép 2: .1134.1\./-[6nt"¢.3rey.5t. left frame with 1144 Monterey St. center ffame, southwest and southeast elevations, camera facing north,
September 11, 2024.
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State of California — The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinomial
Page 4 of 14 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 1144 Monterey Street
*Recorded by Kara Brunzell *Date: September 11, 2024 Continuation [ Update

SsE

Photograph 3: 1134 Monterey St., southwest and southeast elevations,. camera facing northeast, September 11, 2024.

Phogra 4:1134 Motry St. with 1144 Monterey St. bckground northwest and southwest elevations, September 11, 2024.
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Page 5 of 14 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 1144 Monterey Street
*Recorded by Kara Brunzell *Date: September 11, 2024 Continuation [ Update

The main volume (1144 Monterey Street) connects to the northeast elevation of 1134 Monterey Street and is roughly 50' x 165/, stretching
the entire length of the parcel. Although research has not revealed any early photographs, comparison with nearby buildings constructed
about the same time, in addition to the plan and form of 1144 Monterey Street, indicate that it was originally an example of Streamline
Moderne architecture. It has a flat roof and is constructed of brick with stucco cladding. Originally an automobile dealership, its south
volume is a one-story auto showroom with a rounded southeast corner. A decorative clay tile mansard roof on the showroom volume has
a wooden cornice with heavy decorative wood brackets. A ribbon band of aluminum-frame display windows above a tile bulkhead
rounds the corner from the southeast (primary) to the northeast elevation, which faces the parking lot. A taller volume behind the
showroom was originally an office with a small apartment above; the north end of the building has a large vehicle opening with roll-up
door and was designed as a car repair area. A partial-width fabric awning shelters the human-scale entrances facing the parking lot,
which are right of center and fitted with aluminum-frame glass doors. Fenestration consists of fixed aluminum and vinyl windows on the
northeast elevation. The interior of the showroom has been converted to contemporary office use with fluorescent lighting, partitions, and
other modifications but displays some rounded forms that appear to date from the original Streamline Moderne building design.

Photograph 5: 1144 Monterey St. with showroom center frame and office right frame, southeast and northeast elevations, camera facing
west, September 11, 2024.

DPR 523L (1/95) *Required Information



State of California — The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinomial
Page 6 of 14 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 1144 Monterey Street
*Recorded by Kara Brunzell *Date: September 11, 2024 Continuation [ Update

7, et

Photograph 6: 1144 Monterey St, northeast eh;vation, camera fe;ci

Photograph 7: Interior of 1144 Monterey St, camera facing west, September 11, 2024.
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1166 Monterey Street projects from the northeast elevation of 1144 Monterey Street across the rear of the parcel. Compared to the two
older buildings on the property, it appears to have been altered very little over the years. It is a rather utilitarian example of Midcentury
Modern architecture that was constructed to serve as an auto repair shop. It is constructed of concrete masonry units with a stucco soffit
along the west half of the main (southeast) elevation, and decorative diamond-pattern concrete masonry units on its east half. A fabric
awning shelters large aluminum-frame display windows near the junction with the main building, an entrance in this area is fitted with
an aluminum-frame glazed door. There are two vehicle openings with roll-up metal doors to the right of the human-scale entrance. An
open carport area occupies the center of the building. The right end of the building is fitted with fixed aluminum sliding-sash windows
and appears to have been designed as an office. The northwest elevation of the building is along the alley and lacks fenestration or
entrances.

The buildings are all in good condition.

T = il

L Sy ¢ = Rele S
1166 Monterey St, southeast elevation, camera facing northwest, September 11, 2024.

Phoogrp 8:
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o

Photograph 9: 1144 Moerey St. from alley with 1166 Montery St. background, northwest elevation, facing east, September 11, 2024.
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View from parking lot acr

L i Che A

dsé Monterey St, camefa facing southeast,”Septémber 11, 2024.

Photograh 10: a
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B10. Significance (continued):
San Luis Obispo

The original inhabitants in the area were the Salinans and Chumash. During Spanish settlement of California, Father Junipero Serra
founded Mission San Luis Obispo de Tolosa in 1772. After Mexico won independence from Spain in 1821, the California missions were
controlled by the Mexican government. In 1845, Mexican governor, Pio Pico sold Mission San Luis Obispo to John Wilson, a Scottish sea
captain who had settled in California. During the 1846 Bear Flag Revolt, the Mission was used as a base for the California Battalion under
John Fremont. Starting in the mid-nineteenth century, the main industry in the area was dairy and cattle farming. In 1868, San Luis
Obispo became the county seat. Around that time, stagecoach routes were established and by the 1890s the Southern Pacific Railroad lines

also accessed the area, leading to further development.!

In 1901, California Polytechnic (Cal Poly) San Luis Obispo college was established. The school’s emphasis on agricultural education
supported the strong dairy industry. After 1914, the student body population declined as students enlisted in the armed forces. During
World War I, navy beans subsidized by the War Relief Administration became a popular crop, along with other types of beans and peas.
The port in San Luis Obispo employed local workers and allowed development of a profitable oil industry. When the first state highway
was routed through San Luis Obispo County in 1915, the area began to attract automobile tourism. In the 1920s, a population boom was
spurred by the rise of automobiles, along with an increase in auto-oriented tourism. At this time, the first motel was constructed in San
Luis Obispo, the Milestone Mo-Tel (short for “motor hotel”). The city was a popular tourist destination due to its Mission, beaches,

Spanish-inspired architecture, and vineyards.?

In the 1930s, while much of the state was facing the economic ramifications of the Great Depression, San Luis Obispo County’s economy
was supported by Camp San Luis Obispo, a military facility located on California State Route 1. Due to the camp’s wartime importance,

many soldiers” families settled in San Luis Obispo. In the 1970s, the camp was converted to El Chorro Regional Park.?

After World War II, the G.I. Bill gave veterans the opportunity to buy homes in the area, and suburban neighborhoods faced postwar
expansion. Between 1940 and 1950, the San Luis Obispo population grew from 8,881 to 14,180, a nearly 60% increase. As population
growth continued in the postwar era, new subdivisions of single-family homes were developed to accommodate the rising population.
Completion of US Highway 101 in 1958 further stimulated automobile tourism and associated development of motels and other tourism-
serving businesses near the highway. From the 1970s into the 2000s, San Luis Obispo has seen more commercial development, such as the
San Luis Obispo Promenade which opened in 1998. In 2022, the population of San Luis Obispo was 48,341; the total population San Luis
Obispo County was 282,424.4

1134 — 1166 Monterey Street

1134 Monterey Street was constructed about 1923 to serve as an automobile club office. The small Spanish Revival building served in that
capacity for nearly four decades until it moved to a larger location in 1960. The property was an auto parts store in the 1960s. It was on its
own parcel and was owned and operated separately from the adjacent building at 1144 Monterey Street until it was acquired by the auto
dealership in the 1980s.5

The auto dealership building on 1144 Monterey Street was built in 1946 by John Boriack. It was originally home to the Boriack Motor
Company. Born in Texas, John R. Boriack (1915-1998) moved to California in the 1930s, operating automobile garages in partnership with

1 Office of Historic Preservation, “San Luis Obispo de Tolosa,” California State Parks, Accessed Sep. 22, 2024; Mission San Luis Obispo, “History,”
Accessed Sep. 22, 2024, https://missionsanluisobispo.org/visit/; Alexander Forbes, California: A History of Upper and Lower California, Cornhill
London: Smith, Elder and Co., 1839; Historic Resources Group, “City of San Luis Obispo Citywide Historic Context Statement,” Sep. 30, 2013, 13.

2 Historic Resources Group, “City of San Luis Obispo Citywide Historic Context Statement,” Sep. 30, 2013, 14-15.

3 Historic Resources Group, “City of San Luis Obispo Citywide Historic Context Statement,” Sep. 30, 2013, 92-93; San Luis Obispo County Parks “El
Chorro Regional Park Campground,” Accessed Sep. 22, 2024, https://slocountyparks.com/camp/el-chorro/.

4 Historic Resources Group, “City of San Luis Obispo Citywide Historic Context Statement,” Sep. 30, 2013, 115, 125; United States Census Bureau, “San
Luis Obispo,” Accessed, Sep. 30, 2024.

5 The Tribune, “Lunch Hails Auto Club’s 50th Year,” April 4, 1967, 12,
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his brother William. He married Livina Bruce (1922-1993) in 1941 and they had two children. After World War II, John Boriack started his
own garage a few blocks west of the subject property in Downtown San Luis Obispo. Livina Boriack was a partner in the Boriack Motor
Company business and acted as the company bookkeeper and a car saleswoman. The Boriacks acquired a large parcel northwest of the
intersection of Monterey and Toro streets in the 1940s. The property had held a performance theater known as The Pavilion, The Pavilion
Opera House, or the Civic Auditorium since the late 1880s. in 1946, Boriack demolished the old Civic Auditorium and received a permit
from the City to construct a rectangular 50' x 175' reinforced concrete garage building. The new building was immediately adjacent to the
existing auto club building at 1134 Monterey Street. There had been several automobile-oriented businesses on the stretch of Monterey
Street between Santa Rosa and Toro streets since at least the 1920s, and the area was known as auto row. Although the used-car and trailer
dealership was operational by Fall of 1946, the grand opening for the new Boriack Motor Company was in May 1947. Research did not
reveal original photographs of the building, but contemporaneous newspaper stories touted the “modern design” and “up-to-date
architecture and construction” of the building. About 1949, Boriack developed a small gas station at the corner of the subject property. In
1954, Boriack rebranded his company Boriack Kaiser-Willys Motor Company. In the early years, the couple lived on the car dealership
property, apparently in an upstairs apartment, with their two small children.®

From 1951 through about 1955, Stanley V. Cole Motors leased space on the property from Boriack. Stanley Cole (1913-1989) moved to San
Luis Obispo in 1925, where he and his wife, Elly Anholm Cole (1916-2001), would have two children. Cole was the manager at three
theaters in San Luis Obispo before purchasing the Snow White Creamery, which he operated until 1950. In 1950, he purchased a Chrysler
dealership in San Luis Obispo, forming the Stanley V. Cole Motors company.”

In 1956, Kimball Motor Company, owned and operated by Jim Kimball (1932-2019), took over the location. Kimball Motor Company had
been formed in 1922 by Jim’s father Fred. Kimball’s operation at Monterey Street was quite large, with a staff of fourteen. Kimball and his
wife, Lorraine Kimball (1929-2021) operated the dealership together. They also had six children together. Jim Kimball was active in the
community, serving on the San Luis Obispo Chamber of Commerce, the Exchange Club, and the San Luis Obispo Architectural Review
Board. About 1960, the Kimballs constructed the irregular-shaped addition along the alley behind the subject property, which was utilized
for auto repair. During this era, the building had a flat roof without the current decorative clay tile roof on the volume closest to Monterey
Street, and there was a tall blade sign on the main facade. The gas station was demolished in the late 1960s or 1970s. In 1972, Kimball
moved his dealership to another location, and Fred Lucksinger (1921-2004) briefly moved Lucksinger Motors dealership and service and
parts departments to 1144 Monterey Street. In 1974, the location was taken over by Jack Hathaway Volkswagen, which operated there
through the 1980s. Jack D. Hathaway (1926-1999) was married twice, to Donna Dodge and then Ima Cheek, and had six children between
the two. He lived in San Luis Obispo until his death in 1999. The decorative clay tile roof at the south end of the auto showroom building
along with the heavy ornamental wood elements above the display windows are likely to have been added to the building in the early
1980s in order to integrate the 1923 and 1946 buildings stylistically.

In 1988, the Kimball family reacquired the subject property and opened Kimball Volkswagen/Mitsubishi, operated by Lorraine and Jim's
son Jeff Kimball. In 1994, the whole property was sold to San Luis Obispo County and remodeled for use as the Clerk-Recorder’s Office.
They have remained in the hands of the county and in 2024 house the County Parks and Recreation Department.®

6 The Tribune, “Livina B. Boriack,” Feb. 19, 1993, 18, “Permits,” September 4, 1946, 10, “For Sale,” Oct. 25, 1946, 9, “Boriack Announces Formal
Opening of New Building,” May 16, 1947, 6, “First Showing of the New 1951 Plymouth,” Jan. 13, 1951, 8; US Census records, San Luis Obispo County,
1950.

7 The Tribune, “Obituaries: Stanley V. Cole,” Jun. 24, 1989, 28.

8 The Tribune, “Boriack Kaiser-Willys Motor Co.,” Nov. 24, 1954, 6; The Tribune, “Pontiac,” Sep. 8, 1956, 3; The Tribune, “James Kimball,” May 8, 2016,
C4; The Tribune, “Lorraine Kimball,” Oct. 10, 2021, B9; The Tribune, “Shifts in Auto Dealerships,” Aug. 2, 1972, 17.

9 The Tribune, “Fictitious Business Name Statement,” Jan. 15, 1990, 19; The Tribune, “County Clerk-Recorder’s Office Shares Digs,” Dec. 4, 1990, 9.
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Figure 1: 1134 Monterey St., undated photograph (1923 — 1946), (History Center of San Luis Obispo County)
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Figure 2: 1134 Monterey St. right frame with car dealership. signagevisible upper right edge , undated photograph c1950, (History Center of
San Luis Obispo County)
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Figure 4: Aerial of subject property (outlined in red) showing 1923 and 1946 buildings, 1947 (USDA).
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Figure 6: Aerial of subject property with three connected buildings and gas station (outlined in red) 1963 (USDA).
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Evaluation:

The NRHP and CRHR require that a significance criterion from A-D or 1-4 (respectively) be met for a resource to be eligible.

Criterion A/1: The subject property is not associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our
history. The property is generally associated with mid-twentieth century commercial expansion as well as the proliferation of automobile-
oriented businesses in San Luis Obispo during that era. Research has not revealed that the property is significant within those historic
contexts or any other important historic context. Therefore, the property is recommended ineligible to the NRHP or CRHR under
Criterion A/1.

Criterion B/2: The subject property is not associated with the life of persons important to our history. Research has revealed no important
professional accomplishments or lasting impacts on local history by individuals associated with the property, and the property type has
limited potential for significant association with important persons. The building has been home to a number of car dealerships, none of
which have had a significant impact on the automotive industry or on local history. Several locally prominent individuals owned the
property, but none were significantly associated with it for a substantial length of time. Therefore, the property lacks the strength of
association required for eligibility under Criterion B/2. The property is recommended ineligible to the NRHP or CRHR under Criterion
B/2.

Criterion C/3: The property is not significant for its architecture. Research has revealed no evidence that its buildings were designed by an
architect or a notable local builder. Nor does the building exhibit the design elements present in architectural landmarks. The three
connected buildings were constructed over a period of nearly 40 years and reflect an ad hoc approach to building design in which various
forms and materials were utilized to meet changing needs over time. Furthermore, the two older buildings have been substantially altered
over the years. The 1923 automobile club building was originally a good if simple example of Spanish Revival architecture. Its main
fagade details, which originally included a wide wood door, smooth stucco cladding, heavy classical columns, and display windows with
transoms, have all been lost. Likewise, the portion of the 1946 car dealership building closest to the street appears to have been heavily
altered. Research has revealed no early photographs or architectural drawings of the building, however, its large display windows,
rounded south corner, flat roof, and curved interior forms as well as the fact that early aerial photographs do not show a tile roof strongly
suggest that it was originally an example of Streamline Moderne architecture. Two nearby car dealership buildings across the street from
the subject property were constructed during the same era and exhibit Streamline Moderne design details including similar curved
corners. It is highly likely that the car showroom was altered about 1980 when it was consolidated with the former automobile club
building. The 1960 volume is fairly utilitarian and lacks architectural distinction. Therefore, the property lacks both architectural
significance and integrity required for historic listing based on design. For these reasons, the property is recommended ineligible to the
NRHP or CRHR under Criterion C/3.

Criterion D/4: In rare instances, buildings themselves can serve as sources of important information about historic construction materials
or technologies and be significant under Criterion D/4. The subject property is an example of well-understood types of construction and
does not appear to be a principal source of important information in this regard.

The property is recommended ineligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR. It does not qualify as a historical resource under CEQA.
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B10. Significance (continued):

San Luis Obispo

The original inhabitants in the area were the Salinans and Chumash. During Spanish settlement of California, Father Junipero Serra
founded Mission San Luis Obispo de Tolosa in 1772. After Mexico won independence from Spain in 1821, the California missions were
controlled by the Mexican government. In 1845, Mexican governor, Pio Pico sold Mission San Luis Obispo to John Wilson, a Scottish sea
captain who had settled in California. During the 1846 Bear Flag Revolt, the Mission was used as a base for the California Battalion under
John Fremont. Starting in the mid-nineteenth century, the main industry in the area was dairy and cattle farming. In 1868, San Luis
Obispo became the county seat. Around that time, stagecoach routes were established and by the 1890s the Southern Pacific Railroad lines
also accessed the area, leading to further development.!

In 1901, California Polytechnic (Cal Poly) San Luis Obispo college was established. The school’s emphasis on agricultural education
supported the strong dairy industry. After 1914, the student body population declined as students enlisted in the armed forces. During
World War I, navy beans subsidized by the War Relief Administration became a popular crop, along with other types of beans and peas.
The port in San Luis Obispo employed local workers and allowed development of a profitable oil industry. When the first state highway
was routed through San Luis Obispo County in 1915, the area began to attract automobile tourism. In the 1920s, a population boom was
spurred by the rise of automobiles, along with an increase in auto-oriented tourism. At this time, the first motel was constructed in San
Luis Obispo, the Milestone Mo-Tel (short for “motor hotel”). The city was a popular tourist destination due to its Mission, beaches,
Spanish-inspired architecture, and vineyards.?

In the 1930s, while much of the state was facing the economic ramifications of the Great Depression, San Luis Obispo County’s economy
was supported by Camp San Luis Obispo, a military facility located on California State Route 1. Due to the camp’s wartime importance,
many soldiers” families settled in San Luis Obispo. In the 1970s, the camp was converted to El Chorro Regional Park.?

After World War II, the G.I. Bill gave veterans the opportunity to buy homes in the area, and suburban neighborhoods faced postwar
expansion. Between 1940 and 1950, the San Luis Obispo population grew from 8,881 to 14,180, a nearly 60% increase. As population
growth continued in the postwar era, new subdivisions of single-family homes were developed to accommodate the rising population.
Completion of US Highway 101 in 1958 further stimulated automobile tourism and associated development of motels and other tourism-
serving businesses near the highway. From the 1970s into the 2000s, San Luis Obispo has seen more commercial development, such as the
San Luis Obispo Promenade which opened in 1998. In 2022, the population of San Luis Obispo was 48,341; the total population San Luis
Obispo County was 282,424

Mill Street Historic District

Established in 1987, the 20-acre Mill Street Historic District is bounded by Peach Street to the north, Palm Street to the south, Pepper Street
to the east, and Toro Street to the west. It is one of five historic districts in San Luis Obispo and has the highest concentration of district
contributors. There are 84 contributing historic properties within the Mill Street District. Most of the modest residences were built in the
early-twentieth century (period of significance 1900 — 1920s) during a population boom. They are examples of Craftsman Bungalow,
Victorian-era, Mission Revival, and Tudor Revival architecture. The mostly one- and two-story houses have front porches, recessed
entries, and a 20-foot setback from the street. Many were originally owned by county officials who worked in the nearby courthouse.’

969 Toro Street
The building at 969 Toro Street was constructed about 1926. It is located at the edge of the Mill Street Historic District, near its southwest
boundary, but is outside the district. The first known owners of the current house were James and Vittoria Luchessa, originally from

1 Office of Historic Preservation, “San Luis Obispo de Tolosa,” California State Parks, Accessed Sep. 22, 2024; Mission San Luis Obispo, “History,”
Accessed Sep. 22, 2024, https://missionsanluisobispo.org/visit/; Alexander Forbes, California: A History of Upper and Lower California, Cornhill
London: Smith, Elder and Co., 1839; Historic Resources Group, “City of San Luis Obispo Citywide Historic Context Statement,” Sep. 30, 2013, 13.

2 Historic Resources Group, “City of San Luis Obispo Citywide Historic Context Statement,” Sep. 30, 2013, 14-15.

3 Historic Resources Group, “City of San Luis Obispo Citywide Historic Context Statement,” Sep. 30, 2013, 92-93; San Luis Obispo County Parks “El
Chorro Regional Park Campground,” Accessed Sep. 22, 2024, https://slocountyparks.com/camp/el-chorro/.

4 Historic Resources Group, “City of San Luis Obispo Citywide Historic Context Statement,” Sep. 30, 2013, 115, 125; United States Census Bureau, “San
Luis Obispo,” Accessed, Sep. 30, 2024.

5 San Luis Obispo County, “5.2.4 Mill Street Historic District,” Accessed Oct. 2, 2024; 47-50; Historic Resources Group, “City of San Luis Obispo Citywide
Historic Context Statement,” Sep. 30, 2013; City of San Luis Obispo, Map of Historic Resources, Accessed Oct. 2, 2024,
https://slocity.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/7975e61ef859427392182c¢62843aa011.
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Switzerland, who purchased the property (which held an older house) in 1920. The Luchessas and their descendents would live in the
house for many decades. James Luchessa (1863-1931) married Vittoria Antognozzi Antoneta (1867-1954) in San Luis Obispo in 1892. James
Luchessa worked as a dairy rancher until 1918. According to the local newspaper, in 1929, they remodeled the residence, constructing an
addition. The details of this project are unknown. They lived in the house until James Luchessa’s death in 1931. Afterwards, the property
was passed onto their children and grandchildren. Their daughter, Irene Luchessa Rogers (1894-1922) left behind her three young children
behind when she died at the age of 28. Irene’s husband, San Simeon carpenter Clarence Rogers, was apparently unable to care for the
children. Her sister, Linda Luchessa Hampton (1904-2007), who was a teenager at the time, quit high school to raise them with the help of
grandparents James and Vittoria. She trained as a cosmetologist and by 1930 had opened her own shop. In 1930 Linda lived in the house
with her parents and all three children. Later that year, Linda married railroad blacksmith and mechanic Stuart Hampton (1896-1966),
who also moved into the house.®

By 1940, seven members of the three-generation family were living in the tiny house: the widowed 72-year-old Vittoria, Linda and her
husband Stuart, Irene Rogers’ three children (who were by this time 18, 19, and 20), and 12-year-old Bradley Phillips, another grandchild.
Rogers’ son, Ellard Rogers (1920-1984) served in the US Army Air Corps group during World War II and the US Air Force during the
Korean War, before retiring in 1968. He married Ludie Coleman in 1941, just before entering the Army, moving out of the subject

property.”
By 1950, the Rogers children all had their own homes, and Stuart and Linda Hampton lived on the property with Vittoria and their

daughter Doris, who was born in 1941. During this era, an addition at the rear of the house was constructed. Linda Hampton worked as a
cosmetologist and had her own salon in the area. Stuart Hampton died at the home on Toro Street in 1966.

In the 1960s, Wilmer Rogers (1921-1972) moved back to the property. He had married Geraldine Tomasini (1923-2001) in 1942. Both
Wilmer and Geraldine Rogers were in the United States military during World War II. Wilmer probably moved in with Linda after
Stewart's death in 1966. In the 1970s, the family had a carport constructed on the property. Wilmer died in 1972. Linda Hampton appears
to have lived on at the subject property until her death.®

In 2007, the house was listed for sale. In 2008, the house was remodeled slightly with the replacement of the original wood-sash windows.
In 2022, the windows were altered again, and decorative wood beams were removed from front and side elevations.

6 U.S. Federal Census, San Luis Obispo, California, “Luchessa,” 1920; The Tribune, “More Homes to be Built,” Jun. 4, 1929, 3; The Tribune, “Jas.
Luchessa Services Held,” Jun. 1, 1931, 8.

7 The Tribune, “Lost and Found,” May 10, 1940, 4; Arroyo Grande Valley Herald Recorder, “Annexation Election Set,” Jul. 4, 1958, 8; The Californian,
“San Luis Obispo Couple Married Here,” Dec. 27, 1930, 4; The Tribune, “Plans July Wedding Rites,” Jun. 18, 1941, 2; The Tribune, “Ellard Theodore
Rogers,” Oct. 10, 1984, 13.

8 The Tribune, “S. E. Hampton,” Apr. 19, 1966, 10; The Tribune, “Linda Luchessa Hampton,” Mar. 15, 2007, 10.

9 The Tribune, “Vital News,” Jun. 11, 1942, 6; The Tribune, “Women on Duty with U.S. Armed Forces,” May 28, 1945, 2; The Tribune, “Deaths: Rogers,”
Nov. 23, 1972, 2.
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Figure 1: 969 Toro St, 1989 (History Center of San Luis Obispo County).

Evaluation:
The NRHP and CRHR require that a significance criterion from A-D or 1-4 (respectively) be met for a resource to be eligible.

Criterion A/1: The residential property at 969 Toro Street is not associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of our history. The property is generally associated with the residential development of San Luis Obispo in the early
twentieth century. Research has not revealed that the property is significant within that or any other historic context. Therefore, the
property is recommended ineligible to the NRHP or CRHR under Criterion A/1.

Criterion B/2: The property is not associated with the life of persons important to our history. The families that lived on the property were
not significant contributors to San Luis Obispo’s development, and research has revealed no important professional accomplishments or
lasting impact on local history or on agriculture. It was a house that provided shelter for ordinary working people: a cosmetologist, dairy
rancher, blacksmith/mechanic, and veterans. Therefore, the property lacks the strength of association required for eligibility under
Criterion B/2. The property is recommended ineligible to the NRHP or CRHR under Criterion B/2.

Criterion C/3: The property is not significant for its architecture. Research has revealed no evidence that it was designed by an architect.
While the building exhibits some elements of the Pueblo Revival architecture, it is not a significant example of the style. It does not exhibit
the design elements present in architectural landmarks. Furthermore, original features such as decorative wood beams and wood-sash
windows have been removed. For these reasons, the property lacks the significance and integrity required for historic listing and is
recommended ineligible to the NRHP or CRHR under Criterion C/3.

Criterion D/4: In rare instances, buildings themselves can serve as sources of important information about historic construction materials
or technologies and be significant under Criterion D/4. 969 Toro Street is an example of well-understood types of construction and does
not appear to be a principal source of important information in this regard.

The property is recommended ineligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR. It does not qualify as a historical resource under CEQA.
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
San Luis Obispo Courthouse
1144 Monterey Street
San Luis Obispo, California

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report provides the results of our geotechnical investigation at 1144 Monterey Street in
San Luis Obispo, California. Our scope of services for the Site Acquisition Phase of the San Luis
Obispo Courthouse project was outlined in a document provided by the project architect, Moore
Ruble Yudell (MRY), via email on 6 December 2022. Previously, we performed a preliminary
geotechnical investigation for the project and presented our findings in a preliminary report dated
12 May 2023. This report compiles the available geotechnical subsurface information obtained to
date and supersedes our previous report.

The location of the site is shown on Figure 1. The site is bound by Monterey palm Alley and a
residential property on the northwest, Toro Street on the northeast, Monterey Street on the
southeast, and an existing two-story building and a parking lot on the southwest, as shown on
Figure 2. The site is irregular in shape, with maximum north-south dimensions of approximately
225 feet and east-west dimensions of approximately 350 feet. The central portion of the site is
occupied by an L-shaped structure consisting of several interconnected, one- to two-story
commercial buildings surrounded by paved parking lots. The central portion of the existing
structure includes a basement. The northeastern portion of the site is occupied by a single-story
residence and driveways.

We understand that project will include demolition and removal of the existing improvements
and construction of a new courthouse. Based on conversations with MRY and preliminary site fit
diagrams!, the proposed courthouse building will be five stories at grade, with the ground floor
level cut into the sloping topography to the north. The lateral extent of the structure has not been
finalized; however, we understand the entire ground level of the south building face and at least
50 percent of the east and west building faces will daylight at the existing ground surface
elevation of Monterey Street to the south and Toro Street to the east.

' Moore Ruble Yudell (2023). “New San Luis Obispo Courthouse, Site Selection Presentation.”
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We understand that the development will include a gated loading area. A secured parking area

and sallyport are proposed at the southwest corner of the property, west of the courthouse

building. Finished floor elevations and building loads were not available at the time of writing.

2.0

SCOPE OF SERVICES

The objectives of our investigation were to evaluate subsurface conditions at the site by

reviewing existing data and performing a subsurface investigation, and to develop geotechnical

conclusions and recommendations regarding:

soil, rock, and groundwater conditions at the site

site seismicity and seismic hazards, including liquefaction, seismic densification, and
lateral spreading

site geology and geologic hazards
the most appropriate foundation type(s) for the proposed courthouse

design criteria for the recommended foundation type(s), including vertical and lateral
capacities

estimates of building settlement, including total and differential settlements
excavation

cut slopes and temporary shoring for excavation support

estimated foundation settlements, including total and differential settlements
permanent below-grade walls and retaining walls

concrete flatwork and flexible pavement

site grading, including criteria for fill quality, fill placement, and compaction
subgrade preparation and moisture protection for floor slabs

corrosion potential of near-surface soil

underground utilities

mapped seismic design parameters in accordance with the 2022 California Building Code,
including site classification, mapped values Ss and S;, modification factors F, and F, and
SMS and SM1
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e probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (PSHA) and deterministic analysis to develop site-
specific respond spectra for the Risk-targeted Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCEg)
and Design Earthquake (DE) per the 2022 CBC and by reference ASCE 7-16

e construction considerations.

This geotechnical report is based on Langan’s investigations and interpretation of the site
subsurface conditions and is intended to be included with the project’s criteria documents. The
design-build entity (DBE) contracted to complete the project should retain a qualified geotechnical
engineer to provide the following services: 1) perform an independent geotechnical investigation
and prepare a design-level geotechnical report; 2) consult with the DBE as questions arise during
design; 3) assist in preparing specification sections related to geotechnical issues such as
earthwork, foundations, and excavation support; 4) review the project plans and Contractor
submittals relating to materials and construction procedures for geotechnical work; and 5) check
that the design incorporates the intent of project geotechnical recommendations. During
construction, the DBE's geotechnical engineer should also provide quality assurance confirmation
and perform special inspections per the Building Code for earthwork, backfill, and installation of
foundations.

Langan is also performing a Phase Il environmental site assessment (ESA) for the project, the
results of which will be presented under separate cover. The Phase Il ESA included drilling seven
environmental borings at the site.

3.0 FIELD EXPLORATION AND LABORATORY TESTING

This section summarizes our geotechnical field exploration and laboratory testing programs.

3.1 Borings

To investigate the subsurface conditions at the site, we drilled eleven borings in the existing
parking lots at the site. The approximate locations of the borings are presented on Figure 2. The
borings were drilled during two mobilizations: one for our preliminary geotechnical investigation
in February 2023 and one for our final investigation in August 2024. Prior to performing our field
investigations, we obtained drilling permits from the County of San Luis Obispo Health Agency
(Environmental Health Services Division), notified Underground Service Alert (USA), and checked
that the drilling locations were clear of underground utilities using an independent private utility
locator.
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The borings were drilled using a truck-mounted drill rig equipped with hollow-stem augers
operated by Exploration Geoservices, Inc. of San Jose, California. Borings B-1 through B-5 were
drilled on 27 and 28 February 2023. During the drilling of boring B-4 loose sand was encountered
that appeared to be abandoned trench backfill to a depth of 5 feet below the existing ground
surface (bgs). Drilling was terminated, the borehole was backfilled with cement grout, and the
boring was redrilled approximately two feet to the southeast (toward Monterey Street) from the
original location. Borings B-6 through B-10, and P-1, were drilled on 22 and 23 August 2024.
Drilling of boring B-6 was attempted in several adjacent locations and encountered shallow
refusal in bedrock at a depth of about 3% feet bgs. The other borings were drilled to depths of
approximately 10 to 50 feet beneath the existing ground surface (bgs). A percolation test was
performed in boring P-1.

Upon completion of drilling at boring B-9(MW), a standpipe piezometer was installed to measure
groundwater levels. The remaining borings were backfilled with cement grout for borings that
did not encounter groundwater and bentonite/cement grout for borings that encountered
groundwater, in accordance with the requirements of the County of San Luis Obispo. The soil
cuttings from the borings were collected in 55-gallon drums, which were stored temporarily on-
site, tested, and eventually properly disposed.

Logs of the borings are presented in Appendix A as Figures A-1 through A-11. The soil and rock
encountered in the borings was classified in accordance with the soil and rock classification
charts presented on Figure A-12 and Figure A-13, respectively.

Soil samples were obtained using one of two samplers:

e Sprague & Henwood (S&H) split-barrel sampler with a 3.0-inch outside diameter and
2.5-inch inside diameter, lined with steel or brass tubes with an inside diameter of
2.43 inches

e Standard Penetration Test (SPT) split-barrel sampler with a 2.0-inch outside diameter and
1.38-inch inside diameter.

The sampler types were chosen based on the soil type being sampled and desired sample quality
for laboratory testing. In general, the S&H sampler was used to obtain samples in cohesive soll
and the SPT sampler was used to evaluate the penetration resistance of sandy soil.

The SPT and S&H samplers were driven with a 140-pound, above-ground, automatic hammer
falling 30 inches. The samplers were driven up to 18 inches and the hammer blows required to
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drive the samplers every six inches of penetration were recorded and are presented on the boring

logs. The driving of samplers was discontinued if the observed (recorded) hammer blows was 50

for six inches or less of penetration. The blow counts required to drive the S&H and SPT samplers

12 inches (or less if 50 blows were achieved) were converted to approximate SPT N-values using

factors of 0.8 and 1.3, respectively. The N-values are shown on the boring logs. The blow counts

used for this conversion were: 1) the last two blow counts if the sampler was driven more than

12 inches, 2) the last one blow count if the sampler was driven more than six inches but less

than 12 inches, and 3) the only blow count if the sampler was driven six inches or less. A

summary of the borings is presented in Table 1.

TABLE 1
Summary of Borings
Approximate Depth to
Ground Groundwater
Surface Measured Groundwater
Elevation' | Total Depth | during Drilling Elevation
Boring |(feet, NAVDS88) (feet) (feet) (feet, NAVD88) | Date of Exploration
B-1 238.5 11.5 N/A? N/A 2/27/23
B-2 233.5 50.5 N/A N/A 2/27/23
B-3 227.5 31.0 9.0 218.5 2/27/23
B-4 225.5 30.5 6.5 219 2/28/23
B-5 229.5 31.5 N/A N/A 2/28/23
B-6 238.2 3.73 N/A N/A 8/23/24
B-7 229.2 21.5 N/A N/A 8/22/24
B-8 225.4 30 N/A N/A 8/22/24
B-9(MW) 232.9 30.8 N/A N/A 8/23/24
B-10 225.9 36.2 N/A N/A 8/22/24 to 8/23/24
P-1 225.6 10 N/A N/A 8/22/24
Notes:

1) Ground surface elevations are based on a topographic survey by DRG, Inc. dated 30 September
2024, as commissioned by Sherwood Design Engineers, the project civil engineer, and
reference North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDS8).

2) N/A indicates that groundwater was not encountered during drilling.

3) Drilling refusal was encountered in bedrock.

3.2 Laboratory Testing

The soil and rock samples recovered from the borings were re-examined in the office to confirm

classifications, and representative samples were selected for laboratory testing to evaluate
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engineering properties. Samples were tested to measure moisture content, dry density,
gradation, fines content, Atterberg limits, expansion index, shear strength, and resistance value
(R-value). Results of the geotechnical laboratory tests are included on the boring logs and in
Appendix B.

Samples from the borings were also retained for analytical testing for our Phase Il ESA; the
analytical test results are presented in a separate report.

3.3 Soil Corrosivity Testing

Additional laboratory testing was performed to evaluate the corrosivity of the near-surface soils.
The results of the corrosivity analyses and a brief corrosivity evaluation by CERCO Analytical, Inc.
are presented in Appendix C.

3.4 Preliminary Naturally Occurring Asbestos Testing

Limited laboratory testing was performed in 2023 to evaluate the presence of naturally occurring
asbestos (NOA) within bedrock at the site. The results of the limited NOA testing performed in
2023 are presented in Appendix C. Additional evaluation of NOA and serpentinite in the
subsurface soil and bedrock was completed by Langan in 2024 as part of the Phase Il
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) performed for the site and presented under separate
cover.

35 Seismic Refraction Survey

To further evaluate the depths of bedrock and develop bedrock elevation contours, we retained
Terracon Geophysical Services to perform two seismic refraction surveys at the site. The surveys
were performed on 23 August 2024 at the locations shown on Figure 2. The methodology and
results of the surveys are presented in Appendix D.

4.0 SITE AND SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS
4.1 Site Conditions

The ground surface at the site generally slopes down from northwest to southeast, from
approximately Elevation 240 feet? in the northwest corner of the site to about Elevation 224 feet
in the southeast corner of the site, at an inclination of about 12:1 (horizontal:vertical). The central

2 Elevations discussed in this report are based on North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDS8).
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portion of the site is occupied by several interconnected, one- and two-story buildings, and paved
surface parking lots. The central portion of the southern wing of the existing structure includes a
basement with plan dimensions of about 30 by 45 feet and a finished floor about eight feet below
the adjacent parking lot grade (approximately 4 feet below the Monterey Street sidewalk grade),
according to available drawings (County of San Luis Obispo, 1994). A one-story residence,
carport, and driveway are located on an adjacent parcel in the northeast portion of the site.

Based on a letter report titled, “Post-Remediation Groundwater Monitoring Results — February
2015, Former Kimball Motors, 1144 Monterey Street, San Luis Obispo,” by Stantec Consulting
Services dated 25 March 2015, three underground storage tanks were formerly located in the
parking lot areas to the south and east of the existing buildings. We understand the tanks have
been excavated and removed from the site, with the excavations backfilled with soil.

4.2 Subsurface Conditions

The results of the borings and seismic refraction surveys performed during our geotechnical
investigations indicate the site is generally underlain by about 2 to 242 feet of soil (likely alluvial
deposits), underlain by bedrock. The bedrock surface generally slopes down in elevation from the
north and northwest portions of the site toward the south and southeast; approximate top-of-
bedrock elevation contours are presented on Figure 3.

The soil at the site generally consists of stiff to very stiff clay with variable amounts of sand and
gravel, medium dense to very dense gravel with variable amounts of clay, silt, and sand, and
medium dense to dense sand with variable amounts of clay and gravel. About two feet of stiff
clayey fill was encountered in boring B-3 and about 3% feet of medium dense clayey sand with
gravel fill was encountered in boring B-8 below the pavement section. Loose sand fill was also
encountered to a depth of about 5 feet bgs in the original location for boring B-4. Fill is also
present at the former underground storage tank locations. It is not known whether the fill at the
site was placed in a controlled (compacted) manner. Atterberg limits tests and expansion index
testing performed on the near-surface soil indicate that it has low to very high expansion
potential®, with plasticity indices ranging from 12 to 42 and expansion indices of 78 and 86.

The bedrock consists of Franciscan Mélange shale, sandstone, siltstone, greenstone, and
serpentinite. The results of the seismic refraction surveys performed at the site (Appendix D)
indicate the bedrock at the site has seismic velocities ranging from about 5,000 to 8,000 feet per

3 Highly expansive soil undergoes large volume changes with changes in moisture content.
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second (fps); the seismic velocity of the bedrock increases as its depth increases. Within rock,
higher seismic velocities typically correspond to harder materials that are less fractured and
weathered. Conclusions regarding the rippability of bedrock at the site are discussed in
Section 7.5.

Serpentinite bedrock and serpentinite inclusions were encountered in some of the borings drilled
during this investigation. We understand that serpentinite rock was also encountered at a depth
of about 8 feet during remediation work performed at the site in 2014. Samples of greenstone
bedrock within a sheared serpentinite matrix from boring B-4 were tested in 2023 to preliminarily
evaluate asbestos content. Asbestos was not detected above laboratory reporting limits in the
samples analyzed. The potential for NOA at the site is discussed further in Langan’s Phase || ESA
report dated 20 December 2024.

As summarized in Table 1 (Section 3.1), groundwater was encountered during drilling of two of
the geotechnical borings at about 9 feet bgs (about Elevation 218.5 feet) in boring B-3 and at
6.5 feet bgs (about Elevation 219 feet) in boring B-4 in February 2023. Groundwater was not
encountered in the August 2024 geotechnical borings. Groundwater was encountered in one of
the seven environmental borings which were drilled to depths up to 15 feet bgs in August 2024
for our Phase Il ESA; boring EB-1 encountered groundwater at a depth of about 4 feet bgs (about
Elevation 225.8 feet). The groundwater levels measured during drilling were not stabilized.

Stabilized groundwater levels were measured in existing groundwater monitoring wells at the
site (MW-1 and MW-6) and in piezometer B-9(MW) during our site visits in 2024 and 2025 and
are summarized in Table 2. Based on the estimated depth to bedrock at these locations, our
measurements indicate that groundwater is perched between 2 and 5 feet above the top of
bedrock. Historic data* from MW-1 and MW 6 indicate groundwater can be as shallow as about
1.0 to 3.9 feet bgs. Groundwater likely flows within fractures and sand seams in the bedrock and
could be observed near the ground surface where bedrock is shallow.

4 “Post-Remediation Groundwater Monitoring Results, February 2015, Former Kimball Motors”

by Stantec Consulting Engineers, dated 25 March 2015.

LANGAN



Geotechnical Investigation Report
San Luis Obispo Courthouse
1144 Monterey Street

San Luis Obispo, California

3 March 2025

Project No. 750680202

Page 9

TABLE 2
Summary of Stabilized Groundwater Levels
Approximate
Ground Approximate
Monitoring Surface Depth to Groundwater Bedrock
Well/Piezometer | Elevation' Measurement | Groundwater Elevation Elevation
ID (feet, NAVD88) Date (feet) (feet, NAVD88) | (feet, NAVD8S)
8/23/2024 3.3 225.2
MW-1 228.5 12/30/2024 3.4 225.1 223
2/6/2025 3.0 225.5
8/23/2024 3.7 225.8
MW-6 229.5 12/30/2024 3.1 226.4 222
2/6/2025 3.6 225.9
8/23/2024 N/A N/A
B-9(MW) 232.9 12/30/2024 10.3 222.6 219.4
2/6/2025 8.7 224.2
Notes:

1) Ground surface elevations are based on a topographic survey by DRG, Inc. dated 30
September 2024, as commissioned by Sherwood Design Engineers, the project civil
engineer, and reference North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDS8).

2) N/A indicates that groundwater was not encountered during installation of the piezometer.

4.3 Percolation Testing

We performed an in-situ percolation test at the site on 23 August 2024 at the approximate
location (boring P-1) shown on Figure 2. The test location and depth were selected by Langan
with input from MRY and Sherwood Design Engineers, the project civil engineer. The test was
performed in an 8-inch-diameter boring that was drilled to a depth of 10 feet bgs. A 2-inch-
diameter PVC casing was inserted into the borehole, and the borehole was filled with water and
allowed to presoak for 24 hours. After the presoak period was complete, water level readings
were measured every thirty minutes for three hours. The water level readings were used to
determine a stabilized percolation rate for the soil, which was calculated to be 1/8 inch per hour.

5.0 REGIONAL GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY

5.1 Regional Geology

The subject site is located at the southern end of the Coast Ranges geomorphic province of
California. The Coast Ranges extend from Santa Barbara County along the California coast into
Oregon and are comprised of relatively low, northwest-trending mountain ranges and valleys that
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run subparallel to the San Andreas fault (CGS, 2002). The Coast Ranges are composed of thick
Mesozoic and Cenozoic sedimentary strata dominated by the Franciscan Complex, a landslide-
prone, generally weakly metamorphosed basement complex. Subduction of oceanic crust
associated with the Farallon tectonic plate formed the Franciscan Complex along the western
margin of the North American tectonic plate during the Mesozoic Era.

The majority of the City of San Luis Obispo is in a relatively shallow, alluvium-filled valley
surrounded by hills comprised of Tertiary-aged intrusive and extrusive volcanic deposits,
Miocene-aged marine sedimentary rocks of the Monterey formation, and Franciscan Complex
basement rocks.

Our review of a published geologic map for the San Luis Obispo 7.5-minute quadrangle (Wiegers,
2010) indicate that the site and adjacent areas are underlain by Jurassic-aged Franciscan Mélange
bedrock, described as a sheared rock mass matrix encompassing resistant blocks of various rock
types. Within the site vicinity, the matrix is typically composed of shale or crushed
metasandstone. Typical blocks range in size from approximately one foot to several thousand
feet in diameter and include greywacke sandstone, conglomerate, chert, greenstone,
serpentinite, and blueschist (Wiegers, 2021).

These bedrock conditions were generally confirmed during our investigations. A regional geologic
map for the site vicinity is provided on Figure 4.

5.2 Regional Seismicity and Faulting

The project site is in a seismically active region. Numerous earthquakes have been recorded in
the region in the past, and moderate to large earthquakes should be anticipated during the service
life of the proposed development. The major active faults in the area are the Oceanic — West
Huasna, Los Osos, Rinconada, San Luis Bay, and San Luis Range faults. These and other faults
of the region are shown on Figure 5. For each of the active faults within about 60 kilometers (km)
of the site, the distance from the site and estimated mean characteristic Moment magnitude®
[2014 Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities (WGCEP) (2015) and Uniform
California Earthquake Rupture Forecast Version 3 (UCERF3) as detailed in the United States

®  Moment magnitude is an energy-based scale and provides a physically meaningful measure of the size of a faulting

event. Moment magnitude is directly related to average slip and fault rupture area.
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Geological Survey Open File Report 2013-1165] are summarized in Table 2. The mean Moment
magnitude presented on Table 3 was computed assuming full rupture of the segment using
Hanks and Bakun (2008) relationship.

TABLE 3
Regional Faults and Seismicity
Approx. Distance| Direction from |Mean Characteristic
Fault Segment from fault (km) Site Moment Magnitude
Los Osos 4.6 Southwest 6.9
Oceanic - West Huasna 4.6 Northeast 7.0
Rinconada 13 Northeast 7.1
San Luis Bay 13 South 6.2
San Luis Range 13 Southwest 7.0
San Luis Range (So Margin) 14 Southwest 7.3
East Huasna 15 Northeast 7.1
Shoreline 17 Southwest 6.4
San Luis Range - Oceano 18 Southeast 6.4
San Luis Range - Pecho 21 Southwest 6.5
La Panza 24 Northeast 7.1
Hosgri 25 Southwest 7.5
South Cuyama 29 East 7.2
Casmalia 35 South 6.7
Lions Head 44 South 6.9
San Juan 45 Northeast 7.1
Hosgri (Extension) 48 South 6.3
San Andreas (Cholame) 58 Northeast 6.9

Note: The table above is a summary and does not include all the fault segmentation, alternate traces and
low activity faults included in the UCERF3 model.
A search of the USGS ANSS Comprehensive Earthquake Catalog (ComCat), using the web-based
Earthquake Archive Search and URL Builder tool, found that as of 4 October 2024, 23 earthquakes
with magnitudes greater than or equal to 5.0 have occurred within a 100-km radius of the site
since 1800. The approximate earthquake epicenter locations identified through this database
search are provided on Figure 5.

In 1830, an earthquake with an estimated magnitude of 6.0 occurred near San Juan Bautista,
California, approximately 7%2 km north of the site. The Fort Tejon earthquake of 1857 was an
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earthquake with an estimated maximum intensity of IX on the Modified Mercalli (MM) scale
(Figure 6) and an estimated magnitude of 7.9.6 The epicenter of this earthquake occurred on the
San Andreas fault approximately 57 km northeast of the site.

The most recent major earthquake within 100 km of the site occurred on 29 September 2004
near Parkfield, California, with an epicenter approximately 76 km northeast of the site. The
magnitude of this earthquake was 5.0.

6.0 SEISMIC AND GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

We evaluated the potential for geologic and seismic hazards to occur at the site in general
accordance with California Geological Survey (CGS) Special Publication 117A, “Guidelines for
Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California.” The County of San Luis Obispo
maintains a liquefaction susceptibility and landslide hazard-mapping database for use in seismic
and geologic hazards evaluations. This database was last updated in August 2020 and was used
to generate Figure 7 (Regional Seismic Hazard Zones Map). The results of our evaluation are
summarized in the sections below.

6.1 Fault Rupture

Historically, ground surface fault ruptures closely follow the traces of geologically young faults.
The site is not within an Earthquake Fault Zone, as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Act’, and no active or potentially active faults exist on the site. In a seismically active area,
the remote possibility exists for future faulting to occur in areas where no faults previously
existed; however, we conclude the risk of surface faulting and consequent secondary ground
failure at the site is low.

6.2 Landslides

The ground surface at the site generally slopes down from northwest to southeast at an average
inclination of about 12:1. The County of San Luis Obispo has prepared a map that depicts
landslide risk in the County of San Luis Obispo, dated August 2020. This map indicates that the

Per Sieh, K., 1978.

The Alquist-Priolo Act zones certain faults which are known to be active. The CGS defines active as having recorded
movement within Holocene time, or within the last 11,700 years.
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site is located at least 4,500 feet away from landslide risk zones located both east and west of
the site, as shown on Figure 7. Based on our review of a geologic map of the San Luis Obispo
quadrangle, there are no landslide deposits mapped within or near the site.

On the basis of our review of available geologic data, our subsurface investigations, and
considering the gently sloping topography at and around the site, we conclude the potential for
landsliding at the site is low.

6.3 Liquefaction and Associated Hazards

The site is in a seismically active area and could be subjected to strong shaking during a major
earthquake during the service life of the project. Strong shaking during an earthquake can result
in ground failures such as those associated with soil liquefaction?®, lateral spreading®, and seismic
densification!?. Each of these conditions has been evaluated based on our review of available
information and the results of our preliminary investigation and laboratory testing and is discussed
in this section.

6.3.1  Liguefaction

When a saturated soil with little to no cohesion is shaken during a major earthquake, it can
experience a temporary loss of shear strength because of a transient rise in excess pore water
pressure, resulting in liquefaction. Flow failure, lateral spreading, differential settlement, loss of
bearing, ground fissures, and sand boils are evidence of excess pore pressure generation and
liguefaction. The County of San Luis Obispo has prepared a map depicting the relative liquefaction
susceptibility in the County of San Luis Obispo, dated August 2020. This map indicates that the
site is mapped within a “moderate potential” liquefaction potential hazard zone, as shown on
Figure 6.

We evaluated liquefaction potential using the Boulanger and Idriss (2014) and Cetin et al. (2004)
liguefaction triggering analysis methods, a site-modified peak ground acceleration (PGA,,) of

8 Liguefaction is a phenomenon in which saturated (submerged), cohesionless soil experiences a temporary loss of

strength because of the buildup of excess pore water pressure, especially during cyclic loading such as those
induced by earthquake. Soils most susceptible to liquefaction are loose to medium dense sand and gravel, low
plasticity silt, and some low plasticity clay deposits.

Lateral spreading is a phenomenon in which surficial soil displaces along a shear zone that has formed within an
underlying liquefied layer. Upon reaching mobilization, the surficial blocks are transported downslope or in the
direction of a free face by earthquake and gravitational forces.

Seismic densification (also referred to as cyclic densification or differential compaction) is a phenomenon in which
non-saturated, cohesionless soil is densified by earthquake vibrations, causing ground surface settlement.
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0.568g from our site-specific response spectra per Section 21.5 of ASCE 7-16, and SPT
blowcounts from the hollow stem auger borings. We assumed a high groundwater level of 1 foot
bgs in our analysis, based on the historical data from the on-site monitoring wells (see
Section 4.2). Layers of medium dense clayey sand and clayey silty sand with variable gravel
content about 2 to 7 feet thick were encountered in borings B-3, B-4, B-8, and B-9, and a 1%2-foot
thick layer of medium dense sand with clay and gravel was encountered in boring B-4. Based on
our analyses, we conclude the clayey sand and clayey silty sand with variable gravel content have
sufficient fines content and cohesion to resist liquefaction; however, the sand with clay and
gravel encountered in boring B-4 could potentially liquefy during a major earthquake and could
experience liquefaction-induced settlement.

The results of our evaluation indicate the potentially liquefiable soil at the site is thin and
discontinuous, having been encountered in only one of eleven borings drilled at the site. We
conclude that up to approximately % inch of liquefaction-induced settlement could occur at the
site during a major earthquake. Because the potentially liquefiable soil is not continuous, we
judge that differential liquefaction-induced settlement equivalent to the total settlement (% inch)
could occur over short distances.

6.3.2 Seismic Densification

Seismic densification can occur during strong ground shaking in loose, granular deposits above
the water table, resulting in ground surface settlement. In general, the soil encountered above
the high groundwater level is sufficiently dense and/or cohesive, and we judge the potential for
seismic densification to occur during a major earthquake is low.

6.3.3 Lateral Spreading

Lateral spreading is a phenomenon in which a surficial soil displaces along a shear zone that has
formed within a continuous underlying liquefied layer. The surficial blocks are transported
downslope or in the direction of a free face, such as a channel, by earthquake and gravitational
forces. Lateral spreading is generally the most pervasive and damaging type of
liguefaction-induced ground failure generated by earthquakes.

According to Youd, Hansen, and Bartlett (1999), for significant lateral spreading displacements to
occur, the soils should consist of saturated cohesionless sand with corrected blowcounts [(N4)gl
less than 15, where liquefaction is likely to occur based on standard liquefaction analysis. The
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soil layer encountered at the site that is potentially susceptible to liquefaction is thin,
discontinuous, and has a corrected (N;)g; blowcount exceeding 15. We therefore judge the
potential for lateral spreading at the site is low.

7.0 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We conclude the planned development is feasible from a geotechnical standpoint. The primary
geotechnical considerations for the project are:

e the presence of expansive soil

e the potential for groundwater to be encountered within excavations

e the presence of undocumented fill encountered in borings B-3 and B-8
e the presence of a basement below a portion of the existing building

e selection of an appropriate foundation system to support the buildings without excessive
static and differential settlements.

Our preliminary conclusions and recommendations regarding these and other geotechnical
considerations are discussed in this section.

7.1 Expansive Soil

Expansive soil is subject to high volume changes during seasonal fluctuations in moisture
content. These volume changes can cause cracking of foundations, floor slabs, and exterior
concrete flatwork. Potentially expansive soils are defined by the 2022 CBC as soils with
expansion indices (El) greater than 20. Furthermore, moderately to very highly expansive soils
have plasticity indices (Pl) exceeding 15.

Where tested, the plasticity index (Pl) of the near-surface soil generally ranged from 23 to 37
(moderate to high expansion potential), except for one sample with a Pl of 12 (low expansion
potential) and one sample with a Pl of 42 (very highly expansive). The results of El tests were 78
and 86. The very highly expansive soil was encountered in boring B-5 in an area of the site that
we anticipate will be excavated for construction of the building. In this area, the finished floor and
foundations will be below the zone of moisture change. Therefore, we recommend that the
project design be based on the presence of moderately to highly expansive soil conditions with
plasticity indices generally between 23 and 37.

LANGAN



Geotechnical Investigation Report 3 March 2025
San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project No. 7560680202
1144 Monterey Street Page 16
San Luis Obispo, California

Foundations, floor slabs, and exterior concrete flatwork that gain support in expansive soil should
be designed and constructed to resist the effects of the expansive soil. These effects can be
mitigated by moisture conditioning the expansive soil prior to compaction, providing select, non-
expansive fill below floor slabs and exterior concrete flatwork, and supporting foundations below
the zone of severe moisture change.

7.2 Groundwater

We anticipate the groundwater level to vary seasonally. We reviewed the groundwater levels
encountered in our borings during drilling and in our piezometer, as well as new and historical
data available for monitoring wells at the site. Piezometer and monitoring well measurements
taken by Langan in December 2024 and February 2025 indicate the depth to the groundwater
table generally varies between about 3 and 10 feet bgs, with seasonal fluctuations of up to
1Y, feet, as summarized in Tables 1 and 2. Historic data from the monitoring wells indicates
groundwater can be as shallow as about 1.0 to 3.9 feet bgs.

In December 2024 and February 2025, groundwater was encountered between about 2 and
5 feet above the interface between soil and bedrock. Therefore, we conclude that groundwater
is likely perched on the sloping bedrock at the site. The depth to top of bedrock is variable across
the site and in some areas is within three feet of the ground surface. We judge a groundwater
depth of 1 foot below the existing ground surface is appropriate for design. To protect against
moisture transmission, below-grade walls and the floor slab or mat will need to be waterproofed.

The foundations for the courthouse building will need to be designed to resist permanent
hydrostatic uplift forces associated with the design groundwater level at 1 foot bgs, or permanent
subdrains should be installed below the floor slab to relieve the hydrostatic pressure. An
underslab drainage system consists of a layer of gravel below the mat or floor slab with a series
of perforated pipes within the gravel blanket or in underlying trenches. Water is collected in the
subdrain system and pumped to a suitable outlet, such as a storm drain. The water may need to
be filtered through a sand trap system before it is discharged to the storm drain.

7.3 Corrosion Potential

CERCO Analytical, Inc. performed tests on one soil sample from the site to evaluate corrosion
potential to buried metals and concrete. Test results from this evaluation are included in
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Appendix C; they indicate the soil is corrosive to metals and concrete. For recommendations
regarding the corrosion protection of buried metals and concrete, a licensed corrosion consultant
should be retained.

7.4 Foundations and Settlement

We understand that the proposed courthouse building will be five stories, with the north face
ground floor level cut into the existing topography. The bottom floor is anticipated to daylight
approximately at the existing ground surface elevation along Monterey Street. We anticipate the
excavation for the proposed courthouse will expose both soil and bedrock.

Structural loading estimates were not available at the time of writing. For our evaluation, we
assumed dead plus live column loads of 900 kips for the courthouse. Column spacing was
assumed to be 30 feet by 30 feet for our static settlement evaluation.

7.4.1  Shallow Foundations

Based on the anticipated finished floor elevation, soil will be exposed in the southern portion of
the building footprint and bedrock will be exposed in the northern portion of the footprint, except
in the footprint of the existing basement. The existing basement extends below the anticipated
depth of new foundations. To provide adequate support where the basement is demolished, the
basement will need to be backfilled with suitable material, which can consist of controlled density
fill (CDF) or lean concrete.

Fill was encountered in some of the borings. Foundations should not be supported in existing fill
because it is not known whether the material was compacted; it is variable in its consistency and
density and could be susceptible to erratic static settlement. Where existing fill is encountered
during construction, foundation excavations will need to be deepened to extend below the fill
with overexcavations backfilled with CDF or lean concrete to the planned footing bottom, or the
fill can be improved. Improvement of the fill can be accomplished by overexcavating and
recompacting it.

We conclude the proposed structure can be supported on a shallow foundation, consisting of
spread footings or a mat foundation bearing on stiff to very stiff clay, medium dense to very
dense sand or gravel, engineered fill, bedrock, CDF, or lean concrete, provided:

e the foundation is designed to mitigate the presence of moderately to highly expansive
soll
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e total and differential settlement is acceptable
e variable springs where foundations bear on different material is acceptable

e site grading is performed per our recommendations.

For spread footings and mat foundations used for the at-grade portion of the building, where the
finished floor will be within three feet of final adjacent exterior site grades and the foundation will
bear on expansive soil, measures will need to be taken to mitigate the effects of moderately to
highly expansive soil on the structure by deepening spread footings and providing a continuous
deepened footing, grade beam, or thickened mat/slab edge at the building perimeter to reduce
the potential for soil volume changes caused by surface water infiltrating beneath the at-grade
floor slab/mat.

Using the assumed column loads, we estimate that properly designed and constructed spread
footings or a mat bearing in stiff to very stiff clay or medium dense to very dense sand or gravel
will settle up to 1 inch, with differential settlement of up to %2 inch over a horizontal distance of
30 feet. Static settlement of footings or a mat supported on competent bedrock should be less
than %2 inch, with up to % inch of differential settlement occurring over a horizontal distance of
30 feet. Differential settlement of about 1 inch should be anticipated over a short distance where
foundations transition from areas where they bear in soil to areas where they bear in bedrock.
The differential settlement can be reduced if footings are designed to bear uniformly in only soil
or bedrock.

The courthouse foundations will need to be designed to resist permanent hydrostatic uplift
forces, or permanent subdrains will need to be installed below the mat. Where the weight of the
building and foundation elements are not sufficient to resist uplift, tiedown anchors can be used.
The mat and/or floor slab should be protected fromm moisture transmission as recommended in
Section 8.4.

7.4.2 Site Settlement at Areas with New Fill

In addition to the settlements induced by building loads, as described above, we conclude that
engineered fill placed during site grading, if planned, also has the potential to settle, even if it is
well compacted. We estimate the settlement of well-compacted select fill to be approximately
1 percent of the total fill thickness. Therefore, for engineered fills ranging from about 1 to 5 feet
thick, we estimate ground surface settlements associated with the compression of the fill will

LANGAN



Geotechnical Investigation Report 3 March 2025
San Luis Obispo Courthouse Project No. 7560680202
1144 Monterey Street Page 19
San Luis Obispo, California

be up to 3 inch. Differential settlement will depend on the uniformity of the fill thickness. Most
of this settlement should occur during construction and during the first few months after
completion of fill placement.

75 Construction Considerations

7.5.1 Site Grading

As previously discussed, the site is underlain by expansive soil. If the soil is exposed and allowed
to dry during excavation for foundations and after subgrade preparation for pavements and
flatwork, and it is not properly moisture-conditioned prior to placement of concrete, significant
heave could occur as soil moisture levels increase after construction, which could damage
overlying improvements. Therefore, it is essential to maintain moisture during construction.
Typically, it is necessary to spray the exposed expansive soil with water on at least a daily basis
to prevent drying.

If grading occurs during the rainy season, the clayey soil at the site may be too wet to achieve
adequate compaction during fill placement and may deflect significantly under the weight of
construction equipment. For these conditions, moisture conditioning may be required to lower
the moisture content of the soil to a level that will promote proper compaction. Methods of
moisture conditioning include mixing and turning (aerating) the soil to naturally dry the soil and
lower the moisture content to an acceptable level, overexcavating the wet soil and replacing with
drier material, and/or lime treatment. Aeration typically requires at least a few days of warm, dry
weather to effectively dry the material.

7.5.2 Excavation

We anticipate the soil encountered at the site can generally be excavated with conventional earth-
moving equipment such as loaders and backhoes. During excavation, debris, existing
foundations, and concrete rubble may be encountered and should be removed. Hoe-rams,
Jackhammers, and other similar equipment may be needed to remove the existing basement
floor and footings, as well as larger obstacles, if encountered.

The contractor will need to select equipment that is capable of excavating bedrock at the site.
The results of the seismic refraction surveys performed at the site (Appendix D) indicate the
bedrock at the site has seismic velocities ranging from about 5,000 to 8,000 fps; the seismic
velocity of the bedrock increases as its depth increases.
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Excavation charts produced by Caterpillar Tractor Company that correlate seismic velocity to site
rippability indicate that bedrock with seismic velocities up to 6,000 fps is rippable with a CAT
D8R/D8T bulldozer with a multi- or single-shank ripper. The results of the seismic refraction
surveys indicate that the seismic velocities of the bedrock are generally less than 6,000 fps above
Elevation 218 feet in the southwestern portion of the site and generally less than 6,000 fps above
Elevation 225 feet in the northeastern portion of the site; therefore, we anticipate most of the
excavation in rock for the northern portion of the courthouse ground floor level can be made using
a large excavator or bulldozer with rippers. However, localized areas or deeper excavations in
hard bedrock may require the use of a jackhammer or hoe ram for excavation. Ripping
performance will depend on the bedrock bedding frequency, consolidation, intensity of fracturing
and jointing of the rock mass, the condition of the equipment and the skill of the operator.
Because of the highly fractured nature of the rock, there may be significant overbreak; it is
unlikely smooth cuts can be made. Based on the subsurface conditions encountered during our
investigations and our experience with other sites underlain by Franciscan assemblage bedrock,
we anticipate blasting will not likely be necessary during construction.

Additionally, because serpentinite bedrock was encountered and the site is greater than one acre
in size, the construction project will be required to comply with the California Air Resource Board
(CARB) Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) as summarized in the California Code
of Regulations, Title 17, Section 93105. An Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (ADMP) may be
required by the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) prior to the start of
construction and grading activity. NOA and serpentinite bedrock is further discussed in the Phase
[l ESA dated 20 December 2024.

7.5.3 Temporary and Permanent Shoring

We anticipate construction of the courthouse building will require an excavation of up to about
14 feet below the existing site grades where the ground floor level will be cut into the existing
slope. Temporary shoring will be required to laterally restrain the sides of the excavation and limit
the movement of adjacent improvements. There are several key considerations in selecting a
suitable shoring system. Those we consider to be primary concerns are:

e protection of surrounding improvements, including roadways, utilities, and adjacent
structures

e penetration of shoring supports into the soil and bedrock below the bottom of the
excavation
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e proper construction of the shoring system to reduce the potential for ground movement

e cost.

Based on the anticipated excavation depths, we conclude that soldier piles with wood lagging
are a feasible shoring system for the project. A soldier-pile-and-lagging system consists of
concrete encased steel H-beams placed in predrilled holes extending below the bottom of the
excavation. Wood lagging is placed between the piles as the excavation proceeds. Drilling of the
holes for the soldier piles may require casing and/or the use of drilling mud to prevent caving if
localized layers of granular material are encountered.

Depending on the depth to bedrock along the shoring wall alignments, the shoring could retain
soil or bedrock, or both. Likewise, the embedded portion of soldier piles below the excavation
level will gain resistance in soil or bedrock, or both.

During excavation, the temporary shoring system is expected to move and deform, which could
cause surrounding improvements to settle and move. The magnitude of shoring movements and
resulting settlements of the ground surface behind shoring walls are difficult to estimate because
they depend on many factors, including the method of installation and the contractor's skill in the
shoring installation. Clough and O'Rourke (1990) summarized the measured settlements adjacent
to excavations in sand and concluded that the settlements varied from 0.1 to 0.3 percent of the
excavation depth. The data also show the settlements at some sites where the excavations were
shored with a soldier-pile-and-lagging system were higher than these values. Therefore, for an
excavation depth of about 14 feet for the new building where the shoring retains soil, we
estimate settlement immediately behind the shoring wall could be on the order of %4 to %2 inch.
These settlements assume the quality of construction will meet or exceed that considered
standard in the construction industry. The settlement will decrease with distance from the wall
and should be negligible a distance twice the excavation depth. The settlement will also decrease
where the shoring retains some bedrock.

If a cantilevered soldier-pile-and-lagging shoring system does not provide adequate lateral
restraint, the shoring system could require either grouted tiebacks or internal bracing. If tiebacks
extend beyond property lines, encroachment agreements from adjacent property owners and
encroachment permits from the City of San Luis Obispo may be required.
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If needed, a shoring system can be designed to permanently retain soil and bedrock. Permanent
shoring will need to be corrosion protected and designed for static and seismic loads, as
recommended in Section 8.7.

7.5.4 Dewatering

Groundwater could be encountered during construction. If groundwater is encountered in
temporary excavations made during construction, such as those for the below-grade level,
foundations, retaining walls, or utility trenches, the excavations will need to be dewatered before
concrete or backfill are placed. It may be difficult to dewater where groundwater is perched in
soil above the bedrock.

Groundwater will need to be managed if it is encountered during temporary shoring installation
and building excavation. To prevent migration of soil particles into the excavation with the
groundwater, a filter fabric can be installed behind the lagging for the temporary shoring. For
dewatering of the building excavation, water can be collected in gravel-filled sumps and pumped
out of the excavation, or an underslab drainage system (discussed in Section 7.2) can be designed
as a temporary system if the weight of the completed building is sufficient to offset the uplift
water pressure. For temporary underslab drainage, depending on the actual flow of water
encountered during construction, pumps and sand traps may not be needed.

8.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations for earthwork, foundation support, seismic design, and other geotechnical
aspects of the project are presented in the following sections of this report.

8.1 Earthwork

The following subsections present our recommendations for site preparation, subgrade
preparation, fill placement, lime treatment, and utility trenches.

8.1.1 Site Preparation

Demolition in areas to be developed should include removal of existing pavement, foundations,
floor slabs, utilities, and other underground obstructions. Existing below-grade walls and
foundations should be demolished and removed where they are in conflict with new
construction. We recommend existing structures be removed to a depth of at least 3 feet below
the bottom of the proposed foundations, and deeper where needed to allow for construction of
underslab utilities.
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The existing monitoring wells and piezometer B-9(MW) should be abandoned in accordance with
County of San Luis Obispo Health Agency requirements. Any vegetation and organic topsoil
should be stripped in areas to receive new site improvements. Stripped organic soil can be
stockpiled for later use in landscaped areas, if approved by the owner and architect; organic
topsoil should not be used as compacted fill. Undocumented fill encountered during demolition
and site preparation should be overexcavated and recompacted in accordance with the
recommendations in Section 8.1.3.

Demolished asphalt and concrete at the site may be crushed to provide recycled construction
materials, including Class 2 aggregate base (AB), provided their use is acceptable from an
environmental standpoint. Where recycled Class 2 AB will be used beneath pavements, it should
meet requirements of the Caltrans Standard Specifications. Crushed asphalt and concrete that
do not meet the Caltrans specifications for aggregate base can be mixed with onsite soil and
used as general site fill. Where crushed concrete or asphalt is used in fill, particles between 1%
and 3 inches in greatest dimension should comprise no more than 30 percent of the fill by weight.

Existing underground utilities beneath areas to receive new improvements should be removed
or abandoned in-place by filling them with grout. The procedure for in-place abandonment of
utilities should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis and will depend on the location of utilities
relative to new improvements. However, in general, existing utilities within four feet of final
grades should be removed, and the resulting excavation should be properly backfilled following
the recommendations presented in this section.

Excavations and/or voids created during demolition should be backfilled with properly compacted
engineered fill, controlled-density fill (CDF), or lean concrete. Prior to backfill of the basement,
holes should be cored through the floor slab to facilitate drainage.

8.1.2 Subgrade Preparation

The near-surface soils have low to very high expansion potential. In general, the soil subgrade
exposed after demolition, stripping, and site clearing, as well as subgrade that will receive new
fill or at-grade improvements, should be scarified to a depth of 12 inches, moisture-conditioned
to at least three percent above optimum moisture content, and compacted to between 88 and
93 percent relative compaction!!. In areas where the soil subgrade has low expansion potential,

""" Relative compaction refers to the in-place dry density of soil expressed as a percentage of the maximum dry density of

the same material, as determined by the ASTM D1557 laboratory compaction procedure.
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the subgrade should be scarified to a depth of 12 inches, moisture-conditioned to above optimum
moisture content, and compacted to at least 90 percent relative compaction. An exception to
these recommendations occurs at vehicular pavement areas, where the upper six inches of the
pavement soil subgrade should be compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction,
regardless of expansion potential. The subgrade should be kept moist until covered by fill or
improvements. Bedrock exposed at subgrade does not need to be scarified and recompacted.

Within the footprint of the proposed courthouse building, where the structure is underlain by soil
rather than bedrock and the finished floor elevation is within three feet of lowest adjacent exterior
soil subgrade elevation, we recommend at least 18 inches of non-expansive soil, consisting of
select fill or lime-treated soil, be provided below the floor slab or mat foundation. If desired, for
improved performance of concrete flatwork, we recommend flatwork be underlain by at least
12 inches of engineered, non-expansive (select or lime treated) soil. Criteria for select fill are
provided in Section 8.1.3. Lime treatment may be used in lieu of select fill as discussed in
Section 8.1.4.

If soft or loose soil is encountered at subgrade, the unsuitable material should be removed and
recompacted, or replaced with other suitable fill material. The prepared subgrade should be kept
moist until it is covered with fill or other improvements. If the compacted subgrade is disturbed,
it should be re-rolled to provide a smooth, firm surface. Clay exposed at the foundation level may
be susceptible to disturbance under construction equipment traffic. Heavy construction
equipment should not be allowed directly on the final subgrade. It may be necessary to lime treat
or to place a temporary layer of crushed rock to protect the final subgrade.

8.1.3 Fill Placement

We anticipate fill placement at the site will occur during general site grading and placement of
select fill. Additional fill and backfill is anticipated for utility trenches and around foundations and
below-grade walls.

We anticipate that soil excavated during construction will generally be acceptable for use as
general site fill and backfill from a geotechnical standpoint. On-site soil is not acceptable for use
as select fill. Soil excavated near or below the groundwater will require significant drying before
it can be used as engineered fill. Excavated bedrock may be crushed and reused as general site
fill. Any on site soil or crushed bedrock used as fill and backfill should meet the following criteria:

e Dbe free of organic matter or other deleterious material
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e contain no rocks or lumps larger than three inches in greatest dimension

e Dbe non-hazardous and approved by the project geotechnical engineer, corrosion
consultant, and environmental consultant.

Select fill should consist of either on-site or imported fill that meets the following criteria:

e be free of organic matter or other deleterious material
e contain no rocks or lumps larger than three inches in greatest dimension

¢ have a low expansion potential (defined by a liquid limit of less than 40 and plasticity index
lower than 12)

e have at least 20 percent fines (particles passing the No. 200 sieve)
e be non-hazardous

e Dbe approved by the project geotechnical engineer, corrosion consultant, and
environmental consultant.

General site fill consisting of on-site expansive clay should be placed in horizontal lifts not
exceeding eight inches in uncompacted thickness, moisture-conditioned to at least three percent
above optimum moisture content, and compacted to between 88 and 93 percent relative
compaction. On-site soil with low expansion potential and select fill should be placed in horizontal
lifts not exceeding eight inches in uncompacted thickness, moisture-conditioned to near
optimum moisture content, and compacted to at least 90 percent relative compaction for fill
thicknesses equal or less than five feet and 95 percent compaction for fill thicknesses greater
than five feet. If imported clean sand (having less than 10 percent fines) is used as backfill, it
should be compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction regardless of fill thickness.

8.1.4 Lime Treatment

As an alternative to placement of select fill below the building floor slab/mat and exterior concrete
flatwork, the soil subgrade (measured below Class 2 aggregate base) can be treated in place with
at least five to seven percent (to be determined by laboratory testing performed by the contractor)
dolomitic quicklime by dry weight of soil. If this alternative is selected, we recommend that the
upper 18 inches be treated for the building floor slab and the upper 12 inches be treated for the
exterior concrete flatwork. Prior to lime treatment, we recommend the site be graded to a level
pad elevation and all below-grade obstructions be removed. The soil treated with lime should be
mixed and compacted in one lift. The lime should be thoroughly blended with the soil and allowed
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to cure for 24 hours prior to compaction. The lime-treated soil should be moisture-conditioned to
above optimum moisture content and compacted to at least 90 percent relative compaction.
Lime-treated soil should be removed from landscaping areas as it will inhibit growth of vegetation.
It should be noted that disposal of lime-treated soil is typically expensive because of the high pH
of the treated soil.

A specialty subcontractor typically performs lime treatment, and we recommend this work be
performed only by an experienced contractor. Field quality control measures should include
checking the depth of lime treatment, degree of pulverization, lime spread rate measurement,
lime content measurement, and moisture content and density measurements, and mixing
efficiency. Quality control will also include laboratory tests for expansion potential and plasticity
index on representative samples. If the lime treatment alternative is selected, we recommend
that the specialty subcontractor prepare a soil treatment specification for review prior to
construction.

8.1.5  Utility Trenches

Utility trenches should be excavated a minimum of four inches below the bottom of pipes or
conduits and have clearances of at least four inches on both sides. Where necessary, trench
excavations should be shored and braced, in accordance with all safety regulations, to prevent
cave-ins.

The corrosivity test results provided in Appendix C should be reviewed and corrosion protection
measures provided for underground utilities, if needed. A corrosion engineer should be retained
if corrosion recommendations are required.

Backfill for utility trenches should be compacted according to the recommendations presented
for the general site fill. Jetting of trench backfill is not permitted. To provide uniform support,
pipes or conduits should be bedded on a minimum of four inches of sand or fine gravel.
After pipes and conduits are tested, inspected (if required), and approved, they should be covered
to a depth of six inches with sand or fine gravel, which should then be mechanically tamped or
compacted with a vibratory plate. Backfill should then be placed as recommended for fill. Where
utility trenches extend below the design groundwater level (1 foot bgs), any gravel with less than
10 percent fines used as pipe bedding, shading, or cover should be wrapped in a filter fabric such
as Mirafi 140N; filter fabric is not needed where sand or Class 2 permeable material are used as
backfill.
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Where utility trenches backfilled with sand or gravel enter the building footprint, an impermeable
plug consisting of native clay or lean concrete, at least five feet in length and the full depth and
width of the trench, should be installed at the edge of the building. Further, where sand- or gravel-
backfilled trenches cross planter areas and pass below asphalt or concrete pavements, an
impermeable plug consisting of native clay or lean concrete, at least five feet in length and the
full depth and width of the trench, should be installed at the edge of the pavement. The purpose
of these plugs is to reduce the potential for water to become trapped in trenches beneath the
buildings, concrete slabs, and pavements. This trapped water can cause heaving of soils beneath
slabs and softening of soils beneath pavements.

Special care should be taken in controlling utility backfilling in pavement areas. Poor compaction
may cause excessive settlements, resulting in damage to exterior improvements.

8.2 Foundations

Foundations for the courthouse are anticipated to bear on both soil and bedrock. The proposed
structure can be supported on spread footings or a mat bearing on stiff to very stiff clay, medium
dense to very dense sand or gravel, bedrock, or engineered fill, CDF, or lean concrete.

For spread footings and mat foundations used for the at-grade portion of the building, where the
finished floor will be within three feet of final adjacent exterior site grades and the foundation will
bear on expansive soil, interior spread footings bearing on soil should be deepened to bear at
least 36 inches below lowest adjacent soil subgrade. In addition, a continuous deepened footing,
grade beam, or thickened mat/slab edge extending at least 36 inches below the lowest adjacent
soil subgrade should be constructed at the building perimeter to reduce the potential for soil
volume changes caused by surface water infiltrating beneath the at-grade floor slab/mat. If at
least three feet of select fill will be placed to raise grades for the building pad, the minimum
footing/thickened edge embedment depth may be decreased to 24 inches.

Where the finished floor is at least three feet below lowest adjacent exterior subgrade, footings
should extend at least 18 inches below the lowest adjacent soil subgrade. Footings that bear in
rock should extend at least 12 inches into competent bedrock. Continuous footings should be at
least 18 inches wide and isolated footings should be at least 24 inches wide.

We recommend footings or a mat bearing in stiff clay, medium dense sand, or engineered fill be
designed for an allowable bearing capacity of 4,000 psf for dead-plus-live loads. Footings or a mat
bearing in bedrock or CDF/lean concrete that extends to bedrock should be designed for an
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allowable bearing capacity of 8,000 psf for dead-plus-live loads. These allowable bearing
capacities include a factor of safety of about 2. For total loads, including wind and seismic loads,
these allowable bearing capacities can be increased by one third, which results in a factor of
safety of 1.56. The CDF and lean concrete should have a minimum unconfined compressive
strength of 150 pounds per square inch (psi).

If foundations are designed for the bearing capacities for bedrock but excavations encounter soil
during construction, the excavations should be deepened to expose competent bedrock. The
excavations can be backfilled with lean concrete or CDF to the planned foundation bottom. The
lean concrete or CDF should have a minimum unconfined compressive strength of 150 psi.

To reduce the potential for surcharging adjacent underground utilities or adjacent foundations,
the foundations should bear below an imaginary 1.5:1 (horizontal to vertical) plane projected
upward from the bottom edge of the utility or adjacent foundation. Alternatively, the utility or
adjacent foundation will need to be designed to accommodate the surcharge from the
foundations.

Lateral loads can be resisted by a combination of passive resistance acting against the vertical
faces of the mat or footings and friction along their base. To compute lateral passive resistance,
we recommend using an equivalent fluid weight (triangular distribution) of 130 pounds per cubic
foot (pcf) in soil (below the design groundwater level of 1 foot bgs) and a passive pressure
(uniform distribution) of 5,000 psf in bedrock. Frictional resistance should be computed using a
base friction coefficient of 0.3, assuming the foundation bears directly on soil or bedrock. If any
type of membrane is placed under the foundations, the friction coefficient may be lower, typically
between 0.15 and 0.25, depending on the type of membrane used. The passive pressure and
frictional resistance values include a factor of safety of at least 1.5 and may be used in
combination without reduction.

The courthouse foundations will need to be designed to resist permanent hydrostatic uplift
forces, or permanent subdrains should be installed below the mat. Where the weight of the
building and foundation elements are not sufficient to resist uplift, tiedown anchors can be used.
The mat and floor slab should be protected from moisture transmission as recommended in
Section 8.4.
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8.3 Tiedown Anchors

Tiedown anchors can be used to resist uplift loads where the weight of the buildings and
foundation elements are not sufficient to resist hydrostatic uplift loads. Uplift resistance can be
developed in skin friction between the anchor shafts and the surrounding soil and rock. Tiedown
anchors should be spaced at least four shaft diameters apart, or four feet, whichever is greater.
The uplift capacity of tiedown anchors will depend on the construction procedure used to install
them. For a preliminary estimate of bond lengths, we recommend using an allowable pullout
capacity of 1,400 psf for small diameter, post-grouted anchors. This preliminary pullout capacity
includes a factor of safety of 2.0 which is appropriate for sustained uplift loads, assuming load
testing is performed. If tiedowns are used for temporary loads only, a factor of safety of 1.5 can
be used, assuming load testing is performed. This capacity corresponds to an ultimate pullout
capacity of 2,800 psf. Anchor capacities should be verified in the field by proof and performance
test programs as described below.

Tiedowns should be double corrosion protected because they are permanent. High strength bars
or strands may be used as tensile reinforcement in the anchors. For stressing, the steel bar and
strand should have at least 10 and 15 feet of free length, respectively.

We recommend all tiedowns be post-grouted. We recommend the first two tiedowns and at
least 10 percent of the remaining anchors be performance-loaded to at least 200 percent of the
design static load or 150 percent of the seismic load, whichever is greater, under the
Geotechnical Engineer’s observation. The test load should not exceed 0.8 times the specified
minimum tensile strength of the tendon. The remaining tiedowns should be proof tested to 150
percent of the static design load or 125 percent of the seismic load, whichever is greater. The
proof load should be held for at least 10 minutes without significant yielding of the anchor.
Replacement anchors should be provided, as directed by the structural engineer, for anchors that
fail the test. After testing, all anchors should be loaded to 10 percent of their design load (higher
if specified by the structural engineer) and locked off.

In the performance test, the load applied to the anchor and its movement are measured during
several cycles of incremental loading and unloading. A proof test is a simple test used to measure
the total movement of the anchor during one cycle of incremental loading. For both performance
and proof tests, the maximum test load should be held for a minimum of 10 minutes, with
readings taken at 0, 1, 2, 3, 6, and 10 minutes. If the difference between the 1- and 10-minute
reading is less than 0.04 inch during the loading, the test is discontinued. If the difference is more
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than 0.04 inch for a performance test, the holding period is extended to 60 minutes, and the
movements should be recorded at 15, 20, 25, 30, 45, and 60 minutes. If the difference is more
than 0.04 inch for a proof test, the load should be maintained, and the observation is continued
until the creep rate can be determined.

The Geotechnical Engineer should evaluate the test results and determine whether the anchors
are acceptable. An anchor with a ten-minute hold is acceptable if the anchor carries the maximum
test load with less than 0.04-inch movement between one and 10 minutes, and total movement
at the maximum test load exceeds 80 percent of the theoretical elastic elongation of the
unbonded length. An anchor with a 60-minute hold is acceptable if the anchor carries the
maximum test load with less than 0.08-inch movement between six and 60 minutes, and total
movement at the maximum test load exceeds 80 percent of the theoretical elastic elongation of
the unbonded length. If the total movement of the anchor at the maximum test load does not
exceed 80 percent of the theoretical elastic elongation of the unbonded length, the anchor should
be replaced by the contractor.

8.4 Floor Slabs

If a mat is used for foundation support for the structure, the top of the mat can be used as the
ground floor, or a topping slab can be placed above the mat to provide a smooth wearing surface.
If footings are used for foundation support, floor slabs can be designed to bear on grade.

If a floor slab is used and on-site expansive soil is exposed at slab subgrade, the floor slab should
be underlain by at least 18 inches of non-expansive soil where the finished floor elevation of the
slab is within three feet of lowest exterior soil subgrade. If a mat is used and on-site expansive
soil is exposed at mat subgrade, the mat should be underlain by at least 18 inches of non-
expansive soil where the bottom of the mat is within three feet of lowest exterior soil subgrade.
The layer of non-expansive soil is not needed where intact bedrock is exposed at floor slab/mat
subgrade.

Where the floor slab/mat is deeper than three feet below the lowest adjacent exterior sail
subgrade, it should bear on prepared subgrade as presentation in Section 8.1.2 or on undisturbed
bedrock. The slab/mat should be waterproofed and designed to resist hydrostatic uplift
pressures, using a design groundwater level of 1 foot below the ground surface.
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8.5 Underdrain System

As an alternative to designing the mat foundation or floor slab for hydrostatic uplift, an underslab
drainage system can be used beneath the mat or floor slab, in conjunction with waterproofing.
An underslab drainage system should consist of at least 12 inches of gravel consisting of Class 2
permeable material or open graded crushed rock (3% to 1% inch gradation) placed on a slightly
sloping subgrade (0.5 percent minimum). The gravel blanket should extend across the entire slab
footprint and should underlain by a filter fabric (Mirafi 140N or equivalent). Perforated collector
pipes and pumps should be installed to collect the water captured by the gravel blanket and
transmit it to solid pipes that carry the water to a suitable outlet. The perforated pipes typically
consist of six-inch minimum-diameter PVC (SDR 35) and are installed in trenches with a minimum
slope of one percent, a minimum of six inches deep, at a maximum horizontal spacing of 30 feet.
The pipes are surrounded by at least four inches of gravel on all sides.

8.6 Permanent Below-Grade and Retaining Walls

The northern face and portions of the northerly east and west faces of the courthouse’s ground
level will require below-grade walls. We understand retaining walls may also be necessary.
Below-grade and retaining walls should be designed to resist earth pressures. Walls that retain
six feet of soil or more should be designed to resist both static lateral earth pressures and lateral
pressures caused by earthquakes. The more critical condition of either the at-rest pressure or the
active pressure plus seismic increment should be checked. We used the procedures outlined in
Sitar et al. (2012) to compute the applicable seismic increment. At-rest and total equivalent fluid
weights (active plus seismic increment) for Design Earthquake (DE) and Risk-Targeted Maximum
Considered Earthquake (MCEg) levels of shaking at the site, assuming level backfill conditions,
are presented in Table 4.
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TABLE 4
Equivalent Fluid Weights for Below-Grade Wall Design
Static Conditions Seismic Conditions’
Total
Unrestrained | Restrained (Active Plus Seismic
Walls Walls Seismic Increment Increment)
Active At-Rest (pcf) (pcf)
Condition Condition
Retained Material (pcf) (pcf) DE? MCEg? DE MCEr
FILL
Above the
Groundwater Level* 45 65 32 49 77 94
and Drained
FILL
Below the
Groundwater Level 85 100 7 25 102 110
and/or Undrained
BEDROCK
Above the
Groundwater Level* 22 38 27 40 49 62
and Drained
BEDROCK
Below the
Groundwater Level 74 82 14 21 88 95
and/or Undrained

Notes:
1. The more critical condition of either at-rest pressure (static condition) or active pressure plus a seismic
pressure increment (seismic condition) should be checked for walls 6 feet or higher.

2. DE = Design Earthquake, PGA = 0.415g from Site-Specific Response Spectra
3. MCER = Risk-Targeted Maximum Considered Earthquake, PGA = 0.623g from Site-Specific Response Spectra

4. Applicable to walls where above the design groundwater level (1 foot below the ground surface) and
backdrained to prevent the buildup of hydrostatic pressure.

5. Structural engineer to determine appropriate load combinations for design of below-grade walls.

For walls retaining slopes, the active and at-rest earth pressures provided in Table 4 should be
increased by the factors in Table 5 for the appropriate slope configuration, when evaluating the
static and seismic loading conditions.
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TABLE 5

Sloping Ground Surface Condition
Surcharge Factors for Active and At-Rest Pressures

Sloping
Condition
(horizontal | Factor to Increase Active and At-Rest
to vertical)’ Pressures
Level
1.0
(H:V)
4:1 1.2
3:1 1.3
2:1 1.5

Where surcharge loads are present above an imaginary line projected up at an inclination of
1%:1 from the bottom of a wall, a surcharge pressure should be included in the wall design. In
addition, the walls should be designed for surcharge loads where there will be construction
equipment, stockpiled soil, or other surcharge loads within a horizontal distance of 1% times the
wall height. If these conditions exist, the Geotechnical Engineer should compute the additional
pressure increment for the loading conditions.

Where vehicular traffic will pass within 10 feet of the walls, traffic loads should be considered in
the design of the walls. Traffic loads may be modeled by a uniform horizontal pressure of 100 psf
applied on the upper 10 feet of the walls.

To protect against moisture migration, below-grade walls should be waterproofed, and water
stops should be placed across all construction joints. The waterproofing should be placed directly
against the backside of the walls. The waterproofing should be designed by a consultant with
local experience. Walls should be properly backdrained if they are designed for the drained
condition above the design groundwater level (1 foot below the ground surface). One acceptable
method for back-draining below-grade walls is to place a prefabricated drainage panel against the
backside of the walls. If temporary shoring is used, the panel may be placed directly on the
shoring prior to casting the wall. The Geotechnical Engineer should check the manufacturer’'s
specifications regarding the proposed prefabricated drainage panel material to verify it is
appropriate for its intended use.
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As an alternative to using prefabricated drainage panel, the walls may be drained using Caltrans
Class 2 permeable material (Caltrans Standard Specifications Section 68-1.025) or clean crushed
drain rock wrapped in a geotextile filter fabric (Mirafi 140N or equivalent). The gravel drain should
be at least 12 inches wide and should extend up the back of the wall to about 2 feet below the
ground surface; the upper 2 feet should be covered with a cap of native soil to reduce infiltration
of surface water.

The drainage panel or gravel backdrain should extend down weep holes, or to a four-inch-
diameter PVC collector pipe or “flat” equivalent pipe (such as AdvanEdge) at the base of the wall.
If used, the PVC collector pipe should be surrounded on all sides by at least four inches of Caltrans
Class 2 permeable material (see Caltrans Standard Specifications Section 68-1.025), or clean
crushed rock wrapped in filter fabric (Mirafi 140N or equivalent. If a flat pipe surrounded by a filter
fabric is used, it is not necessary to surround it with rock. The pipe should be connected to a
suitable discharge point. A separate discharge pipe should be provided for the retaining wall
backdrains and the underdrainage system beneath the floor slab/mat, if used. If water is collected
in a sump, a pumping system may be required to carry the water to the storm drain system.

Retaining wall foundations should be designed in accordance with the recommendations
previously provided for the building foundations. The wall footings should be deepened to bear
at least 36 inches below the lowest adjacent soil subgrade.

8.7 Temporary and Permanent Slopes, Temporary and Permanent Shoring, and
Dewatering

We anticipate construction of the courthouse building will require an excavation of up to about
14 feet below the existing site grades. Recommendations for slope cuts, temporary shoring, and
dewatering are provided in this section.

8.7.1 Temporary Cut Slopes

We judge that temporary cut slopes may be made on a 1%:1 (horizontal: vertical) inclination
provided groundwater is not present and they are not surcharged by equipment or building
material. Temporary cuts in bedrock may be made vertical; however, the height of any vertical
segment should not exceed six feet unless shoring is used. If poor rock quality or adverse
bedding is present, cuts in rock should be flattened and/or retained using temporary shoring.
Where there is insufficient space to slope the sides of the proposed excavation and where
excavations extend below groundwater, temporary shoring will be required. The safety of
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workers and equipment in or near excavations is the responsibility of the contractor. The
contractor should be familiar with the most recent OSHA Trench and Excavation Safety
standards.

8.7.2 Permanent Cut and Fill Slopes

If planned, permanent cut slopes in soil should be graded no steeper than 2:1 (horizontal to
vertical). Unretained cuts in bedrock may be graded as steep as 1:1, depending on the rock
fracturing, hardness, and weathering. If poor rock quality or adverse bedding is present, rock
slopes should be flattened and/or retained using rock bolts.

If fill is planned along existing slopes, the fill should be keyed and benched into the slope to
reduce the potential for differential settlement and movement of the fill. Prior to placement of
fill, the exposed subgrade should be scarified, moisture-conditioned, and compacted as
previously discussed in Section 8.1.2. If the final fill surface will be sloped, we recommend the
fill slope be overbuilt by placing and compacting horizontal lifts of fill as described in Section 8.1.3.
Subsequently, the fill slope should be cut back to achieve the proper slope inclination. We
recommend that fill slopes be designed to have a maximum slope inclination of 2:1.

8.7.3 Temporary and Permanent Shoring

We anticipate cantilevered shoring will be feasible for excavations on the order of 14 feet deep
or less. Cantilevered shoring should be designed using the equivalent fluid weights for
unrestrained walls in soil or rock presented in Table 4 (Section 8.6). The depth to the interface of
soil and rock can be estimated using top of bedrock elevation contours on Figure 3. We
recommend the undrained equivalent fluid weights in Table 4 be used unless a dewatering
system is installed. These values are considered appropriate for an active condition, which
assumes that some movement of the supported soil is tolerable. If movement of the soil is not
acceptable, the at-rest equivalent fluid weights in Table 4 should be considered. For shoring
consisting of soldier beams and lagging, the active and at-rest earth pressures should be
assumed to act over the full width of the shoring above the excavation and over one soldier beam
width below the excavation.

If the shoring will be used as part of a permanent retention system, all system components
should be corrosion protected, and the shoring design should consider seismic loads and
incorporate factors of safety consistent with permanent structures.
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If traffic is anticipated within a distance equal to the shoring depth, a uniform lateral surcharge
load of 100 pounds per square foot (psf) acting on the upper 10 feet should be used in the design.
An increase in lateral design pressure for the shoring may be required where heavy construction
equipment or stockpiled materials will be within a distance equal to the shoring depth. The
increase in pressure should be determined after the surcharge loads are known. If this condition
exists, the Geotechnical Engineer should be consulted, and the additional pressure increment
can be computed on a case-by-case basis.

Passive resistance can be computed using an equivalent fluid weight of 130 pcf where soil is
present and a uniform pressure of 5,000 psf (rectangular distribution) in bedrock. These passive
pressure values include a factor of safety of about 1.5. For beams spaced at least three shaft
diameters, center-to-center, the passive resistances can be assumed to act over three soldier
beam'? widths.

The shoring designer should evaluate the required penetration depth of the soldier piles.
The soldier piles should have sufficient axial capacity to support the vertical load component of
any vertical load acting on the piles. To compute the axial capacity of the piles, we recommend
using an allowable skin friction on the perimeter of the piles below the excavation level of 500 psf
in soil and 1,000 psf in rock; these values include a factor of safety of 2. Vertical support from
end bearing is neglected.

8.7.4 Dewatering

The excavation for the proposed building will likely extend below groundwater. Unless the
temporary shoring is designed to cut off water flow into the excavation, a filter fabric (Mirafi 140N
or equivalent) should be installed behind the shoring lagging to prevent migration of soil particles
into the excavation with the groundwater. Groundwater encountered within the building
excavation should be collected in gravel-filled sumps at the base of the excavation and pumped
out of the excavation.

Another option for managing the groundwater at the base of the building excavation is to install
a temporary underdrain system (as discussed in Sections 7.2 and 7.5.4 and recommended in
Section 8.5) to dewater until the weight of the building is sufficient to offset the uplift water
pressure. For temporary underslab drainage, depending on the actual flow of water encountered

2 The soldier beam width is defined as the diameter of the drilled hole for beams backfilled with lean or
structural concrete with an unconfined compressive strength of at least 50 pounds per square inch (psi).
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during construction, the pumps and sand traps required for a permanent system may not be
needed. The site dewatering should be designed by an experienced dewatering designer and
implemented by an experienced dewatering contractor in coordination with the shoring designer
and contractor.

Where groundwater is encountered in utility trench or footing excavations, dewatering will be
required before concrete or backfill are placed. The groundwater should be managed sufficiently
to allow for a stable working surface at the bottom of the excavation for constructability.

8.8 Pavement and Concrete Flatwork Design

Our recommendations for flexible and rigid pavement and concrete flatwork are presented in this
section.

8.8.1 Flexible and Rigid Pavement

The State of California resistance value (R-value) method was used to develop the recommended
asphalt concrete pavement sections. A laboratory test indicates that the near-surface soil has a
resistance value (R-value) lower than 5. Based on our understanding of the soils at the site, we
judge that an R-value of 5 is representative of the variability in the near surface soils and is
appropriate for design.

Recommendations for pavement sections for Traffic Indices (Tl) ranging from 4.5 to 7.5 and an
R-value of 5 are presented in Table 6.

TABLE 6

Asphalt Concrete Pavement Section
Soil R-Value =5

Class 2 Aggregate Base
Asphalt Concrete R-value =78
Ti (inches) (inches)
4.5 2.5 9.5
5.0 3.0 10
5.5 3.0 12
6.0 3.5 13
6.5 4.0 13.5
7.0 4.0 15.5
7.5 4.5 16.5
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Where rigid pavement is required, for loading and service areas, we recommend a minimum of
six inches of concrete for medium traffic (Tl of 5.5 or lower) and a minimum of eight inches of
concrete for heavy traffic (Tls of 6 and higher). The concrete should be underlain by at least
six inches of Class 2 aggregate base.

Pavement components should conform to the current State of California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) Standard Specifications. The subgrade should be prepared following the
recommendations in Section 8.1.2 to provide a smooth, non-yielding surface. Aggregate base
should be moisture conditioned and compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction.
Recycled aggregate base is acceptable provided it meets the Caltrans criteria for Class 2 material.

8.8.2 Concrete Flatwork

Exterior concrete flatwork should be underlain by at least four inches of aggregate base
compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction. The near-surface soils are moderately to
highly expansive. If desired for improved performance where expansive soil is present, hardscape
improvements should be underlain by at least 12 inches of engineered, non-expansive (select or
lime-treated) soil that extends at least three feet beyond the slab edges. The subgrade should be
prepared following the guidance in Section 8.1.2 to provide a smooth, non-yielding surface.

8.9 Site Drainage

Positive surface drainage should be provided around the new improvements to direct surface
water away from the structure. To reduce the potential for water ponding adjacent to the building,
we recommend the ground surface within a horizontal distance of ten feet measured
perpendicular to the face of the wall be designed to slope down and away from the building with
a surface gradient of at least five percent in unpaved areas and two percent in paved areas in
accordance with CBC Section 1804A.4. In addition, roof downspouts should be discharged into
controlled drainage facilities to keep the water away from the building.

Drainage control design should include provisions for positive surface gradients so that surface
runoff is not permitted to pond, particularly adjacent to structures, or on roadways or pavements.
Surface runoff should be directed away from the building to properly designed and installed drop
inlets.
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To reduce the potential for irrigation water entering the pavement section, vertical curbs adjacent
to landscaped areas should extend through any aggregate base and at least six inches into the
underlying soil. In heavily watered areas, it may also be necessary to install a subdrain behind the
curb to intercept excess irrigation water.

8.10 Stormwater Treatment Methods

8.10.1 Infiltration Potential

Infiltration at the site will be limited by the presence of expansive, clayey soil and the relatively
shallow groundwater and bedrock; the tested percolation rate is about 1/8 inch per hour.

We reviewed available estimated soil properties from the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Web Soil Survey utility. The USDA establishes hydrologic soil groups, which
are groups of soils having similar runoff potential under similar storm and cover conditions. The
USDA data indicates that near surface soils at the site can be estimated as hydrologic soil groups
C and D. Hydraulic soil groups C and D have a moderate and high runoff potential when
thoroughly wet, respectively.

8.10.2 Bioretention Systems

Typically, the bottom of the bioretention system is recommended to be a minimum of two feet
or more above the groundwater table. Given the potential for shallow groundwater to be present
at the site, and the limitations regarding infiltration potential of the on-site soil, unlined
bioretention systems may not be suitable for the site.

The soil within a bioretention system should typically have an infiltration rate sufficient to draw
down any pooled water within 48 hours after a storm event. Because the soil subgrade beneath
bioretention areas will likely be expansive clay, which has a relatively low infiltration rate, an
underdrain system with a waterproof liner on the sides and bottom of the bioretention swale
should be installed.

Overflow from bioretention areas should be directed to the storm drain system away from
building foundations and slabs. If bioretention systems are closer than five feet from foundation
elements, passive resistance of foundation elements towards the bioretention system should be
neglected.
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8.11 Seismic Design

8.11.1 Mapped Values

Based on the results of our geotechnical investigation, the soil and bedrock conditions
encountered at this site, and nearby shear wave velocity measurements', we conclude the site
can be classified as Site Class C (very dense soil and soft rock), in accordance with the 2022 CBC
and ASCE 7-16.

Accordingly, the following mapped seismic coefficients for design in accordance with the
provisions of the 2022 CBC and ASCE 7-16 can be used:

o Risk-Targeted Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCEg) Ss and S; of 1.067g and 0.393g,
respectively

o Site Coefficients F, and F, of 1.2 and 1.5, respectively

e MCEg spectral response acceleration parameters at short periods, Sys, and at one-second
period, Sy, of 1.280g and 0.590g, respectively

o Design Earthquake (DE) spectral response acceleration parameters at short period, Sp,
and at one-second period, Sp,, of 0.854g and 0.393g, respectively

e Site modified peak ground acceleration (PGAy) of 0.568g.

8.11.2 Site-Specific Response Spectra

We performed probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (PSHA) and deterministic analysis to develop
site-specific recommended horizontal spectra at the ground surface for the building for the
Risk-Targeted Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCEg) and Design Earthquake (DE) consistent
with ASCE 7-16 and 2022 CBC. Details of our analysis for the MCEg earthquake are presented in
Appendix E.

The recommended spectra are presented on Figure 8 for 5 percent damping; digitized values of
the MCEg and DE spectra, respectively, for damping ratio of 5 percent are presented in Table 7.

13 Kayen, R., Thompson, E., Minasian, D., and Carkin B. (2005). “Shear-Wave Velocity of the Ground Near
Sixty California Strong Motion Recording Sites by the Spectral Analysis of Surface Waves (SASW) Method and
Harmonic-Wave Sources.” U.S. Geological Survey.
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TABLE 7
Recommended MCE;, and DE Spectra

Spectral Acceleration (g's)

Period
(seconds) MCEgr DE
0.01 0.623 0.415
0.10 1.212 0.808
0.20 1.491 0.994
0.30 1.424 0.949
0.40 1.262 0.841
0.50 1.110 0.740
0.75 0.801 0.634
1.00 0.588 0.392
1.50 0.357 0.238
2.00 0.246 0.164
3.00 0.157 0.105
4.00 0.118 0.079
5.00 0.094 0.063
Note:

1. DE and MCEg correspond to the Design Earthquake and

Risk-Targeted Maximum Considered Earthquake,

respectively, per CBC 2022/ASCE 7-16.

Because site-specific procedure was used to determine the recommended response spectra,

the corresponding values of Sys, Swi, Sps and Sp; per Section 21.4 of ASCE 7-16 should be used,

as shown in Table 8.
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TABLE 8

Design Spectral Acceleration Value

Spectral Acceleration
Parameter Value (g's)
Swms™ 1.342
Swi'® 0.588
Sps'* 0.895
Spr'® 0.392

9.0 FUTURE GEOTECHNICAL SERVICES

The recommendations provided in this report are based on Langan’s investigations and
interpretation of the site subsurface conditions and are considered preliminary. The design-build
entity (DBE) contracted to complete the project should retain a qualified geotechnical engineer
to provide the following services: 1) perform an independent geotechnical investigation and
prepare a design-level geotechnical report; 2) consult with the DBE as questions arise during
design; 3) assist in preparing specification sections related to geotechnical issues such as
earthwork, foundations, and excavation support; 4) review the project plans and Contractor
submittals relating to materials and construction procedures for geotechnical work; and 5) check
that the design incorporates the intent of project geotechnical recommendations. During
construction, the DBE's geotechnical engineer should also provide quality assurance confirmation
and perform special inspections per the Building Code for earthwork, backfill, and installation of
foundations.

10.0 CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBILITIES

The Contractor is responsible for construction quality control, which includes satisfactorily
constructing the foundation system and any associated temporary works to achieve the design
intent while not adversely impacting or causing loss of support to neighboring properties,
structures, utilities, roadways, etc. Construction activities that can alter the existing ground

' Spsis based on the site-specific response spectra and is based on 90 percent of the maximum spectral acceleration
within the period range of 0.2 to 5 seconds; it is governed by 90 percent of the spectral acceleration at a period of
0.2 seconds. Sys is 1.5 times Sps.

' Sy is based on the site-specific response spectra and is the maximum of the product of period, T, and spectral
acceleration, Sa, for periods from 1.0 to 2.0 seconds; it is governed by the product of the period and spectral
acceleration at a period of 1.0 second. Sy is 1.5 times Sp;.
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conditions such as excavation, fill placement, foundation construction, etc. can also induce
stresses, vibrations, and movements in nearby structures and utilities, and disturb occupants.
Contractors are solely responsible to ensure that their activities will not adversely affect the
structures and utilities. Contractors must also take all necessary measures to protect the existing
structures, utilities, etc. during construction.

11.0 LIMITATIONS

This report has been prepared to assist the Owner and Performance Criteria team and is only
applicable to the planning of the specific project identified. Final recommendations for design of
the project will be provided by the DBE's geotechnical engineer.

The conclusions and recommendations provided in this report result from Langan's interpretation
of the geologic and geotechnical conditions existing at the site inferred from a limited number of
borings and seismic refraction surveys, as well as architectural information provided by MRY, the
criteria architect. Information on subsurface strata and groundwater levels shown on the logs
represent conditions encountered only at the locations indicated and at the time of investigation.
Actual subsurface conditions may vary. The information in this report cannot be utilized or
depended on by engineers or contractors who are involved in evaluations or designs of facilities
on adjacent properties which are beyond the limits of that which is the specific subject of this
report.

Environmental services provided by Langan for the project included performing a Phase |l
Environmental Site Assessment for the development, the results of which have been presented
in a separate report.
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I Not felt by people, except under especially favorable circumstances. However, dizziness or nausea may be experienced.
Sometimes birds and animals are uneasy or disturbed. Trees, structures, liquids, bodies of water may sway gently, and doors may swing
very slowly.

Il Felt indoors by a few people, especially on upper floors of multi-story buildings, and by sensitive or nervous persons.
As in Grade |, birds and animals are disturbed, and trees, structures, liquids and bodies of water may sway. Hanging objects swing,
especially if they are delicately suspended.

Il Felt indoors by several people, usually as a rapid vibration that may not be recognized as an earthquake at first. Vibration is similar

to that of a light, or lightly loaded trucks, or heavy trucks some distance away. Duration may be estimated in some cases.
Movements may be appreciable on upper levels of tall structures. Standing motor cars may rock slightly.

IV Felt indoors by many, outdoors by a few. Awakens a few individuals, particularly light sleepers, but frightens no one except those

apprehensive from previous experience. Vibration like that due to passing of heavy, or heavily loaded trucks. Sensation like a heavy

body striking building, or the falling of heavy objects inside.
Dishes, windows and doors rattle; glassware and crockery clink and clash. Walls and house frames creak, especially if intensity is in the
upper range of this grade. Hanging objects often swing. Liquids in open vessels are disturbed slightly. Stationary automobiles rock
noticeably.

V Felt indoors by practically everyone, outdoors by most people. Direction can often be estimated by those outdoors. Awakens many,

or most sleepers. Frightens a few people, with slight excitement; some persons run outdoors.
Buildings tremble throughout. Dishes and glassware break to some extent. Windows crack in some cases, but not generally. Vases and
small or unstable objects overturn in many instances, and a few fall. Hanging objects and doors swing generally or considerably.
Pictures knock against walls, or swing out of place. Doors and shutters open or close abruptly. Pendulum clocks stop, or run fast or slow.
Small objects move, and furnishings may shift to a slight extent. Small amounts of liquids spill from well-filled open containers. Trees and
bushes shake slightly.

VI Felt by everyone, indoors and outdoors. Awakens all sleepers. Frightens many people; general excitement, and some persons run

outdoors.
Persons move unsteadily. Trees and bushes shake slightly to moderately. Liquids are set in strong motion. Small bells in churches and
schools ring. Poorly built buildings may be damaged. Plaster falls in small amounts. Other plaster cracks somewhat. Many dishes and
glasses, and a few windows break. Knickknacks, books and pictures fall. Furniture overturns in many instances. Heavy furnishings
move.

VIl Frightens everyone. General alarm, and everyone runs outdoors.
People find it difficult to stand. Persons driving cars notice shaking. Trees and bushes shake moderately to strongly. Waves form on
ponds, lakes and streams. Water is muddied. Gravel or sand stream banks cave in. Large church bells ring. Suspended objects quiver.
Damage is negligible in buildings of good design and construction; slight to moderate in well-built ordinary buildings; considerable in
poorly built or badly designed buildings, adobe houses, old walls (especially where laid up without mortar), spires, etc. Plaster and some
stucco fall. Many windows and some furniture break. Loosened brickwork and tiles shake down. Weak chimneys break at the roofline.
Cornices fall from towers and high buildings. Bricks and stones are dislodged. Heavy furniture overturns. Concrete irrigation ditches are
considerably damaged.

VIII General fright, and alarm approaches panic.
Persons driving cars are disturbed. Trees shake strongly, and branches and trunks break off (especially palm trees). Sand and mud
erupts in small amounts. Flow of springs and wells is temporarily and sometimes permanently changed. Dry wells renew flow.
Temperatures of spring and well waters varies. Damage slight in brick structures built especially to withstand earthquakes; considerable
in ordinary substantial buildings, with some partial collapse; heavy in some wooden houses, with some tumbling down. Panel walls
break away in frame structures. Decayed pilings break off. Walls fall. Solid stone walls crack and break seriously. Wet grounds and steep
slopes crack to some extent. Chimneys, columns, monuments and factory stacks and towers twist and fall. Very heavy furniture moves
conspicuously or overturns.

IX Panic is general.
Ground cracks conspicuously. Damage is considerable in masonry structures built especially to withstand earthquakes; great in other
masonry buildings - some collapse in large part. Some wood frame houses built especially to withstand earthquakes are thrown out of
plumb, others are shifted wholly off foundations. Reservoirs are seriously damaged and underground pipes sometimes break.

X Panic is general.
Ground, especially when loose and wet, cracks up to widths of several inches; fissures up to a yard in width run parallel to canal and
stream banks. Landsliding is considerable from river banks and steep coasts. Sand and mud shifts horizontally on beaches and flat
land. Water level changes in wells. Water is thrown on banks of canals, lakes, rivers, etc. Dams, dikes, embankments are seriously
damaged. Well-built wooden structures and bridges are severely damaged, and some collapse. Dangerous cracks develop in excellent
brick walls. Most masonry and frame structures, and their foundations are destroyed. Railroad rails bend slightly. Pipe lines buried in
earth tear apart or are crushed endwise. Open cracks and broad wavy folds open in cement pavements and asphalt road surfaces.

XI Panic is general.
Disturbances in ground are many and widespread, varying with the ground material. Broad fissures, earth slumps, and land slips
develop in soft, wet ground. Water charged with sand and mud is ejected in large amounts. Sea waves of significant magnitude may
develop. Damage is severe to wood frame structures, especially near shock centers, great to dams, dikes and embankments, even at
long distances. Few if any masonry structures remain standing. Supporting piers or pillars of large, well-built bridges are wrecked.
Wooden bridges that "give" are less affected. Railroad rails bend greatly and some thrust endwise. Pipe lines buried in earth are put
completely out of service.

Xl Panic is general.
Damage is total, and practically all works of construction are damaged greatly or destroyed. Disturbances in the ground are great and
varied, and numerous shearing cracks develop. Landslides, rock falls, and slumps in river banks are numerous and extensive. Large
rock masses are wrenched loose and torn off. Fault slips develop in firm rock, and horizontal and vertical offset displacements are
notable. Water channels, both surface and underground, are disturbed and modified greatly. Lakes are dammed, new waterfalls are
produced, rivers are deflected, etc. Surface waves are seen on ground surfaces. Lines of sight and level are distorted. Objects are
thrown upward into the air.
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APPENDIX A
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TEST GEOTECH LOG 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO _2.GPJ TEMPLATE_CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

_ SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE
PROJECT: 1144 MONTEREY STREET
San Luis Obispo, California

Log of Boring B-1

PAGE 1 OF 1

Boring location: See Site Plan, Figure 2

Logged by: R. Nelson

. Drilled By: Exploration Geoservices Inc.
Date started: 2/27/23 | Date finished: 2/27/23
Drilling method: Hollow Stem Auger
Hammer weight/drop: 140 Ibs./30 inches | Hammer type: Automatic LABORATORY TEST DATA
Samplers: Sprague & Henwood (S&H) -
SAMPLES > s£_| oot ‘%I i aﬁf\j zi
T - o | =18 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 2281523 36 | 2= |525| 83
= %, |2 © ,_g 2 Ser ggﬁ @ ic csz| %
hg [ ES|2 |2 [55|8 Fe |8as| 83 “=3| &4
a= |87 |8 |2 | 2|5 Ground Surface Elevation: 238.5 feet’ »
AB 1 inch asphalt concrete (AC)
1 — 6 inches aggregate base (AB)
CLAY (CL)
2 — oL red-brown, stiff, moist, trace fine to medium sand
3 —BULK Expansion Index = 86, see Figure B-4
Corrosion Test, see Appendix D
4 —
CLAY with SAND (CL)
5 — 8 yellow-brown, very stiff, moist, fine sand
6 —| S8 12| 20 | CL
13 Triaxial Test, see Figure B-6 TxUU | 600 | 4,110 20.1 | 106
7 —
12 CLAYEY SAND with GRAVEL (SC)
8 — S&H 18 | 34 gray-brown, dense, moist, fine- to coarse-grained, fine
24 sC angular gravel 253 | 225
9 —
10 — 0 CLAYEY GRAVEL with SAND (GC)
S&H 13 | 25 | GC gray-brown, medium dense, moist, fine angular gravel,
"M = 18 fine- to coarse-grained sand 260 | 247 | 92
12 —
13 —
14 —
15 —
16 —
17 —
18 —
19 —
20 —
21 —
22 —
23 —
24 —
25 —
26 —
27 —
28 —
29 —
3oBoring terminated at a depth of 11.5 feet below ground surface. " S&H and SPT blow counts for the last two increments were converted to
Boring backfilled with cement grou_i. - . S:; 'I\‘e-lylaluzsal;zinlqga:nc:g:seg;ro.e and 1.3, respectively to account for L A N E A N
et Donomatay e at fims of drilng * Elevations based on North Amengan Vertcal Datum of 1983 (NAVDES), and
were determined from a topographic survey by DRG, Inc. dated 30
September 2024. Project No.: Figure:
750680202 A-1




TEST GEOTECH LOG 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO _2.GPJ TEMPLATE_CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

. SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE .
PROJECT: 1144 MONTEREY STREET Log of Boring B-2
San Luis Obispo, California PAGE 1 OF 2
Boring location: See Site Plan, Figure 2 Logged by:  R.Nelson
. Drilled By: Exploration Geoservices Inc.
Date started: 2/27/23 | Date finished: 2/27/23
Drilling method: Hollow Stem Auger
Hammer weight/drop: 140 Ibs./30 inches | Hammer type: Automatic LABORATORY TEST DATA
Samplers: Sprague & Henwood (S&H), Standard Penetration Test (SPT) -
SAMPLES > ss_|pex| 2z | |5e2%| Zc
- : —18 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 2281 E23| 58 | 8 |235| 83
L S, |2 © LS| 2 Ser Sog - ® i csz| %
n8 |E5|E |1 B2 LI E 223| &4
a< |87 o |a | 2|5 Ground Surface Elevation: 233.5 feet’ @
2 inches asphalt concrete (AC)
1 — CLAY with SAND (CH) —
dark brown, stiff, moist, coarse sand
2 — UK = CH LL =52, PI = 28, see Figure B-1 —
3 — —
4 — |
CLAYEY SILTY GRAVEL with SAND (GC-GM)
5 — 12 orange-brown, dense, moist, fine angular gravel, ]
S&H 18 | 35 coarse-grained sand
6 — 26 LL = 52, PI = 23, see Figure B-1 — 300 | 212
GC-
7 — GM —
8 — —
9 — —
SILTSTONE
10 — 1 olive-brown, low hardness, friable, little weathered, —
S&H 27 | 50 dark brown stain along fractures [FRANCISCAN
11— 36 MELANGE] —
12 — —
13 — —
14 — —
15 — 18 SHALE —
S&H 40 | 72/ dark gray, low hardness, friable slightly weathered
— 50/ | 11" —
16 pes [FRANCISCAN MELANGE]
17 — —
18 — —
19 — —
20 — 20 - . . : ]
33 | 108/ weakly oxidized, occasional calcite veins
21 — SPT 50/ | 11" |
5
22 — —
23 — —
24 — —
25 -] 32 -]
40
26 —| SPT s | 117 ]
6"
27 — —
28 — —
29 — —
30
Project No.: Figure:
750680202 A-2a




TEST GEOTECH LOG 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO _2.GPJ TEMPLATE_CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

PROJECT:

SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE

1144 MONTEREY STREET Log of Bori ng B-2
San Luis Obispo, California PAGE 2 OF 2
SAMPLES LABORATORY TEST DATA
o <
- : - 1o = . R| 2
PR PR MATERIAL DESCRIPTION s5_|gec| Br |, |g2%| Bt
Le |EX|E |2 2|8 g58|£82| B2 | 2= [25g| 89
= = = = [O) = @ T z
o= |@ |@ = | 2|3 Fa |3cd| §4 | 225 24
w
SPT AR SANDSTONE
31 — gray, moderately hard, weak, fresh [FRANCISCAN _|
MELANGE]
32 — —
33 — —
SHALE
34 — dark gray, low hardness, weak, slightly weathered, —
with serpentinite inclusions, occasional calcite veins
35 — 32 | oo [FRANCISCAN MELANGE] —
SPT 50/ "
36 — 6" —
37 — —
38 — —
39 — —
40 — 43 —
SPT so | &
41 — 6" —
42 — —
43 — —
44 — —
45 — 50/ | 65/ . —
sPT [ 4| 4 clay matrix
46 — —
47 — —
48 — —
49 — —
50 — 50/ | 65/ —
seT = % |
51 — —
52 — |
53 — —
54 — —
55 — —
56 — —
57 — —
58 — —
59 — —
GOBoring terminated at a depth of 50.5 feet below ground surface. " S&H and SPT blow counts for the last two increments were converted to
Boring backfilled with cement grou_i. - . S:; 'ﬂé:/fluzsaﬂ%:ﬁ:g:sei?'e and 1.3, respectively to account for L A N E A N
Groundwater not encountered at time of driling.  Elevations based on North Amenean Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDSS), and
were determined from a topographic survey by DRG, Inc. dated 30
September 2024. Project No.: Figure:
750680202 A-2b




TEST GEOTECH LOG 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO _2.GPJ TEMPLATE_CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

. SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE .
PROJECT: 1144 MONTEREY STREET Log of Boring B-3
San Luis Obispo, California PAGE 1 OF 2
Boring location: See Site Plan, Figure 2 Logged by:  R.Nelson
. Drilled By: Exploration Geoservices Inc.
Date started: 2/27/23 | Date finished: 2/27/23
Drilling method: Hollow Stem Auger
Hammer weight/drop: 140 Ibs./30 inches | Hammer type: Automatic LABORATORY TEST DATA
Samplers: Sprague & Henwood (S&H), Standard Penetration Test (SPT) -
SAMPLES 5 ss_|pex| 2z | |5e2%| Zc
- : —18 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 2281 E23| 58 | 8 |235| 83
IQ S, |2 © LS| 2 Ser Sog - ® i csz| %
TR R FaT 884 B4 =23 &4
o= |87 |o |a | 2|5 Ground Surface Elevation: 227.5 feet’ &
AB 2 inches asphalt concrete (AC)
1 — 9 inches aggregate base (AB) —
BULK CLAY with SAND (CH)
2 — CH gray-brown and red-brown, stiff, moist, coarse sand, ]
trace fine subrounded gravel [FILL]
3 — 10 | g5 LL =59, PI = 33, see Figure B-1 263 | 17.2
SPT 5071 g CLAYEY GRAVEL with SAND (GC)
— 6" —
4 GC olive and light brown, very dense, moist, fine to coarse
5 | subangular gravel, fine-grained sand |
SPT 270 49 CLAYEY SAND with GRAVEL (SC) 13.8
6 — 18 olive, light brown and red-brown, dense, moist, fine- to —
sc coarse-grained, fine subangular to angular gravel
7 [ALLUVIUM] -
8 — —
9 — Y (2/27/23, 10:58 am) |
CLAYEY GRAVEL with SAND (GC)
10 — alive, light brown and red-brown, dense, wet, fine to |
13 coarse subangular to angular gravel composed of 195 | 93
11 — SPT 17 | 43 chert, fine- to coarse-grained sand _
16 GC Particle Size Analysis, see Figure B-2
12 — —
13 — —
14 —
CLAYEY SAND (SC)
15 — gray-brown, orange-brown and olive, medium dense, _| 370 | 365
5 wet, fine- to coarse-grained, fine to coarse subangular
16 — SPT ; 20 to subrounded gravel [ALLUVIUM] _
17 — SC —
18 — —
19 — Y (2/27/23, 10:25 am) _|
20 — -
5 CLAYEY SAND with GRAVEL (SC)
21 —| S&H ;g 26 qlive, light brown apd dar.k brown, medium dense, wet, _ 270 | 279 98
fine- to coarse-grained, fine to coarse subangular to
29 —| subrounded gravel _|
sc Particle Size Analysis, see Figure B-2
23 — —
24 — —
2 SPT gg/ e SHALE
26 — 5 | O gray with white calcite veins, low hardness, friable, |
slightly weathered [FRANCISCAN MELANGE]
27 — —
28 — —
29 — —
30
Project No.: Figure:
750680202 A-3a




TEST GEOTECH LOG 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO _2.GPJ TEMPLATE_CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

PROJECT:

SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE

1144 MONTEREY STREET
San Luis Obispo, California

Log of Boring B-3

PAGE 2 OF 2

SAMPLES

DEPTH
(feet)

Sampler
Type

Sample

Blows/ 6"

SPT
N-Value'

LITHOLOGY

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

LABORATORY TEST DATA

Type of
Strength
Test
Confining
Pressure
Lbs/Sq Ft
Shear Strength
Lbs/Sq Ft
Fines
%
Natural
Moisture
Content, %

Dry Density
Lbs/Cu Ft

31 —

32 —

33 —

34 —

35 —

36 —

37 —

38 —

39 —

40 —

41 —

42 —

43 —

44 —

45 —

46 —

47 —

48 —

49 —

50 —

51 —

52 —

53 —

54 —

55 —

56 —

57 —

58 —

59 —

SPT

20
50/
5

65/

SHALE (continued)
low hardness to moderately hard

60

Boring terminated at a depth of 31 feet below ground surface.

Boring backfilled with bentonite/cement grout. ler t d h
Groundwater encountered at 9.0 feet (2/27/23, 10:58am) and 19.0 feet sampler type and hammer energy.
(2/27/23, 10:25am) at time of drilling.

2 Elevations based on North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDS88), and
were determined from a topographic survey by DRG, Inc. dated 30

September 2024.

' 8&H and SPT blow counts for the last two increments were converted to
SPT N-Values using factors of 0.8 and 1.3, respectively to account for

LANGAN

Project No.: Figure:

750680202

A-3b




TEST GEOTECH LOG 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO _2.GPJ TEMPLATE_CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

. SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE .
PROJECT: 1144 MONTEREY STREET Log of Boring B-4
San Luis Obispo, California PAGE 1 OF 2
Boring location: See Site Plan, Figure 2 Logged by:  R.Nelson
. Drilled By: Exploration Geoservices Inc.
Date started: 2/28/23 | Date finished: 2/28/23
Drilling method: Hollow Stem Auger
Hammer weight/drop: 140 Ibs./30 inches | Hammer type: Automatic LABORATORY TEST DATA
Samplers: Sprague & Henwood (S&H), Standard Penetration Test (SPT) -
SAMPLES 5 ss_|pex| 2z | |5e2%| Zc
- : 18 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 2281 E23| 58 | 8 |235| 83
IQ S, |2 © LS| 2 Ser Sog - ® i csz| %
TR R FaT 884 B4 =33 &3
a~ | » @ | @ z |5 Ground Surface Elevation: 225.5 feet’ @
3 inches asphalt concrete (AC)
1 — 12 inches concrete —
CLAYEY SILTY SAND with GRAVEL (SC-SM)
2 — brown, medium dense, moist, fine- to coarse-grained, —
fine angular gravel
3 — —
4 — —
SC-
5 —| SM —
9 - - .
5 _ SPT 7 | 16 LL = 37, Pl = 12, see Figure B-1 | 28.1 | 16.6
5 Y (2/28/23, 10:55 am)
7 — —
8 p— 2
S&H 8 1 17 | gp. SAND with CLAY and GRAVEL (SP-SC) 71 14.4
9 — 13 sc olive, medium dense, wet, fine- to coarse-grained, fine ~ _
angular gravel
10 — GREENSTONE —
9 olive with dark brown, manganese oxide staining along
11 — SPT 13 39 fractures, low hardness, friable to weak, moderately —
weathered, some sand and clay infill in fractures,
12 — weakly oxidized, sheared serpentinite matrix —
[FRANCISCAN MELANGE]
13 — Asbestos Test, see Appendix C —
14 — —
15 — 22 | 65/ . —
SPT z 50/ | " Asbestos Test, see Appendix C
16 — ! —
17 — —
18 — —
19 — —
2 —
° 421421 122/ SHALE
21 — SPT 50/ | 11" dark gray, low hardness, friable, slightly weathered, _
5" occasional calcite veins, sheared matrix with
29 —| sandstone inclusions [FRANCISCAN MELANGE] _|
23 — —
24 — —
— 36 GREENSTONE —
25 65/ : ; ;
SPT 50/ | olive-gray, low hardness, friable to weak, little
26 — 2" weathered [FRANCISCAN MELANGE] —
27 — —
2 SERPENTINITE
29 —| matrix with chert blocksolive-gray (serpentinite) and _|
red-brown (chert), low hardness, friable to weak, little
30 weathered
Project No.: Figure:
750680202 A-4a




TEST GEOTECH LOG 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO _2.GPJ TEMPLATE_CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

PROJECT:

SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE

1144 MONTEREY STREET
San Luis Obispo, California

Log of Boring B-4

PAGE 2 OF 2

SAMPLES

DEPTH
(feet)
Sampler
Type

Sample

Blows/ 6"

SPT
N-Value'

LITHOLOGY

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

LABORATORY TEST DATA

Type of
Strength
Test
Confining
Pressure
Lbs/Sq Ft
Shear Strength
Lbs/Sq Ft
Fines
%
Natural
Moisture
Content, %

Dry Density
Lbs/Cu Ft

SPT
31 —

32 —

33 —

34 —

35 —

36 —

37 —

38 —

39 —

40 —

41 —

42 —

43 —

44 —

45 —

46 —

47 —

48 —

49 —

50 —

51 —

52 —

53 —

54 —

55 —

56 —

57 —

58 —

59 —

60

o0/
6"

65/
6"

SERPENTINITE (continued)

Boring terminated at a depth of 30.5 feet below ground surface.

Boring backfilled with bentonite/cement grout. ler t d h
Groundwater encountered at a depth of 6.5 feet (2/28/23, 10:55am) at time sampler type and hammer energy.

of drilling.

2 Elevations based on North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDS88), and
were determined from a topographic survey by DRG, Inc. dated 30

September 2024.

' 8&H and SPT blow counts for the last two increments were converted to
SPT N-Values using factors of 0.8 and 1.3, respectively to account for

LANGAN

Project No.: Figure:

750680202

A-4b




TEST GEOTECH LOG 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO _2.GPJ TEMPLATE_CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

_ SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE
PROJECT: 1144 MONTEREY STREET

Log of Boring B-5

San Luis Obispo, California PAGE 1 OF 2
Boring location: See Site Plan, Figure 2 Logged by:  R.Nelson
. Drilled By: Exploration Geoservices Inc.
Date started: 2/28/23 | Date finished: 2/28/23
Drilling method: Hollow Stem Auger
Hammer weight/drop: 140 Ibs./30 inches | Hammer type: Automatic LABORATORY TEST DATA
Samplers: Sprague & Henwood (S&H), Standard Penetration Test (SPT) -
SAMPLES > ss_|pex| 2z | |5e2%| Zc
- : —18 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 2281 E23| 58 | 8 |235| 83
IQ S, |2 © LS| 2 Ser Sog - ® i csz| %
58 B[22 532 "o |88 54 =23 &4
o~ | o @ | @ z |5 Ground Surface Elevation: 229.5 feet’ @
2 inches asphalt concrete (AC)
1 — CLAY with SAND and GRAVEL (CH)
olive-brown, very stiff, moist, fine sand, fine angular
2 — gravel
3 — BULK LL =62, Pl = 42, see Figure B-1
CH R-Value Test, see Figure B-7
4 —
5 —
12
6 —| S&H 15 | 22
13 PP 3,000
7 SHALE
8 — 14 gray-brown, soft to low hardness, friable, slightly
S&H 26 | 46 weathered, weakly oxidized [FRANCISCAN
g9 — 3 MELANGE]
10 — 17 . .
saH 2 | 62 dark gray with orange-brown oxidation along fractures
11 — 50/ | 11"
5
12 —
13 —
14 —
33 | 108/
SPT 50/ | 11"
16 — 5
17 —
18 —
19 —
20 ] 18 .
% dark gray, low hardness, friable, fresh, sandstone
21 —| SPT sor | 99 blocks, occasional calcite veins
6"
22 —
23 —
24 —
25 — 27
34 | 109/
26 — T 50/ | 11"
5
27 —
28 —
29 —
30
Project No.: Figure:
750680202 A-5a




TEST GEOTECH LOG 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO _2.GPJ TEMPLATE_CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

PROJECT:

SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE

1144 MONTEREY STREET
San Luis Obispo, California

Log of Boring B-5

PAGE 2 OF 2

SAMPLES

DEPTH
(feet)
Sampler
Type
Sample

Blows/ 6"

SPT
N-Value'

LITHOLOGY

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

LABORATORY TEST DATA

Type of
Strength
Test
Confining
Pressure
Lbs/Sq Ft
Shear Strength
Lbs/Sq Ft
Fines
%
Natural
Moisture
Content, %

Dry Density
Lbs/Cu Ft

31 — SPT

32 —

33 —

34 —

35 —

36 —

37 —

38 —

39 —

40 —

41 —

42 —

43 —

44 —

45 —

46 —

47 —

48 —

49 —

50 —

51 —

52 —

53 —

54 —

55 —

56 —

57 —

58 —

59 —

60

16
44

88

SHALE (continued)

Boring terminated at a depth of 31.5 feet below ground surface.

Boring backfilled with cement grout.
Groundwater not encountered at time of drilling.

PP = Pocket penetrometer.

sampler type and hammer energy.

2 Elevations based on North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDS88), and
were determined from a topographic survey by DRG, Inc. dated 30

September 2024.

' 8&H and SPT blow counts for the last two increments were converted to
SPT N-Values using factors of 0.8 and 1.3, respectively to account for

LANGAN

Project No.: Figure:

750680202

A-5b




TEST GEOTECH LOG 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO _2.GPJ TEMPLATE_CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

. SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE .
PROJECT: 1144 MONTEREY STREET Log of Boring B-6
San Luis Obispo, California PAGE 1 OF 1
Boring location: See Site Plan, Figure 2 Logged by:  H.Li
. Drilled By: Exploration Geoservices Inc.
Date started: 8/23/24 | Date finished: 8/23/24
Drilling method: Hollow Stem Auger
Hammer weight/drop: 140 Ibs./30 inches | Hammer type: Automatic LABORATORY TEST DATA
Samplers: Standard Penetration Test (SPT) -
SAMPLES 5 ss_|pex| 2z | |5e2%| Zc
T ~ o | =18 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 22%|223| 38 | £ |225| 83
= |28 |3 |[F2]3 S2rP|lc8a|l w2 | &7 |SSE| 23
E% | 22|82 538 Fa o |ses) 83 =28 &7
8= |87 |3 |a | 2|5 Ground Surface Elevation: 238.2 feet’ »
3 inches asphalt concrete (AC)
1 — SANDY CLAY with GRAVEL (CL) —
CL dark brown to brown, stiff, moist, fine to coarse sand,
2 | HA fine to coarse subrounded to angular gravel (rock —
fragments)
3 50/ | 65/ FRANCISCAN MELANGE —
SPT s ©, | . light gray and olive-brown, hard, moderately strong,
4 — little weathered to fresh =
5 — —
6 — —
7 — —
8 — —
9 — —
10 — —
11 — —
12 — —
13 — —
14 — —
15 — —
16 — —
17 — —
18 — —
19 — —
20 — —
21 — —
22 — —
23 — —
24 — —
25 — —
26 — —
27 — —
28 — —
29 — —
3oBoring terminated at a depth of 3.7 feet below ground surface. ' 2%:‘_ ?\‘"3 SIPT blow cfounts forftlgeglastdt\f]v%increments Iw ere converl?d to
Boring backfilled with cement groh_t. B ' samoler a uzsaf‘”%nfﬁq‘g:se;’er -8 and 1.3, respectively to account for
Groundwater not encountered at time of driling. 2 Elevgllion‘sygasedd :n North Amenean Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDSS), and LA N EA N
were determined from a topographic survey by DRG, Inc. dated 30
September 2024. Project No.: Figure:
750680202




TEST GEOTECH LOG 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO _2.GPJ TEMPLATE_CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

_ SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE
PROJECT: 1144 MONTEREY STREET

Log of Boring B-7

San Luis Obispo, California PAGE 1 OF 1
Boring location: See Site Plan, Figure 2 Logged by:  H.Li
. Drilled By: Exploration Geoservices Inc.
Date started: 8/22/24 | Date finished: 8/22/24
Drilling method: Hollow Stem Auger
Hammer weight/drop: 140 Ibs./30 inches | Hammer type: Automatic LABORATORY TEST DATA
Samplers: Sprague & Henwood (S&H), Standard Penetration Test (SPT) -
SAMPLES 5 s5_|pet 2e | |oe%| Zx
T - o | =18 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 2281523 36 | 2= |525| 83
— %, |2 © R ] Ser S 0w @ ic csz| %
ng |ES|E |2 |6S |8 Fo |8as] 83 “=8| &3
S . =
a= |87 |8 |2 | 2|5 Ground Surface Elevation: 229.2 feet’ »
4.5 inches asphalt concrete (AC)
1 — 4.5 inches aggregate base (AB)
HA cL SANDY CLAY (CL)
2 — yellow-brown to olive, medium stiff to stiff, moist, fine
to coarse sand, trace fine angular gravel and rootlets
3 SANDY CLAY (CL)
4 — HA olive-gray, very stiff, moist, fine to coarse sand, with
CL fine to coarse subangular to angular gravel
5 —| [RESIDUAL SOIL]
13
6 —| S8 16 | 28 SHALE
19 yellow-brown, soft to low hardness, friable, deeply
7 | weathered [FRANCISCAN MELANGE]
12 dark gray, low hardness, weak, moderate to little
g —| S&H 18 | 40 weathered
32 interbedded olive-gray sandstone
9 —
10 — .
18 olive-gray
_ | s&H 29 | 52
11 36
12 —
13 —
14 —
15 — .
12 with greenstone blocks
| spPT 24 | 9
17 —
18 —
19 —
20 — . . -
15 gray to light gray, with serpentinite
SPT 18 | 72
21 — 37
22 —
23 —
24 —
25 —
26 —
27 —
28 —
29 —
3oBoring terminated at a depth of 21.5 feet below ground surface. ' 2%:‘_ ?\‘"3 SIPT blo_w counts for the last two incremen_ts were converted to
Boring backfilled with cement grout. l-Values using factors of 0.8 and 1.3, respectively to account for
Groundwater not encountered at time of driling. 2 émﬁfn?ﬁisﬂdﬁf North Amenoan Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDSS), and LA N EA N
were determined from a topographic survey by DRG, Inc. dated 30 '
September 2024. Project No.: Figure:
750680202 A-7




TEST GEOTECH LOG 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO _2.GPJ TEMPLATE_CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

. SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE .
PROJECT: 1144 MONTEREY STREET Log of Boring B-8
San Luis Obispo, California PAGE 1 OF 1
Boring location: See Site Plan, Figure 2 Logged by:  H.Li
. Drilled By: Exploration Geoservices Inc.
Date started: 8/22/24 | Date finished: 8/22/24
Drilling method: Hollow Stem Auger
Hammer weight/drop: 140 Ibs./30 inches | Hammer type: Automatic LABORATORY TEST DATA
Samplers: Sprague & Henwood (S&H), Standard Penetration Test (SPT) -
SAMPLES > ss_|pex| 2z | |5e2%| Zc
r | . 1o | § MATERIAL DESCRIPTION %ST@ 5 2@: §§ 30 gég §§
B | 28|22 |53|2 Fa |8ad| 85| T =28 &4
a= 8" |3 |a | 2|5 Ground Surface Elevation: 225.4 feet’ »
6 inches asphalt concrete (AC)
1 — 2 inches aggregate base (AB) —
HA CLAYEY SAND with GRAVEL (SC)
2 — sc yellow-brown, medium dense, moist, fine- to —
coarse-grained, fine to coarse angular gravel [FILL]
3 Corrosion Test, see Appendix D ]
4| HA
L SANDY CLAY with GRAVEL (CL)
5 — \C\ yellow-brown, medium stiff, moist, fine to coarse sand,
7 fine to coarse subangular gravel
6 — 5% EAANG CLAY WITH SAND (CL) -
gray-brown, stiff to hard, moist, fine sand [RESIDUAL PP <4,500| 827 | 18.8 | 107
7 — SOIL] —
ssH 190 2 Particle Size Analysis, see Figure B-2
8 — 18 SHALE —
gray-brown, soft to low hardness, friable, moderate to
9 — deeply weathered [FRANCISCAN MELANGE] -
10 — —
7
11 —] S8H 15 | 32
2 SANDSTONE
12 — yellow-brown, crushed, low hardness, friable,
moderately weathered [FRANCISCAN MELANGE]
13 — —
14 — —
15 oo [ | ¥ pard ]
16 — —
17 — SHALE —
dark gray, low hardness, little weathered to fresh
18 — [FRANCISCAN MELANGE] —
19 — —
20 — —
15
SPT 17 | 46
21 — 18 —
22 — —
23 — —
24 — —
25 — . . —
17 light gray, friable to weak
SPT 27 | 77
26 — 32 .
27 — —
28 — —
29 — 27 friable, little weathered _|
SPT 23 | 72
32
3oBoring terminated at a depth of 30 feet below ground surface. ' 2%:‘_ ?\‘"3 SIPT blow cfounts forftlgeglastdt\f]v%increments Iw ere converl?d to
Boring backfilled with cement grout. B ’ samoler a uzsaf‘”%nfﬁq‘g:se;’er -8 and 1.3, respectively to account for
Crounawatar pot ancountered at time of drling. * Eevations based on Norts A ean Vertical Datu of 1968 (NAVDE8), and LA N EA N
were determined from a topographic survey by DRG, Inc. dated 30
September 2024. Project No.: Figure:
750680202 A-8




GEOTECH PIEZOMETER W BLOWS PER 6 INCHES 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO 2.GPJ TEMPLATE CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE

PROJECT: 1144 MONTEREY STREET

Log of Piezometer B-9 (MW)

San Luis Obispo, California PAGE 1 OF 2
Boring location: See Site Plan, Figure 2 Logged by: H.Li
Drilled By:  Exploration Geoservices Inc.
Date started: 8/23/24 |Date finished: 8/23/24 y s
Drilling method: Hollow Stem Auger
Hammer weight/drop: 140 Ibs./30 inches | Hammer type: Automatic LABORATORY TEST DATA PIEZOMETER
Samplers: Sprague & Henwood (S&H), Standard Penetration Test (SPT) COMPLETION
£ . INFORMATION
T SAMPLES & 55 [22L §T| = |go¥ FC Christy Box
E%ls Jelo] |2 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION gggg %5 38| ¢ 235 83 (with bolt down
w L 28 2| 3|3 Q [ 8&3 58| & [225 8 lid flush with
[a) S| ® Elo>| E - 5 -2~ ol ao- pavement)
? @@ oz Ground Surface Elevation: 232.9 feet &
2 inches asphalt concrete (AC) _
14— SANDY CLAY (CL) > Schedule
cL yellow-brown, stiff, moist, fine to coarse 40 pipe) 0 to
HA
2 sand 5 feet
I 0 to 3 feet
37 SANDY CLAY with GRAVEL (CL)
4—| A oL yellow-brown, stiff, moist, fine to coarse Non-hydrated
sand, fine subangular gravel % (B:ﬁi”;:’}s'tteo 4
5— feet
9 CLAYEY SAND WITH GRAVEL (SC)
6— S&H 10 | 23 brown, medium dense, moist, trace rock Slotted PVC
19 fragments PP k4,500 40.2 | 20.8| 99 5 to 30 feet
7] Particle Size Analysis, see Figure B-3
15 yellow-brown, dense, moist, fine to coarse,
8| S&H 24 | M1 subangular to angular gravel, fine to coarse
27 sand
97 sC
10 12
11— s8H 20 | 34
22 Particle Size Analysis, see Figure B-3 211 16.9| 107
12—
13—
14— SHALE
gray, soft, friable, deeply weathered
[FRANCISCAN MELANGE]
154 46 40/
S&H - 50/ 5
16— 5"
17—
18—
19—
20—
16 low hardness, weak, moderately weathered
21— SPT 25 | 98
50
22—
23— Filter Pack -
#3 sand 4 to
24— 30.8 feet
25— 19 65/ friable, deeply weathered
SPT 50/ 4"
26— 4
27—
28—
29—
30
Project No.: Figure:
750680202 A-9a




GEOTECH PIEZOMETER W BLOWS PER 6 INCHES 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO 2.GPJ TEMPLATE CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

PROJECT:

SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE

1144 MONTEREY STREET
San Luis Obispo, California

Log of Piezometer B-9 (MW)

PAGE 2 OF 2

SAMPLES

(feet)

DEPTH
Sampler
Type

Sample

Blows/ 6
SPT
N-Value'

LITHOLOGY

LABORATORY TEST DATA

PIEZOMETER
COMPLETION

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

Type of
Strength
Test
Confining
Pressure
Lbs/Sq Ft
Shear Strength
Lbs/Sq Ft

Fines %
Natural
Moisture
Content, %
Dry Density
Lbs/Cu Ft

INFORMATION

26
50/
4"

SPT
31—

32—
33—
34—
35—
36—
37—
38—
39—
40—
41—
42—
43—
44—
45—
46—
47—
48—
49—
50—
51—
52—
53—
54—
55—
56—
57—
58—
59—

65/
4"

weak, moderately weathered

End Cap
(0] U 0]
30.8 Feet

Boring terminated at a depth of 30.8 feet below ground surface.

Boring converted to a piezometer.

Groundwater not encountered at time of drilling.

PP = Pocket Penetrometer.

' 8&H and SPT blow counts for the last two increments were converted to

SPT N-Values using factors of 0.8 and 1.3, respectively to account for
sampler type and hammer energy.

2 Elevations based on North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88), and
were determined from a topographic survey by DRG, Inc. dated 30

LANGAN

September 2024.

Project No.:

750680202

Figure:

A-9b




TEST GEOTECH LOG 750680202 1144 MONTEREY ST SLO _2.GPJ TEMPLATE_CA-MODIFIED.GDT 10/10/24

_ SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE
PROJECT: 1144 MONTEREY STREET

Log of Boring B-10

San Luis Obispo, California PAGE 1 OF 2
Boring location: See Site Plan, Figure 2 Logged by:  H.Li
. Drilled By: Exploration Geoservices Inc.
Date started: 8/22/24 | Date finished: 8/23/24
Drilling method: Hollow Stem Auger
Hammer weight/drop: 140 Ibs./30 inches | Hammer type: Automatic LABORATORY TEST DATA
Samplers: Sprague & Henwood (S&H), Standard Penetration Test (SPT) -
SAMPLES 5 ss_|pex| 2z | |5e2%| Zc
- : —18 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 22%|223| 38 | £ |225| 83
IQ S, |2 © LS| 2 Ser Sog - ® i csz| %
58 252 |2 |65|2 FaT 884 B4 =33 &3
a~ | o ® | m z |5 Ground Surface Elevation: 225.9 feet’ @
5 inches concrete
1 — CLAY with SAND and GRAVEL (CL)
HA dark brown, stiff, moist, fine to coarse sand, with fine
2 — to coarse subrounded gravel, micaceous
CL
3 —
4 — HA Corrosion Test, see Appendix D
> 5 CLAYEY SAND WITH GRAVEL (SC)
6 — S&H ;g % | ¢ olive with orange mottling, medium dense, moist, fine- 332 | 26.9 84
to coarse-grained, subangular to angular
7 — Particle Size Analysis, see Figure B-3
12 L SANDY CLAY (CL)
8 — S&H ;ﬁ 4 \C\ yellow, hard, moist, fine sand
SHALE
9 — olive-gray, low hardness, weak, moderately weathered,
trace sandstone [FRANCISCAN MELANGE]
1 —
0 10 olive-gray to dark gray
S&H 17 | 36
11 — 28
12 —
13 —
14 —
15 — 33
S&H - sor | 4
16 — 4
17 —
18 —
19 —
20 —
18
o1 | SPT 431(1) 92
22 —
23 —
24 —
25 — 16
42 | 120/
o5 — SPT 50/ | 11" light gray, friable, deeply weathered, trace
5" serpentinite/greenstone
27 —
28 —
29 —
30
Project No.: Figure:
750680202 A-10a
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PROJECT:

SAN LUIS OBISPO COURTHOUSE

1144 MONTEREY STREET
San Luis Obispo, California

Log of Boring B-10

PAGE 2 OF 2

SAMPLES

DEPTH
(feet)

Sampler
Type

Sample
Blows/ 6"

SPT
N-Value'

LITHOLOGY

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

LABORATORY TEST DATA

Type of
Strength
Test
Confining
Pressure
Lbs/Sq Ft
Shear Strength
Lbs/Sq Ft
Fines
%
Natural
Moisture

Content, %

Dry Density
Lbs/Cu Ft

31 —

32 —

33 —

34 —

35 —

36 —

37 —

38 —

39 —

40 —

41 —

42 —

43 —

44 —

45 —

46 —

47 —

48 —

49 —

50 —

51 —

52 —

53 —

54 —

55 —

56 —

57 —

58 —

59 —

SPT

SPT

13
38

25

50/

85

120/

SHALE (continued)
with serpentinite/greenstone

60

Boring terminated at a depth of 36.2 feet below ground surface.

Boring backfilled with cement grout.
Groundwater not encountered at time of drilling.

sampler type and hammer energy.

2 Elevations based on North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDS88), and
were determined from a topographic survey by DRG, Inc. dated 30

September 2024.

' 8&H and SPT blow counts for the last two increments were converted to
SPT N-Values using factors of 0.8 and 1.3, respectively to account for

LANGAN

Project No.: Figure:

750680202

A-10b
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PROJECT: SANLUIS

1144 MONTEREY STREET
San Luis Obispo, California

OBISPO COURTHOUSE

Log of Boring P-1

PAGE 1 OF 1

Boring location:

See Site Plan, Figure 2

Logged by: H.Li

Date started: 8/22/24

Drilled By:
| Date finished: 8/22/24

Drilling method:

Hollow Stem Auger

Exploration Geoservices Inc.

Hammer weight/drop:

140 Ibs./30 inches

| Hammer type: Automatic

Samplers: NA

LABORATORY TEST DATA

SAMPLES

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

DEPTH
(feet)
Sampler
Type
Sample
Blows/ 6"
SPT
N-Value'
LITHOLOGY

Type of
Strength
Test
Confining
Pressure
Lbs/Sq Ft
Shear Strength
Lbs/Sq Ft

Ground Surface Elevation: 225.6 feet'

Fines
%

Natural
Moisture

Content, %

Dry Density
Lbs/Cu Ft

5 inches concrete

-

HA
CH

SANDY CLAY with GRAVEL (CH)

red-brown to dark brown, medium stiff to stiff, moist,
fine sand

LL = 56, PI = 37, see Figure B-1

Expansion Index = 78, see Figure B-5
R-Value Test, see Figure B-8

CL

10

SANDY CLAY (CL)
gray-brown, moist, medium stiff to stiff, medium to
fine sand, trace fine subangular gravel

1"
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24 —
25 —
26 —
27 —
28 —

29 —

30

Boring terminated at a depth of 10 feet below ground surface.
Boring backfilled with cement grout.
Groundwater not encountered at time of drilling.

" Elevations based on North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDS88), and
were determined from a topographic survey by DRG, Inc. dated 30
September 2024.

LANGAN

Project No.:

750680202

Figure:

A-11




UNIFIED SOIL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

Major Divisions Symbols Typical Names
§ GW Well-graded gravels or gravel-sand mixtures, little or no fines
. Gravels
% e (More than half of GP Poorly-graded gravels or gravel-sand mixtures, little or no fines
g 2 coarse fraction > GM Silty gravels, gravel-sand-silt mixtures
@ 3 8| no.4sieve size) -
g 5 ® GC Clayey gravels, gravel-sand-clay mixtures
Y [
Qw _§ SW Well-graded sands or gravelly sands, little or no fines
o 'E @ Sands
g a (More than half of SP Poorly-graded sands or gravelly sands, little or no fines
o= i
oo coarse.fracthn < SM Silty sands, sand-silt mixtures
S no. 4 sieve size)
£ SC Clayey sands, sand-clay mixtures
0T T ML Inorganic silts and clayey silts of low plasticity, sandy silts, gravelly silts
5 ® 8| Silts and Clays . . o
hB g LL = <50 CL Inorganic clays of low to medium plasticity, gravelly clays, sandy clays, lean clays
E E _E OL Organic silts and organic silt-clays of low plasticity
i (2]
£8g MH Inorganic silts of high plasticity
@S& | silts and CI
T ilts an ays : : -
.g s LL = >50 CH Inorganic clays of high plasticity, fat clays
EEv OH Organic silts and clays of high plasticity
Highly Organic Soils PT Peat and other highly organic soils

l Unstabilized groundwater level
VW _  Stabilized groundwater level

PP = Pocket Penetrometer

TV = Torvane

SAMPLER TYPE
C Core barrel

CA California split-barrel sampl

GRAIN SIZE CHART —
Range of Grain Sizes :
Classification | U.S. Standard Grain Size
Sieve Size in Millimeters
Boulders Above 12" Above 305 I
Cobbles 12" to 3" 305 to 76.2
Gravel 3"to No. 4 76.2t04.76
coarse 3" to 3/4" 76.2to0 19.1
fine 3/4" to No. 4 19.1t04.76 —
Sand No. 4 to No. 200 | 4.76t0 0.075 o
coarse No. 4 to No. 10 4.76 to 2.00 —
medium No. 10 to No. 40 2.00 to 0.420
fine No. 40 to No. 200 0.420 to 0.075
Silt and Clay Below No. 200 Below 0.075 T

er with 2.5-inch outside

diameter and a 1.93-inch inside diameter

D&M Dames & Moore piston sampler using 2.5-inch outside
diameter, thin-walled tube

O Osterberg piston sampler using 3.0-inch outside
diameter, thin-walled Shelby tube

SAMPLE DESIGNATIONS/SYMBOLS

Sample taken with Sprague & Henwood split-barrel sampler with
a 3.0-inch outside diameter and a 2.43-inch inside diameter.

Darkened area indicates soil recovered

Classification sample taken with Standard Penetration Test

sampler

Undisturbed sample taken with thin-walled tube

Disturbed sample

Sampling attempted with no recovery

Core sample

Analytical laboratory sample

Sample taken with Direct Push or Drive sampler

Sonic

PT Pitcher tube sampler using 3.0-inch outside diameter,

thin-walled Shelby tube

S&H Sprague & Henwood split-barrel sampler with a 3.0-inch
outside diameter and a 2.43-inch inside diameter

SPT Standard Penetration Test (SPT) split-barrel sampler with a
2.0-inch outside diameter and a 1.38- or 1.5-inch inside

diameter - see report text

ST Shelby Tube (3.0-inch outside diameter, thin-walled tube)

advanced with hydraulic pressure

LANGAN | sanLuis oBispo
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I  FRACTURING

Intensity Size of Pieces in Feet
Very little fractured Greater than 4.0
Occasionally fractured 1.0t0 4.0
Moderately fractured 0.5t01.0
Closely fractured 0.1t0 0.5
Intensely fractured 0.05t0 0.1
Crushed Less than 0.05
I HARDNESS

1. Soft - reserved for plastic material alone.

2. Low hardness - can be gouged deeply or carved easily with a knife blade.

3. Moderately hard - can be readily scratched by a knife blade; scratch leaves a heavy trace of dust and is readily
visible after the powder has been blown away.

4. Hard - can be scratched with difficulty; scratch produced a little powder and is often faintly visible.

5. Very hard - cannot be scratched with knife blade; leaves a metallic streak.

I STRENGTH

. Plastic or very low strength.

. Friable - crumbles easily by rubbing with fingers.

Weak - an unfractured specimen of such material will crumble under light hammer blows.

. Moderately strong - specimen will withstand a few heavy hammer blows before breaking.

. Strong - specimen will withstand a few heavy ringing hammer blows and will yield with difficulty only dust and
small flying fragments.

6. Very strong - specimen will resist heavy ringing hammer blows and will yield with difficulty only dust and small

flying fragments.

arwN S

IV WEATHERING - The physical and chemical disintegration and decomposition of rocks and minerals by natural
processes such as oxidation, reduction, hydration, solution, carbonation, and freezing and thawing.

D. Deep - moderate to complete mineral decomposition; extensive disintegration; deep and thorough discoloration;
many fractures, all extensively coated or filled with oxides, carbonates and/or clay or silt.

M. Moderate - slight change or partial decomposition of minerals; little disintegration; cementation little to
unaffected. Moderate to occasionally intense discoloration. Moderately coated fractures.

L. Little - no megascopic decomposition of minerals; little of no effect on normal cementation. Slight and
intermittent, or localized discoloration. Few stains on fracture surfaces.

F. Fresh - unaffected by weathering agents. No disintegration of discoloration. Fractures usually less numerous
than joints.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

V  CONSOLIDATION OF SEDIMENTARY ROCKS: usually determined from unweathered samples. Largely dependent
on cementation.

U = unconsolidated

P = poorly consolidated

M = moderately consolidated
W = well consolidated

VI BEDDING OF SEDIMENTARY ROCKS

Splitting Property Thickness Stratification
Massive Greater than 4.0 ft. very thick-bedded
Blocky 2.0to 4.0 ft. thick bedded
Slabby 0.2 to 2.0 ft. thin bedded
Flaggy 0.05to 0.2 ft. very thin-bedded
Shaly or platy 0.01 to 0.05 ft. laminated
Papery less than 0.01 thinly laminated
Project Figure Title Project No. Figure
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APPENDIX B
LABORATORY TEST RESULTS
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PLASTICITY CHART

70 ‘
Reference: QQ’ / /
ASTM D2487-11 . O / ‘ \)V\Q,
60 AB/ o
_ 50 /
o
v /" CHorOH
w
a ]
Z 40 /
- o
5 /|
= O
% 30 / R
= / / MH or OH
/ CLorOL
20 o /
10 / / /
/CL-MLI| ML or OL
i |
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120
LIQUID LIMIT (LL)
Symbol Source Description and Classification MN z(a:tlu(r(z;i) L:_rlncitu &) lild‘(j‘:)t('c('% Z’Zggzsizvge
(J B-2 at 2 feet CLAY with SAND (CH), dark brown -- 52 28 -
CLAYEY SILTY GRAVEL with SAND (GC-GM),
o B-2 at 6 feet orange-brown 21.2 52 23 30.0
o B-3at1.5feet | CLAY with SAND (CH), gray-brown and red-brown - 59 33 -
() B-4 at 5 feet CLAYEY SILTY SAND with GRAVEL (SC-SM), brown 16.6 37 12 281
° B-5at1to5feet | CLAY with SAND and GRAVEL (CH), olive-brown - 62 42
o P-1 a}e%f 05 | SANDY CLAY with GRAVEL (CH), red-brown to dark brown ~ 56 37
L A N E A N Project Figure Title Project No. Figure
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1814 Franklin Street, Suite 505 Drawn By
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U.S. Standard Sieve Size (in) ———— »«—— U.S. Standard Sieve Numbers ———#<a——— Hydrometer
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GRAIN SIZE (millimeters)

% Gravel % Sand % Fines
Sample Source - -
Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine Silt Clay
B-3 at 10 feet 32.6 20.1 8.9 10.7 8.2 19.5
B-3 at 21 feet 19.0 16.3 8.7 13.1 15.9 27.0
B-8 at 6 feet 0 0 0.2 2.1 15.0 82.7
Symbol Sample Source Classification
B-3 at 10 feet CLAYEY GRAVEL with SAND (GC), olive, light brown and red-brown
—_—— - B-3 at 21 feet CLAYEY SAND with GRAVEL (SC), olive, light brown and dark brown
—————— B-8 at 6 feet CLAY with SAND (CL), gray-brown

Project Figure Title Project No. Figure
LAI v EA l v SAN LUIS OBISPO 750880202
ate
1814 FLaI;?agCA{ Igct 505 15-40;.551-::YosﬁEsE'Er PARTICLE SIZE DruwlOB/);n/zoz“- B 2
ranklin Street, Suite -
Oakland, CA 94612 SAN LUIS OBISPO AN ALYS'S JPC/AG
Checked B
T:510.874.7000 F: 510.6747001 wwwlangancom | SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY  CALIFORNIA ke i)o
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U.S. Standard Sieve Size (in) ———— »«—— U.S. Standard Sieve Numbers ———#<a——— Hydrometer
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GRAIN SIZE (millimeters)
% Gravel % Sand % Fines
Sample Source - -
Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine Silt Clay
B-9 at 6 feet 0 9.9 14.6 15.3 20.0 40.2
B-9 at 11 feet 0 11.8 24.2 23.3 19.6 21.1
B-10 at 6 feet 0 26.2 12.6 7.9 20.1 332
Symbol Sample Source Classification
B-9 at 6 feet CLAYEY SAND with GRAVEL (SC), brown
—_——— - B-9 at 11 feet CLAYEY SAND with GRAVEL (SC), yellow-brown
—————— B-10 at 6 feet CLAYEY SAND with GRAVEL (SC), olive with orange mottlling
Project Figure Title Project No. Figure
LA N EAN SAN LUIS OBISPO 750680202
ate
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Expansion Index

CCQOPER

ASTM D-4829-07 _X

Visual Description:

TESTING LABORATORY
CTL Job No.: 010-1170 Boring:  B-1 (1144 Monterey Street) Date: 3/20/2023
Client: Langan Engineering & Environmental Services Sample: BULK By: PJ
Project Name:  San Luis Obisbo Courthouse Depth: 1-5'
Project No:

CLAY (CL), red-brown

Processing: Moisture Calcs
Percent Passing #4 Sieve Initial Final
Total Air Dry Weight: N/A Tare #
Wt. Retained on #4 Sieve: N/A Wet Wt. + Tare, (gm) 679.4 734.9
% Retained N/A Dry Wt. + Tare, (gm) 635.7 635.7
% Passing #4 Sieve: N/A Tare Wt., (gm) 113.2 113.2
Sample Dimensions Wt. Of Water, (gm) 43.7 99.2
Height (in.)=  1.001 Diameter (in.)=  4.017 |% Water 13.4 30.3
Remolding_;:
Tamp two lifts, 15 blows/lift @ slightly below optimum moisture content
Ring & Sample: 566.2 621.7 |grams
Ring: 195.6 195.6 [grams
Remolded Wet Wt.: 370.6 426.1 |grams
Wet Density 111.3 117.9  |pcf
Dry Density 98.2 904 |pcf
% Sat. = (2.7)(dry dens.)(m/c) UBC Saturation range 49-51%
168.48 - (dry dens.) 50.4 94.9|ASTM Saturation range 48-52%
Expansion Test:
Date Time Dial Delta h, % | Tested with 1 psi Surcharge
3/16/2023| 14:55 0.0000 0.000 Remarks:
3/16/2023| 15:07 -0.0213 2.128
3/17/2023| 11:22 -0.0857 8.561
3/17/2023| 13:56 -0.0858 8.571
Total Dial 8.6
Expansion Index Results This test is a simplified index test and
initial dial - final dial x 1000 may no.t show the fuII. potential for .
expansion and/or shrinkage. Use result with
initial sample height El= | 86 | caution! See ASTM D 3877 or D4546
Project Figure Title Project No. Figure
LANGAN | sanvuis oispo _70ds0r0n
Langan CA, Inc. COU RTHOUSE EXPANSION IN DEX = 103/11/2024 B ....,4
1814 Franklin Street, Suite 505 rawn By
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Expansion Index

CCQPER ST D257 X

TESTING LABORATORY
CTL Job No.: 010-1177 Boring: P-1 Date: 9/19/2024
Client: Langan Sample: 1 By: PJ
Project Name: San Luis Obispo CH Depth: 0.5-5.0'
Project No: 750680202.1.1

Visual Description: SANDY CLAY with GRAVEL (CH), red-brown to dark brown

Processing: Moisture Calcs
Percent Passing #4 Sieve Initial Final
Total Air Dry Weight: N/A Tare #
Wt. Retained on #4 Sieve: N/A Wet Wt. + Tare, (gm) 779.6 831.9
% Retained N/A Dry Wt. + Tare, (gm) 733.7 733.7
% Passing #4 Sieve: N/A Tare Wt., (gm) 57.7 57.7
Sample Dimensions Wt. Of Water, (gm) 45.9 98.1
Height (in.)=  1.007 Diameter (in.)=  4.007 |% Water 14.6 31.2
Remolding:
Tamp two lifts, 15 blowsl/lift @ slightly below optimum moisture content
Initial Einal
Ring & Sample: 721.9 774.1 |grams
Ring: 361.7 361.7 |grams
Remolded Wet Wt.: 360.2 412.5 |grams
Wet Density 108.1 114.8 |pcf
Dry Density 94.3 87.5 |pcf
% Sat. = (2.7)(dry dens.)(m/c) UBC Saturation range 49-51%
168.48 - (dry dens.) 50.1 91.1|ASTM Saturation range 48-52%
Expansion Test:
Date Time Dial Delta h, %[ Tested with 1 psi Surcharge
9/17/2024| 12:34 0.0000 0.000 Remarks:
9/17/2024| 12:36 -0.0013 0.129
9/17/2024| 12:43 -0.0200 1.986
9/17/2024| 15:44 -0.0744 7.388
9/18/2024| 10:11 -0.0783 7.776
9/18/2024( 12:31 -0.0784 7.786
Total Dial 7.8
Expansion Index Results This test is a simplified index test and
initial dial - final dial x 1000 may no_t show the fulll potential for )
expansion and/or shrinkage. Use result with
initial sample height El = 78 caution! See ASTM D 3877 or D4546

LANGAN " sanwusosispo | o

Langan CA, Inc. COU RTHOUSE EXPANSION IN DEX D°t°1 0/1 1 /2024' B - 5
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AXIAL STRAIN (percent)
SAMPLER TYPE: Sprague & Henwood SHEAR STRENGTH: 4,110 psf
DIAMETER (in.): 2.38 HEIGHT (in.): 4.99 STRAIN AT FAILURE: 3.4 %
MOISTURE CONTENT: 20.1 % | CONFINING PRESSURE: 600 psf
DRY DENSITY: 106 pcf | STRAIN RATE: 0.75 % / min
DESCRIPTION: CLAY with SAND (CL), yellow-brown SOURCE: B-1 at 6 feet
Project Figure Title Project No. Figure
LANGAN | "sanvLuis osispo 750680202

Langan CA, Inc.

1814 Franklin Street, Suite 505
Oakland, CA 94612

T:510.874.7000 F:510.874.7001 www.langan.com

COURTHOUSE

1144 MONTEREY STREET
SAN LUIS 0BISPO

SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY  CALIFORNIA

UNCONSOLIDATED-UNDRAINED
TRIAXIAL COMPRESSION TEST

Date
10/11/2024

B-6

Drawn By
JPC

Checked By
JDO
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Exudation Pressure [psi]
—&—R-Value —— 300 psi exudation pressure
Sample ID A B C D
Water Content (%) 23.6 20.9 18.6 -
Dry Density (pcf) 98.9 103.1 107.2 -
Exudation Pressure (psi) 270 372 494 --
Expansion Pressure (psf) 0 0 0 -
Resistance Value (R) 3 6 8 -
o Sand Expansion
Sample Source Sample Description Equivalent Prossure R-Value
B-5at 1 to 5 feet CLAY with SAND and GRAVEL (CH), olive-brown - - <5
L E Project Figure Title Project No. Figure
ANBGAN |["““sanvruis osispo sohsoz0z
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Exudation Pressure [psi]
—&—R-Value —— 300 psi exudation pressure
Sample ID A B @ D
Water Content (%) 21.2 24.0 26.0 -
Dry Density (pcf) 102.3 100.3 92.6 -
Exudation Pressure (psi) 552 345 223 -
Expansion Pressure (psf) 409 163 95 -
Resistance Value (R) 26 11 8 -
Sample Source Sample Description sand Sipeneien R-Val
p @ P Equivalent Pressure aue
P-1 at 0.5to 5 feet SANDY CLAY with GRAVEL (CH), red-brown to dark brown - - 9
LANGAN |~
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APPENDIX C
CORROSIVITY AND PRELIMINARY ASBESTOS CONTENT
TEST RESULTS

LANGAN



NCERCO

Janalytical

18 September, 2024 1100 Willow Pass Court, Suite A
Concord, CA 94520-1006
g)b N%. 24]%970226 9254622771 Fax. 925 462 2775
ust. No. 7 Www.cercoanalytical.com
Mr. Jon Oyan
Langan

135 Main Street, Suite 1500
San Francisco, CA 94105

Subject: Project No.: 750680202
Project Name: San Luis Obispo CH
Corrosivity Analysis — ASTM Methods

Dear Mr. Oyan:

Pursuant to your request, CERCO Analytical has analyzed the soil samples submitted on September 12,
2024. Based on the analytical results, this brief corrosivity evaluation is enclosed for your consideration,

Based upon the resistivity measurements, both samples are classified as “corrosive”. All buried iron, steel,
cast iron, ductile iron, galvanized steel and dielectric coated steel or iron should be properly protected
against corrosion depending upon the critical nature of the structure. All buried metallic pressure piping
such as ductile iron firewater pipelines should be protected against corrosion.

The chloride ion concentrations are 51 mg/kg and 17 mg/kg. Because the chloride ion concentrations are

less than 300 mg/kg, they are determined to be insufficient to attack steel embedded in a concrete mortar
coating.

The sulfate ion concentrations are 120 mg/kg and 52 mg/kg and are determined to be insufficient to damage
reinforced concrete structures and cement mortar-coated steel at these locations.

The pH of the soils are 7.37 and 9.33, which does not present corrosion problems for buried iron, steel,
mortar-coated steel and reinforced concrete structures.

The redox potentials are 190-mV and 210-mV. Sample No. 001 is indicative of potentially “moderately
corrosive” soils and Sample No.002 is indicative of potentially “slightly corrosive” soils resulting from
anaerobic soil conditions.

This corrosivity evaluation is based on general corrosion engineering standards and is non-specific in
nature. For specific long-term corrosion control design recommendations or consultation, please call JDH
Corrosion Consultants, Inc. at (925) 927-6630.

We appreciate the opportunity of working with you on this project. If you have any questions, or if you
require further information, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours,
CERCO ANALYTICAL, INC.

J. Darby Howard, Jr., P.E.
President

JDH/jdl
Enclosure



ICERCO

analytical
1100 Willow Pass Court, Suite A
Concord, CA 94520-1006

925 462 2771 Fax. 925 462 2775

Client:
Client's Project No.:
Client's Project Name:

Langan
750680202
San Luis Obispo CH

Date Sampled: not indicated www.cercoanalytical com
Date Received: 12-Sep-24
Matrix: Soil
Authorization: Chain of Custody Date of Report: 18-Sep-2024
Resistivity
Redox Conductivity (100% Saturation) Sulfide Chloride Sulfate
Job/Sample No. Sample 1.D. (mV) pH (umhos/cm)* (ohms-cm) (mg/kg)* (mg/kg)* (mg/kg)*
2409026-001 B-8, sample no. | @ 1.5' 190 33 - 1,000 - 51 120
2409026-002 B-10, sample no. 2 @ 3.5' 210 7.37 - 530 - 17 52
Method: ASTM D1498 | ASTM D4972 ASTM D1125M ASTM G357 ASTM D4658M ASTM D4327 ASTM D4327
Reporting Limit: - - 10 - 50 15 15
Date Analyzed: 13-Sep-2024 | 13-Sep-2024 - 17-Sep-2024 - 13-Sep-2024 13-Sep-2024

e (Lo

Jul{a Clauson
Chemist

* Results Reported on "As Received” Basis

N.D. - None Detected

Quality Control Summary - All laboratory quality control parameters were found to be within established limits

Page No. 1



CERCO

yjfanalytical
1100 Willow Pass Court, Suite A

28 March, 2023 Concord, CA 94520-1006
Job No. 2303015 9254622771 Fax.925 462 2775
Cust. No. 11308 www.cercoanalytical.com

Mr. Taylor Gater

Langan Engineering

1814 Franklin St., Suite 505
Oakland, CA 94612

Subject: Project No.: 750680201.700.004.0
Project Name: San Luis Obispo Courthouse
Corrosivity Analysis — ASTM Test Methods

Dear Mr. Gater:

Pursuant to your request, CERCO Analytical has analyzed the soil samples submitted on March 13, 2023.
Based on the analytical results, a brief corrosivity evaluation is enclosed for your consideration.

Based upon the resistivity measurements, both samples are classified as “corrosive”. All buried iron,
steel, cast iron, ductile iron, galvanized steel and dielectric coated steel or iron should be properly
protected against corrosion depending upon the critical nature of the structure. All buried metallic
pressure piping such as ductile iron firewater pipelines should be protected against corrosion.

The chloride ion concentrations reflect none detected with a reporting limit of 15 mg/kg.

The sulfate ion concentrations are none detected and 120 mg/kg and are determined to be insufficient to
damage reinforced concrete structures and cement mortar-coated steel at these locations.

The pH of the soils are 7.21 and 7.90, which does not present corrosion problems for buried iron, steel,
mortar-coated steel and reinforced concrete structures.

The redox potentials are 170-mV and 260-mV. Sample No.002 is indicative of potentially “moderately
corrosive” soil and Sample No.001 is indicative of potentially “slightly corrosive” soil resulting from
anaerobic soil conditions.

This corrosivity evaluation is based on general corrosion engineering standards and is non-specific in
nature. For specific long-term corrosion control design recommendations or consultation, please call
JDH Corrosion Consultants, Inc. at (925) 927-6630.

We appremate the opportunity of working with you on this project. If you have any questlons or if you
require further information, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours,
CERCO ANALYTICAL, INC.

Aheyo Mpgre
/1. Darby Howard, Jr
/ President

JDH/jdl
Enclosure



Client:

Client's Project No.:

Langan
750680201.700.004.0

Client's Project Name: San Luis Obispo Courthouse

CE

RCO

analytical

1100 Willow Pass Court, Suite A
Concord, CA 94520-1006

Date Sampled: Not Indicated 925 462 2771 Fax. 925 462 2775
Dt Ressivad: 13-Mar-2023 www.cercoanalytical.com
Matrix: Soil
Authorization: Signed Chain of Custody Date of Report:  28-Mar-2023
Resistivity Resistivity
Redox (As Received) (100% Saturation) Sulfide Chloride Sulfate
Job/Sample No. Sample 1.D. (mV) pH (ohms-cm) (ohms-cm) (mg/kg)* (mg/kg)* (mg/kg)*
2303015-001 B-1 - 1144 Monterey Street 260 7.21 - 1,300 - N.D. 120
2303015-002 B-3 - 2191 Johnson Avenue 170 7.90 - 1,200 - N.D. N.D.
Method: ASTM D1498 | ASTM D4972 ASTM G357 ASTM G357 ASTM D46538M | ASTM D4327 ASTM D4327
Reporting Limit: - - - - 50 15 75
24-Mar-2023 &
Date Analyzed: 23-Mar-2023 | 23-Mar-2023 - 28-Mar-2023 - 23-Mar-2023 | 23-Mar-2023

Moo Mpne.

Sherri Moore
Chemist

* Results Reported on "As Received" Basis
N.D. - None Detected

Quality Control Summary - All laboratory quality control parameters were found to be within established limits

Page No. |



@ McCampbell Analytical, Inc.

"When Quality Counts"

Analytical Report

WorkOrder: 2303A07

Report Created for: Langan

1814 Franklin Street, Suite 505
Oakland, CA 94612

Project Contact: Taylor Gater
Project P.O.:
Project: 750680201/700/004.0; San Luis Obispo Courthouse-

1144 Monterey Street
Project Received: 03/14/2023

Analytical Report reviewed & approved for release on 03/21/2023 by:

oo

Yen Cao
Project Manager

approval of the laboratory. The analytical results relate only to the ;
items tested. Results reported conform to the most current NELAP
standards, where applicable, unless otherwise stated in a case
narrative.

The report shall not be reproduced except in full, without the written /@'\E@‘Ea
& -
7 Uag

1534 Willow Pass Rd. Pittsburg, CA 94565 ¢ TEL: (877) 252-9262 ¢ FAX: (925) 252-9269 ¢ www.mccampbell.com
CA ELAP 1644 ¢ NELAP 4033 ORELAP

Page 1 of 8



T - .
1534 Willow Pass Road, Pittsburg, CA 94565-1701
- \% McCampbell Analytical, In Toll Free Telephone: (877) 252-9262 / Fax: (925) 252-9269
M_ ~* "When Quallty Counts" http://www.mccampbell.com / E-mail: main@mccampbell.com

Glossary of Terms & Qualifier Definitions

Client:  Langan WorkOrder: 2303A07
Project: 750680201/700/004.0; San Luis Obispo Courthouse- 1144 Monterey Street

Glossary Abbreviation

%D Serial Dilution Percent Difference

95% Interval 95% Confident Interval

CPT Consumer Product Testing not NELAP Accredited

DF Dilution Factor

DI WET (DISTLC) Waste Extraction Test using DI water

DISS Dissolved (direct analysis of 0.45 pm filtered and acidified water sample)
DLT Dilution Test (Serial Dilution)

DUP Duplicate

EDL Estimated Detection Limit

ERS External reference sample. Second source calibration verification.
ITEF International Toxicity Equivalence Factor

LCS Laboratory Control Sample

LQL Lowest Quantitation Level

MB Method Blank

MB % Rec % Recovery of Surrogate in Method Blank, if applicable
MDL Method Detection Limit 1

ML Minimum Level of Quantitation

MS Matrix Spike

MSD Matrix Spike Duplicate

NA Not Applicable

ND Not detected at or above the indicated MDL or RL

NR Data Not Reported due to matrix interference or insufficient sample amount.
PDS Post Digestion Spike

PDSD Post Digestion Spike Duplicate

PF Prep Factor

RD Relative Difference

RL Reporting limit 2

RPD Relative Percent Difference

RRT Relative Retention Time

RSD Relative Standard Deviation

SPK Val Spike Value

SPKRef Val Spike Reference Value

SPLP Synthetic Precipitation Leachate Procedure

ST Sorbent Tube

TCLP Toxicity Characteristic Leachate Procedure

"MDL is the minimum measured concentration of a substance that can be reported with 99% confidence that the measured concentration is
distinguishable from method blank results. Definition and Procedure for the Determination of the Method Detection Limit, Revision 2, 40CFR,
Part 136, Appendix B, EPA 821-R-16-006, December 2016.

2 RL is the lowest level that can be reliably determined within specified limits of precision and accuracy during routine laboratory operating
conditions. (The RL cannot be lower than the lowest calibration standard used in the initial calibration of the instrument and must be greater

than the MDL.) Page 2 of 8



1534 Willow Pass Road, Pittsburg, CA 94565-1701
(/_ \% McCampbell Analytical, In Toll Free Telephone: (877) 252-9262 / Fax: (925) 252-9269
* "When Quallty Counts'" http://www.mccampbell.com / E-mail: main@mccampbell.com

Glossary of Terms & Qualifier Definitions

Client:  Langan WorkOrder: 2303A07
Project: 750680201/700/004.0; San Luis Obispo Courthouse- 1144 Monterey Street

TEQ Toxicity Equivalents
TZA TimeZone Net Adjustment for sample collected outside of MAI's UTC.
WET (STLC) Waste Extraction Test (Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration)

Analytical Qualifiers

k20 CARB 435 Exception 1 - No asbestos detected. The limit of quantitation (LOQ) = 0.1%.

Page 3 of 8



Q‘l‘__"?/ McCampbell Analytical, Inc.
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"When Quality Counts""

1534 Willow Pass Road, Pittsburg, CA 94565-1701
Toll Free Telephone: (877) 252-9262 / Fax: (925) 252-9269
http://ww.mccampbell.com / E-mail: main@mccampbell.com

Analytical Report

Client: Langan WorkOrder: 2303A07

Date Received: 03/14/2023 15:10 Extraction Method: CARB 435 Asbestos

Date Prepared: 03/15/2023 Analytical Method: 435 CARB

Project: 750680201/700/004.0; San Luis Obispo Unit: %

Courthouse- 1144 Monterey Street
Asbestos (CARB 435) 1000 Point Count

Client ID Lab ID Matrix Date Collected Instrument Batch ID
B-4, Sample 3 at 10 feet depth 2303A07-001A  Soil 02/28/2023 17:00 Microscope 265820
Analytes Result RL DFE Date Analyzed
As